mishna

With regard to one who says: Sleeping
״ש ֲאנִי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר״
ֶ ׁ מתני׳ ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי יָ ׁ ֵשן״
is forbidden for me as if it were an
אוֹמר ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
ֵ  ָה,״ש ֲאנִי ְמ ַה ֵּלךְ ״
ֶׁ
oﬀering [konam],H thereby prohibiting himself from sleeping;
. ְמ ׁ ַש ְּמ ׁ ֵשךְ ״ – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּבל ֹא יָ ֵחל דְּ ָברוֹor: Speaking is konam for me; or: Walking is konam for me;
or one who says to his wife: Engaging in sexual intercourse
with you is konam for me, if he violates the vow he is in
violation of the prohibition “He shall not profane his word”
(Numbers : ).
 ״קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה ַהיּוֹם ִאם:ית ַמר
ְּ גמי ִא
 ַאל:ישן ְל ָמ ָחר״ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
ַ ׁ ִא
: וְ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר. ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ׁ ּ ַשן ְל ָמ ָחר,יִ ׁ ּ ַשן ַהיּוֹם
.ישינַן ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ׁ ּ ַשן ְל ָמ ָחר
ִ ׁ ְ וְ ָלא ָחי,יִ ׁ ּ ַשן ַהיּוֹם
אוֹמר ״קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה
ֵ ּמוֹדה ַרב יְהו ָּדה ְ ּב
ֶ ו
.ישן ַהיּוֹם״ – ׁ ֶשיִּ ׁ ַשן ַהיּוֹם
ַ ׁ ְל ָמ ָחר ִאם ִא

gemara

It was stated that with regard to one
who says: Sleeping is konam for my
eyes todayH if I will sleep tomorrow, Rav Yehuda said that
Rav said: He may not sleep today, lest he sleep tomorrow
and thereby cause the vow to have been violated today, retroactively. And Rav Naĥman said: He may sleep today, as there
is currently no prohibition, and we are not concerned that
he will perhaps sleep tomorrow, as he will be careful not to
sleep. And Rav Yehuda concedes that in a case where he says:
Sleeping is konam for my eyes tomorrowH if I sleep today,
he may sleep today.

HALAKHA

Sleeping is forbidden for me as if it were an oﬀering
[konam] – יָשן
ֵ ׁ קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי: Vows do not take eﬀect with regard
to matters that do not have actual substance. Therefore, if
one says: Sleeping is konam for me, or: Walking is konam
for me, the vow does not take eﬀect. Similarly, if one says:
My speech will be forbidden to you, or: Your speech will be
forbidden to me, the vow does not take eﬀect. However, by
rabbinic law a request must be made to a halakhic authority
for dissolution of the vow in these cases as well. Dissolution is
broached with the one who vowed using a diﬀerent extenuation (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 3:10; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:1).
Sleeping is konam for my eyes today, etc. – קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה
היּוֹם וכו׳:ַ If one said: Sleeping is konam for my eyes today if
I sleep tomorrow, he should not sleep today lest he forget
and sleep tomorrow. The opinion of Rav Yehuda is accepted,
in accordance with the principle concerning disagreements
between Rav Yehuda and Rav Naĥman with regard to prohibitions (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:14; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:3).
Sleeping is konam for my eyes tomorrow, etc. – קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי
ב ׁ ֵשינָ ה ְל ָמ ָחר וכו׳:ּ ְ If one said: Sleeping is konam for my eyes
tomorrow if I sleep today, he may sleep today, as there is no
concern that he will violate tomorrow’s prohibition. Even
Rav Yehuda concedes that this is the halakha (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:3).
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–  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ִא ּיסו ָּרא, ִּכי ָלא ִמזְ דַּ ֵהיר – ִ ּב ְתנָ ָאהSleeping today is not prohibited for him. Rather, it causes
. ִמזְ דַּ ַהרsleeping to be prohibited for him tomorrow, because when
one is not careful, it is only with regard to a condition. In the
former case, sleeping on the second day merely fulfills the
condition on which the prohibition was based, causing it to
take eﬀect retroactively. Therefore, there is concern that he will
not be careful and retroactively cause a violation. However,
one is careful with regard to a prohibition. In the latter case,
sleeping on the second day is directly prohibited. Therefore,
there is no concern that he will violate the prohibition.
״ש ֲאנִי ְמ ַה ֵּל ְך״
ֶ ׁ  ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי יָ ׁ ֵשן״:ְּתנַ ן
ימא
ָ יכי ָד ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ  ֵה.״ש ֲאנִי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר״ וכו׳
ֶׁ
:יָשן״ ִמי ָהוֵ י ְנִד ָרא? וְ ָה ְתנַן
ֵ ׁ ״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ – ִּכ ְד ָק ָתנֵי
 ׁ ֶש ַה ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת ָחלוֹת ַﬠל,חוֹמר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת
ֶ
,דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש וְ ַﬠל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש
 וְ ׁ ֵשינָ ה דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין.ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ַ ּב ְּנ ָד ִרים
 ״קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי:ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש הוּא! ֶא ָּלא דַּ ֲא ַמר
.ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה״

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty with regard to the opinion of
Rav Yehuda: We learned in the mishna that one who says:
Sleeping is konam for me, or: Walking is konam for me, or:
Speaking is konam for me, may not violate his vow. What are
the circumstances? If we say that the wording of the vow is
precisely as the mishna teaches, is the vow: Sleeping is konam
for me, a valid vow? But didn’t we learn in a baraita: There is
stringency with regard to oaths vis-à-vis vows, in that oaths
apply to something that has actual substance and to something that does not have actual substance, which is not the
case with regard to vows. And sleep is something that does
not have actual substance, so how can a vow apply to sleep?
Rather, the mishna must be referring to a case where he said:
Sleeping is konam for my eyes.

יה
ּ וְ ִאי דְּ ָלא יָ ֵהיב ׁ ִשיעו ָּרא – ִמי ׁ ָש ְב ִקינַן ֵל
״בל יָ ֵחל״? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַ יסוּר
ּ ַﬠד דְּ ָﬠ ַבר ִא
– ישן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה יָ ִמים״
ַ ׁ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִא
ְ ׁ :יוֹחנָן
ָ
! וְ יָ ׁ ֵשן ְל ַא ְל ַּתר,ַמ ְל ִקין אוֹתוֹ

The Gemara questions this interpretation: And if he did not
give a measurement to the prohibition created by the vow,
but rather prohibited himself from sleeping for an unlimited
period of time, do we let him be until he inevitably transgressesN the prohibition: He shall not profane, by falling
asleep? But didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say that if one says: I
hereby take an oath that I will not sleep for three days,HB
the court flogs him for taking an oath in vain, and he may
sleep immediately,N as he is incapable of fulfilling his oath?
Here too, if the prohibition has no time frame, the vow should
not take eﬀect.

NOTES

Do we let him be until he transgresses, etc. – יה
ּ ִמי ׁ ָש ְב ִקינַן ֵל
ﬠד דְּ ָﬠ ַבר וכו׳:ַ Tosafot (Shevuot 29a) derive from here that not
only with regard to oaths, but with regard to vows as well,
one who takes a vow that he cannot fulfill is liable to be
flogged, as he is in violation of the prohibition: He shall not
profane his word. However, other commentaries maintain
that since the vow does not take eﬀect, he is not in transgression of the prohibition. As opposed to taking an oath
in vain, which is explicitly prohibited by the Torah, there is
no prohibition against taking a vow in vain. According to
this opinion, Rabbi Yoĥanan is quoted only analogously, in
order to emphasize that this kind of vow does not take eﬀect
(Tosafot Yeshanim; Rashba; Meiri).
And he may sleep immediately – יָשן ְל ַא ְל ַּתר
ֵ ׁ ְו: According to
the Ritva, the word: Immediately, refers not to his permission
to sleep but to his being flogged. However, the Ran holds that
since the oath is rendered an oath taken in vain, it does not
take eﬀect, and he may therefore sleep whenever he wishes.
HALAKHA

An oath that I will not sleep for three days, etc. – ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
ישן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה יָ ִמים וכו׳
ַ ׁ ש ּל ֹא ִא:
ֶ ׁ If one takes an oath that cannot
be fulfilled, e.g., an oath not to sleep for three days, it is an
oath in vain. He is flogged, and he may sleep whenever he
wishes, as ruled by Rabbi Yoĥanan. Rabbeinu Yeruĥam and
the Rema rule that if one takes an oath not to eat or to sleep
without setting a time frame, it is considered an oath that he
will never fulfill and therefore an oath taken in vain (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 5:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a
236:4).
BACKGROUND

I will not sleep for three days – ישן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה יָ ִמים
ַ ׁ ל ֹא ִא:ּ
Although it is possible for someone to be prevented from
sleeping for more than three days, this is only when other
people keep him awake. In addition, lack of sleep for such
an extended period can cause severe, irreparable physical
and mental damage.

. פרק ב׳ דף טו. Nedarim . Perek II . 15a

57

HALAKHA

The prohibition: He shall not profane, by rabbinic
law – בל יָ ֵחל ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן:
ּ ַ If one takes a vow rendering
forbidden a matter that has no actual substance,
the vow does not take eﬀect by Torah law. However,
the Sages issued a decree that since he rendered it
forbidden to himself, he may not act upon the permission of the Torah. Rather, dissolution is broached
using a diﬀerent extenuation, lest he take vows
lightly (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 3:12;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:1).
Matters that are permitted but others are accustomed to observe a prohibition with regard to
them – יסוּר
ּ דְּ ָב ִרים ַה ּמו ָּּת ִרין וַ ֲא ֵח ִרים נָ ֲהג ּו ָ ּב ֶהן ִא: With
regard to those who observe a prohibition with
regard to matters that are permitted, even though
they know that they are permitted, those people
are considered to have accepted the custom under
oath, and one may not permit these matters to them.
Therefore, if they wish to rescind the prohibition due
to weakness, it requires dissolution by three people
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 214:1).
Deriving benefit from me until Passover is konam
for you, etc. – ש ַא ְּת נֶ ֱהנֵית ִלי ַﬠד ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח וכו׳:
ֶ ׁ A man said
to his wife: Deriving benefit from me until Passover is
konam for you if you go to your father’s house until
the following festival of Sukkot. In such a case, if she
went to her father’s house before Passover, her husband may not provide her any benefit until Passover.
If he does so, he is liable to be flogged. However, even
if she did not go, she may not derive benefit from
him, lest she eventually go, thereby violating the vow
retroactively (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim
10:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 220:22).
NOTES

Matters that are permitted, etc. – דְּ ָב ִרים ַה ּמו ָּּת ִרין
וכו׳: According to the understanding of Tosafot, this
is the basis for the prohibition of the mishna. They
explain that if breaching a custom is considered a
transgression of the prohibition: He shall not profane
his word, even though it has no halakhic basis, so is
violation of an invalid vow, as when taking the vow
he certainly intended to observe it.
She is prohibited from deriving benefit from him,
and if she does so she is flogged – לוֹקה
ָ ְאסו ָּרה ו:
ֲ
Most commentaries explain that she is prohibited
from deriving benefit from him immediately, and she
is liable to be flogged if she transgresses the prohibition by violating the condition as well. However, the
Rambam holds that she is not flogged, as she is not
the one who took the vow, and therefore is not in
violation of: He shall not profane his word. Rather,
the husband is flogged if he gives her benefit, since
he took the vow. The Rashba and the Ran respond
that since one can render his property forbidden to
others, whether by consecrating it or by means of a
vow, anyone who eats or derives benefit from an item
that is forbidden to him by means of a vow, even if
the vow was not taken by him, is in violation of: He
shall not profane, and is liable to be flogged.

 ֶא ָּלא דַּ ֲא ַמר ״קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה ְל ָמ ָחר ִאםRather, the mishna must be referring to a case where one said:
יה
ַ ׁ  ִאSleeping is konam to my eyes tomorrow if I sleep today. The
ּ ישן ַהיּוֹם״? ָהא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָּכל ְ ּב ִא ּס ּו ֵר
mishna rules that he may not sleep today, lest he transgress
!ִמזְ דַּ ַהר
the prohibition of: He shall not profane, by sleeping tomorrow.
However, didn’t you say that with regard to this vow it is agreed
that he may sleep today, as one is careful with regard to any direct
prohibition and will not violate the vow tomorrow? If so, why is it
prohibited for him to sleep today?
יטא דַּ ֲא ַמר ״קוֹנָ ם ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשינָ ה ַהיּוֹם
ָ ֶא ָּלא ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
 ִּכי נָ יֵים, וְ ִאי ָלא נָ יֵים ַהיּוֹם.ישן ְל ָמ ָחר״
ַ ׁ ִאם ִא
יכא? ֶא ָּלא
ּ ַ ְל ָמ ָחר ַמאי
ָּ ״בל יָ ֵחל דְּ ָברוֹ״ ִא
 ו ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא,יה דְּ נָ יֵים
ֵ  ַא ְל ָמא ִא.ָלאו ִ ּב ְדנָ יֵים
ּ ית
!דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה

Rather, it is obvious that the mishna is referring to a case where
one said: Sleeping is konam to my eyes today if I sleep tomorrow.
The Gemara asks: And if he does not sleep today, when he sleeps
tomorrow, what transgression of: He shall not profane his word,
is there? Rather, is it not with regard to a case where he slept on
the first day, and therefore the mishna warns him not to sleep on
the second day lest he transgress the prohibition retroactively?
Apparently, there is a situation in which he sleeps on the first day.
And this is a refutation of the opinion of Rav Yehuda that he may
not sleep today lest he sleep tomorrow as well, thereby violating the
prohibition.

. ִּכי ָק ָתנֵי – דְּ ִאי נָ יֵיםThe Gemara answers: When the mishna teaches that he may not
sleep tomorrow, it does not mean that today he may sleep ab initio.
Rather, it means that if he did sleep today he must be careful not
to sleep tomorrow.
״בל
ּ ַ  ו ַּמאי,עוֹלם ִּכ ְד ָק ָתנֵי
ָ  ְל: ָר ִבינָ א ֲא ַמרRavina said a diﬀerent answer: Actually, the mishna may be inter. יָ ֵחל״ – ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןpreted as it teaches, i.e., sleeping is konam for me. The vow does
not take eﬀect, as sleep does not have actual substance. And if so,
what is the reason the mishna states that if he sleeps he is in violation of the prohibition: He shall not profane? He transgresses the
prohibition by rabbinic law.H Although the vow does not take eﬀect
by Torah law, the Sages prohibited him from breaking his word.
: וְ ָה ַתנְיָא,״בל יָ ֵחל״ ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן? – ִאין
ּ ַ ו ִּמי ִא ָּיכא
– דְּ ָב ִרים ַה ּמו ָּּת ִרין וַ ֲא ֵח ִרים נָ ֲהג ּו ָ ּב ֶהן ִא ּיסוּר
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,נֵיהם
ֶ ִאי ַא ָּתה ַר ׁ ּ ַשאי ְל ַה ִּת ָירן ִ ּב ְפ
.״ל ֹא יָ ֵחל דְּ ָברוֹ״

The Gemara asks: But is there a prohibition of: He shall not profane, by rabbinic law? The Gemara answers: Yes, and it is taught
in a baraita: With regard to matters that are permitted,N but
others are accustomed to observe a prohibition with regard to
them,H you may not permit these matters before those people,
as it is stated: “He shall not profane his word” (Numbers : ).
If they contravene their custom they are in violation of the prohibition: He shall not profane his word, by rabbinic law, as that is
similar to violating a vow.

ֶ ׁ : ְּתנַןThe Gemara attempts again to raise a diﬃculty with regard to Rav
״ש ַא ְּת נֶ ֱהנֵית ִלי ַﬠד ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח ִאם ֵּת ְל ִכי
–  ָה ְל ָכה ִל ְפנֵי ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח, ְל ֵבית ָא ִביךְ ַﬠד ֶה ָחג״Yehuda’s opinion. We learned in a mishna ( a) that if a man said
to his wife: Deriving benefit from me until Passover is konam for
.ֲאסו ָּרה ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ ַﬠד ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח
youH if you go to your father’s house until the following festival
of Sukkot, then, if she went to her father’s house before Passover,
she is prohibited from deriving benefit from him until Passover,
as she violated the condition, thereby enabling the vow to take
eﬀect.
–  ל ֹא ָה ְל ָכה, ָה ְל ָכה ִל ְפנֵי ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח – ֲאסו ָּרהThe Gemara infers: Only if she went before Passover is it prohib! ל ֹאited for her to derive benefit from him. However, if she did not go,
she is not prohibited from deriving benefit from him. Apparently,
even though she can transgress the condition retroactively until
Sukkot by going to her father’s house, there is no concern that
she will do so. This is diﬃcult according to Rav Yehuda, who
prohibits transgression of a conditional vow that may take eﬀect
retroactively.
 ָה ְל ָכה ִל ְפנֵי ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח – ֲאסו ָּרה: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבאRabbi Abba said that the baraita can be interpreted as follows: If
. ל ֹא ָה ְל ָכה – ֲאסו ָּרה ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא,לוֹקה
ָ ְ וshe went before Passover, she is prohibited from deriving benefit
from him, and if she does so she is flogged.N If she did not go before
Passover, it is merely prohibited for her to derive benefit from him,
lest she violate the condition and cause the vow to take eﬀect retroactively. However, she is not liable to be flogged for it, as the vow
has not yet taken eﬀect.
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״בל יָ ֵחל
ּ ַ  ַא ַחר ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח ְ ּב:יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ ֵא
– ית ַה ּנֵי ִל ְפנֵי ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח
ְ  וְ ִאי דְּ ָלא ִא.דְּ ָברוֹ״
– יטא
ָ ״בל יָ ֵחל״? ֶא ָּלא ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ּ ַ יכא
ָּ ִמי ִא
,ית ַה ּנֵי
ְ  ַא ְל ָמא ִמ,ית ַה ּנֵי
ְ דְּ ִא

The Gemara counters: Say the latter clause of that mishna, which
states that if she goes to her father’s house after Passover she is in
violation of: He shall not profane his word. And if the mishna
is referring to a case where she did not derive benefit from him
before Passover, is there a transgression of: He shall not profane?
Clearly the vow was not violated. Rather, it is obvious that she
derived benefit from him before Passover, and therefore if she goes
to her father’s house between Passover and Sukkot she violates the
vow retroactively. Apparently, she may derive benefit from him,
even though she can subsequently violate the vow by transgressing
the condition.
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Daf 15 Amud b
! ו ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדהAnd this is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Yehuda.
ְ  ִּכי ָק ָתנֵי – דְּ ִאי ִאThe Gemara answers: When the mishna teaches this, it does not
״בל
ַ  ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּב,ית ַה ּנֵי
. יָ ֵחל דְּ ָברוֹ״mean that before she went she was permitted to derive benefit from
him ab initio. Rather, it means that if she derived benefit from him
after the fact, she is in violation of: He shall not profane his word.
״ש ַא ְּת נֶ ֱהנֵית ִלי ַﬠד ֶה ָחג ִאם ֵּת ְל ִכי
ֶ ׁ :ְּתנַן
ְ ְל ֵבית ָא ִב
 ָה ְל ָכה ִל ְפנֵי,יך ַﬠד ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח״
,ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח – ֲאס ּו ָרה ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ ַﬠד ֶה ָח ג
.וּמו ֶּּת ֶרת ֵל ֵילךְ ַא ַחר ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח

We learn further on ( b) that if the husband said to his wife:
Deriving benefit from me until the festival of Sukkot is konam for
youH if you go to your father’s house until Passover, then, if she
went before Passover, she is prohibited from deriving benefit
from him until the festival of Sukkot, as the vow took eﬀect, and
she is permitted to go to her father’s house after Passover.

! ל ֹא ָה ְל ָכה – ל ֹא, ָה ְל ָכה – ֲאסו ָּרהThe Gemara infers: Only if she went before Passover is it prohibited
for her to derive benefit from him. However, if she did not go it is
not prohibited for her to do so. She may derive benefit from him,
and there is no concern that she will subsequently go to her father’s
house, transgressing the prohibition. This is diﬃcult according to
the opinion of Rav Yehuda that one may not perform an action that
will be rendered retroactively a violation of a vow if the condition
is met.
 הוּא ַהדִּ ין דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ל ֹא ָה ְל ָכה: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: The same is true, that even if she did not go, she is
 ל ֹא,לוֹקה
ָ ְ ֲאסו ָּרה; ָה ְל ָכה – ֲאסו ָּרה וprohibited from deriving benefit from him. The diﬀerence is that
if she went it is not only prohibited for her to derive benefit from
.ָה ְל ָכה – ֲאסו ָּרה ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא
him, but if she does so she is flogged; whereas if she did not go, it
is merely prohibited for her to derive benefit from him, lest she
violate the vow by going to her father’s house before Passover.
״כ ָּכר זוֹ ָﬠ ַלי ַהיּוֹם ִאם ֵא ֵל ְך
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Yehuda: It is
ִּ :ית ֵיבי
 ָא ַכל – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה, ְל ָמקוֹם ּ ְפלוֹנִי ְל ָמ ָחר״taught in a baraita that if one said: This loaf is forbidden to me
today H if I go to such and such a place tomorrow, then if he ate
.״בל יֵ ֵלךְ ״
ַ ְ ּב
the loaf today, he is subject to the prohibition that he shall not go
tomorrow. Apparently, he may eat it today, as there is no concern
that he will go tomorrow.
 דְּ ִכי ָא ַכל,״א ַכל״ ָק ָתנֵי
ָ ?״אוֹכל״
ֵ
 ִמי ָק ָתנֵיThe Gemara answers: Where is the contradiction? Does the baraita
.״בל יֵ ֵלךְ ״
ַ  ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּבteach that he may eat the loaf ab initio? It teaches only that he ate,
i.e., that once he ate, he is subject to the prohibition that he shall
not go.

HALAKHA

Deriving benefit from me until the festival of Sukkot is
ֶ ׁ If a man
konam for you, etc. – ש ַא ְּת נֶ ֱהנֵית ִלי ַﬠד ֶה ָחג וכו׳:
says to his wife: Deriving benefit from me until the festival
of Sukkot is konam for you if you go to your father’s house
until Passover, it is immediately prohibited for her to
derive benefit from him, lest she go to her father’s house
during the period of the vow, as ruled by Rav Yehuda. If
she went and he benefits her, he is flogged, and she is
prohibited from deriving benefit from him until Sukkot.
However, she is permitted to go to her father’s house
after Passover (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim
10:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 220:23).
This loaf is forbidden to me today, etc. – ִּכ ָּכר זוֹ ָﬠ ַלי ַהיּוֹם
וכו׳: If one says: These fruits will be forbidden to me today
if I go to such and such a place tomorrow, it is prohibited
for him to eat them today, lest he go to that place tomorrow. If he transgresses the prohibition by eating them on
the first day and then going to that place on the second
day he is flogged. If he does not go there he is not flogged
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:14; see Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:3).
NOTES

He may not go – מ ַה ֵּלךְ ָלא:ְ Most commentaries explain
the question as follows: Since, according to Rav Yehuda,
it is prohibited for him to eat the loaf on the first day, it
would have been appropriate for the baraita to state that
as long as he did not eat it, he may go ab initio, rather than
referring to the case in which he ate it. The Ran explains
that the premise of the Gemara’s inference, according to
this interpretation, is that the latter clause of the baraita is
not a continuation of the first. The answer of the Gemara,
accordingly, is that the latter clause is a continuation of
the first, and it means that if he violates the vow by eating
and then going, he is in violation of: He shall not profane.
Rabbi Avraham min HaHar cites a diﬀerent version of
the text, according to which the Gemara raises a diﬃculty
not with the opinion of Rav Yehuda but with that of Rav
Naĥman: Why does the mishna refer only to a case where
he ate the loaf after the fact, and does not state that he
may eat it ab initio? The answer of the Gemara, according
to this version, is that since the latter clause is referring
to a case in which he violated the vow by going, the first
clause also discusses an after-the-fact case.

– ְ ְמ ַה ֵּלך.יָחל דְּ ָברוֹ״
ֵ ״בל
ַ  ָה ַלךְ – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּבIt is further taught in the baraita: If he went the next day, he is in
! וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה, ָלאviolation of: He shall not profane his word. The Gemara infers
from the fact that the baraita is referring only to a case in which he
went after the fact, that he may not goN ab initio. This indicates that
he is permitted to eat the loaf, thereby prohibiting himself from
going the next day. This accords with the opinion of Rav Naĥman
that one may cause a vow to take eﬀect by fulfilling its condition,
and it poses a diﬃculty to the opinion of Rav Yehuda.
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NOTES

But isn’t he duty bound, etc. – וְ ָהא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַﬠ ֵ ּבד וכו׳: The
Ran and the Rosh explain that since his body is subjugated to her conjugal rights, this vow is comparable to
one who vows to prohibit the possession of someone
else’s item to its owner, in which case the vow does
not take eﬀect.
The pleasure I derive from engaging in sexual intercourse with you is forbidden to me – ְישך
ֵ ׁ ֲהנָ ַאת ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ
ﬠ ַלי:ָ The Rashba maintains that since this wording
enables the vow to take eﬀect, the vow is interpreted
in this manner even if he employed the language of
the mishna: Engaging in sexual intercourse with you
is konam for me.
An oath that I will not sleep – שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי יָ ׁ ֵשן:
ְׁ
The oath takes eﬀect, as an oath is applicable even
to something that does not have actual substance
(see 15a).
An oﬀering that I will not eat of yours – אוֹכל
ַ ָק ְר ָ ּבן ל ֹא
ָלך:ְ The Ran explains why a prohibition worded in this
manner does not take eﬀect: It cannot take eﬀect as
an oath because the term korban is not used in taking
an oath. Nor can it take eﬀect as a vow, as it was not
phrased in the manner of associating an item with
an oﬀering.
That which I will not eat of yours is not an oﬀering –
ָאוֹכל ְלך
ַ לא ָק ְר ָ ּבן ָלא:ָ The ruling in this case follows the
opinion of Rabbi Meir that one cannot infer a positive
statement from a negative statement. Therefore, it is
not inferred from his statement that what he will eat
of his will be an oﬀering.

יתנֵי
ְ  הוּא ַהדִּ ין דְּ ִל: ָא ַמר ָל ְך ַרב יְ הו ָּדהThe Gemara answers: Rav Yehuda could have said to you that the
 דְּ ָלא,״א ַכל״
ָ ישא
ָ ׁ  ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֵר.״מ ַה ֵּלךְ ״
ְ same is true, that the baraita could have taught that he may go.
However, since the first clause teaches the halakha where he ate
.״ה ַלךְ ״
ָ ״אוֹכל״ – ָּתנֵי ֵס ָיפא
ֵ
יה
ְ ִמ
ּ יתנֵי ֵל
the loaf after the fact, as it cannot teach that he may eat it according
to Rav Yehuda, who holds that it is prohibited for him to eat it ab
initio, the latter clause also teaches the halakha in the case where
he went, and does not teach that he may go, to maintain a uniform
style. In conclusion, neither opinion is refuted.
אוֹמר ָל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי ְמ ׁ ַש ְּמ ׁ ֵש ְך״
ֵ ָה
ַ ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּב
 וְ ָהא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַﬠ ֵ ּבד.״בל יָ ֵחל דְּ ָברוֹ״
״ש ֵא ָר ּה ְּכסו ָּת ּה
ְ ׁ  דִּ ְכ ִתיב,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְָּל ּה ִמד
!וְ עֹנָ ָת ּה ל ֹא יִגְ ָרע״

§ It is taught in the mishna that with regard to one who says to
his wife: Engaging in sexual intercourse with you is konam for
me, if he violates the vow he is in violation of the prohibition: He
shall not profane his word. The Gemara asks: How can one render
prohibited engaging in sexual intercourse with his wife? But isn’t
he duty boundN by Torah law to engage in sexual intercourse with
her,H as it is written: “Her food, her clothing, and her conjugal
rights he may not diminish” (Exodus : )?

ֲ אוֹמר
ֵ  ְ ּבThe Gemara answers: The vow does not take eﬀect if it is formulated
 וְ ָהא ָלא,ישךְ ָﬠ ַלי״
ֵ ׁ ״הנָ ַאת ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ
.יה ְ ּב ַת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש
ָ  ָקאas cited. Rather, the mishna is referring to a case where he says: The
ּ נִיחא ֵל
pleasure I derive from engaging in sexual intercourse with you is
forbidden to me,NH and sexual intercourse is therefore not amenable to him. Since he is not obligated to experience the pleasure
he derives from sexual intercourse with her, he can prohibit himself
from experiencing this pleasure. In this manner he can render their
sexual intercourse forbidden by means of a vow.
ישי ָﬠ ֶליךָ ״ – ּכ ִוֹפין
ִ ׁ ״ת ׁ ְש ִמ
ַּ :דַּ ֲא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
 דְּ ִש ְﬠ ּבו ֵּדי ְמ ׁשו ְּﬠ ֶ ּב ֶדת,אוֹת ּה ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ַּמ ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ָ
ֲ .יה
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ישךָ ָﬠ ַלי״ – ָאסוּר
ְ ׁ ״הנָ ַאת ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ
ּ ֵל
.ַמ ֲא ִכ ִילין לוֹ ְל ָא ָדם דָּ ָבר ֶה ָאסוּר לוֹ

As Rav Kahana said: If a woman vows: Sexual intercourse with
me is forbidden to you, the court coerces herH to engage in sexual
intercourse with him, as she is duty bound to engage in sexual
intercourse with him due to his conjugal rights. However, if she
vows: The pleasure I derive from engaging in sexual intercourse
with you is forbidden to me, it is prohibited for them to engage in
sexual intercourse, as she derives pleasure from the sexual intercourse and one may not feed a person that which is forbidden to
him.

mishna

If one says: I take an oath that I will not
״ש ֵאינִי
ֶ ׁ ״שב ּו ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי יָ ׁ ֵשן״
ְ ׁ מתני׳
sleep,NH or: That I will not speak, or: That
״ק ְר ָ ּבן
ָ .״ש ֵאינִי ְמ ַה ֵּל ְך״ – ָאסוּר
ֶ ׁ ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר״
I will not walk, this activity is prohibited to him. As taught earlier
״לא
ָ אוֹכל ְלךָ ״
ַ ״הא ָק ְר ָ ּבן ׁ ֶש
ָ אוֹכל ְלךָ ״
ַ  ( ל ֹאa), one of the primary methods of taking a vow is by invoking
ַ  ָק ְר ָ ּבן ָלאan oﬀering. The mishna provides several examples where invoking
.אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – מו ָּּתר
the term korban is not eﬀective. If one says: An oﬀering [korban]
that I will not eat of yours,NH or: This oﬀering [ha korban] that I
will eat of yours, or: That which I will not eat of yours is not an
oﬀering [la korban],N the food is permitted.

HALAKHA

But isn’t he duty bound by Torah law to engage in sexual intercourse with her – אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּוְ ָהא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַﬠ ֵ ּבד ָל ּה ִמד: If a man stipulated
with a woman that he will marry her but he will have no obligation
to engage in sexual intercourse with her, the condition is null and
void and he is obligated to engage in sexual intercourse with her
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 69:6).
The pleasure I derive from engaging in sexual intercourse with
you is forbidden to me – יש ְך ָﬠ ַלי
ֵ ׁ הנָ ַאת ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ:ֲ If a man said to his
wife: The pleasure I derive from engaging in sexual intercourse
with you is forbidden to me, the vow takes eﬀect, and it is prohibited for them to engage in sexual intercourse, as one may
not feed a person that which is forbidden to him (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 14:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 76:9–10 and
Yoreh De’a 234:67).
If a woman vows: Sexual intercourse with me is forbidden to
you, the court coerces her, etc. – אוֹת ּה וכו׳
ָ  ּכ ִוֹפין, ָישי ָﬠ ֶליך
ִ ׁ ת ׁ ְש ִמ:ַּ If
a woman says to her husband: Sexual intercourse with me will be
forbidden to you by a vow, or if she says to him that the pleasure
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he derives from engaging in sexual intercourse with her is forbidden to him, these vows do not take eﬀect, as she is duty bound to
him with regard to this matter. However, if she says: The pleasure I
derive from engaging in sexual intercourse with you is forbidden
to me, the vow takes eﬀect, and if he does not nullify the vow, it
is prohibited for him to engage in sexual intercourse with her, as
stated by Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:9;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 234:67).
An oath that I will not sleep – יָשן
ֵ ׁ שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי:
ְ ׁ If one takes an
oath that he will not sleep or that he will not eat, the oath takes
eﬀect, as an oath takes eﬀect even in reference to matters that
have no actual substance (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim
3:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 239:3).
An oﬀering that I will not eat of yours – ָאוֹכל ְלך
ַ ק ְר ָ ּבן ל ֹא:ָ If one
says: An oﬀering that I will not eat of yours; or: This oﬀering that
I will eat of yours; or if he says: Like an oﬀering, or: To an oﬀering,
or: Not an oﬀering, the vow does not take eﬀect (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:19).

