HALAKHA

That one cannot take an oath to transgress the mitzvot –
נִש ָ ּב ִﬠין ַל ֲﬠבוֹר ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וֹת
ְ ׁ ש ֵאין:
ֶ ׁ An oath that applies to a mitzva
does not take eﬀect, whether the wording of an oath is
employed, e.g., an oath that I will not dwell in a sukka, or
the wording of a vow is employed, e.g., dwelling in a sukka
is prohibited to me by oath. With regard to benefit from a
sukka, the opinion of Rava is accepted (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 239:4).

נִש ָ ּב ִﬠין ַל ֲﬠבוֹר ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וֹת
ְ ׁ וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין
יה? ֵמ ָה ָתם נָ ְפ ָקא
ּ ֵמ ָה ָכא נָ ְפ ָקא ֵל
נִש ַ ּבע ְל ַב ֵּטל ֶאת
ְ ׁ  יָ כוֹל: דְּ ַתנְיָא,יה
ּ ֵל
, יָ כוֹל יְ ֵהא ַחיָּ יב,יטל
ֵּ ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב

§ The Gemara asks: And is the principle that one cannot take an

יטיב״ ַמה
ִ ״ל ָה ַרע אוֹ ְל ֵה
ְ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
 יָ צָ א,ֲה ָט ָבה ְר ׁשוּת – ַאף ֲה ָר ָﬠה ְר ׁשוּת
,יטל
ֵּ נִש ָ ּבע ְל ַב ֵּטל ֶאת ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב
ְׁ
!ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָה ְר ׁשוּת ְ ּביָ דוֹ

However, the verse states: “Or if anyone swears clearly with his lips
to do evil, or to do good” (Leviticus : ). From the juxtaposition
of evil and good it is derived that just as the doing of good, which
is interpreted as obligating himself to take a positive action, is referring to a permitted activity, e.g., to eat, so too, the doing of evil,
which is interpreted as prohibiting himself from something, refers
only to that which is permitted, e.g., not to eat. This excludes one
who takes an oath to nullify a mitzvaH and does not nullify it; he
is not liable for violating the oath, as the permission to nullify it is
not in his power.

oath to transgress the mitzvotH derived from here, i.e., the above
verse? It is derived from there, i.e., another verse, as it is taught in
a baraita: One might have thought that if one takes an oath to
nullify a mitzva and does not nullify it, one might have thought
that he will be liable for violating an oath on a statement.
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This excludes one who takes an oath to nullify a mitzva –
נִש ָ ּבע ְל ַב ֵּטל ֶאת ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה
ְ ׁ יָ צָ א: One who takes an oath to nullify a
mitzva and then does not nullify it is not liable for violating
an oath on a statement. However, he is flogged for taking an
oath in vain, and he must fulfill the mitzva that he had taken
the oath to nullify (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 5:14;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 239:4).
There is a vow within a vow – יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֶ ֶדר: How does
a vow take eﬀect where another vow was already made? If
one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an oﬀering if I
eat this loaf; it is incumbent upon me to bring an oﬀering
if I eat this loaf, then, if he eats it he is liable for each vow. If
he requests dissolution of the first vow and it is dissolved,
the loaf is still forbidden until he requests dissolution of the
second vow and it too is dissolved (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 3:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 229:3).
An oath that I will not eat, etc. – אוֹכל וכו׳
ַ שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא:
ְׁ
An oath does not take eﬀect where another oath has already
been taken. If one says: I hereby take an oath that I will not
eat this loaf, I hereby take an oath that I will not eat this loaf,
the second oath does not take eﬀect. However, if he requests
dissolution of the first oath, the second one does take eﬀect
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 4:9; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 239:13).
BACKGROUND

Naziriteship – נְ זִ ירוּת: This term refers to the status that
applies to someone who vows to be a nazirite, as detailed
in the Torah (Numbers 6:1–21). A nazirite must refrain from
eating or drinking anything derived from the vine, especially
wine. He must avoid ritual impurity imparted by corpses and
must refrain from cutting his hair. A nazirite who violates
any of these prohibitions is liable to be flogged. One can
vow to be a nazirite for any period of time that he wishes,
but the minimum period is thirty days. One who does not
specify how long he wishes to be a nazirite assumes nazirite
obligations for thirty days. The halakhot of the nazirite are
discussed in tractate Nazir.
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,יה ִמ ָ ּק ְר ַ ּבן ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
ּ  ַחד ְק ָרא ְל ִמ ְיפ ְט ֵרThe Gemara answers that both verses are necessary. One verse: “To
.יה ִמן ָלאו דִּ ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
ּ  וְ ַחד – ְל ִמ ְיפ ְט ֵרdo evil or to do good,” which is stated in the context of the halakhot
of oﬀerings, is necessary to exempt him from bringing an oﬀering
for violating an oath, and one verse: “He shall not profane,” is
necessary to exempt him from the prohibition for violating an
oath.
 וְ ֵאין,תוֹך נֶ ֶדר
ְ מתני׳ יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּב
 ֵּכיצַ ד? ָא ַמר.ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ְ ּבתוֹךְ ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ִאם,אוֹכל
ַ ״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ִאם
ֲ
אוֹכל״ וְ ָא ַכל – ַחיָּ יב ַﬠל ָּכל ַא ַחת
ַ
 ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה,אוֹכל
ַ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ ׁ .וְ ַא ַחת
אוֹכל״ וְ ָא ַכל – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא
ַ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
.ַא ַחת

mishna

There is a vow within a vow.H It is possible
to impose an additional prohibition, by
means of a vow, on an item that is already forbidden by means of a
vow. But there is no oath within an oath. If one takes an oath twice
with regard to the same action, the second oath does not take eﬀect.
How so? If one said: I am hereby a naziriteN if I eat,B and then
repeated: I am hereby a nazirite if I eat, and then he ate, he is
obligated to observe naziriteship for thirty days for each and every
one of the vows, as both vows took eﬀect. However, if he said: I
hereby take an oath that I will not eat, and repeated: I hereby take
an oath that I will not eat,H and then he ate, he is liable to bring
an oﬀering for only one violation of an oath.

NOTES

How so? If one said I am hereby a nazirite – ֵּכיצַ ד? ָא ַמר ֲה ֵרינִי
נָזִ יר: Tosafot, the Ran, and others hold that the only way that
a vow within a vow takes eﬀect is with regard to naziriteship,
and only due to the verse “The vow of a nazirite to consecrate
himself” (Numbers 6:2), as explained later (18a). What allows
for this possibility is that the second obligation of naziriteship goes into eﬀect only after the first term of naziriteship
is over. However, regular vows do not apply to items that are
already forbidden due to a vow, as a prohibition does not
take eﬀect where another prohibition already exists. The Rid
cites the wording of the mishna as proof for this opinion, as
the mishna does not state: A vow takes eﬀect where another

vow was already made, but rather: There is a vow within a
vow. This indicates that only some vows can take eﬀect in
this manner.
Other commentaries (Ritva; Rabbi Avraham min HaHar)
maintain that a vow takes eﬀect where another vow was
already made even with regard to konamot. Accordingly, if
someone states twice that eating a particular item will be forbidden to him, and he then eats it, he receives two floggings.
The Ritva adds that the reason the mishna presents this halakha
specifically with regard to naziriteship and not with regard to
regular vows is that this halakha is derived from naziriteship.
However, it applies to other vows as well.

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא דַּ ֲא ַמר:גמ׳ ֲא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
 דְּ ִמי ּגוֹ, ֲה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״,״ה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ
יוֹמא יְ ֵת ָירא – ָחיְ ָילא נְזִ ירוּת
ָ וֹסף
ַ דְּ ָקא ִמ ּית
,״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ  ֲא ָבל ֲא ַמר,ַﬠל נְ זִ ירוּת
ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם״ – ֵאין ָח ָלה נְ זִ ירוּת ַﬠל
״ה ֵרינִי
ֲ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֲא ַמר: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר.נְזִ ירוּת
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם״ – ָח ָלה נְ זִ ירוּת,נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
.יה
ּ ֲﬠ ֵל

תוֹך
ְ  ַאדְּ ָתנָ א ֵאין ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ְ ּב,ו ְּל ַרב הוּנָ א
 וְ ֵאין,תוֹך נֶ ֶדר
ְ  יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּב:יתנֵי
ְ  ִל,ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 ֲה ֵרינִי,״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ ;תוֹך נֶ ֶדר
ְ נֶ ֶדר ְ ּב
״ה ֵרינִי
ֲ :נָ זִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״ – יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֶ ֶדר
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם״,נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם

gemara

Rav Huna said: They taught that there is a
vow within a vow only where he said: I am
hereby a nazirite today, and then he said: I am hereby a nazirite
tomorrow. As since an additional day of naziriteship is added by
the second vow, an additional thirty-day obligation of naziriteship
takes eﬀect upon the first term of naziriteship. However, if he said:
I am hereby a nazirite today, and then repeated: I am hereby a
nazirite today,H a vow of naziriteship does not take eﬀect upon a
previous vow of naziriteship, and he must observe only one term
of naziriteship. And Shmuel said that even if he said: I am hereby
a nazirite today, I am hereby a nazirite today, a second vow of
naziriteship takes eﬀect with regard to him, as one can apply two
obligations of naziriteship to himself one after the other.

HALAKHA

I am hereby a nazirite today, etc. – ה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר ַהיּוֹם וכו׳:ֲ
If one says: I am hereby a nazirite today, I am hereby
a nazirite today, both vows take eﬀect, and he must
observe two periods of naziriteship. This ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, as he was a
greater scholar than Rav Huna. Furthermore, several
problems were raised by the Gemara with regard to
the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nezirut 3:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 239:12).

The Gemara asks: And according to Rav Huna, instead of teaching
that there is no oath within an oath, drawing a distinction between
a vow and an oath, let the mishna teach a narrower distinction
between diﬀerent vows, stating that there is a case of a vow within
a vow, and there is a case in which there is not a vow within a vow.
How so? If one says: I am hereby a nazirite today, I am hereby a
nazirite tomorrow, in this case there is a vow within a vow. However, if one says: I am hereby a nazirite today, and then again says:
I am hereby a nazirite today,
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. ֵאין נֶ ֶדר ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֶ ֶדר! – ַק ׁ ְשיָ אin this case there is no vow within a vow. The Gemara concludes:
This question is diﬃcult, although it is not a conclusive refutation.
ְ יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֶ ֶדר וְ ֵאין ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ְ ּבתוֹך:ְּתנַן
״ה ֵרינִי
ֲ ימא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ  ֵה ִיכי ָד ֵמי? ִא ֵיל.ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 דִּ ְכוָ ָות ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי, ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״,נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים״ וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַמר
ַ ״שלּ ֹא
ֶ ׁ ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 ַא ַּמאי ָלא,אוֹכל ֲﬠנָ ִבים״
ַ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְׁ
?ָח ָלה ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ַﬠל ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה

The Gemara raises several problems with the opinion of Rav Huna.
We learned in the mishna: There is a vow within a vow, but
there is no oath within an oath. What are the circumstances? If
we say that the case of a vow within a vow is where one said: I am
hereby a nazirite today, I am a hereby a nazirite tomorrow, that
in the corresponding situation with regard to an oath within an
oath, which will not take eﬀect, is where one said: I hereby take an
oath that I will not eat figs,H and he then said: I hereby take an
oath that I will not eat grapes, i.e., he took two separate oaths; if
so, why does an additional oath not take eﬀect where an oath
was already made? It ought to take eﬀect, as the second oath is not
connected to the first one.

יכי דָּ ֵמי דְּ ָלא ָח ָלה ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה ַﬠל
ִ ֶא ָּלא ֵה
״שב ּו ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְ ׁ ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה – ְּכגוֹן דַּ ֲא ַמר
״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ ׁ אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים״ וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַמר
ַ
יכי
ִ ות ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי נְ זִ ירוּת ֵה
ָ ָ דִּ ְכו,אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים״
ַ
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר,״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ ָד ֵמי – דְּ ָא ַמר
 ַק ׁ ְשיָ א. יֵ ׁש נֶ ֶדר ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֶ ֶדר: וְ ָק ָתנֵי,ַהיּוֹם״
!ְל ַרב הוּנָ א

Rather, what are the circumstances in which a second oath does
not take eﬀect after an oath was already made? For example,
where one said: I hereby take an oath that I will not eat figs, and
he again said: I hereby take an oath that I will not eat figs. In the
corresponding situation with regard to naziriteship, what are the
circumstances? It must be a case where one said: I am hereby a
nazirite today, I am a hereby a nazirite today; and the mishna
teaches that in this case there is a vow within a vow. This poses a
diﬃculty to the opinion of Rav Huna, who holds that in this case
the second vow does not take eﬀect.

״ה ֵרינִי
ֲ נִיתין דַּ ֲא ַמר
ִ  ַמ ְת:ָא ַמר ָלךְ ַרב הוּנָ א
 דִּ ְכוָ ָות ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי, ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״,נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים״
ַ ״ש ּל ֹא
ֶ ׁ  דַּ ֲא ַמר,ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה
אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים
ַ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ ׁ וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַמר
. דְּ ָלא ָחיְ ָילא,וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים״

The Gemara answers that Rav Huna could have said to you that the
mishna is referring to a case where one said: I am hereby a nazirite
today, I am hereby a nazirite tomorrow; that in the corresponding situation with regard to an oath is where one said: I hereby
take an oath that I will not eat figs, and then said: I hereby take an
oath that I will not eat figs and grapes, the second oath does not
take eﬀect, as he had already taken an oath with regard to part of
its content.

HALAKHA

I hereby take an oath that I will not eat figs, etc. –
אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים וכו׳
ַ שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא:
ְ ׁ With regard to one who
took an oath that he will not eat figs, and then took
a second oath that he will not eat figs or grapes, and
then unwittingly ate figs and set aside an oﬀering for
violating his oath, and then unwittingly ate grapes, he
is not liable for eating the grapes. The reason is because
the grapes are the equivalent of a half-measure, and
an oﬀering is not brought for a half-measure. This is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 4:14).
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HALAKHA

Since the oath can take eﬀect with regard to grapes, etc. –
מי ּגוֹ ְד ָחל ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ַﬠל ֲﬠנָ ִבים וכו׳:ִ In the case of one who took an
oath that he will not eat figs, and then took an oath that he
will not eat figs or grapes, he is liable to be flogged twice for
eating figs. Since the second oath took eﬀect with regard
to the grapes, it took eﬀect with regard to the figs as well
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 4:11; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 238:6).
The second term of naziriteship is counted for him instead
of the first – אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ﬠ ְל ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָ ּב ִר:ָ If one vowed to observe
two terms of naziriteship, completed the first term of naziriteship, set aside an oﬀering for it, and then requested and was
granted dissolution of the first vow of naziriteship, he is
counted as having served the second term of naziriteship
during the period when the first vow was observed. Therefore,
he brings his oﬀering and is exempt from any further obligations. Even if he already brought his atonement oﬀering and
even shaved his head, and then requested dissolution, the
second term of naziriteship is counted for him instead of the
first (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:10).
NOTES

The second term of naziriteship is counted for him instead
of the first – אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ﬠ ְל ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָ ּב ִר:ָ The reason that the
second term of naziriteship is counted for him instead of the
first is that the dissolution of a vow uproots it retroactively, so
that it is as if it never existed at all. Therefore, the second term
of naziriteship takes eﬀect in place of the first one which was
nullified. When the term of naziriteship is concluded he may
bring the requisite oﬀering (Shita Mekubbetzet).

אוֹכל
ַ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְ ׁ :וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְ ׁ ְּת ֵאנִים״ וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַמר
 וְ ָא ַכל ְּת ֵאנִים,אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים״
ַ
–  וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַכל ֲﬠנָ ִבים,וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ָק ְר ָ ּבן
 וְ ֵאין,ָהוְ יָ א ְלה ּו ֲﬠנָ ִבים ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר
.יאים ָק ְר ָ ּבן ַﬠל ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר
ִ ְמ ִב

The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabba say that if one said: I hereby
take an oath that I will not eat figs, and then said: I hereby take
an oath that I will not eat figs and grapes, and he subsequently
ate figs, violating the oath, and he then set aside an oﬀering for
the violation of an oath on a statement, and he then ate grapes, in
this case the grapes that he ate are only a half-measure of the
second oath. The inclusion of both figs and grapes in the oath
indicates that his intention was to prohibit himself from eating
both. Since he already set aside an oﬀering for eating the figs, he is
now considered as having eaten only grapes and as having violated
only half of the oath. And therefore he is not liable to bring an
oﬀering for violating the second oath, as one does not bring an
oﬀering for a half-measure.

״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ ׁ יכא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ  ֵה,ַא ְל ָמא
״שבו ָּﬠה
ְ ׁ אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים״ וְ ָחזַ ר וְ ָא ַמר
ַ
 ִמיגּ וֹ,אוֹכל ְּת ֵאנִים וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים״
ַ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְד ָחל ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ַﬠל ֲﬠנָ ִבים – ָחיְ ָילא נַ ִמי
יה
ּ ַﬠל ְּת ֵאנִים! ַרב הוּנָ א ָלא ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
.ְּכ ַר ָ ּבה

The fact that he is exempt from bringing an oﬀering merely because
he ate a half-measure indicates that the second oath took eﬀect.
Apparently, where one said: I hereby take an oath that I will not
eat figs, and then said: I hereby take an oath that I will not eat
figs and grapes, since the second oath can take eﬀect with regard
to grapes,H as grapes were not included in the first oath, it takes
eﬀect with regard to figs as well. This poses a problem according
to the opinion of Rav Huna, who would explain the mishna as
teaching that the second oath in this case does not take eﬀect at all.
The Gemara answers: This is not a problem. Rav Huna does not
hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabba, as Rabba was an
amora and Rav Huna’s student.

 ָמנָ ה, ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּנזַ ר ׁ ְש ֵּתי נְ זִ ירוּת:ית ֵיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: In the case of one
נִש ַאל
ְ ׁ ְ ו,אשוֹנָ ה וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ָק ְר ָ ּבן
ׁ  ֶאת ָה ִרwho took two vows of naziriteship, counted the thirty days of the
first term of naziriteship and set aside an oﬀering at the end of its
.אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ יה – ָﬠ ְל ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָ ּב ִר
ָ ֲﬠ ֶל
term, and then requested from a halakhic authority for dissolution
of the vow before the oﬀering was sacrificed, thereby rendering the
oﬀering unnecessary, the second term of naziriteship is counted
for him instead of the first.HN He is considered as having fulfilled
the second term of naziriteship during the period in which he
observed the first one. Therefore, the oﬀering that he set aside
counts for the second term of naziriteship.
״ה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר
ֲ ימא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ ֵה ִיכי ָד ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״ ַא ַּמאי ָﬠ ְל ָתה,ַהיּוֹם
יוֹמא
ָ יכא
ׁ לוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָ ּב ִר
ָּ אשוֹנָ ה? ָהא ִא
״ה ֵרינִי
ֲ יטא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ יְ ֵת ָירא! ֶא ָּלא ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
, ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם״,נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם

What are the circumstances? If we say that it is a case where he
said: I am hereby a nazirite today, I am hereby a nazirite tomorrow, why is the second term of naziriteship counted for him
instead of the first? Isn’t there an additional day in the second
term of naziriteship that he has not yet observed, as the second
thirty day term commences the day after the first thirty day period
had commenced? How, then, is it possible that the second obligation was fulfilled through his observance of the first one? Rather,
it is obvious that it is a case where he said: I am hereby a nazirite
today, I am hereby a nazirite today,

Perek II
Daf 18 Amud a
! ו ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב הוּנָ אand this is a conclusive refutation of the statement of Rav Huna.
 ֲה ֵרינִי,״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ עוֹלם
ָ  ְל,ָלא
״ﬠ ְל ָתה לוֹ״ – ְל ַבר
ָ  ּו ַמאי,ְל ָמ ָחר״
 ְּכגוֹן: ִאי נַ ִמי.יוֹמא יְ ֵת ָירא
ָ ֵמ ַההוּא
.יבל ׁ ְש ֵּתי נְ זִ ירוּת ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת
ּ ֵ ׁ ֶש ִּק
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The Gemara answers: No, actually the case is where he said: I am
hereby a nazirite today, I am hereby a nazirite tomorrow. And
what is the meaning of the statement: The second term of naziriteship is counted for him instead of the first? It is counted except
for that additional day, which he still must observe. Alternatively,
it may be a case where he accepted upon himself two periods of
naziriteship simultaneously, i.e., he said: I am hereby a nazirite
twice. Therefore, when the vow with regard to the first term of
naziriteship is dissolved, the days he observed count entirely for
his second term.

