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,
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! 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.

 ״נָ זִ יר ְל ַהזִּ יר״ – ִמ ָּכאן:ְמ ִתיב ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א
 וַ ֲהל ֹא, ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל.ׁ ֶש ַה ְּנזִ ירוּת ָחל ַﬠל ַה ְּנזִ ירוּת
 ו ַּמה ׁ ּ ְשבו ָּﬠה ֲחמו ָּרה – ֵאין ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה:דִּ ין הוּא
–  נְזִ ירוּת ַק ָּלה ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן,ָח ָלה ַﬠל ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 ִמ ָּכאן ׁ ֶש ַה ּנְזִ ירוּת, ״נָזִ יר ְל ַהזִּ יר״:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
.ָח ָלה ַﬠל ַה ְּנזִ ירוּת

,״ה ֵרינִי נָזִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ ימא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ ֵה ִיכי ָד ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ְל ָמ ָחר״ – ָהא ְק ָרא ָ ּב ֲﬠיָ א?! ֶא ָּלא
 ֲה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר,״ה ֵרינִי נָ זִ יר ַהיּוֹם
ֲ ָלאו דַּ ֲא ַמר
! נְ זִ ירוּת ָחל ַﬠל נְ זִ ירוּת:ַהיּוֹם״ וְ ָק ָתנֵי

Rav Hamnuna raised an additional objection against the opinion
of Rav Huna from a baraita. It is stated in the verse: “A nazirite,
to consecrate [nazir lehazzir]” (Numbers : ). From the use
of similar, repetitive wording in the verse here it is derived that
naziriteship takes eﬀect upon a prior vow of naziriteship. As
one might have thought that it could be derived through an
a fortiori inference that naziriteship does not take eﬀect, as
follows: And just as with regard to an oath, which is more stringent, an oath does not take eﬀect upon a prior oath, with regard
to naziriteship, which is more lenient, all the more so is it not
clear that it does not take eﬀect where a vow of naziriteship was
already in eﬀect? Therefore, the verse states: “Nazir lehazzir.”
From here it is derived that naziriteship takes eﬀect upon a prior
vow of naziriteship.
What are the circumstances? If we say it is a case where one said:
I am hereby a nazirite today, I am hereby a nazirite tomorrow,
does that case require proof from a verse that it takes eﬀect? It is
obvious that the second vow of naziriteship takes eﬀect at least
on the additional day. And as the minimum term of naziriteship
is thirty days, an additional thirty days must be observed. Rather,
is it not a case where one said: I am a nazirite today, I am a
nazirite today? And the baraita teaches that in this case as
well, naziriteship takes eﬀect upon a prior vow of naziriteship,
contrary to the opinion of Rav Huna.

NOTES

In that it takes eﬀect with regard to a mitzva just as it
does with regard to a matter that is permitted – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
חל ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה ִּכ ְר ׁשוּת:ָ The Gemara (Nazir 3b) derives that
naziriteship overrides mitzvot from the verse “He should
abstain from wine and strong drink” (Numbers 6:3). The
interpretation of the Gemara is that a nazirite is restricted
even from wine designated for a mitzva. This serves as
a source for the principle that all vows override mitzvot
(Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar).
HALAKHA

If he requested and received dissolution from a halakhic authority for the first oath, etc. – נִש ַאל ַﬠל
ְ ׁ ִאם
אשוֹנָ ה וכו׳
ׁ ה ִר:ָ If one takes two oaths with regard to the
same action, saying for example: I hereby take an oath
that I will not eat today, I hereby take an oath that I will
not eat today, if he requests of a halakhic authority to
dissolve the first oath, and it is dissolved, he is liable
for the second oath. The Shakh comments that this
halakha applies only to an oath that is dissolved by a
halakhic authority; however, if the oaths are taken by
a married woman, and her husband nullifies the first
one, the second one does not take eﬀect (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:17; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 238:21, 239:13).

יבל ָﬠ ָליו
ּ ֵ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ַﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּק, ָלאThe Gemara answers: That is not the case. Rather, with what are
. ׁ ְש ֵּתי נְ זִ ירוּת ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחתwe dealing here? We are dealing with a case where he accepted
upon himself two terms of naziriteship simultaneously. The
baraita teaches that he must observe two terms of naziriteship and
bring a separate oﬀering for each.
ימא
ָ יל
ֵ ו ַּמאי חו ְּמ ָרא דִּ ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה ִמ ֶ ּנ ֶדר? ִא
ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָחיְ ָילא ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ַﬠל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ָחל ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה,ַמ ָּמ ׁש – נֶ ֶדר נַ ִמי ָחמוּר
 ֶא ָּלא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דִּ ְכ ִתיב ָ ּב ּה ִ ּב ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה.ִּכ ְר ׁשוּת
.״ל ֹא יְ נַ ֶ ּקה״

The baraita stated that an oath is more stringent than a vow. The
Gemara asks: And what is the stringency of an oath vis-à-vis a
vow, such as a vow of naziriteship? If we say the baraita posits
this because an oath, unlike a vow, takes eﬀect even with regard
to a matter that has no actual substance, there is a counterargument that a vow also has stringency vis-à-vis an oath, in that
it, unlike an oath, takes eﬀect with regard to a mitzva just as
it does with regard to a matter that is permitted.N Rather, oaths
are more stringent because it is written with regard to an oath:
“The Lord will not hold guiltless he who takes His name in vain”
(Exodus : ).

אוֹכל״
ַ  ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,אוֹכל
ַ ״שבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְׁ
: ָא ַמר ָר ָבא.וְ ָא ַכל – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת
.אשוֹנָ ה – ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָח ָלה ָﬠ ָליו
ׁ נִש ַאל ַﬠל ָה ִר
ְ ׁ ִאם
,״אינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת״
ֵ ִמ ַּמאי – ִמדְּ ָלא ָק ָתנֵי
וחא הוּא
ָ ְ ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת; ַרו:וְ ָק ָתנֵי
– ית ׁ ִשיל ַﬠל ֲח ֵב ְיר ָּת ּה
ְ  ִּכי ִמ,דְּ ֵלית ָל ּה
.ָחיְ ָילא

§ It is taught in the mishna that if one said: I hereby take an oath

 ָהא,יכא
ָ ּ ׁ ִל
ָּ  ִחיּו ָּבא הוּא דְּ ֵל:ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
. ְל ַמאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא – ְל ִכ ְד ָר ָבא,ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה – ִא ָּיכא
אשוֹנָ ה – ָﬠ ְל ָתה
ׁ נִש ַאל ַﬠל ָה ִר
ְ ׁ :דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.יה
ָ לוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּה ַּת ְח ֶּת

Another version of Rava’s proof from the mishna is that it may
be inferred from the statement: He is liable for only one, that
although there is no liability to bring an oﬀering for violating
the second oath, there is an eﬀective oath. But if there is no liability, then with regard to what halakha is it eﬀective? Certainly it
is eﬀective with regard to the statement of Rava, as Rava said:
If he requested and received dissolution from a halakhic
authority for the first oath, the second is counted for him in
its place.

that I will not eat, I hereby take an oath that I will not eat, and
he then ate, he is liable to bring an oﬀering for only one violation
of an oath. Rava said: If he requested and received dissolution
from a halakhic authority for the first oath,H the second oath
takes eﬀect upon him. From where is this derived? From the
fact that it is not taught in the mishna that there is only one, i.e.,
it is as though he took only one oath as the oaths are identical.
Rather, it is taught that he is liable for only one. Evidently, he is
not liable for the second oath only because it does not have a
span of time in which to take eﬀect, as he is already under oath
not to eat. However, when he requests dissolution of the other
oath, i.e. the first oath, the second oath has a span of time in which
to take eﬀect, and takes eﬀect.
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 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּנ ַדר ׁ ְש ֵּתי: יה
ָ ֵל
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
 וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש,אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ נְ זִ ירוּת ו ָּמנָ ה ֶאת ָה ִר
ָ נִש ַאל ָﬠ ֶל
ְ ׁ ְָק ְר ָ ּבן ו
יה – ָﬠ ְל ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְשנִ יָּ ה
.אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ָ ּב ִר

The Gemara proposes: Let us say that the following mishna
(Shevuot b) supports his opinion: In the case of one who took
two vows of naziriteship, and counted the first term, and set
aside an oﬀering, and requested and received dissolution from a
halakhic authority for the first oath, the second term counts for
him instead of the first. Evidently, although initially the second
term of naziriteship did not have a span of time in which to take
eﬀect, it was not completely void. Therefore, when the first vow was
dissolved, the second one immediately took its place. It may be
proved from here that this is true with regard to oaths as well.

ּ ֵ  ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּקThe Gemara refutes this proof: That mishna may be referring to a
יבל ָﬠ ָליו ׁ ְש ֵּתי נְ זִ ירוּת ְ ּב ַבת
. ַא ַחתcase where he accepted upon himself two terms of naziriteship
simultaneously. Since two terms cannot be observed concurrently,
when he accepts two terms simultaneously, the halakha is that the
second term commences immediately following the close of the first,
which immediately took eﬀect upon sequential periods of time.
However, when one takes an oath prohibiting himself from a matter
that is already prohibited by an oath in the same period of time, the
second oath may not take eﬀect at all.
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HALAKHA

Unspecified vows are treated stringently, etc. – ְס ַתם
נְ ָד ִרים ְל ַה ְח ִמיר וכו׳: Unspecified vows are treated stringently, but their specification may be treated leniently
or stringently. How so? If one vows that produce will be
to him like the wine used for libations, or like salted meat,
his statement can be understood either as associating
the item of the vow with an item forbidden by means
of a vow, i.e., the libation wine of the altar and the salted
meat of an oﬀering, or as associating the item of the vow
with an item that is forbidden by the Torah, i.e., the libation wine and salted meat of idol worship. If he specifies
that he meant an oﬀering, the vow takes eﬀect and the
produce is forbidden. If he says he meant idol worship,
the vow does not take eﬀect. In this case, even if he is
an ignoramus, he does not need to make a request to a
halakhic authority for dissolution of the vow. If the vow
went unspecified, the produce is forbidden (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 2:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 208:1, as explained by Shakh).
This item is hereby forbidden to me like an item
dedicated to the Temple – ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ְּכ ֵח ֶרם:ֲ If one said:
This produce is hereby forbidden to me like a dedication
to the Temple, if he specifies that he was referring to a
dedication to the Temple maintenance, the vow takes
eﬀect and it is forbidden. If he specifies that he was
referring to a dedication to the priests, it is forbidden. If
the vow went unspecified, it is forbidden (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 2:8).

mishna

Unspecified vows are treated stringently,
 ו ֵּפירו ׁ ָּשם,מתני׳ ְס ַתם נְ ָד ִרים ְל ַה ְח ִמיר
but their specification, if specification is
״ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ְּכ ָב ָ ׂשר
ֲ  ֵּכיצַ ד? ָא ַמר.ְל ָה ֵקל
necessary, is treated leniently. How so? If one said: This item is
 ִאם ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְש ָל ִמים,״כיֵ ין נֶ ֶס ְך״
ְּ יח״  ָמ ִלprohibited to me like salted meat, or: This item is prohibited to me
, נָ ַדר – ָאסוּרlike the wine used for libations, if he vowed in reference to meat
or libations of a peace-oﬀering, i.e., if he claimed that his intention
was that the item will be forbidden to him like the salted meat of an
oﬀering, or like wine that is used for libations on the altar, it is forbidden, as he associated the item of the vow with an item forbidden
by means of a vow, i.e., the oﬀering.
HN

ָ  ִאם ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠIf he claims that he vowed in reference to meat or libations of idol
 וְ ִאם,בוֹדה זָ ָרה נָ ַדר – מו ָּּתר
. ְס ָתם – ָאסוּרworship, i.e., that the item will be like the salted meat of an oﬀering
for an idol, or like wine that is used for libations as idol worship, it
is permitted, as the item of the vow was associated with an item
forbidden by the Torah. By enabling the one who took the vow to
later clarify his intent, the vow is treated leniently. And if the vow
was without specification, i.e., the one who took the vow did not
specify whether his intention was to associate the item with an
oﬀering for Heaven or to associate the item with idol worship, it is
forbidden.N
–  ִאם ְּכ ֵח ֶרם ׁ ֶשל ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם,״ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ְּכ ֵח ֶרם״
ֲ Similarly, if one said: This item is hereby forbidden to me like an
H
, וְ ִאם ְּכ ֵח ֶרם ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֲֹהנִים – מו ָּּתר, ָאסוּרitem dedicated to the Temple, if his intention was that it would be
like a dedication to Heaven, which is a form of consecration, it is
.וְ ִאם ְס ָתם – ָאסוּר
forbidden. And if his intention was that it would be like a dedication to priests, whereby one pledges his asset as a gift to priests,
it is permitted, as this type of gift is not forbidden at all. And if
he said it without specification, it is forbidden.
NOTES

Unspecified vows are treated stringently – ס ַתם ָנְד ִרים ְל ַה ְח ִמיר:ְ
The Rosh reasons that it is presumed that the one who took the
vow intended for it to take eﬀect and did not intend it to be a
meaningless statement. In the Kiryat Sefer it is explained that any
uncertainty in Torah law is treated stringently.
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And if the vow was without specification it is forbidden – וְ ִאם
ס ָתם ָאסוּר:ְ The Meiri suggests two possible circumstances in
which a vow goes unspecified. One circumstance is when the one
who took the vow says either that he does not remember what
he had in mind when he took the vow, or that he did not give
thought to it. The second circumstance is when the one who took
the vow subjected others to the prohibition and is not present at
the time to explain what his intention was.

 ִאם ְּכ ַמ ֲﬠ ַ ׂשר,״ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ְּכ ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר״
ֲ Likewise, if he said: This item is hereby forbidden to me like
H
–  וְ ִאם ׁ ֶשל גּ ֶוֹרן, ְ ּב ֵה ָמה נָ ַדר – ָאסוּרtithes, if he took a vow with the intention that it would be like
the animal tithe,B it is forbidden, as the item of the vow was
. וְ ִאם ְס ָתם – ָאסוּר,מו ָּּתר
associated with an item forbidden by a vow. And if his intention
was that it will be like the tithe of the granary,BN i.e., grain that
is given to the Levites and has no sanctity, it is permitted. And if
he said it without specification, it is forbidden.
 ִאם ִּכ ְתרו ַּמת,״ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ִּכ ְתרו ָּמה״
ֲ
–  וְ ִאם ׁ ֶשל ּג ֶוֹרן,ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה נָ ַדר – ָאסוּר
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי, וְ ִאם ְס ָתם – ָאסוּר,מו ָּּתר
.ֵמ ִאיר

Similarly, if he said: This item is hereby forbidden to me like
teruma,H if he took a vow with the intention that it would be
like the collection of the Temple treasury chamber [terumat
halishka], which is a tax for the communal oﬀerings, it is forbidden, his vow was associated with an item forbidden by a vow.
And if his intention was that it would be like teruma of the granary
that is given to the priests, it is permitted, as teruma is not an
item forbidden by a vow. And if the vow was taken without
specification, it is forbidden. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.

ֵ
ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
, ְס ַתם ְּתר ּו ָמה:אוֹמר
, ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל – מו ֶּּת ֶרת,ִ ּביהו ָּדה – ֲאסו ָּרה
ֵ ׁ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַא
נְשי ָ ּג ִליל ַמ ִּכ ִירין ֶאת ְּתרו ַּמת
–  ִ ּביהו ָּדה, ְס ַתם ֲח ָר ִמים.ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה
נְשי
ֵ ׁ  ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַא, ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל – ֲאסו ִּרין,מו ָּּת ִרין
.ָ ּג ִליל ַמ ִּכ ִירין ֶאת ֶח ְר ֵמי ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים

Rabbi Yehuda says: Unspecified teruma in Judea is forbidden.H
However, in the GalileeB it is permitted, as the people of
the Galilee are unfamiliar with the collection of the chamber.
When they say teruma they are referring to the teruma allotted to
the priests, which is familiar to them. Conversely, unspecified
dedications in Judea are permitted, but in the Galilee they are
forbidden, as the people of the Galilee are unfamiliar with
dedications allotted to the priests, so when they say dedication
they are referring to dedication to Heaven.

! ְס ֵפק נְ זִ ירוּת ְל ָה ֵקל:גמ׳ וְ ָה ְתנַן

BACKGROUND

Animal tithe – מ ֲﬠ ַ ׂשר ְ ּב ֵה ָמה:ַ On three occasions each year, the
owner of a herd of kosher animals was required to gather all the
animals born during the preceding year into an enclosure, and
to let them out one by one. These animals were passed “under
the shepherd’s rod” (Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth animal
was marked with red paint, to indicate that it was holy. These
animals were called animal tithe. If it was fit to be sacrificed,
the animal tithe was brought to the Temple and sacrificed in a
manner similar to that of a peace-oﬀering. The tithed animal’s
blood was sprinkled on the altar and its meat was eaten by its
owner. The details of the halakhot of animal tithe are elucidated
in tractate Bekhorot.
Tithe of the granary – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר גּ ֶוֹרן:ַ After separating teruma,
the portion of the crop given to the priests, one-tenth of the
remaining produce is given to the Levites. This produce is called
first tithe. The owner is permitted to give first tithe to any Levite
he chooses. A Levite who received first tithe is required to set
aside one-tenth of this tithe as teruma of the tithe, and give it
to a priest. The remainder of the first tithe, after the Levite sets
aside the teruma of the tithe, remains the property of the Levite.
It has no sanctity, and may be eaten by anyone.
Judea and the Galilee – יְ הו ָּדה וְ ָ ּג ִליל:

gemara

The Gemara raises a problem with the
principle stated in the mishna that
unspecified vows are treated stringently. But didn’t we learn in a
mishna (Taharot : ): Uncertainty with regard to naziriteship
is treated leniently?H And naziriteship is a type of vow.

HALAKHA

This item is hereby forbidden to me like tithes – ֲה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי
כ ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר:ְּ If one said: This produce is hereby forbidden to me like
tithes, if he specifies that he was referring to the animal tithe,
the produce is forbidden. If he specifies that he was referring
to grain tithes, it is permitted. If the vow went unspecified, it
is forbidden (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 2:9).

the unspecified term dedication is used only for dedication
to the Temple maintenance, if one says: This is forbidden to
me like a dedication, the item is forbidden, and any other
interpretation is not deemed credible. Likewise, in a location where the unspecified term dedication is used only for
dedication to priests, the item is permitted. This ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as the halakha
This item is hereby forbidden to me like teruma –  ֲה ֵרי ָﬠ ַליis in accordance with his opinion in his disputes with Rabbi
כ ְתרו ָּמה:ִּ If one said: This produce is hereby forbidden to me Meir (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 2:11; Shulĥan
like teruma, if he specifies that he was referring to the collec- Arukh, Yoreh De’a 208:1).
tion of the Temple treasury chamber, it is forbidden. If he specifies that he was referring to teruma of the granary that is given Uncertainty with regard to naziriteship is treated leniently –
to the priests, it is permitted. If the vow went unspecified, it ס ֵפק נְזִ ירוּת ְל ָה ֵקל:ְ One who conditioned his vow of naziriteship
on whether a certain fact is true, e.g., one who said that he
is forbidden (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 2:10).
would be a nazirite if someone he saw from a distance was soUnspecified teruma in Judea is forbidden, etc. –  ְס ַתם ְּתרו ָּמהand-so, or if there is a certain amount of grain in the granary,
ביהו ָּדה ֲאסו ָּרה וכו׳:ּ ִ The principle that a vow that carries two and the accuracy of the statement cannot be determined, the
possible meanings is interpreted according to the explana- naziriteship does not take eﬀect, as uncertainty with regard to
tion of the one who took the vow, is true only where both naziriteship is treated leniently (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
meanings are commonly used. However, in a locale where Nezirut 2:8–9).

Map of Judea and the Galilee

NOTES

And if his intention was that it will be like the tithe of the
granary – וְ ִאם ׁ ֶשל גּ ֶוֹרן: Why are tithes of produce not considered items forbidden by means of a vow? Rabbi Avraham
min HaHar cites Rashi as explaining that since they are not
sacrificed on the altar, or even consecrated to the Temple, their
sanctity is considered insuﬃcient for association as part of a
vow. The Rosh and the Ran explain that even before tithes are

separated, the grain is forbidden as untithed produce. Therefore, they are considered items that are forbidden by the Torah.
The Ritva adds that the reason untithed produce is forbidden
is that before tithes are separated, they are considered mixed
in with the rest of the produce. Therefore, separation of the
tithes is not considered consecration, as their sanctity already
existed beforehand.
: פרק ב׳ דף יח. Nedarim . Perek II . 18b
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 ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא ַר ִ ּבי:ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש: דְּ ַתנְיָא. ָהא – ַר ָ ּבנַן,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
,ַחיָּ יתוֹ ו ְּב ֶה ְמ ּתוֹ – ִה ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶאת ַה ּכוֹי
 ל ֹא ִה ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶאת:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
.ַה ּכוֹי

Rabbi Zeira said: This is not diﬃcult. That mishna is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and this mishna is in accordance
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with him. As it is taught
in a baraita: One who consecrates his undomesticated animal and
his domesticated animalN has consecrated the koyB as well, although
it is uncertain whether it is an undomesticated or a domesticated
animal. Rabbi Eliezer says: He has not consecrated the koy.

–  ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ָממוֹנוֹ ְמ ַﬠיֵּ יל ִל ְס ֵפ ָיקאThe Rabbis who said that one puts his possessions into a state of
 ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ָממוֹנוֹ,יה נַ ִמי ְמ ַﬠיֵּ יל
ּ  ּגו ֵּפuncertainty, and therefore a koy is included in the aforementioned
vow, hold that one enters himself into a state of uncertainty as well.
,(יה )נַ ִמי
ּ ָלא ְמ ַﬠיֵּ יל ִל ְס ֵפ ָיקא – גּ ו ֵּפ
Therefore, uncertainty with regard to naziriteship is treated stringently.
And Rabbi Eliezer, who said that one does not put his possessions
into a state of uncertainty, and therefore the phrase: Undomesticated
and domesticated animals, refers only to definitely undomesticated
and definitely domesticated animals,

NOTES

One who consecrates his undomesticated animal and his
domesticated animal – ה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ַחיָּ יתוֹ ו ְּב ֶה ְמ ּתוֹ:ַ Several commentaries interpret this phrase to mean that one consecrated
either his undomesticated or his domesticated animal. That is
why, according to Rabbi Eliezer, the koy is not included, as its

definition is uncertain. However, others maintain that he consecrated both his undomesticated and his domesticated animal,
and they explain that even in this case, an animal of uncertain
definition is not included (Tosafot; Rashba).

BACKGROUND

Koy – כוֹי:ּ Many problems arise in trying to identify the koy. It
is mentioned numerous times in the Mishna and the Gemara,
not because it is a common animal, but because it is useful in
discussions that explore the criteria and limits of the halakhot
of domesticated versus undomesticated animals. As early as
the mishnaic period, the Sages disagreed with regard to the
identification of the koy. Some maintain that it is a hybrid born
to a deer or another kosher wild animal and a goat.
According to many researchers, the koy is identified as the
water buﬀalo. There are allusions to this identification in some
medieval rabbinic sources. Others reject this idea and claim
that water buﬀalo did not live in Eretz Yisrael during the time of
the Mishna, when the koy was first mentioned. Others maintain
that the koy is the mouflon, a subspecies of wild sheep, though Water Buﬀalo
there are a number of opinions as to the specific subspecies of
mouflon it may be. There is also uncertainty with regard to both
the origin of the term koy and its proper vocalization.

Mou on
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