– ?ִאי ָה ִכי ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ׁ ֶש ִּנגְ נַ ב אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד
 דְּ ַאף,יﬠךָ ּכֹחוֹ דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֲ הוֹד
ִ ֶא ָּלא ְל
 ְמ ַﬠיֵּ יל:ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ נִ גְ נַ ב אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד – ָק ָס ַבר
.יה ִל ְס ֵפ ָיקא
ׁ ִא
ּ ינִיש נַ ְפ ׁ ֵש

The Gemara asks: If so, why is it specifically stated that the heap
was stolen or that it was lost? Even if it was still present and
measured, the naziriteship would not have taken eﬀect as it was
conditioned and was not a clear expression. The Gemara answers:
Rather, that detail was established to convey the far-reaching
nature of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that even if it is the case
that it was stolen or that it was lost and consequently cannot be
measured, nevertheless he holds that a person enters himself into
uncertainty, and therefore the vow takes eﬀect.

אוֹמר ְס ַתם ְּתרו ָּמה ִ ּביהו ָּדה״
ֵ  § ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהIt is stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: Unspecified
 ְס ֵפ ָיקא: ַא ְל ָמא. ָהא ַמ ִּכ ִירין – ֲאסו ִּרין. כו׳teruma in Judea is forbidden, but in the Galilee it is permitted,
as the people of the Galilee are unfamiliar with the collection
.ְלחו ְּמ ָרא
of the Temple treasury chamber. The Gemara infers: Where
they are familiar with the collection of the chamber, it is forbidden. Apparently, uncertainty with regard to vows is treated
stringently.
–  ִ ּביהו ָּדה, ְס ָתם ֲח ָר ִמים:יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ ֵא
נְשי
ֵ ׁ  ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַא, ו ַּב ָ ּג ִליל – ֲאסו ִּרין,מו ָּּת ִרין
 ָהא.ַה ָ ּג ִליל ַמ ִּכ ִירין ֶאת ֶח ְר ֵמי ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים
! ַא ְל ָמא ְס ֵפ ָיקא ְלקו ָּּלא.ַמ ִּכ ִירין – מו ָּּת ִרין

However, say the latter clause of the mishna: Unspecified dedications in Judea are permitted, but in the Galilee they are forbidden, because the people of the Galilee are unfamiliar with
dedications allotted to the priests. It may be inferred that where
they are familiar with dedications allotted to the priests they are
permitted, due to the uncertainty. Apparently, uncertainty with
regard to vows is treated leniently.

 ֵס ָיפא ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי צָ דוֹק:ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ְס ַתם:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, דְּ ַתנְ יָ א.ִהיא
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי,ְּתרו ָּמה ִ ּביהו ָּדה ֲאסו ָּרה
. ְס ַתם ֲח ָר ִמים ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל ֲאסו ִּרין:אוֹמר
ֵ צָ דוֹק

Abaye said: The latter clause is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son
of Rabbi Tzadok, not of Rabbi Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita:
Rabbi Yehuda says that unspecified teruma in Judea is forbidden.
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says that unspecified
dedications in the Galilee are forbidden.

Perek II
Daf 20 Amud a
HALAKHA

One who took a vow by associating an item with a
dedication [ĥerem], etc. – נָ ַדר ְ ּב ֵח ֶרם וכו׳: In the case of
one who took a vow by associating an item with a dedication [ĥerem], and afterward said that he was referring
to a sea net [ĥermo shel yam], if he is a Torah scholar the
vow does not take eﬀect, and there is no need for him to
request dissolution from a halakhic authority. If he is an
ignoramus he is told that the vow takes eﬀect and must
be observed. However, a halakhic authority may dissolve
it by suggesting a diﬀerent extenuation (Baĥ, based on
Rambam), or through regret. The same halakha applies
to the other cases in the mishna here. The one who took
the vow must also be reproached for taking such a vow
and taught not to take vows lightly, as ruled by the Rabbis in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim
2:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 208:2).
LANGUAGE

Sea net [ĥermo shel yam] – ח ְרמוֹ ׁ ֶשל יָ ם:ֶ The word ĥerem,
in addition to meaning something that is dedicated, distanced, or forbidden, also carries an entirely diﬀerent
meaning: A fishing net. It is used in this context in the
Bible as well (see Ezekiel 32:3). The ĥerem was a special
net which was not flat but shaped like a receptacle.
At the bottom of the net was the likeness of a pocket,
woven densely to catch the fish.

mishna

One who took a vow by associating an item
 ל ֹא נָ ַד ְר ִּתי: וְ ָא ַמר,מתני׳ נָ ַדר ְ ּב ֵח ֶרם
with a dedication [ĥerem],H saying: This
 ל ֹא: ְ ּב ָק ְר ָ ּבן וְ ָא ַמר.ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ֶח ְרמוֹ ׁ ֶשל יָ ם
item is hereby forbidden to me like an item dedicated to the
. נָ ַד ְר ִּתי ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת ׁ ֶשל ְמ ָל ִכיםTemple, and then said: I took a vow only with the intention that
it would be like a sea net [ĥermo shel yam]L that is used to catch
fish; or one who took a vow by associating an item with an oﬀering,
and then said: I took a vow only with reference to oﬀerings to
kings, i.e., a gift for a king, not an oﬀering to God.
 ״ל ֹא נָ ַד ְר ִּתי ֶא ָּלא: וְ ָא ַמר,״ה ֵרי ַﬠצְ ִמי ָק ְר ָ ּבן״
ֲ
 ״קוֹנָ ם.נוֹדר ּבוֹ״
ֵ ְ ּב ֶﬠצֶ ם ׁ ֶש ִה ַּנ ְח ִּתי ִלי ִל ְהיוֹת
 ל ֹא נָ ַד ְר ִּתי ֶא ָּלא: וְ ָא ַמר,ִא ׁ ְש ִּתי נֶ ֱהנֵית ִלי״
.אשוֹנָ ה ׁ ֶש ֵ ּג ַיר ׁ ְש ִּתי
ׁ ְ ּב ִא ׁ ְש ִּתי ָה ִר

Or one who said: I am hereby an oﬀering myself [atzmi], and
then said: I took a vow only with reference to a bone [etzem]
that I set aside for myself to vow with, as atzmi means both myself
and my bone, i.e., he set aside a bone so as to pretend to take a
vow upon himself; or one who said: Deriving benefit from me is
konam for my wife, and then said: I took a vow only with regard
to my first wife whom I divorced, not with regard to my current
wife.

– נִש ֲאל ּו
ְ ׁ  וְ ִאם,נִש ָא ִלין ָל ֶהם
ְ ׁ  ַﬠל ּכו ָּּלן ֵאיןFor all of the above vows, those who took them do not need to
request of a halakhic authority to dissolve them, as the speaker
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,יהן
ֶ  ו ַּמ ְח ִמ ִירין ֲﬠ ֵל,אוֹתן
ָ עוֹנְשין
ִׁ
interpreted the vows in a manner that caused them not to take
.ֵמ ִאיר
eﬀect at all. However, if they requested dissolution, apparently
due to their being uncertain of their explanations, the court
punishes them and treats them stringently and the vows are
not dissolved. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
וֹת ִחין ָל ֶהן ּ ֶפ ַתח
ְ  ּפ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis say: These vows are not treated stringently. Rather,
 ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,אוֹתן
ָ  ו ְּמ ַל ְּמ ִדין, ִמ ָּמקוֹם ַא ֵחרdissolution is broached with them by suggesting a diﬀerent
extenuation, i.e., the halakhic authority suggests extenuating
.ֹאש ִ ּבנְ ָד ִרים
ׁ יִ נְ ֲהג ּו ַקלּ וּת ר
circumstances that undermine the vow but do not pertain to its
wording. And we teach them that they should not take this kind
of vow in the future, in order that they will not take vows lightly.
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gemara

This matter is itself diﬃcult. On the
 ֵאין:גמ׳ ָהא גּ ו ָּפא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
one hand, you said they do not need
– נִש ֲאל ּו
ְ ׁ  ִאם: וַ ֲה ַדר ָּתנֵי,נִש ָא ִלין ָל ֶהן
ְׁ
to request to dissolve them, and then it is taught that if they
!יהן
ֶ אוֹתן ו ַּמ ְח ִמ ִירין ֲﬠ ֵל
ָ עוֹנְשין
ִׁ
requested dissolution, the court punishes them and treats
them stringently, i.e., the vows took eﬀect and the vows are
not dissolved.
 וְ כו ָּּלן ֵאין: ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי,ֲא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים,יכין ׁ ְש ֵא ָלה
ִ צְ ִר
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַﬠם ָה ָא ֶרץ ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא,ְ ּב ַת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם
.עוֹנְשין אוֹתוֹ ו ַּמ ְח ִמ ִירין ָﬠ ָליו
ִ ׁ – יש ֵאל
ָ ּ ׁ ִל

Rav Yehuda said that this is what the mishna is teaching:
All of these vows do not need a request. However, in what
case is this statement said? In the case of a Torah scholar,N
who knows that these vows do not take eﬀect, and he obviously
did not intend for them to take eﬀect in the first place. However, in the case of an ignoramus who comes to request dissolution of the vow, the court punishes him and treats him
stringently.

יה
ּ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַמ ְח ִמ ִירין – דְּ ָלא ּ ָפ ְת ִחינַ ן ֵלThe Gemara asks: Granted, the court treats him stringently in
?יכי ָד ֵמי
ִ עוֹנְשין ֵה
ִ ׁ  ֶא ָּלא. ַ ּב ֲח ָר ָטהthat the halakhic authorities do not broach dissolution with
him merely by means of regret; rather, extenuating circumstances must be found. However, what are the circumstances
in which the court punishes him?
 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּנזַ ר וְ ָﬠ ַבר ַﬠל נְזִ ירוּתוֹ – ֵאין:ִּכ ְד ַתנְיָא
נִ זְ ָק ִקין לוֹ ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ נְ הוֹג ּבוֹ ִא ּיסוּר ַּכיָּ ִמים
 ָא ַמר. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,יתר
ֵּ ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַהג ָ ּב ֶהן ֶה
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ִ ּבנְזִ ירוּת:יוֹסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ֲא ָבל ִ ּבנְ זִ ירוּת ְמרו ָ ּּבה – דַּ יּוֹ,מ ּו ֶﬠ ֶטת
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם

The Gemara answers that the circumstances are as it is taught
in a baraita: With regard to one who vowed to be a nazirite and
violatedH his naziriteship, the halakhic authority does not
attend to him to dissolve his vow until he observes the prohibitions of naziriteship for the same number of days in which he
behaved with permissiveness concerning the restrictions of a
nazirite. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei
said: In what case is this statement, that he must observe
naziriteship for a period of time corresponding to his vow, said?
It is said in the case of a short term of naziriteship, which is not
longer than the minimum thirty days. However, in the case of a
long term of naziriteshipH it is enough for him to observe it for
thirty days, even if he violated it for a greater number of days.
This explains the punishment mentioned in the mishna: An
ignoramus who requests the dissolution of his vow must first
observe the vow for a certain period of time.

הוֹאיל וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֵאין
ִ :יוֹסף
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַרב
 ֵ ּבי דִּ ינָ א דְּ ִמזְ דַּ ְּק ִקי – ָלא,נִ זְ ָק ִקים לוֹ
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר יַ ֲﬠקֹב.ָﬠ ֵביד ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר
.יה
ּ ְמ ׁ ַש ְמ ִּתינַן ֵל

Rav Yosef said: Since the Sages say that the halakhic authority
does not attend to him, a court that does attend to him and
dissolves his vow immediately is not acting properly. Rav Aĥa
bar Yaakov says: A halakhic authority who dissolves the vow
prematurely is excommunicated.H

וֹת ִחין לוֹ ּ ֶפ ַתח״
ְ אוֹמ ִרים ּפ
ְ
״וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים
,עוֹלם ַאל ְּת ִהי ָרגִ יל ִ ּבנְ ָד ִרים
ָ  ְל: ָּתנָ א.כו׳
 וְ ַאל ְּת ִהי.וֹפךָ ִל ְמעוֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְשבוּעוֹת
ְ ׁ ֶש ּס
ָ ׁ ֶש ּס ְוֹפךָ ְל ַה ֲא ִכ ְילך,ָרגִ יל ֵאצֶ ל ַﬠם ָה ָא ֶרץ
 ַאל ְּת ִהי ָרגִ יל ֵאצֶ ל ּכ ֵֹהן ַﬠם.ְט ָב ִלים
 וְ ַאל. ׁ ֶש ּס ְוֹפךָ ְל ַה ֲא ִכ ְילךָ ְּתרו ָּמה,ָה ָא ֶרץ
 ׁ ֶש ּס ְוֹפךָ ָלבוֹא,יחה ִﬠם ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ָ ַּת ְר ֶ ּבה ִ ׂש
.ִל ֵידי נִיאוּף

§ It is stated in the mishna that the Rabbis say: Dissolution

 ָּכל:אוֹמר
ֵ
ֹאשיָּ ה
ִ ׁ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָחא ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי י
,נָשים סוֹפוֹ ָ ּבא ִל ֵידי ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה
ִ ׁ וֹפה ְ ּב
ֶ ַה ּצ
וְ ָכל ַה ִּמ ְס ַּת ֵּכל ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵק ָב ּה ׁ ֶשל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה – ָהוְ יָ ין
:יוֹסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרב.לוֹ ָ ּבנִים ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ְמהו ָ ּּגנִין
: ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁיש.ו ְּב ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ נִדָּ ה
 ׁ ֶשהוּא,ֲﬠ ֵק ָב ּה דְּ ָק ָתנֵי – ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ַה ִּטנּ ֶוֹפת
.ְמכ ּו ָּון ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ֶה ָﬠ ֵקב

is broached with him by suggesting a diﬀerent extenuation,
and he is taught not to take this kind of vow so that he will not
take vows lightly. It is taught in a baraita: Never be accustomed
to taking vows,H because ultimately you will disregard them,
and you will even abuse oaths,N which are more grave. And
do not regularly be around an ignoramus, because ultimately
he will feed you untithed produce, as he is not careful to tithe.
Do not regularly be by an ignorant priest, because ultimately
he will feed you teruma due to his close relationship with
you, and teruma is forbidden to a non-priest. And do not talk
extensively with a woman, because ultimately you will come
to adultery.
Rabbi Aĥa, son of Rabbi Yoshiya, says: Anyone who watches
women will ultimately come to sin, and anyone who looks at
the heel of a woman will have indecent children as a punishment. Rav Yosef said: And this relates to all women, including
his wife when she has the status of a menstruating woman.H
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: The heel of a woman that is
mentioned is not the heel of the foot, but the place of uncleanliness, i.e., the genitalia, and it is called a heel as a euphemism,
as it is situated opposite the heel.N

NOTES

A Torah scholar etc. – ת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם וכו׳:ַ Some commentaries explain that a Torah scholar is considered trustworthy,
and if he says what his intention was he is deemed credible,
whereas an ignoramus is not deemed credible in this case
(Rashba; Rosh). Others explain that a Torah scholar is not
treated stringently because he vows only occasionally, so
there is no concern that he will develop a habit of taking
vows and eventually transgressing them (Commentary on
Nedarim; Ritva). The Rambam maintains that even a Torah
scholar is taught not to take this kind of vow in the future.
Ultimately you will abuse oaths – ש ּס ְוֹפךָ ִל ְמעוֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְשבוּעוֹת:
ֶׁ
The Ran explains that he will eventually come to disregard
even oaths, which are more stringent than vows, as it is written with regard to them: “The Lord will not hold guiltless”
(Exodus 20:6; see 18a). The version of the Gemara found in the
Commentary on Nedarim reads: Ultimately you will transgress
vows, i.e., if he becomes accustomed to taking vows he will
eventually come to violate them. This version is accepted in
the Ĥatam Sofer, where it is asserted that violation of a vow
is more grave than violation of an oath.
As it is situated opposite the heel – שהוּא ְמכ ּו ָּון ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ֶה ָﬠ ֵקב:
ֶׁ
When a woman kneels, her intimate parts are situated opposite the heel (Arukh).
HALAKHA

One who vowed to be a nazirite and violated, etc. – ִמי
ש ָ ּנזַ ר וְ ָﬠ ַבר וכו׳:
ֶ ׁ If one vowed to be a nazirite and violated
his naziriteship due to his presumption that it did not take
eﬀect, and afterward consulted a halakhic authority who
instructed him that it did take eﬀect, by Torah law the term of
naziriteship is counted from the time that the vow was taken.
However, by rabbinic law he must observe naziriteship for an
additional number of days corresponding to the term during
which he violated his vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nezirut 4:13–14; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 208:2).
However, in a long term of naziriteship – א ָבל ִ ּבנְזִ ירוּת ְמרו ָ ּּבה:ֲ
If one vowed to be a nazirite for an extended term and did
not observe his naziriteship due to his presumption that it did
not take eﬀect, and he then consulted a halakhic authority
who told him that the vow took eﬀect, he is not obligated to
observe the entire term of naziriteship from the beginning.
Instead, he must observe only thirty days. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, following the principle
that his opinion is accepted when he is in disagreement with
other Sages. Other authorities rule in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, which states that even if the vow
was for a long term of naziriteship it must be observed for
an additional number of days equal to that for which he
violated his vow (Shakh, citing Ra’avad, Rosh, and Rabbeinu
Yeruĥam). According to the Ra’avad, if he does not observe
this additional term of naziriteship he is not attended to further by a halakhic authority at all, and the vow is not dissolved
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:15; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 208:3).
He is excommunicated – יה
ּ מ ׁ ַש ְמ ִּתינַן ֵל:ְ A halakhic authority who dissolves the vow of one who did not observe
his vow, or that instructs him to disregard the additional
period that he must observe it, is excommunicated. This is
in accordance with Rabbi Aĥa bar Yaakov, whose opinion
is accepted because he lived after Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:16).
Never be accustomed to taking vows – עוֹלם ַאל ְּת ִהי ָרגִ יל
ָ ְל
ב ָנְד ִרים:ּ ִ One should not even frequently take vows in order to
encourage oneself to perform mitzvot, so that one should not
become accustomed to taking vows (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 13:24; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 203:1).
This relates to his wife when she has the status of a menstruating woman – ו ְּב ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ נִדָּ ה: One is permitted to look at
his wife when she has the status of a menstruating woman.
The Ra’avad adds that one may not look at the parts of her
body usually covered (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 21:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 21:4).
. פרק ב׳ דף כ. Nedarim . Perek II . 20a
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NOTES

That his forefathers did not stand at Mount Sinai –
בוֹתיו ַﬠל ַהר ִסינַי
ָ ש ּל ֹא ָﬠ ְמד ּו ֲא:
ֶ ׁ This means that his soul is
not one of the souls of the Jewish people that stood at
Mount Sinai (Ben Yehoyada).
Because their fathers overturn their tables – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי
הוֹפ ִכים ֶאת ׁשו ְּל ָחנָ ם
ְ ש:
ֶ ׁ The meaning of this term is a subject
of disagreement. One opinion is that it is referring to anal
intercourse (Tosafot; Rosh). Others say that it is referring
to sexual intercourse where the man is on the bottom
and the woman is on top (Commentary on Nedarim;
Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). Still others say that it is referring
to sexual intercourse where the man faces the woman’s
back (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar).
Because their parents converse – מ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַס ּ ְפ ִרים:ִ Several
commentaries explain that while engaging in conversation, the husband begins to think about other women.
Others explain that engaging in conversation leads to
distraction, thereby preventing the husband from fully
focusing on his wife. Tosafot explain that this is not referring to speaking per se, but of engaging in sexual intercourse in a manner which will be heard by others, which
is immodest behavior. Others understand similarly, but
explain that awareness that they are being heard will
detract from their pleasure (Tosafot Yeshanim).

נֵיכם״ – זוֹ
ֶ ״ב ֲﬠבוּר ִּת ְהיֶ ה יִ ְר ָאתוֹ ַﬠל ּ ְפ
ּ ַ :ַּתנְיָא
״ל ִב ְל ִּתי ֶּת ֱח ָטאוּ״ – ְמ ַל ֵּמד ׁ ֶש ַה ּבו ׁ ָּשה
ְ :ּבו ׁ ָּשה
ימן
ָ  ִס:ּיכן ָא ְמרו
ָ ְמ ִב
ָּ  ִמ.יאה ִל ֵידי יִ ְר ַאת ֵח ְטא
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ֲא ֵח ִרים.ישן
ָ ׁ ְיָ ֶפה ְ ּב ָא ָדם ׁ ֶשהוּא ַ ּבי
ָּכל ָא ָדם ַה ִּמ ְת ַ ּביֵּ ׁיש – ל ֹא ִ ּב ְמ ֵה ָרה הוּא
ּﬠ וֹשת ּ ָפנִים – ְ ּביָ דו
ֶ ׁ  ו ִּמי ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ּב,חוֹטא
ֵ
.בוֹתיו ַﬠל ַהר ִסינַי
ָ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָﬠ ְמד ּו ֲא

§ It is taught in a baraita: “That His fear may be upon your

 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה דְּ ָב ִרים,יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן דְּ ַה ַבאי
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ
ּ
 ִח ְיג ִרין ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה:ָסח ּו ִלי ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי ַה ׁ ָש ֵרת
,הוֹפ ִכים ֶאת ׁשו ְּל ָחנָ ם
ְ ָהוְ יָ ין – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש
נַש ִקים
ְ ּ ׁ ִא ְּיל ִמים ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָהוְ יָ ין – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְמ
–  ֵח ְר ׁ ִשים ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָהוְ יָ ין,ַﬠל אוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם
 סו ִּּמין ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַס ּ ְפ ִרים ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש
.ָמה ָהוְ יָ ין – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִּמ ְס ַּת ְּכ ִלים ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם

§ Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Dehavai

faces” (Exodus : ); this is referring to shame, as shame
causes one to blush. “That you not sin” (Exodus : ) teaches
that shame leads to fear of sin. From here the Sages said: It
is a good sign in a person that he is one who experiences
shame. Others say: Any person who experiences shame will
not quickly sin, and conversely, one who does not have the
capacity to be shamefaced, it is known that his forefathers did
not stand at Mount Sinai.N
P

said: The ministering angels
told me four matters: For what reason do lame people come
into existence? It is because their fathers overturn their
tables,N i.e., they engage in sexual intercourse in an atypical
way. For what reason do mute people come into existence?
It is because their fathers kiss that place of nakedness. For
what reason do deaf people come into existence? It is because
their parents converseN while engaging in sexual intercourse.
For what reason do blind people come into existence? It is
because their fathers stare at that place.

 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה:ימא ׁ ָשלוֹם
ָּ  ׁ ָש ֲאל ּו ֶאת ִא:ּ ו ְּר ִמינְ הוAnd the Gemara raises a contradiction: Imma Shalom,P the
wife of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, was asked: For what
reason
PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Dehavai – יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן דְּ ַה ַבאי
ָ ר ִ ּבי:ַ This Sage, who
is mentioned only in baraitot, apparently lived in the generation
prior to the completion of the Mishna. He studied under the
Sages of Yavne. Only a few of his statements in halakha and
aggada remain.
Imma Shalom – ימא ׁ ָשלוֹם
ָּ א:ִ Imma Shalom was the wife of Rabbi
Eliezer ben Hyrcanus. Imma was an honorary title used when

addressing older or distinguished women. Her name Shalom
may be compared to the names Shelomith and Shelomtzion.
She was the sister of Rabban Gamliel, head of the Sanhedrin at
Yavne. It is recounted that when both were young, they were
actively engaged in exposing the hypocrisy and corruption of
the heretics. Several sources indicate that she was a wise and
righteous woman who respected the greatness and piousness
of her husband.

Perek II
Daf 20 Amud b
HALAKHA

Rather at midnight – א ָּלא ַ ּב ֲחצוֹת ַה ַּליְ ָלה:
ֶ Engaging in
sexual intercourse in the middle of the night, as Rabbi
Eliezer did, is a holy manner of behavior (Rambam Sefer
HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:4 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Issurei Bia 21:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 240:7 and
Even HaEzer 25:3).
And when he converses he reveals a handbreadth,
etc. – ו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ַס ּ ֵפר ְמגַ ֶּלה ֶט ַפח וכו׳: While engaging in
sexual intercourse one should have an attitude of fear of
Heaven, as Rabbi Eliezer did. There are diﬀerent interpretations of the expression: Reveals a handbreadth and covers
a handbreadth. The Kaf HaĤayyim, citing Nezirut Shimshon, says that not all of these interpretations are appropriate according to esoterica (Rambam Sefer HaMadda,
Hilkhot Deot 5:4 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:9;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 240:8 and Even HaEzer 25:2).
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 ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַס ּ ֵפר:יוֹתר? ָא ְמ ָרה ָל ֶהן
ֵ ָ ּבנַיִ ךְ יְ ֵפ ִיפין ְ ּב
,ִﬠ ִּמי ל ֹא ִ ּב ְת ִח ַּלת ַה ַּליְ ָלה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּבסוֹף ַה ַּליְ ָלה
–  ו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ַס ּ ֵפר,ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ֲחצוֹת ַה ַּליְ ָלה
דוֹמה ָﬠ ָליו ְּכ ִמי
ֶ ְ ו,ְמגַ ֶּלה ֶט ַפח ו ְּמ ַכ ֶּסה ֶט ַפח
.ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָפאוֹ ׁ ֵשד

are your children so beautiful? She said to them: My husband
does not converse with me while engaging in sexual intercourse,
neither at the beginning of the night nor at the end of the
night, but rather at midnight.H And when he converses with
me while engaging in sexual intercourse, he reveals a handbreadthH of my body and covers a handbreadth,N and he covers
himself up as though he were being coerced by a demonN and
is covering himself out of fear.
NOTES

He reveals a handbreadth and covers a handbreadth – ְמגַ ֶּלה
ט ַפח ו ְּמ ַכ ֶּסה ֶט ַפח:ֶ There are diﬀerent explanations of this expression. Some commentaries explain that after revealing each
handbreadth of her body he would immediately cover it with
his garment. They add that this was not to prevent himself from
seeing her body since it was midnight in any case, but rather out
of modesty and fear of Heaven (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbi
Avraham min HaHar). The Meiri holds that it was to avoid seeing
her body, since he presumably had a candle lit at night in order
to study; being a scholar, he was permitted to engage in sexual
intercourse under his garment in a lit room (see Nidda 17a).
Others explain that he revealed only one of the two

handbreadths of the body that one may reveal while relieving
himself (Ran). A third interpretation is that he did not fully expose
his reproductive organ (Rabbi Eliezer of Metz; Ritva, cited in Shita
Mekubbetzet).
As though he were being coerced by a demon – דוֹמה ָﬠ ָליו ְּכ ִמי
ֶ ְו
ש ְּכ ָפאוֹ ׁ ֵשד:
ֶ ׁ The Commentary on Nedarim oﬀers two explanations
for this phrase: One is that he would engage in sexual intercourse as if he were compelled. The other is that he would cover
himself up like one who is afraid of a demon. Others explain
that he would perform the act quickly (Ran; Rabbi Avraham
min HaHar).

 ְּכ ֵדי: ַמה ַּט ַﬠם? וְ ָא ַמר ִלי: וְ ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי לוֹAnd I said to my husband: What is the reason for this behavior?N
, ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ֶא ֵּתן ֶאת ֵﬠינַי ְ ּב ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַא ֶח ֶרתAnd he said to me: It is so that I will not set my eyes on another
woman, i.e., think about another woman; if a man thinks about
!וְ נִ ְמצְ א ּו ָ ּבנָיו ָ ּב ִאין ִל ֵידי ַמ ְמזֵ רוּת
another woman during sexual intercourse with his wife, his
children consequently come close to receiving a mamzer status,
i.e., the nature of their souls is tantamount to that of a mamzer.
Therefore I engage in sexual intercourse with you at an hour when
there are no people in the street, and in this manner. In any event,
it can be seen from her words that a Sage conversed with his wife
while engaging in sexual intercourse with her.
ֵּ  ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – ְ ּב ִמThe Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult. This permission to con,ילי דְּ ַת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש
N
.יתא
ָ ָ ָהא – ְ ּב ִמ ֵּילי ַא ֲח ַרנְיverse with her is with regard to matters of sexual intercourse,
whereas that restriction of conversation is with regard to other
matters that are not related to sexual intercourse.
יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן
ָ  זוֹ דִּ ְב ֵרי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ֵאין: ֲא ָבל ָא ְמר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים,דְּ ַה ַבאי
 ֶא ָּלא ָּכל ַמה,יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן דְּ ַה ַבאי
ָ ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ
.עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ – ׁ ּ ֶש ָא ָדם רוֹצֶ ה ַל ֲﬠשׂ וֹת ְ ּב ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
 ָרצָ ה,ָמ ׁ ָשל ְל ָב ָ ׂשר ַה ָ ּבא ִמ ֵ ּבית ַה ַּט ָ ּבח
,אוֹכלוֹ
ְ –  צָ ִלי,אוֹכלוֹ
ְ – ְל ָא ְכלוֹ ְ ּב ֶמ ַלח
 וְ ֵכן,אוֹכלוֹ
ְ –  ׁ ָשלוּק,אוֹכלוֹ
ְ – ְמבו ׁ ּ ָּשל
.דָּ ג ַה ָ ּבא ִמ ֵ ּבית ַה ַ ּציָּ יד

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: That is the statement of Yoĥanan ben
Dehavai. However, the Rabbis said: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Yoĥanan ben Dehavai. Rather, whatever a man wishes to doH with his wife he may do. He may engage
in sexual intercourse with her in any manner that he wishes, and
need not concern himself with these restrictions. As an allegory, it
is like meat that comes from the butcher. If he wants to eat it with
salt, he may eat it that way. If he wants to eat it roasted, he may eat
it roasted. If he wants to eat it cooked, he may eat it cooked. If he
wants to eat it boiled, he may eat it boiled. And likewise with
regard to fish that come from the fisherman.

–  ַמאן ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת:ימר
ָ ֲא ַמר ַא ֵמ
– ימא ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת ַמ ָּמ ׁש
ָ  דְּ ִאי ֵּת.ַר ָ ּבנַן
יוֹחנָן
ָ יוֹחנָן ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ
ָ ַא ַּמאי ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יאי ְ ּבצו ַּרת
ֵ ֶ ּבן דְּ ַה ַבאי? ָהא ִאינְ ה ּו ְ ּב ִק
ַה ָּו ָלד ְט ֵפי! וְ ַא ַּמאי ָקר ּו ְלה ּו ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי
.ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת – דִּ ְמצַ יְּ ינִי ְּכ ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת

Ameimar said: Who are the ministering angels that Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Dehavai mentioned? He was referring to the Sages,
for whom he employed the honorary title: Ministering angels.
Because if you say that he was referring to actual ministering
angels, why did Rabbi Yoĥanan say that the halakha is not
in accordance with the opinion of Yoĥanan ben Dehavai? The
ministering angels are more knowledgeable about the forming
of the fetus than people are. Clearly, if the ministering angels were
the source for the ruling of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Dehavai it would
have been imperative to heed his instructions. And why are the
Sages called ministering angels? Because they stand out like
ministering angels, as they are recognized by their clothing.B

 ָא ְמ ָרה,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַה ִהיא דַּ ֲא ַתאי ְל ַק ֵּמ
 ָﬠ ַר ְכ ִּתי לוֹ ׁשו ְּל ָחן וַ ֲה ָפכוֹ! ָא ַמר, ַר ִ ּבי:לוֹ
 וַ ֲאנִי ָמה, ּת ָוֹרה ִה ִּת ָיר ֵת ְך, ִ ּב ִּתי:ָל ּה
יה
ְ ֶא ֱﬠ ֶ ׂשה ֵל
ּ יך? ַה ִהיא דַּ ֲא ַתאי ְל ַק ֵּמ
 ָﬠ ַר ְכ ִּתי לוֹ ׁשו ְּל ָחן, ַר ִ ּבי: ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ,דְּ ַרב
?ִיתא
ָ  ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמן ִ ּב ּינ:וַ ֲה ָפכוֹ! ֲא ַמר

The Gemara relates: A certain woman, who came before Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi to complain about her husband, said to him: My
teacher, I set him a table,L using a euphemism to say that she lay
before him during intimacy, and he turned it over.N Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi said to her: My daughter, the Torah permitted him to
engage in sexual intercourse with you even in an atypical manner,
and what can I do for you if he does so? Similarly, a certain woman
who came before Rav said to him: My teacher, I set a table for
him and he turned it over. He said to her: In what way is this
case diﬀerent from a fish [binnita]L that one may eat any way
he wishes?

״וְ ל ֹא ָתתוּר ּו ַא ֲח ֵרי ְל ַב ְב ֶכם״ ִמ ָּכאן
 ַאל יִ ׁ ְש ֶּתה ָא ָדם ְ ּבכוֹס זֶ ה:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
: ֲא ַמר ָר ִבינָ א.וְ יִ ֵּתן ֵﬠינָיו ְ ּבכוֹס ַא ֵחר
.נָשיו
ָ ׁ ָלא נִצְ ְר ָכא ֶא ָּלא דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ְש ֵּתי

NOTES

What is the reason for this behavior – מה ַּט ַﬠם:ַ Rabbi
Eliezer of Metz explains that her question was why he
would engage in sexual intercourse with her so hastily.
Other commentaries explain that she asked why he would
cover her body. According to a third explanation she asked
why he would engage in intercourse with her specifically
at midnight. In any case, the answer is the same: He did not
wish to allow other women to enter his mind, or to compare between his wife’s looks and those of other women
(Shita Mekubbetzet).
ֵּ ְ ּב ִמ
With regard to matters of sexual intercourse – ילי
דְּ ַת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש: Conversing about these matters is not considered a lack of holiness, because it prevents the husband
from becoming distracted or from thinking about other
women while engaging in sexual intercourse with his wife.
Consequently, he is completely focused, and the children
conceived from intercourse performed in this manner are
physically and spiritually flawless (Meiri; Rabbi Avraham
min HaHar). The Ran writes that this kind of conversation is
permitted to him in order to entice her.
I set him a table and he turned it over – ָﬠ ַר ְכ ִּתי לוֹ ׁשו ְּל ָחן
וַ ֲה ָפכוֹ: This refers to sexual positions. See the Shita Mekubbetzet for the diﬀerent opinions among the commentaries.
HALAKHA

Whatever a man wishes to do, etc. – ָּכל ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ָא ָדם רוֹצֶ ה
ל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת וכו׳:ַ A man’s wife is permitted to him; therefore, he
may do as he wishes with her. According to halakha he may
engage in intercourse with her and kiss her anywhere on
her body, as long as he does not emit semen for naught
(Rema, citing Rabbi Yitzĥak), in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yoĥanan in the name of the Rabbis. However, one
who sanctifies himself by refraining from some actions
which are permitted is considered holy (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer
25:2).
A man should not drink from this cup, etc. – יִש ֶּתה ָא ָדם
ְ ׁ ַאל
בכוֹס זֶ ה וכו׳:ּ ְ The Sages stated that one should not engage
in intercourse with his wife while thinking about another
woman, even another wife of his, in accordance with the
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the interpretation
of Ravina (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:12;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 25:10).
LANGUAGE

Table – שו ְּל ָחן:ׁ Use of this noun with regard to sexual intercourse is similar to use of the verb eating as a euphemism
for engaging in sexual intercourse, which is found in the
Bible as well (e.g., Proverbs 30:20). The euphemism used
here can be considered an elaboration of the biblical one.
Binnita – ִיתא
ָ ב ּינ:
ּ ִ This is apparently referring to a specific
species of fish, perhaps from the genus Barbus. In Arabic it
is called ﺑ ّﻨﻰ, bunnā.

§ The verse states: “And that you not go about after your own
heart” (Numbers : ). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said that it is
derived from here that a man should not drink from this cupH
while setting his eyes on another cup, i.e., one should not engage
in sexual intercourse with one woman while thinking about another
woman. Ravina said: This statement is not necessary with regard
to an unrelated woman. Rather, it is necessary only to state that
even with regard to his own two wives, he should not engage in
sexual intercourse with one while thinking about the other.
Common barbel of the genus Barbus
BACKGROUND

They stand out like ministering angels by their clothing –
מצַ יְּ ינִי ְּכ ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת:ְ Several commentaries explain that Torah
scholars would wear distinctive garb. This special attire was
worn in Babylonia but not in Eretz Yisrael. Other commentaries, including the Commentary on Nedarim, explain that Torah

scholars wear ritual fringes on white garments. This causes them
to look like angels, as in the book of Daniel an angel is referred
to as “the man clothed in linen” (Daniel 12:7). This is understood
to be referring to a white garment.
: פרק ב׳ דף כ. Nedarim . Perek II . 20b
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HALAKHA

These are children of those who have nine traits – ֵאלּ ּו
בנֵי ֵּת ׁ ַשע ִמדּ וֹת:ּ ְ Children of those who have the following
nine traits are considered flawed. Although their halakhic status is not aﬀected, sinners and those who rebel
against God tend to come from them. They are children
of a woman who was raped by her husband, or one who
engaged in sexual intercourse with him out of fear (Magen
Avraham); children of a hated woman; children of ostracism, i.e., one of the parents was ostracized at the time of
conception; children of substitution, i.e., while engaging
in intercourse with the woman, the man thought that
she was another woman; children of a rebellious woman,
meaning that she does not want her husband; children of
drunkenness, meaning that at least one of the parents was
drunk during intercourse; children of a woman who was
divorced in the mind, i.e., the husband intended to divorce
her but nevertheless engaged in intercourse with her;
children of mixture, i.e., one of the parents was thinking
about another person during intercourse; and children of
a shameless woman, who demands of her husband that
he engage in intercourse with her.
The Peri Megadim adds that these behaviors are considered improper even if the woman is incapable of conceiving due to pregnancy, age, or other factors. The Mishna
Berura notes that if the woman entices her husband
without an explicit demand, it is both unproblematic and
a mitzva for him to engage in intercourse with her, and
excellent children are conceived from such an act. In general, the proper manner in which a couple should engage
in intercourse is with the willingness and pleasure of both
the husband and the wife (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Issurei Bia 21:12–13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 240:3).

וֹש ִﬠים ִ ּבי״
ְ ׁ רוֹתי ִמ ֶּכם ַה ּמ ְֹר ִדים וְ ַה ּפ
ִ  ״ו ָּבThe verse states: “And I will purge out from among you the rebels,
N
 ְ ּבנֵי, ֵאלּ ּו ְ ּבנֵי ֵּת ׁ ַשע ִמדּ וֹת: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ יand those that transgress against Me” (Ezekiel : ). Rabbi
Levi said: These are children of those who have nine traits,H
.אסנ״ת משגע״ח
who are defective from their conception and from whom rebels
and transgressors emerge. The mnemonic for these nine traits
is children of the acronym aleph, samekh, nun, tav, mem, shin,
gimmel, ayin, ĥet.
, ְ ּבנֵי ְ ׂשנו ָּאה, ְ ּבנֵי ֲאנו ָּסה,ימה
ָ ְ ּבנֵי ֵא
 ְ ּבנֵי, ְ ּבנֵי ְמ ִר ָיבה, ְ ּבנֵי ְּתמו ָּרה,ְ ּבנֵי נִידּ וּי
, ְ ּבנֵי ִﬠ ְר ּבו ְּביָ א, ְ ּבנֵי ְ ּגרו ׁ ַּשת ַה ֵּלב,ׁ ִש ְכרוּת
.ְ ּבנֵי ֲחצו ָּפה

The children of nine traits are as follows: Children of fear [eima],
i.e., where the wife was afraid of her husband and engaged in sexual
intercourse with him out of fear; children of a woman who was
raped [anusa];N children of a hated woman [senua], i.e., a woman
who was hated by her husband; children of ostracism [niddui],N
i.e., one of the parents was ostracized by the court; children of
substitution [temura], i.e., while engaging in intercourse with the
woman, the man thought that she was another woman; children
of strife [meriva],N i.e., the parents engaged in intercourse while
they were quarreling; children of drunkenness [shikhrut], i.e., the
parents engaged in intercourse while they were drunk; children of
a woman who was divorced in the heart [gerushat halev], i.e., the
husband had already decided to divorce her when they engaged in
intercourse; children of mixture [irbuveya],N i.e., the man did not
know with which woman he was engaging in intercourse; children
of a shameless woman [ĥatzufa] who demands of her husband
that he engage in intercourse with her.

ִאינִי? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמנִי
 ָּכל ָא ָדם ׁ ֶש ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן
ּת ַוֹב ְﬠ ּתוֹ – ָהוְ יָ ין לוֹ ָ ּבנִים ׁ ֶש ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּבדוֹרוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,מוֹתם
ָ ׁ ֶשל מ ׁ ֶׂשה ַר ֵ ּבינ ּו ל ֹא ָהי ּו ְּכ
נָשים ֲח ָכ ִמים וּנְ בֹנִים״
ִ ׁ ״הב ּו ָל ֶכם ֲא
ָ
יכם״
ֶ אשי ׁ ִש ְב ֵט
ֵ ׁ ו ְּכ ִתיב ״וָ ֶא ַ ּקח ֶאת ָר
,וְ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב נְ בוֹנִים

The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Shmuel bar
Naĥmani say that Rabbi Yonatan said: Any man whose wife
demands of him that he engage in sexual intercourse with her
will have children the likes of whom did not exist even in the
generation of Moses our teacher? As it is stated: “Get you wise
men, and understanding, and well known from each one of your
tribes, and I will make them head over you” (Deuteronomy : );
and it is written subsequently: “So I took the heads of your tribes,
wise men, and well known” (Deuteronomy : ). And it does not
say that they were understanding. Evidently, even Moses could
not find understanding men in his generation.

NOTES

The rebels and those that transgress – וֹש ִﬠים
ְ ׁ ה ּמ ְֹר ִדים וְ ַה ּפ:ַ
Most commentaries indicate that this description is referring to
children conceived from intercourse performed in the manner
described by the subsequent mnemonic. Although they do not
belong to an inferior class of lineage, their souls are aﬀected by
the improper way they were conceived, and that causes them
to eventually become rebels and transgressors. By contrast, the
Ra’avad indicates that this description is referring to the parents,
who are called rebels and transgressors due to their inappropriate behavior.
Children of a woman who was raped – בנֵי ֲאנו ָּסה:
ּ ְ It makes
no diﬀerence whether she was an unmarried woman who was
raped or a married woman raped by her husband. The Ran, noting that there are in fact ten categories in the list, while Rabbi
Levi mentions only nine traits, asserts that the categories of
children of fear and children of a woman who was raped are
one and the same, with the only diﬀerence being that in the
former case the woman engaged in sexual intercourse out of fear,
whereas in the latter case she was physically forced. According
to other versions of the text, either the phrase children of fear or
the phrase children of a woman who was raped is omitted. This
explains the number nine.
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Children of ostracism – בנֵי נִידּ וּי:
ּ ְ It is prohibited for one who
is ostracized to engage in sexual intercourse. This prohibition
applies to a mourner and a leper as well (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz;
Talmidei Rabbeinu Peretz). A diﬀerent version of the text lists
children of a menstruating woman [nidda]. Although they do not
belong to an inferior class of lineage, they have a spiritual flaw.
Children of strife – בנֵי ְמ ִר ָיבה:ּ ְ According to the version of Rabbi
Yitzĥak Tzarfati, the text reads: Children of a rebellious woman
[moredet].
Children of mixture – בנֵי ִﬠ ְר ּבו ְּביָא:ּ ְ The Commentary on Nedarim
and other commentaries provide several interpretations of this
expression. One interpretation is that a man engaged in sexual
intercourse with one of his wives and did not know which one.
Another explanation is that the woman was not married, and
she engaged in intercourse with several men and does not know
who the father is. A third explanation is that a widow remarried shortly after the death of her husband, and it is not known
whether the first or the second husband is the father.

 ו ְּכ ִתיב ״יִ ּ ָ ׂש ְש ָכר ֲחמֹר ָ ּג ֶרם״ ו ְּכ ִתיבAnd by contrast, it is written: “Issachar is a large-boned donkey”
!יוֹד ֵﬠי ִבינָ ה ָל ִﬠ ִּתים״
ְ שכר
ָ ״מ ְ ּבנֵי יִ ּ ָ ׂש
ִ (Genesis : ). The Sages transmitted a tradition that this is an
allusion to the incident when Jacob came in from the field riding
on a donkey, and Leah went out to greet him, saying: “You must
come in to me; for I have hired you with my son’s mandrakes”
(Genesis : ). Issachar was conceived from their subsequent
sexual intercourse. And it is written: “And of the children of
Issachar, men that had understanding of the times” Chronicles
: ). The descendants of Issachar were understanding men. It is
derived from here that a woman who demands from her husband
that he engage in sexual intercourse with her has a positive eﬀect
on their children.

NOTES

Who entices – דִּ ְמ ַר ְ ּציָ א ַא ְרצוּיֵ י: Most commentaries explain
that this woman does not demand intercourse explicitly but
rather hints at it. The wording Leah used was: “You must
come in to me” (Genesis 30:16), which indicated that she
wanted to engage in intercourse with him. Some commentaries interpret this enticing to mean that the intention of
the wife is to appease her husband and to give him peace
of mind (Tosafot Yeshanim).

. ַה ִהיא דִּ ְמ ַר ְ ּציָ א ַא ְרצוּיֵ יThe Gemara answers: That baraita is not referring to a woman who
demands intercourse explicitly, but rather to one who enticesN
her husband, so that he understands that she wants to engage in
sexual intercourse with him. They consequently have excellent
children.
הדרן עלך ואלו מותרין

: פרק ב׳ דף כ. Nedarim . Perek II . 20b
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Perek III
Daf 20 Amud b
:מתני׳ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים ִה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים
, וְ נִ ְד ֵרי ׁ ְשגָ גוֹת, וְ נִ ְד ֵרי ֲה ָבאי,נִ ְד ֵרי זֵ רוּזִ ין
 נִ ְד ֵרי זֵ רוּזִ ין ֵּכיצַ ד? ָהיָ ה.אוֹנָסין
ִ
וְ נִ ְד ֵרי
וֹחת
ֵ מוֹכר ֵח ֶפץ וְ ָא ַמר ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי ּפ
ֵ
אוֹמר ״קוֹנָ ם
ֵ
ְלךָ ִמן ַה ֶּס ַלע״ וְ ַה ָּלה
,מוֹסיף ְלךָ ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶקל״
ִ ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי

mishna

The Sages dissolved four types of vowsH
without the requirement of a request to a
halakhic authority: Vows of exhortation, vows of exaggeration,
vows that are unintentional, and vows whose fulfillment is
impeded by circumstances beyond one’s control. The mishna
explains: Vows of exhortation are those by which one encourages
another using vow terminology that is exaggerated. How so? One
was sellingN an item and said:H I will not lower the price for you
to less than a sela, as that is konam,N forbidden as if it were an
oﬀering, for me. And the other one, the buyer, says: I will not raise
my payment to you to more than a shekel,B as that is konam for me.

NOTES

One was selling, etc. – מוֹכר וכו׳
ֵ היָ ה:ָ The reason for dissolving
this type of vow is because his verbal declaration and his intent
are not identical: Although he verbally vows that he will not
lower or raise the price, he does not mean what he says, as he
expects that a compromise will be reached (Rabbeinu Tam, in
Sefer HaYashar). Although there is a principle that unspoken
intentions do not have significance, it was clear to the Sages that
in this case it is customary for people to speak in this manner,
without true intent (Ritva; Rosh). According to this understanding, the statement in the Jerusalem Talmud that the vow is binding if the individual firmly maintains his commitment, meaning

he stubbornly holds his position and refuses to waive the vow,
is understandable.
I will not lower the price for you…that is konam, etc. – קוֹנָ ם
וֹחת ְלךָ וכו׳
ֵ ש ֵאינִי ּפ:
ֶ ׁ Some interpret konam here to be an abbreviated phrase, and the seller is declaring that a certain item should
be konam for him if he reduces the price (Rosh), while the buyer
declares that the merchandise be konam for him if he increases
the price (Ran). Others say that this konam refers to the dinar,
that the seller declares that if he reduces the price the dinar he
receives shall be konam for him.

HALAKHA

The Sages dissolved four types of vows – ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים
ה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים:ִ These are vows that do not require dissolution: Vows of exhortation, vows of exaggeration, inadvertent vows, and vows whose fulfillment is impeded by
circumstances beyond one’s control (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Shevuot 3:1, 5 and Hilkhot Nedarim 4:1–3; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:1).
One was selling an item and said, etc. – מוֹכר ֵח ֶפץ וְ ָא ַמר
ֵ ָהיָה
וכו׳: If one is selling an item to another and vows not to
lower the price below four dinars, and the buyer vows not
to raise his oﬀer above two dinars, and they compromise
at around three dinars (Ran), no prohibition takes eﬀect
due to either vow. This is because that is the way people
transact business, and the parties did not intend to take a
vow. Some say that the seller may not sell it at the exact
price that the buyer desired or vice versa, and if one of them
did so his vow takes eﬀect. Others are lenient in this case as
well, and that is the accepted custom (Baĥ).
This principle applies only when they ultimately compromised and did not firmly stand by their words. But if
they did not compromise and the sale was not completed,
and one of them later reneged and settled for the price of
the other, his vow takes eﬀect. All of these principles apply
in a case where they did not say explicitly that they were
taking a vow; if they stated that they intended their words
to be a vow, then they have taken a vow (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:2).

BACKGROUND

Sela and shekel – ס ַלע וְ ׁ ֶש ֶקל:ֶּ Apparently, the source of using the
term sela to refer to a coin is similar to the expansion of the word
stone to refer to a measurement of weight. Sela, too, denotes
a certain weight of an expensive metal. The value of a sela was
four silver dinars, and it was generally the most valuable silver
coin that was used in commerce. Of commonly used coins, the

sela was second in value only to the gold dinar. The shekel coin
was worth two dinars, i.e., half a sela. It was apparently given that
name since it was the fixed amount that was given each year for
the upkeep of the Temple. This shekel was of equivalent value to
the half-shekel mentioned in the Torah, while a whole biblical
shekel is valued at four dinars.

Perek III
Daf 21 Amud a
.נֵיהם רוֹצִ ין ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ִדינָ ִרין
ֶ  ׁ ְשIn this case, one may assume that both want to complete the
deal at three dinars,N and they did not intend to vow but only
exaggerated for purposes of bargaining.
״א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה נְ ָד ִרים ִה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים״
ַ גמ׳
יה ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ֶמ ֶמל ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.'כו
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ  ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ:ַא ִמי
 ַמאן ְּתנָ א ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים – ַר ִ ּבי:יאה
ָ נְש
ִׂ
:יְ הו ָּדה ִהיא דְּ ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפוֹן
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,עוֹלם ֵאין ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן נָ זִ יר
ָ ְל
ְּ
.נִיתנָ ה נְ זִ ירוּת ֶא ָּלא ְל ַה ְפ ָל ָאה

gemara

The mishna states: The Sages dissolved
four types of vows. Rabbi Abba bar
Memel said to Rabbi Ami: You said to us in the name of Rabbi
Yehuda Nesia: Who is the tanna who taught this mishna of four
vows? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said in the name of
Rabbi Tarfon: With regard to two people who entered into a wager,
and each declared that he would become a nazirite if the other was
right, then actually neither of them becomes a nazirite, because
naziriteship is determined only by explicitnessN of intent. One
cannot become a nazirite unless he vows clearly and with certitude.
Here too, since the intent of the wagering parties was not actually
to vow, the halakha is that the vow is invalid.

NOTES

Both want the deal at three dinars – נֵיהם רוֹצִ ין ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ֶ ׁ ְש
דינָ ִרין:ִ From the language of the mishna, it appears that the
reason the vows do not take eﬀect is that each of them
intended to pay the average price from the outset. The
commentaries ask: What happens if ultimately one side
accepts the price that the other fixed? The Ran holds that
while it is true that each took the vow in order to encourage
the other to arrive at a compromise price, they also each
intended to state, by taking a vow, that they will not pay
the price the other is currently demanding. Therefore, if
one does pay the initial price demanded by the other, his
vow does take eﬀect. By contrast, other early commentaries
hold that any vow taken in the context of business negotiations is considered to be an exhortation vow alone, and
even if one waives his demands totally, the vow does not
take eﬀect (Ritva; Ra’ah).

NOTES

Only by explicitness – א ָּלא ְל ַה ְפ ָל ָאה:
ֶ Some later authorities
question why the Gemara links this topic and that of vows of
exhortation. While vows of exhortation are dissolved because
the intent is not the same as the verbal declaration, in the case
of vows of naziriteship he is not a nazirite because he took the
vow without a definite decision (Meromei Sadeh). This can be

resolved by the interpretation of the Rid, who writes that even
in the case of vows of exhortation, neither side knows whether
the other will change his fixed price or not. Therefore, these
vows also are not completely certain and lack precisely the same
element as the naziriteship case.
: פרק ג׳ דף כ. Nedarim . Perek III . 20b
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