. ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
וְ ַאף זְ ֵע ִירי ָס ַבר ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ׁ ֶש ֵּמ ָתה – ל ֹא יְ זִ יזֶ ָּנה:דִּ ְתנַ ן
 ְ ּב ֶב ֱה ַמת: וְ ַת ְר ְ ּג ָמא זְ ֵע ִירי,קֹומ ּה
ָ ִמ ְּמ
. ֲא ָבל ְ ּבחו ִּּלין – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי,ָק ָד ׁ ִשים
 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:יֹוחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ וְ ַאף ַר ִ ּבי
?יֹוחנָ ן ָה ִכי
ָ  ּו ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ֲה ָל ָכה ִּכ ְס ָתם:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
: ו ְּתנַן,ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה

And Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the prohibition of set-aside does not
apply on Shabbat. And Ze’eiri also holds that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as we learned in a
mishna: With regard to an animal that died on Shabbat, one may not
move it from its place on Shabbat. And Ze’eiri explained: This prohibition only applies to a consecrated animal,N as consecrated items
may not be fed to dogs in deference to their sanctity; therefore, it is
set-aside and may not be moved on Shabbat. However, in the case of
a non-sacred animal, one may well move it and use it because it does
not have set-aside status. And Rabbi Yoĥanan also said that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yoĥanan really say that? Didn’t Rabbi
Yoĥanan say: The halakha is in accordance with an unattributed
mishna, and we learned in a mishna:

NOTES

A consecrated animal– ב ֱה ַמת ָק ָד ׁ ִשים:
ּ ֶ An consecrated
animal that died without being redeemed can no longer
be redeemed or regain non-sacred status. Therefore, it
is prohibited to derive benefit from it. On Shabbat and
Festivals it is set-aside according to all opinions, similar to
a clump of dirt or raw materials, whose set-aside status
is even more stringent than that of prohibited vessels.

Perek XXIV
Daf 157 Amud a
 וְ ל ֹא,ֵאין ְמ ַב ְּק ִעין ֵעצִ ים ִמן ַה ּקֹורֹות
ִמן ַה ּק ָֹורה ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב! ַר ִ ּבי
יֹוסי ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה
ֵ  ַההוּא – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,יֹוחנָן
ָ
יל ין
ִ  ַמ ְת ִח: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע. ַמ ְתנֵ י ָל ּה
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְ ּב ֵעצִ ים,ימת ַה ֶּת ֶבן
ַ ַ ּב ֲע ֵר
,ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּמו ְּקצֶ ה! ָה ָתם ְ ּב ַא ְרזֵ י וְ ַא ׁ ּשו ֵּחי
ּ דְּ מו ְּקצֶ ה ֵמ ֲח ַמת ֶח ְסרֹון ִּכיס ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
.מֹודה
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון

One may chop wood neither from beams set aside for building nor
from a beam that broke on a Festival.H Apparently, this unattributed
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yoĥanan answered: That mishna is actually
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, which is
an individual opinion. Come and hear: One may start a fire on a
Festival with a pile of strawH but not with wood that is from the
wood storage behind one’s house, because that wood is set aside for
other uses. Apparently, this is an unattributed mishna in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the prohibition of
set-aside. The Gemara answers: There, the mishna is referring to
wood from cedar and fir trees that are set aside due to monetary loss.
Even Rabbi Shimon concedes that the prohibition of set-aside is in
effect in that case.

ֹוח ִטין ֶאת
ֲ  ֵאין ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין וְ ׁש: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעCome and hear a proof from another mishna: One may neither give
ֹוח ִטין
ֲ  ֲא ָבל ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין וְ ׁש, ַה ִּמ ְד ָ ּב ִרּיֹותwater to nor slaughter non-domesticated desert animals, animals that
! ֶאת ַה ַ ּבּיָ יתֹותare always grazing in the fields. Since people do not generally tend to
them, they are considered set-aside and may not be used. Giving them
water would ease removal of their hides. However, one may give
water to and slaughter domesticated animals.H This is apparently an
unattributed mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.
,יֹוחנָ ן ְס ָת ָמא ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ַא ׁ ְש ַּכח
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
יהין ֵמ ַעל
ִ  ַמגְ ִ ּב:אֹומ ִרים
ְ “בית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
ֵּ
 ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,ַה ׁ ּ ֻש ְל ָחן ֲעצָ מֹות ו ְּק ִל ּ ִיפין
 ְמ ַס ֵּלק ֶאת ַה ַּט ְב ָלה ּכו ָּּל ּה:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
 ָאנ ּו ֵאין: וְ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.נַע ָר ּה״
ֲ ו ְּמ
,ָלנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
.ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yoĥanan found a different unattributed
mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Beit Shammai say: One may lift bones and peels and shells, which are set-aside,
from the table on Shabbat. And Beit Hillel say: One must remove
the entire board from atop the table and shake it; however, he may
not lift the set-aside objects. And Rav Naĥman said to reverse the two
opinions, and we have only Beit Shammai in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Beit Hillel in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. As the halakha is always ruled in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, this mishna has the authority of
an unattributed mishna.

HALAKHA

One may chop wood neither from beams set aside for building nor from a beam that broke on a Festival – ֵאין ְמ ַב ְּק ִעין
 וְ ל ֹא ִמן ַה ּק ָֹורה ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב,עצִ ים ִמן ַה ּקֹורֹות:ֵ One may not
chop wood on a Festival from beams that were set aside for
building, or from a beam that broke on the Festival (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 501:1).



One may start a fire with a pile of straw – ימת
ַ ַמ ְת ִח ִילין ַ ּב ֲע ֵר
ה ֶּת ֶבן:ַ One may take kindling from piles of straw on a Festival ab
initio, if the straw was designated exclusively for that purpose
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:11; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 518:7).
Giving water to and slaughtering animals – יטת
ָ ַה ׁ ְש ָק ַאת ו ׁ ְּש ִח

ב ֵהמֹות:ּ ְ On a Festival, one may not give water or food to fish and
birds that are set-aside, lest one come to take one for slaughter.
However, one may slaughter or give water to animals that graze
outside of the boundaries of the city and come back at night to
sleep within it, because they are considered to be designated
for eating from before the Festival (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:2, 17; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 496:2, 498:3).
זנק ףד.  ד״כ קרפ. Perek XXIV . 157a
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NOTES

In all of the halakhot of Shabbat – ב ָכל ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ּכו ָּּל ּה:
ּ ְ The
Gemara here is referring not only to the prohibition of setaside, but also to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to
all halakhot of Shabbat, including his rulings concerning
unintended actions and prohibited labor not necessary for
its own sake (Rashba).
Earthenware vessel [tafiaĥ] – יח
ַ ט ִפ:ָ The ge’onim explained
that tafiaĥ refers to a type of plant used to fill a window or
to a type of wicker basket.
Nullification of vows and dissolution of vows – ַה ָפ ַרת ָנְד ִרים
וְ ַה ָּת ַרת נְ ָד ִרים: The halakhot of vows and their nullification
are stated in the Torah (Numbers 30) and explained in an
entire tractate, tractate Nedarim. In essence, when either a
young woman still under her father’s auspices or a married
woman takes a vow, her father or her husband respectively
can nullify the vow on the day that he hears it if he does
not approve of it. The Sages explained based on the verses
that this is permitted only in certain situations. Only vows
taken with regard to matters between the woman and her
husband or between the young woman and her father can
be nullified. Vows that do not affect the woman’s relationship with her husband or father cannot be nullified. Vows
may not only be nullified; one may also request that a sage
dissolve his vow. Although this does not appear explicitly in
the Torah, the Sages found allusions to it in the same portion.
One who took a vow can request that a single Sage or a court
of three dissolve it. Tractate Nedarim deals extensively with
the problems that arise in this process. The standard scenario
involves the person who took the vow declaring that he did
not initially anticipate that it would be so difficult to fulfill
the vow, and had he known, he would not have taken the
vow in the first place. There is no designated time frame for
dissolving one’s vows and one can request that his vows be
dissolved at any time. There are also some vows that a Sage
cannot dissolve, e.g., a vow made to another person, which
would require that person’s agreement to dissolve it. In addition, a vow cannot be dissolved if it was taken before a large
group and was contingent on their agreement.

 ְ ּב ָכל: ַחד ָא ַמר,ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ָ ּב ּה ַרב ַא ָחא וְ ָר ִבינָ א
 ְל ַבר,ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ּכו ָּּל ּה ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ו ַּמאי נִיה ּו – נֵ ר,ִמ ּמו ְּקצֶ ה ֵמ ֲח ַמת ִמיאוּס
 ְ ּבמו ְּקצֶ ה ֵמ ֲח ַמת ִמיאוּס: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר.יָ ׁ ָשן
 ְל ַבר ִמ ּמו ְּקצֶ ה,נַ ִמי ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ֵמ ֲח ַמת ִא ּיסוּר ו ַּמאי נִיה ּו – נֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִה ְד ִליק ּו
 ֲא ָבל מו ְּקצֶ ה ֵמ ֲח ַמת.אֹות ּה ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ָ ָ ּב ּה ְ ּב
ּ ֶח ְסרֹון ִּכיס – ֲא ִפ
,מֹודה
ֶ יל ּו ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ח ּוץ,נִיט ִלין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ָּ  ָּכל ַה ֵּכ ִלים:דִּ ְתנַ ן
.ישה
ָ ׁ ִמ ַּמ ָּסר ַה ָ ּגדֹול וְ יָ ֵתד ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲח ֵר

נִש ָא ִלין
ְ ׁ ְ ו,מתני׳ ְמ ִפ ִירין נְ ָד ִרים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ּפֹוק ִקין ֶאת
ְ  ו.צֹורךְ ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ ִלנְ ָד ִרים ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְל
ּמֹוד ִדין
ְ  ו,ּמֹוד ִדין ֶאת ַה ַּמ ְט ִלית
ְ  ו,ַה ָּמאֹור
ימי ָא ִביו ׁ ֶשל
ֵ  ּו ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ִ ּב.ֶאת ַה ִּמ ְקוֶ ה
,ימי ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל ֶ ּבן ָ ּב ְטנִית
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי צָ דֹוק ו ִּב
 וְ ָק ׁ ְשר ּו ֶאת,יח
ַ ׁ ֶש ּ ָפ ְקק ּו ֶאת ַה ָּמאֹור ְ ּב ָט ִפ
ַה ְּמ ֵק ָידה ְ ּב גֶ ִמי ֵל ַידע ִאם יֵ ׁש ַ ּב ִ ּגיגִ ית
,ּיהם ָל ַמ ְדנו
ֶ  ו ִּמדִּ ְב ֵר.ֹות ַח ֶט ַפח ִאם ָלאו
ֵ ּפ
.קֹוש ִרין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ְ ׁ ְּמֹוד ִדין ו
ְ ׁ ֶש ּפ ְֹוק ִקין ו

HALAKHA

Nullification of vows on Shabbat – ה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ֲ A
husband may nullify his wife’s vows on Shabbat even if it
has no impact on Shabbat itself, as if he fails to do so, he will
not have another chance. However, he may not say to her: It
is nullified. He nullifies it in his heart and says to her: Take it
and eat, or: Take it and drink (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nedarim 13:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 234:24).
Dissolution of vows on Shabbat – ה ָּת ַרת נְ ָד ִרים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ַ It
is permitted to request that a Sage dissolve one’s vows on
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, even if he could have
requested before Shabbat that they be dissolved (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:6 and Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 24:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 228:3).

Rav Aĥa and Ravina disputed this matter. One said: In all of
the halakhot of ShabbatN in which there is a tannaitic dispute
involving Rabbi Shimon, the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, except for the case of an item set
aside due to repulsiveness. And what is that case? It is the case
of an old oil lamp, which may not be moved on Shabbat, contrary to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion. And one said: In the case of
an item set aside due to repulsiveness, the halakha is also in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. The halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon except for the
case of set aside due to prohibition. And what is that case? It
is the case of moving an oil lamp that one kindled for that very
Shabbat. However, with regard to an item set aside due to
monetary loss, even Rabbi Shimon concedes that it is prohibited to move that item, as we learned in a mishna according to
his position: All vessels may be moved on Shabbat except for
a large saw and the blade of a plow, both of which are prohibited. Due to their significance, their owners make certain that
they will not be damaged.

mishna

A father or husband may nullify his
daughter’s or his wife’s vows on
Shabbat,H and one may request from a Sage to dissolve vowsH
that are for the purpose of Shabbat. Failure to dissolve the vow
will compromise one’s fulfillment of the mitzva to delight in
Shabbat. And one may seal a window on Shabbat to prevent
light from entering, and one may measure a rag to determine
whether or not it is large enough to contract ritual impurity, and
one may measure a ritual bath to determine if it contains
enough water for immersion. The mishna relates that there was
an incident in the time of Rabbi Tzadok’s father and the time
of Abba Shaul ben Botnit, in which they sealed a window using an earthenware vesselN and tied an earthenware shard
with a long reed-grass with a temporary knot, in order to ascertain whether or not the roofing had an opening the size of
a handbreadth. And from their statements and their actions,
we derived that one may seal a window, and measure, and tie
a knot on Shabbat.

gemara

We learned in the mishna that it is perצֹור ְך
ֶ  ֲה ָפ ָרה – ֵ ּבין ְל:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ גמ׳ ִא
mitted to nullify vows and to request
,צֹורךְ – ִאין
ֶ צֹורךְ ; ו ׁ ְּש ֵא ָלה – ְל
ֶ ו ֵּבין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְל
that Sages dissolve vowsN for the purpose of Shabbat. In an at ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי ָק ַפ ְלגִ ינְ ה ּו.צֹורךְ – ָלא
ֶ  ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְלtempt to understand the mishna, a dilemma was raised before
. ֵמ ֲה ָד ֵדיthe Sages: Is nullification of vows on Shabbat permitted both
for the purpose of Shabbat and when it is not for the purpose
of Shabbat? And the request to dissolve vows, when it is for the
purpose of Shabbat, yes, it is permitted, but when it is not for
the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited? And is it due to
that distinction that the tanna of the mishna separated the
cases from each other and listed them separately?
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,צֹורךְ – ִאין
ֶ  ְל, ֲה ָפ ָרה נַ ִמי:אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא
–  וְ ָהא דְּ ָקא ּ ָפ ֵליג ְלה ּו ֵמ ֲה ָד ֵדי.צֹורךְ – ָלא
ֶ ְל
 ו ׁ ְּש ֵא ָלה,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דַּ ֲה ָפ ָרה ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
?יכה ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ָ צְ ִר

Or perhaps with regard to nullification of vows on Shabbat as
well, when it is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes, it is permitted,
but when they are not for the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is
prohibited; and the fact that the tanna of the mishna separated
the cases from each other and listed them separately is due to
the fact that for nullification one does not require a court, and
a husband or father can nullify a woman’s vows on his own, but
for the request to dissolve vows one requires a court.

 ְמ ִפ ִירין: דְּ ָתנֵי זו ֵּטי דְּ ֵבי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא, ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעCome and hear a resolution to the dilemma from that which
צֹור ְך
ֶ  ְל.צֹור ְך ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ  נְ ָד ִרים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְלthe Sage, Zutei, of the school of Rav Pappa taught: One may
.צֹורךְ ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ָלא
ֶ  ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְל, ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ִאיןnullify vows on Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat. Apparently, when the nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes,
it is permitted to nullify vows, but when it is not for the purpose
of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited.
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: יב ֲעיָ א ְלה ּו
ּ ַ  ִא,ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָ ּ ׁ ִל
 וְ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא,צֹור ְך״ ַא ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו ָק ָתנֵי
ֶ “ל
ְ
 ֲה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים: ַא ְל ָמא,צֹור ְך – ָלא
ֶ ְל
 ִּכי ָק ָתנֵי:יל ָמא
ְ ִּ אֹו ד.ֵמ ֵעת ְל ֵעת
 ֲא ָבל,צֹורךְ – ַא ׁ ּ ְש ֵא ָלה הוּא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ֶ ְל
. ְצֹורך
ֶ ֲה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְל
. ֲה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים ָּכל ַהּיֹום:ַא ְל ָמא

The Gemara cites another version of the dilemma that was
raised before the Sages. Was the phrase: When they are for the
purpose of Shabbat, taught about both of them, and nullification is only permitted for the purpose of Shabbat, but when it
is not for the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited? If so,
apparently, nullification of vows may be performed for an
entire twenty-four hour periodH after hearing the vow, and the
father or husband can wait until after Shabbat to nullify the vow
if he does not need to do so for the purpose of Shabbat. Or
perhaps when the mishna taught that it is permitted when the
nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, that was taught only
with regard to the request to dissolve that which was prohibited
by the vow, but nullification of vows may be performed on
Shabbat even when it is not for the purpose of Shabbat. If so,
apparently nullification of vows may be performed only for
the entire day that the husband or father heard the vow. Once
Shabbat concludes, the vow may longer be nullified. Therefore,
even vows whose nullification is not for the purpose of Shabbat
may be nullified on Shabbat.

.ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע; דְּ ָתנֵי ַרב זו ֵּטי דְּ ֵבי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ִפי
.צֹורךְ ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ ְמ ִפ ִירין נְ ָד ִרים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְל
צֹור ְך
ֶ  ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְל,צֹור ְך ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ִאין
ֶ ְל
 ֲה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים: ַא ְל ָמא.ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ָלא
.ֵמ ֵעת ָל ֵעת

Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from that which
the Sage, Zutei, of the school of Rav Pappa taught: One may
nullify vows on Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat. Apparently, when the nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes,
it is permitted to nullify vows, but when it is not for the purpose
of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited. If so, apparently nullification
of vows may be performed for the entire twenty-four hour
period after hearing the vow.

 ֲה ָפ ַרת: וְ ָה ֲאנַ ן ְּתנַ ן,ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
 וְ יֵ ׁש ַ ּבדָּ ָבר ְל ָה ֵקל,נְ ָד ִרים ָּכל ַהּיֹום
יל י
ֵ  ֵּכ יצַ ד? נָ ְד ָר ה ֵל.ּו ְל ַה ְח ִמ יר
ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ֵמ ֵיפר ֵל ֵילי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת וְ יֹום ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
–  נָ ְד ָרה ִעם ֲח ׁ ֵש ָכה,ַעד ׁ ֶש ֶּת ְח ׁ ַש ְך
 ׁ ֶש ִאם ל ֹא ֵה ֵפר, ְֵמ ֵיפר ַעד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֶּת ְח ׁ ַשך
 ַּת ָּנ ֵאי.ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֲח ׁ ֵש ָכה – ֵאינֹו יָ כֹול ְל ָה ֵפר
, ֲה ָפ ַרת נְ ָד ִרים ָּכל ַהּיֹום: דְּ ַתנְיָא,ִהיא
יֹוסי ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
. ֵמ ֵעת ְל ֵעת:ּׁ ִש ְמעֹון ָא ְמרו

Rav Ashi said: Didn’t we learn in a mishna that one may nullify vows for the entire day, and there is both a leniency and a
stricture in this matter to extend or curtail the period during
which the vow may be nullified. How so? If the woman vowed
on Shabbat evening, her father or husband may nullify the vow
on Shabbat evening and on Shabbat day until dark. However,
if she vowed before Shabbat at nightfall, her father or husband
may only nullify the vow until nightfall, as if he did not nullify the vow before nightfall, he can no longer nullify it because
the day ended. The Gemara answers that this issue is subject to
a tannaitic dispute, as it was taught in a baraita: One may nullify vows for the entire day. Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda and
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, said: For a twenty-four
hour period.

:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִא.נִש ָא ִלים ִלנְ ָד ִרים״
ְ ׁ ְ“ו
: אֹו דִּ ְל ָמא,ְּכ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָהיָ ה לֹו ּ ְפנַ אי
ּ ֲא ִפ
:יל ּו ָהיָ ה לֹו ּ ְפנַ אי? ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
יה
ּ יה ַר ָ ּבנַן ְל ַרב זו ְּט ָרא ְ ּב ֵר
ּ דְּ ִאזְ דַּ ִקיק ּו ֵל
יה וְ ַאף ַעל
ּ יה נִ ְד ֵר
ּ  וְ ׁ ָשר ּו ֵל,דְּ ַרב זֵ ָירא
.יה ּ ְפנַ אי
ּ ַ ּגב דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל

We learned in the mishna: And one may request from a Sage
to dissolve vows on Shabbat. A dilemma was raised before the
Sages: Is this only permitted when one did not have time to
request to have the vow dissolved before Shabbat, or perhaps
it is permitted even if one had time before Shabbat to request
to have his vow dissolved? Come and hear a resolution to this
dilemma from the fact that the Sages attended to Rav Zutra,
the son of Rav Zeira, and dissolved his vow even though he
had time to request its dissolution before Shabbat.

“ש ּ ָפ ְקק ּו ֶאת ַה ָּמאֹור ְ ּב ָט ִפ ַיח וְ ָק ׁ ְשר ּו
ֶׁ
 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה.ֶאת ַה ְּמ ֵק ָידה ְ ּבגֶ ִמי״
 ֵה ְיל ְק ֵטי ְק ַט ָּנה ָהיְ ָתה ֵ ּבין:ָא ַמר ַרב
.] [וְ טו ְּמ ָאה ָהיְ ָתה ׁ ָשם,ׁ ְשנֵי ָ ּב ִּתים

The mishna related: They sealed a window using an earthenware vessel and tied an earthenware shard with a long reedgrass. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said in explanation: There was
a small alleyway [heilketei]L between two houses, and there
was ritual impurity imparted by a corpse there in the alleyway,NB

HALAKHA

The time for nullification of vows – זְ ַמן ֲה ָפ ַרת ָנְד ִרים: A father or
husband can nullify his daughter’s or wife’s vows for the entire
day on which he hears about the vow. The day is defined not as
a twenty-four hour period, but rather from nightfall to nightfall.
As soon as night falls after the vow was taken, it can no longer
be nullified (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:15; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 234:21).
LANGUAGE

Small alleyway [heilketei] – ה ְיל ְק ֵטי:ֵ From the Greek εἱρκτῇ, eirktè,
meaning a closed place, the inside of a house, and the like. The
letters r and l are commonly interchanged.
BACKGROUND

Ritual impurity between houses – ה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ֵ ּבין ַה ָ ּב ִּתים:ַ The impurity is imparted by a corpse beneath the cracked roofing between
the houses. In the image below, the window facing the alleyway
was sealed with an earthenware vessel to prevent the ritual impurity from entering the house.

Ritual impurity between houses

NOTES

There was ritual impurity imparted by a corpse there –
וְ טו ְּמ ָאה ָהיְ ָתה ׁ ָשם: The Rambam explains that the corpse was
in one of the houses and there was a window with a glass
windowpane between the two houses. The glass broke and
they were uncertain whether or not there was an opening



of a handbreadth through which the ritual impurity could
spread. Therefore, they sealed the broken windowpane with
a small piece of earthenware and then measured it to see
if the opening was the size of a handbreadth (Rambam’s
Commentary on the Mishna).
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HALAKHA

They tied an earthenware shard – וְ ָק ׁ ְשר ּו ֶאת ַה ְּמ ֵק ָידה: For
the sake of a mitzva, such as taking measurements that are
required by the Torah, it is permitted to tie a non-permanent
knot on Shabbat, even one that requires professional skill
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
10:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 317:1).

 ו ָּפ ְקק ּו.וְ גִ ִ ּיגית ְסדו ָּקה מו ַּּנ ַחת ַעל ַ ּג ָ ּבן
ֶאת ַה ָּמאֹור ְ ּב ָט ִפ ַיח וְ ָק ׁ ְשר ּו ֶאת
 ֵל ַידע ִאם יֵ ׁש ׁ ָשם,ַה ְּמ ֵק ָידה ְ ּבגֶ ִמי
.ֹות ַח ֶט ַפח ִאם ָלאו
ֵ ַ ּב ִ ּג ִ ּיגית ּפ

and there was a cracked roofing placed atop the two houses. If the
roofing was intact it would have the legal status of a tent over a
corpse, rendering everything in the alleyway, and, through the windows, everything in the houses, ritually impure. However, since the
roofing was cracked and the corpse was directly beneath the opening, if the opening was the size of a handbreadth or more, the entire
alleyway and the houses would not become impure. Only the area
directly over the corpse extending through the opening is impure.
And that is the reason that they sealed the window of the house
with an earthenware vessel, so that the ritual impurity would not
enter the houses, and they tied an earthenware shardH with a long
reed-grass inserted into the opening in the roofing in order to ascertain whether or not there is an opening there in the roofing
the size of a handbreadth.N

ּמֹוד ִדין
ְ יהם ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו ׁ ֶש ּפ ְֹוק ִקין ו
ֶ “ו ִּמדִּ ְב ֵר
 עו ָּּלא ִא ְיק ַלע ְל ֵבי.קֹוש ִרין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת״
ְ ׁ ְו
יה ְל ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ ֵ ַחזְ י.ֵר ׁיש ָ ּגלו ָּתא
.יה
ּ  וְ ָקא ָמ ׁ ַשח ֵל,דְּ יָ ֵתיב ְ ּב ַאוְ ונָא דְּ ַמּיָא
ימר דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנַן ְמ ִד ָידה
ַ  ֵא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ָלאו ִמצְ וָ ה ִמי ַאמוּר? ֲא ַמר,דְּ ִמצְ וָ ה
. ִמ ְת ַע ֵּסק ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא ֲאנָ א:יה
ּ ֵל

The mishna concludes: And from their statements and their actions, we derived that one may seal a window, and measure, and
tie a knot on Shabbat. The Gemara relates: Ulla happened to come
to the house of the Exilarch. He saw Rabba bar Rav Huna sitting
in a tub [avna]L of waterB and measuring it. He said to Rabba bar
Rav Huna: Say that the Sages said that it is permitted to measure
on Shabbat only a measurement for a mitzva.H However, with regard to a measurement like this one, which is not for a mitzva, did
they say that it is permitted? Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him: I am
merely acting unawaresN and am not at all interested in the measurements. Therefore, it is not prohibited.

Measurement for a mitzva – מ ִד ָידה דְּ ִמצְ וָ ה:ְ It is permitted
to think about, speak about, or measure things that pertain
to religious matters and the fulfillment of mitzvot (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 306:7).
NOTES

Whether or not there is an opening there in the roofing
the size of a handbreadth – ֹות ַח ֶט ַפח
ֵ אם יֵ ׁש ׁ ָשם ַ ּב ִ ּג ִ ּיגית ּפ:
ִ
Some explain this to mean that there was not an entire
corpse in either of the houses. Rather, there was an olivebulk of a corpse directly beneath the opening in the roofing.
If the hole in the roofing was the size of a handbreadth, the
ritual impurity would not spread to the entire area beneath
the roofing. Some explained that the earthenware shard was
not permanently affixed to the opening, and therefore it is
not considered to have sealed it (Me’iri). Others explain that
they measured the roofing that remained surrounding the
opening. If its area was a handbreadth, then it would assume
the legal status of a tent and would transmit ritual impurity
to objects beneath it (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz).
Merely acting unawares – מ ְת ַע ֵּסק ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא:ִ The Sages ruled
that one who had no intention whatsoever to perform a
given action is liable only for violations involving forbidden
animal fats or forbidden sexual relations, due to the pleasure
derived from them. However, with regard to the halakhot
of Shabbat, one has no liability in that situation due to the
principle that one is liable on Shabbat only for planned,
thoughtful, creative labor.
LANGUAGE

Tub [avna] – אוְ ונָ א:ַ Apparently, this should be read as avazana, from the Middle Persian ābzan, meaning bathtub.
BACKGROUND

Tub of water – אוְ ונָ א דְּ ַמּיָא:ַ

Bathtub for a single person found in Masada, from the end of the second
Temple period
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