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        Maseches Nedarim, Daf  דע  – Daf פ 

 

Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas R’ Avrohom Abba ben R’ Dov HaKohen, A”H  
vl’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom Yehuda 

 

---------------------------------------Daf דע ---74--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• R’ Eliezer says that a shomeres yavam, whether there is one or more yavams, has the yavam be meifer her 
nedarim. R’ Yehoshua says, this is true if there is only one yavam. R’ Akiva says, it is never the case that a yavam 
can be meifer the neder of a yevama.  

o R’ Eliezer said, if the yavam can be meifer the nedarim of a wife who he decided to be koneh (a regular 
wife), surely he can be meifer for a wife that was chosen for him by Heaven (a yevama)! R’ Akiva said, 
you cannot compare the two cases, because when he is koneh a regular wife she is totally and 
exclusively in his reshus. However, when he gets a wife from Heaven and there is a second yavam, she is 
in both of their reshus, and as such he cannot be meifer her nedarim.  

▪ R’ Yehoshua said to R’ Akiva, your logic is true when there are 2 yavams. However, why can a 
yavam not be meifer for the yevama when there is only one yavam? R’ Akiva said, the reason is 
because the yevama is not as completely in the reshus of the yavam as much as an arusah is in 
the reshus of her husband. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: R’ Akiva’s view is understandable, because he obviously holds that there is no “zikah” (a strong bond 
between yavam and yevama). R’ Yehoshua must hold that there is zikah. However, what does R’ Eliezer hold? 
Even if he holds there is zikah, when there are 2 yavams, zikah should not be enough without saying “breirah” 
(that once one yavam does yibum we retroactively say that he was the husband all along), and we don’t say 
breirah!? A: R’ Ami said, the case is where one of the yavams did “maamar”, and R’ Eliezer holds like B”S who 
say that maamar creates a full acquisition of the yevamah. R’ Yehoshua holds that we do not say that this strong 
relationship exists unless there is only one yavam (when there are 2 yavams, even if one did maamar the other 
one can make the first one assur to the yevama by doing biah with her or giving her a get, so it can’t be that we 
would allow the first yavam to be meifer in the meantime). R’ Akiva holds that there is no zikah at all, even 
when there is only one yavam.  

o Q: According to R’ Elazar, who says that B”S hold that maamar only accomplishes that a co-wife of the 
yevama may not be taken in yibum, how will he explain R’ Eliezer in the Mishna? A: The case is where 
the yavam was brought to Beis Din, who paskened that he must do either yibum or chalitza, and he then 
ran away, in which case the Halacha is that he is obligated to support the yevama. Since she is being 
supported by him, we apply the general rule of R’ Pinchas in the name of Rava, that a woman makes a 
neder subject to her husband’s approval, and she therefore made the neder on the condition that this 
yavam approves. If he does not, the neder is ineffective. In truth, hafarah is not needed at all.  

o Q: In our Mishna R’ Eliezer said that the yavam can be meifer because this is a wife given to him by 
Heaven. Now, if the case is that he did maamar, then this is a case of his own choosing (the maamar is 
considered to be his own choosing), so it must be that the Mishna is not discussing a case where he did 
maamar!? A: He means to say that it is a wife of his own choosing based on having this woman chosen 
for him by Heaven.  

o Q: If the case in the Mishna is where he did maamar and that is why he can be meifer, we should be able 
to answer a question of Rabbah, who asked whether according to B”S maamar creates eirusin or 
nissuin. If maamar allows him to be meifer her nedarim, it clearly means that it creates nessuin, because 
if it is only eirusin he wouldn’t be able to be meifer alone, and would need to be meifer along with her 
father!? A: R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, the Mishna means that he can be meifer along with the 
father, and not on his own.  
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o A Braisa is a proof to R’ Ami that our Mishna is talking about the case where the yavam gave maamar to 
the yevama. The Braisa brings the 3 shitos of our Mishna and a similar ensuing conversation between 
the Tanna’im. In the Braisa R’ Eliezer says, if a man can be meifer for a regular woman during eirusin, 
when there was no previous relationship between them, then surely he can be meifer for a yevama 
after being koneh her (with maamar) since there was a preexisting relationship (of yavam and yevama). 
R’ Akiva gave a similar answer to the answer he gave in the Mishna, and then added that we never find 
a yevama being treated differently before and after maamar, so there would be no reason to say that 
she should be treated differently in regard to nedarim. We see from this statement of R’ Akiva and from 
the statement of R’ Eliezer that they are discussing a case where the yavam gave maamar. 

▪ Rava explains R’ Akiva’s statement that we don’t find a woman treated differently before and 
after yibum. He is referring to the woman being treated an a naarah hamurasah, which would 
cause the punishment for zenus with her to be sekilah. We don’t find that maamar gives her 
that status.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf ה ע ---75--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a man tell his wife “all the nedarim that you make from now until the time that I return from my travels should 
be confirmed”, the confirmation is not effective. If he says all those nedarim should be mufar, R’ Eliezer says the 
hafarah is effective. The Chachomim say it is not effective.  

o R’ Eliezer said, if a man can be meifer a neder after the neder has begun to prohibit, surely he can be 
meifer a neder that has yet begun to prohibit! The Chachomim responded, the pasuk says “ishah 
yikimenu v’ishah yifeirenu”. This pasuk teaches that only a neder which can be confirmed is subject to 
hafarah. Since (as you agree) this neder can’t be confirmed, it is also not subject to hafarah. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: According to R’ Eliezer, when the husband does the hafarah for the future nedarim and a neder is then made, 
does the neder take effect and then become immediately mufar, or does it just not take effect at all? The 
difference would be where another person made a neder based on the woman’s neder (e.g. she made a neder 
to become a nezira and someone else said “I will be like her”). If the neder took effect, the second person’s 
neder also takes effect. If it never took effect, the second person’s neder does not take effect. A: In our Mishna 
R’ Eliezer said, if a husband can revoke a neder that has begun to prohibit, surely he can revoke a neder that has 
not begun to prohibit! We see from here that he holds that the neder is not effective at all (that is the basis of 
the kal v’chomer, that he can surely be meifer a neder that did not yet take effect). 

o The Gemara says this is no proof, because he said “they have not yet begun to prohibit”. This means 
that he says they will begin to prohibit at some point, which means that the neder is effective.  

o Q: Maybe we can answer the question from a Braisa. In the Braisa R’ Eliezer says to the Chachomim, if a 
man cannot revoke his own neder (rather, he must go to have it annulled), and yet he still may revoke 
his future nedarim, then surely since he can even revoke his wife’s current nedarim he may revoke her 
future nedarim! Now, presumably we are comparing the two cases, and just as his future nedarim do 
not take effect at all, so too when he is meifer his wife’s future nedarim they do not take effect at all!? 
A: The Gemara says, it may be that the 2 cases are not exactly similar in that way. Rather, in the case of 
his own future nedarim they do not take effect at all, and in the case of his wife’s nedarim it may be that 
they take effect and then immediately become annulled.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf וע ---76--------------------------------------- 

• The Gemara is trying to answer whether according to R’ Eliezer, when a husband is meifer his wife’s future 
nedarim, do the nedarim take effect at all or not. 

o Q: Maybe we can answer from a Braisa. In the Braisa the Chachomim said to R’ Eliezer, according to you 
we should make a similar kal v’chomer and say, that if a mikvah has the ability to make a tamei person 
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tahor, but yet it cannot shield a tahor person from becoming tamei, then certainly a person, who does 
not have the ability to make a tamei thing become tahor should surely not be able to shield something 
from becoming tamei, and yet we know that a person has that ability (if a person swallows a ring and 
enters into a tamei room, the ring remains tahor)! Now, from the fact that the Rabanan compared the 
case of being meifer future nedarim to a case of a person shielding something from becoming tamei, we 
see that R’ Eliezer must have meant that the neder of the wife does not take effect at all (similar to the 
shielded item not becoming tamei at all)! A: The Gemara says this is no proof, based on the later part of 
this Braisa. In the Braisa the Rabanan say, based on your (R’ Eliezer) kal v’chomer we should say that if 
one can be toivel a keili to remove tumah from it, one should also be able to be toivel a tahor keili now 
to remove the tumah from it when it does become tamie in the future! Now, this suggests that they are 
suggesting that the tumah, and likewise the neder, will take effect. 

▪ The Gemara says that this Braisa cannot serve as a proof at all. The Rabanan themselves were 
unsure whether R’ Eliezer holds that the neder never takes effect (in which case they asked a 
question based on the case of the mikvah and the person) or if he holds that it takes effect and 
then becomes mufar (in which case they asked a question based on the case of the keili). 

o We can bring a proof from a Braisa in which R’ Eliezer says that his kal v’chomer is similar to the 
following kal v’chomer. If a seed that became tamei is planted in the ground it becomes tahor, then 
surely a seed in the ground cannot even become tamei (similarly, if he can revoke a neder once it has 
begun to prohibit then surely he can revoke it before it begins to prohibit)! We see from here that he is 
suggesting that just as the seeds don’t even become tamei, so too the neder would never even take 
effect. 

• Q: Do the Rabanan really not darshen a kal v’chomer similar to the one of R’ Eliezer? We find in a Braisa that we 
say a kal v’chomer as follows – if a girl who was sold by her father goes free when she becomes a naarah, then 
surely a father cannot sell a girl who is already a naarah! Now, since they darshen this kal v’chomer, why don’t 
they agree with the kal v’chomer of R’ Eliezer to say that the husband can be meifer future nedarim!? A: They 
agree that such a kal v’chomer can be said. However, in the case of nedarim they say that it cannot be said, 
because the pasuk says “ishah yikimenu v’ishah yifeirenu”, which teaches us that only a neder that is subject to 
confirmation can be subject to hafarah (and a future neder is not yet subject to confirmation). 

 
MISHNA 

• Hafarah for a neder can be done for the entire day in which the neder was heard. There is a kula and a chumrah 
to that. If the neder is made as Shabbos begins, he has until the end of Shabbos to be meifer. However, if the 
neder is made at the end of the day on Shabbos, the hafarah must be done before Shabbos ends.  

 
GEMARA 

• A Braisa says, hafarah of a neder may be done the entire day that he becomes aware of the neder. R’ Yose the 
son of R’ Yehuda and R’ Elazar the son of R’ Shimon say it may be done for a full 24 hour period from when he 
becomes aware.  

o The T”K bases his view on the pasuk that says “B’yom sham’oh”. The Rabanan base their view of the 
pasuk that says “miyom ehl yom”. 

▪ The T”K says the pasuk of “miyom ehl yom” is needed to teach that hafarah can even be done at 
night. The Rabanan say, we would think that “miyom ehl yom” means that he has from the day 
he heard the neder until this same day of the next week (e.g. from the day of Sunday to the day 
of Sunday), therefore we need the pasuk of “b’yom sham’oh” to teach that it is only that one 
day (a 24 hour period). 

o R’ Shimon ben Pazi in the name of R’ Yehoshua ben Levi said the Halacha does not follow the pair of 
Rabanan in the Braisa. Levi wanted to pasken like them, but Rav told him that R’ Chiya said the Halacha 
does not follow them.  

• The Gemara says that Chiya bar Rav would shoot arrows when he was being matir neder for somebody (he held 
that deep levels of concentration are not needed, because simple regret at having made the neder is sufficient 
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to annul the neder). Rabbah bar R’ Huna would sit or stand when being matir neder for somebody (he also felt 
that deep concentration was not needed for the same reason, therefore he would deal with it in any position he 
happened to be). 

 

---------------------------------------Daf זע ---77--------------------------------------- 

• A Mishna says, we may be meifer nedarim on Shabbos and be matir nedarim that are needed to be annulled for 
Shabbos. 

o Q: Does the Mishna mean that hafarah may also only be done on Shabbos when it is needed for 
Shabbos, or does it mean that hafarah may be done on Shabbos in any case? A: R’ Zuti of the yeshiva of 
R’ Pappi taught a Braisa that a we may only be meifer a neder on Shabbos if it is needed for Shabbos.  

▪ Q: R’ Ashi asked, our Mishna said that one may be meifer a neder on Shabbos up until the last 
minute of Shabbos (if it became known on Shabbos), but the hafarah could not be done once it 
became dark. Now, if hafarah can only be done when there is a Shabbos need, then the hafarah 
could not be done right before the end of Shabbos either (since there is no Shabbos need at that 
point)!? A: This matter will depend on the machlokes in the Braisa (quoted earlier). According to 
the T”K who says that hafarah must be done on the day that the neder becomes known, the 
hafarah may be done on Shabbos even if it is not needed for Shabbos (since Shabbos is the only 
time the hafarah could be done). According to R’ Yose the son of R’ Yehuda and R’ Elazar the 
son of R’ Shimon who say that he can be meifer for 24 hours, one can only be meifer on 
Shabbos if it is needed for Shabbos (since if he heard about it on Shabbos it can likely be done 
after Shabbos). 

o Q: When the Mishna said that one may be matir neder on Shabbos for something needed on Shabbos, is 
that only if he did not have time to be matir neder before Shabbos or is it allowed even if he did have 
time to do so before Shabbos? A: We find the that Rabanan were matir neder on Shabbos for the son of 
R’ Zutra the son of R’ Ze’ira even though he had time to do so before Shabbos. 

o R’ Yosef thought to say that on Shabbos one may only be matir neder when using an expert (only one 
expert is needed) and not when using a Beis Din of 3 non-experts, because a Beis Din of 3 looks like a 
court case (which may not be done on Shabbos). Abaye told him, since the 3 people may even be 
standing, may even be relatives, and may even be done at night, it doesn’t look like a court case and it 
therefore may be done on Shabbos in this way as well.  

• R’ Abba in the name of R’ Huna in the name of Rav said, the Halacha is that hafarah may even be done at night. 
o Q: Our Mishna already clearly says that hafarah may be done at night!? A: It must be that he said that 

one may be matir neder at night. 
o Q: R’ Abba asked R’ Huna did Rav really say this? R’ Huna said, I said it to him and he remained quiet. R’ 

Abba asked, was he quiet in agreement or quiet in disagreement? A: R’ Ika bar Avin said, we know that 
Rav was once matir neder for Rabbah while standing, alone, and at night. 

o Rava in the name of R’ Nachman paskened that we may be matir neder while standing, alone, at night, 
on Shabbos, using relatives, and even if he had time to do so before Shabbos.  

▪ Q: A Braisa says that R’ Gamliel dismounted his donkey to sit on the ground and wrap in a tallis 
to be matir neder!? A: R’ Gamliel holds that simple regret is not sufficient to be matir neder, 
and therefore he required full concentration to find an opening to the neder. R’ Nachman holds 
that simple regret suffices and therefore we may be matir neder even while standing.  

• Rava said to R’ Nachman, when the Rabanan were matir neder for the son of R’ Huna bar Avin they told him to 
then daven because he had sinned. This is based on a Braisa that says that one who makes a neder has sinned.  

• A Braisa says, if upon hearing his wife’s neder a person tells his wife “I do not want these nedarim”, or “this is 
not a neder”, his statement has no effect. If he says “you have done good” or “there is no one like you” or “had 
you not made this neder I would have made you subject to this neder”, his statement is a confirmation to her 
neder. 
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• A Braisa says, when being meifer on Shabbos a person should not do so as he would do during the week (“it 
should be mufar for you” or “it should be batel for you”). Rather he should say to her “take and eat” or “take 
and drink” and the neder thereby becomes batul on its own. R’ Yochanan said, he must also be mevatel the 
neder in his heart.  

o A Braisa says, B”S say, when being meifer on Shabbos the husband must be mevatel in his heart, and 
when being meifer during the rest of the week, he must explicitly say so. B”H say that in either case he 
can be mevatel in his heart without an explicit oral statement.  

• R’ Yochanan said, if a chochom who is being matir neder says “it should be mufar for you” and if a husband says 
“it should be mutar for you”, the nedarim remain effective. This is based on a Braisa that says, that pasuk says 
“zeh hadavar”. This teaches that the chochom must use verbiage of “mutar” and the husband must use verbiage 
of “hafarah”.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf חע ---78--------------------------------------- 

• A Braisa says, the pasuk says “zeh hadaver” regarding annulling nedarim, and also says “zeh hadavar” regarding 
the issur to shecht a korbon outside of the Beis Hamikdash complex. This creates a gezeirah shava that teaches 
that just as the issur to shecht outside applies to Aharon, his sons, and all of Klal Yisrael, so too the parsha of 
annulment applies to Aharon, his sons, and all of Klal Yisrael (and therefore all Yidden are fit to be matir a neder 
– Ran). Also, just as the pasuk mentions the “rashei hamatos” (heads of the shevatim) regarding annulling the 
nedarim and they therefore have some special status, the gezeirah shava teaches that they have some special 
status when it comes to shechting a korbon outside as well.  

o R’ Acha bar Yaakov explains, all of Klal Yisrael are included in being matir neder in the sense that even 3 
non-experts can serve as a Beis Din to be matir a neder. R’ Chisda explains, the special status of the 
rashei hamatos regarding matir neder is that a single expert can be matir neder. R’ Sheishes explains, 
the special status of the rashei hamatos regarding shechting a korbon outside the Beis Hamikdash 
complex teaches that one can be matir a neder that made something hekdesh.  

▪ Q: According to B”S who say that a neder of hekdesh cannot be annulled, what is the gezeirah 
shava teaching by placing rashei hamatos in the parsha of shechting a korbon on the outside? A: 
B”S do not hold of the gezeirah shava.  

• Q: If there is no gezeirah shava, why are the words “zeh hadavar” written regarding 
nedarim? A: These words teach that a chochom can only be matir, and not meifer, and 
that a husband can only be meifer, and not matir.  

• Q: Why are the words “zeh hadavar” written regarding shechting a korbon outside? A: It 
teaches that one is only chayuv for the shechita of a korbon outside, but not for the 
melika (the process of killing a bird for a korbon) of a korbon on the outside.  

• Q: How does B”S learn that 3 non-experts can be matir neder? A: They learn it from the 
following. A Braisa says, R’ Yose Haglili says that Shabbos is not mentioned in the parsha 
of the Yomim Tovim and Ben Azzai says that nedarim are not mentioned along with the 
parsha of Yomim Tovim. R’ Assi bar Nosson found this difficult to understand, because 
Shabbos is written in that parsha, and nedarim are written right after that parsha! R’ 
Sheishes explained, R’ Yose Haglili meant that Shabbos is different than Yom Tov in that 
Shabbos comes without the need for Beis Din to sanctify it, and Ben Azzai meant that 
nedarim are different in that the sanctification of the months (and through that the 
Yomim Tovim) must be done by experts, whereas nedarim need not be done by experts, 
rather a Beis Din of 3 non-experts suffices.  

o Q: The parsha of nedarim mentions rashei hamatos, which suggests that experts 
are needed!? A: R’ Chisda (or R’ Yochanan) said, this teaches that only a single 
expert is needed to be matir neder. If a non-expert is used, 3 non-experts are 
needed.  
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• R’ Chanina said, if a husband is quiet after hearing of the neder, but he is quiet not as a confirmation, but rather 
to bother his wife by making her think that he wants to confirm the neder, he can be meifer even 10 days later 
(the silence does not act as a confirmation). 

o Q: Rava asked, a Braisa (quoted earlier) says that if during eirusin the husband died the day after having 
heard the neder and having been silent, the rights to his hafarah do not transfer over to the father. 
Presumably we are discussing where he was quiet to bother his wife, and yet we see that it is considered 
to be a confirmation!? A: The case is where he was quiet in order to confirm the neder.  

▪ Q: If so, that is the same as the Braisa’s other case of when he heard about the neder, confirmed 
it, and then died!? A: The case is where he was quiet without any specific intent (it was not done 
in order to confirm or done in order to bother his wife).  

 

---------------------------------------Daf טע ---79--------------------------------------- 

• Q: R’ Chanina had said that if a husband is silent in reaction to hearing his wife’s neder, but the silence was done 
to bother her into thinking that he was not going to be meifer, this silence is not deemed a confirmation, and a 
hafarah may even be done many days later. R’ Chisda asked, a Braisa says that confirmation is more stringent 
than hafarah, and hafarah is more stringent than confirmation. Confirmation is more stringent in that silence is a 
confirmation and not a revocation, and once can confirm in his heart but cannot revoke in his heart. After 
confirmation there cannot be a revocation and visa-versa. Now, presumably the silence discussed in the Braisa is 
even when it was done to bother the wife, and we see that it acts as a confirmation!? A: The Braisa is discussing 
where he was quiet in order for it to act as a confirmation.  

o Q: That would seem to be the same thing as the other case in the Braisa, where it says that one can 
make a confirmation in his heart!? A: The case is where he was silent without any specific intent.  

o Q: The Braisa mentioned, but did not explain, the stringency of hafarah over confirmation!? A: R’ 
Yochanan said, one can be matir and undo a confirmation, but cannot do so for a hafarah. 

• Q: R’ Kahana asked, a Braisa clearly says that the pasuk of “ihm hachareish yacharish lah ishah” teaches that 
even a silence done to bother the wife is also considered to be a confirmation. This is a clear TEYUFTA of R’ 
Chanina! 

o We can’t say that this pasuk refers to one who is quiet without any specific intent, but being quiet to 
bother her would not be a confirmation, because there are many extra pesukim, and there is therefore a 
pasuk available to teach that even being quiet with intent to bother her is considered to be a 
confirmation.  

• Q: Rava asked, our Mishna says that if he becomes aware of the neder towards the end of Shabbos, he must be 
meifer before Shabbos is over, and if he is not meifer, the neder is confirmed. Why can’t he remain silent and 
have this be considered as a silence meant to bother her, which R’ Chanina says is not considered to be a 
confirmation!? This is also a TEYUFTA of R’ Chanina. 

• Q: R’ Ashi asked, a Mishna says that if a husband heard nedarim and was not meifer them because he didn’t 
know that a husband could be meifer nedarim, he may then be meifer the nedarim. If he knew a husband could 
be meifer, but did not know that the vows he heard constituted nedarim, R’ Meir says he may not be meifer at 
that point, and the Chachomim say that he could. Now, according to R’ Meir, why don’t we say that his silence 
was like one who is silent to bother his wife, and should therefore not be considered a confirmation!? This too, 
is a TEYUFTA of R’ Chanina. 

 
HADRAN ALACH PEREK NAARAH HAMORASAH!!! 

 
PEREK V’EILU NEDARIM -- PEREK ACHAD ASSAR 

 
MISHNA 

• The following are the nedarim that may be subject to hafarah: nedarim that involve self-affliction by the 
woman, such as possibly making it assur to bathe or to put on makeup. R’ Yose says these are not examples of 
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self-affliction. Rather, self-affliction would be where she made all the fruit in the world assur to her. However, if 
she only made the fruit of one country assur to her, he would not be able to be meifer, because he could bring 
her fruit of another country. Also, if she made a neder which prohibited the produce of a particular storekeeper, 
he could not be meifer, because she can eat from any other storekeeper. However, R’ Yose says, if that 
storekeeper is the only one who gives the husband credit, he may be meifer that neder.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: How could the Mishna say that the husband can only be meifer a neder of self-affliction, when we have 
learned that the pasuk of “bein ish l’ishto” teaches that he may be meifer a neder that related to matters of 
their relationship!? A: When he is meifer a neder of self-affliction, the hafarah remains in effect forever. When 
he is meifer a neder that effects their relationship, the hafarah is only effective for as long as they are still 
married.  

o Q: A Mishna discusses a neder in which a woman prohibits her handiwork on her husband, and R’ 
Yochanan ben Nuri says that although that can’t take effect now (because she doesn’t own her own 
handiwork) the husband should still be meifer so that if they get divorced it shouldn’t take effect then, 
because if it did, he would not be allowed to remarry her. We see that a hafarah on something other 
than self-affliction remains subject to the hafarah even after they divorce!? A: A husband can be meifer 
both types of nedarim. The difference between the two is, that when he is meifer nedarim of self-
affliction, the hafarah is effective forever. When he is meifer nedarim that effect their relationship, the 
hafarah is only effective for as long as it is still possible for them to have their relationship (even after 
they get divorced he can still remarry her, but if she married someone else and can therefore no longer 
remarry her first husband, the hafarah would stop being effective). 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 80---פ--------------------------------------- 
IHM ERCHATZ 

• Q: What did she say that made this part of the neder? If she said “all the fruits of the world should be assur to 
me if I bathe”, then why do we allow hafarah? Let her not bathe and thereby not make the fruits of the world 
assur on her!? Also, if that were the case, R’ Yose would agree that this would be a case of self-affliction, 
because if she were to bathe she would become assur to eat all the fruits of the world! If she said “if I bathe, the 
pleasure of ever bathing again should be assur to me”, and the reason he could be meifer is because she can 
never bathe more than once, which would make her disgusting, and the reason R’ Yose says he may not be 
meifer is because he holds that not bathing may be disgusting but is not considered to be self-affliction – then R’ 
Yose should not have said “this is not a neder of self-affliction”, rather he should have said “this is not a 
condition of self-affliction”!? A: The case is where she said “it will be assur to me to bathe forever if I bathe 
today”. R’ Yose holds that a one day ban on bathing does not make her disgusting to the point of allowing 
hafarah. 

o Q: What is the case of where she says “ihm lo erchatz”? If she said “bathing should be assur to me 
forever if I do not bathe today”, why would we allow hafarah? Let her bathe today and not become 
assur!? A: R’ Yehuda said, the case is where she says “bathing should be forever assur to me if I do not 
take a bath in smelly water”. 

▪ Q: This would mean that the comparable case of applying makeup would be where she said 
“putting on makeup should be forever assur to me if I don’t put on smelly makeup”. Now, 
putting on smelly makeup is not considered putting on makeup at all! That would be considered 
to be dirtying herself!? A: Rava said, the first case of the Mishna is where she says “bathing 
should be forever assur to me if I bathe today” and the second case is where she simply makes a 
shevuah never to take a bath. Similarly, the next cases of the Mishna are where she says 
“putting on makeup should be assur to me forever if I put on makeup today” and the second 
case would be where she simply makes a shevuah never to put on makeup. 
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• Q: Ravina asked R’ Ashi, if so the Mishna should have stated “these are the nedarim and 
shavuos that he may be meifer”!? A: R’ Ashi answered, either we can say to change the 
Mishna to actually read “and shavuos”, or we can answer that shavuos are sometimes 
referred to as nedarim as well. 

• Q: How could the Rabanan say that not bathing is considered to be self-affliction? Regarding Yom Kippur a 
Braisa says that one does not get kares for bathing. Now, if not bathing causes affliction, then bathing on Yom 
Kippur should carry the kares penalty!? A: Rava said, we learn from the pasuk regarding Yom Kippur that the 
only non-affliction assur with kares is regarding an affliction that can be seen on that day. The affliction of not 
bathing cannot be seen until a few days later, and is therefore not subject to kares. Regarding nedarim the 
pasuk says that if the neder will lead to affliction it is subject to hafarah, and not bathing does lead to an 
eventual affliction.  

• Q: How could R’ Yose say that not bathing is not an affliction? In a Braisa R’ Yose says that not washing clothing 
is a terrible affliction (to the point that one may use water to wash his clothing even if that will not leave over 
enough water to allow other people to drink). If not washing clothing is an affliction, surely not washing oneself 
is an affliction!? A: R’ Yose holds that not washing clothing is worse than not bathing, as we find that Shmuel 
said, not washing clothing causes one to lose his mind, whereas not bathing only causes skin ailments.  

 
 


