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CHAPTER |

MISHNAH. ALL THE SUBSTITUTES FOR THE NAZIRITE VOW! ARE EQUIVALENT TO
NAZIRITE VOWS. IF A MAN SAYS, ‘I SHALL BE [ONE]." HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. [IF
HE SAYS] ‘I SHALL BE COMELY, A NAZIRITE, A NAZIK,2 A NAZIAH? A PAZIAH. HE
BECOMES A NAZIRITE. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE LIKE THIS, OR ‘I INTEND TO
CURL [MY HAIR]. OR ‘I MEAN TO TEND [MY HAIR].” OR ‘| UNDERTAKE TO DEVELOP
TRESSES, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I TAKE UPON MYSELF [AN
OBLIGATION INVOLVING] BIRDS,” R. MEIR SAYS HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE, BUT THE
SAGES SAY HE DOESNOT BECOME A NAZIRITE.

GEMARA. Seeing that the Tanng is teaching the order Nashim,* why does he speak of the
nazirite? — The Tanna had in mind the scriptura verse, Then it cometh to pass if she find no favour
in his eyes, because he hath found some unseemly thing in her,®> and he reasons thus. What was the
cause of the woman's infidelity? Wine. Further, he proceeds, whosoever sees an unfaithful wife in
her degradation® will take a nazirite's vow and abjure wine.’

[How isit that in enunciating the general rule2 the Mishnah] mentions first ‘ substitutes' and then
gives examples of ‘alusions 7° — Raba, others say Kadi,'? said: There is a hiatus [in the Mishnah]
and it should read as follows: * All the substitutes for the nazirite vow are equivalent to nazirite vows,
and all allusions to the nazirite vow are equivalent to nazirite vows. The following are allusions. If a
man says.| shall be [one]." he becomes a nazirite [etc.].” Ought not then the substitutes to be
enumerated first?'! — It is customary for the Tanna to explain first what he mentions last. Thus we
learn: With what materials may [the Sabbath lamp] be kindled, and with what may it not be
kindled?*? and the exposition begins: It is forbidden to kindle etc. [Again, we learn:] With what
materials may [hot victuals] be covered [on the Sabbath,]'® and with what may they not be
covered?# and the exposition begins: It is forbidden to cover etc. [Again;] What may a woman
‘wear when she goes out [on the Sabbath], and what may she not wear when she goes out?*° and the
exposition begins: She must not go out etc.

But have we not learnt: With what trappings may an animal go out [on the Sabbath]. and with
what may it not go out?7*® whilst the exposition begins: The camel may go out etc.; [and again:]
Some both inherit and bequeath,'” and some inherit but do not bequeath. Some bequeath and do not
inherit, and some neither inherit nor bequeath,'® whilst the exposition begins: The following both
inherit and bequeath? The truth is that the Tanna adopts sometimes one method and sometimes the
other, [according to circumstances]. In the first set of cases adduced, because the prohibition is a
personal one,'® this persona prohibition is expounded first. On the other hand, in the case of the
animal, since the prohibition arises primarily through the animal,2° those things which are permitted
are mentioned first.

(1) V. Num. V1, 2-22.

(2) These ‘substitutes’ are mutilations of the Hebrew word nazir. Cf. Ned. 10b.

(3) v. Glos.

(4) Nashim, the third of the six orders of the Mishnah contains the laws pertaining to women. The inclusion of the
nazirite regulations appears at first sight incongruous.

(5) Deut. XX1V, 1. The verse is quoted in the concluding paragraph of M. Gittin. This suggests that the order of the
treatises assumed was Gittin, Nazir, Sotah, the order of the Jerusalem Talmud. In Sot. 2a, a different reason is given
assuming the order of the Babylonian Talmud, viz.: — Nedarim, Nazir, Sotah. V. however Tosaf. sv. N1

(6) Cf. Num. v, 11-31.

(7) For thisreason Nazir is followed by Sotah.



(8) 1.e., all the substitutes for the nazirite vow, etc.

(9) Viz., ‘1 shal beone' etc. Allusions, Heb. yadoth; lit., ‘handles’, phrases suggesting the nazirite's vow.
(10) Aliter, others quote the statement anonymously.
(11) Cf. Ned. 2bff

(12) Shah. 20b.

(13) To retain their warmth.

(14) Ibid. 47b.

(15) Ibid. 57a

(16) Ibid. 52b.

(17) l.e, to those from ‘whom they inherit.

(18) B.B. 108a.

(19) He himself is forbidden to do the action.

(20) He may not allow the animal to wear the trappings.
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With inheritance, again. the basic type of inheritance is dealt with first. Granted al this, [in the case
of the nazirite vow] why should not the substitutes be enumerated first? — There is a specia reason,
viz., that [the rule regarding the efficacy of] the allusions is derived [from the scriptural text] by a
process of inference! and therefore the Tanna set a special value on it. Then why does he not
mention them first? — For opening the subject the Tanna prefers to mention the basic type of vow,?
but in his exposition, he illustrates the allusions first.

IFA MAN SAYSI| SHALL BE [ONE]." HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. But might he not mean, ‘I
shall keep a fast day’ 7 — Samuel said: We must suppose that a nazirite is passing by [when he
makes this declaration]. Are we to infer from this that Samuel is of the opinion that allusions, the
significance of which is not manifest,* have not the force of a direct statement? — Let me explain.
[What Samuel means is that] if a nazirite is passing by, there is no reason to suspect a different
intention,® but without question, if no nazirite is passing by, we say that he might mean, ‘| shall keep
afast day.’” But perhaps his purpose was to free the other from his sacrifices?® — [We presume it to
be known] that he added mentally ['a nazirite']. If so, it is surely obvious [that he becomes a
nazirite] ? It might be thought that we require his utterance and his intention to coincide, and so we
aretold [that thisis not so].

| SHALL BE COMELY ... HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. Perhaps he means, ‘| shall be comely
before Him in [the performance of] precepts. as has been taught: [The verse]. Thisis my God and |
will glorify® Him'® means, | will glorify Him in [the performance of] precepts; | shall build an
attractive booth,'* procure a faultless palm-branch.! wear elegant fringes, write a mangificent Scroll
of the Law and provide it with wrappings of choicest silk? — Samuel said: [We assume that] he
takes hold of his hair'? when he says, ‘| shall be comely.’

[Seeing that to become] anaziriteisin away asin,'? can it be termed comely? —

(1) They are not mentioned explicitly, but are inferred from the redundant sequence of references to the Nazirite vow in
Num,. VI, 2. V. Ned. 3a

(2) Heb. ‘Korban'’, ‘sacrifice’, the generic term for every kind of vow. The ‘substitutes’ are considered essential forms of
the vow, the *alusions’ subsidiary forms.

(3) Lit., ‘I shall beinafast’.

(4) Aswould be the case if anazirite did not pass by at the time.

(5) Kid. 5areports Samuel as holding the opposite.

(6) [Although the alusion is not particularly manifest, in accordance with Samuel's view, in Kid. loc. cit. Cf. Asheri.]

(7) And in the absence of an alusion of any likely significance, thereis no obligation at all. Cf. Asheri.



(8) I.e., defray their cost. His meaning would then be, ‘I shall be in his place for the purpose of offering his sacrifices;’
cf. Num,. VI, 14ff..

(9) ‘Glorify’ and ‘comely’ are from the same Hebrew root.

(10) Ex. XV, 2.

(11) For the Feast of Tabernacles. Cf. Lev. XXIII, 42 and 40.

(12) And so the reference is to the naziriteship, when his hair would grow long.

(13) Because he denies himself that which the Torah has permitted.
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Yes. For even R. Eliezer ha-Kappar who says that a nazirite is accounted a sinner, means only the
nazirite who has contracted ritual impurity; for, since he must nullify [his previous abstinence]? in
accordance with the rule laid down by the Merciful One, But the former days shall be void, because
his consecration was defiled,? there is a danger that he may break his nazirite vow.2 But a nazirite
who remains ritually clean is not termed a sinner.*

| INTEND TO BE LIKE THIS: Granted that he takes hold of his hair, he does not say ‘I intend to
be through this,’® [but only ‘like this']? — Samuel said: We suppose that a nazirite is passing by at
the time.

| INTEND TO CURL® [MY HAIR]. How do we know that this [word MESALSEL] refersto the
curling of the hair? — From a remark made by a maidservant” of Rabbi's household, who said to a
certain man: How much longer are you going to curl [mesalsel] your hair? But perhaps [it refers to]
the Torah® in accordance with the verse, Extol her [salseleha] and she will exalt thee? — Samuel
said: Here, too, we suppose that he takes hold of his hair.

| MEAN TO TEND? [MY HAIR]. How do we know that this [word MEKALKEL] refers to the
tending of his hair? — From what we learnt: ‘With regard to orpiment.!* R. Judah said that there
must be sufficient to depilate the kilkul,’*?> and Rab commented: [This means the hair of] one of the
temples.® But might it not mean tending the poor. in accordance with the verse, And Joseph
sustained [wa-yekalkel] his father and his brothers?'4 — Samuel said: Here too. we assume that he
takes hold of his hair.

| UNDERTAKE TO DEVELOF® TRESSES,' ¢ HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. How do we know
that this [word] shilluah signifies increase? — From the verse, Thy shoots [shelohayik] are a park of
pomegranates.t” But perhaps it has the significance of ‘removal’ 18 in accordance with the verse, And
sendeth [we-sholeah] waters upon the fields?*® — The occurrence of the word pera [tresses] in
connection with the nazirite gives the tanna the clue. It says here, He shall be holy. he shall let the
locks [pera] grow long.?° and it says elsewhere regarding an ordinary priest,’* Nor' suffer their
locks [pera’] to grow long [yeshallehu].?? Alternatively, we can say that the sholeah used of water,??
also signifies increase,?* for when produce is watered it shoots up.

[IFHE SAYS] ‘| TAKE UPON MY SELF [AN OBLIGATION INVOLVING] BIRDS, R. MEIR
SAYS HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. What is R. Meir's reason? — Resh Lakish said: [In making
this vow] he has in mind the birds that are coupled with hair in the scriptural verse, Till his hair was
grown long like eagles’ feathers, and his nails like birds' claws.?® R. Meir is of the opinion that a
man will refer to one thing when he means something else occurring in the same context,?®

(2) The period which elapsed before he became unclean.

(2) Num. VI, 22.

(3) He may not be able to control his desire for wine for the longer period.
(4) Cf. infra29a, where the opposite is asserted.



(5) The text is uncertain. The meaning would apparently be: | intend to discipline myself through my hair, reading /172
instead of 1172 in cur. edd.

(6) Heb. mesalsel.

(7) This maidservant always spoke Hebrew, v. Meg. 28a.

(8) 1.e., he vowsto engage in the study of Torah.

(9) Prov. 1V, 8.

(10) Heb. mekalkel.

(11) Heb. sid, usually lime, here orpiment, used as a depilatory.

(12) The transference of this amount from a private to a public domain on the Sabbath constitutes an indictable offence.
(13) Shah. 80b.

(14) Gen. XLVII, 12.

(15) Heb. leshaleah.

(16) Heb. pera’.

(17) Cant. 1V, 13.

(18) I.e., he vows to remove his hair.

(19) Job V, 10. I.e. transports the waters from field to field (cf. the context).

(20) Num. VI, 5.

(21) I.e, not the High Priest, who is subject to stricter regulations. V. Sanh. 22b.

(22) Ezek. XLIV, 20. In Sanh. 22b this same comparison is made to show that pera means a growth of thirty days
duration (the normal duration of a nazirite vow). Thus whether shilluah means ‘grow’ or remove’, the nazirite vow is
implicit in the word pera .

(23) In the verse of Job.

(24) [Cur. edd. add in brackets, ‘as R. Joseph trandated,” referring to the Targum on the Prophets ascribed to R. Joseph.
V. B.K. (Sonc. ed.) p. 9, n. 9. The reading that follows s, however, not found in our Targum.]

(25) Dan. IV, 30. It is assumed that he takes hold of his hair, or a nazirite is passing by (Rashi). Cf. below.

(26) Lit., ‘heisseized by what iscloseto it.” E.g., here, he says ‘birds' when he means ‘hair’.
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whilst the Rabbis are of the opinion that a man will not refer to one thing when he means another. R.
Johanan said: Both [R. Meir and the Rabbis] are agreed that a man will not refer to one thing etc.,?
and R. Meir's reason is that we take account of the possibility that what he had undertaken was to
bring the birds of aritually unclean nazirite.?

But if we are to take [possible meanings] into account, why should we not say that he was
undertaking [to bring] a free will offering of birds? — in that event, he would have said, ‘1 undertake
to bring anest.’3

But perhaps he meant: | undertake [to bring] the birds of a leper?* — We must suppose that a
nazirite passes by at the time. But perhaps it was a ritually unclean nazirite and he desired to free
him from his [obligatory] sacrifices? — We must suppose that a ritually clean nazirite passes by at
the time.®

What [practical] difference is there between them?® — There would be a difference [for example]
if he should say: | take upon myself [an obligation involving] the birds mentioned in the same
context as hair. According to R. Johanan, notwithstanding that he says this, he becomes a nazirite if
one is passing at the time, but not otherwise;” whereas according to R. Simeon b. Lakish, even
though no nazirite passes by at the time [he becomes a nazirite] .2 But is there any authority who
disputes that a man may refer to one thing and mean another occurring in the same context? Has it
not been taught: If a man says, ‘[By] my right hand,’ it is accounted an oath.® Now, surely the reason
for this is the verse, When he lifted up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and swore by
Him who liveth for ever?® — Not so. It is because the expression ‘[By my] right hand,’ isitself an



oath, as it has been taught: How do we know that if a man says. ‘[By] my right hand,’ it is accounted
an oath? From the verse, The Lord hath sworn by his right hand.* And how do we know that if a
man says. ‘By my left hand,’ it is accounted an oath? Because the verse continues, And by the arm of
his strength.t

MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘| DECLARE MYSELF A NAZIRITE [TO ABSTAIN] FROM
PRESSED GRAPES, OR FROM GRAPE STONES, OR FROM POLLING, OR FROM
[CONTRACTING] RITUAL DEFILEMENT, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE AND ALL THE
REGULATIONS OF NAZIRITESHIP APPLY TO HIM.

GEMARA. The Mishnah is not in agreement with R. Simeon, for it has been taught: R. Simeon
says that he does not incur the liabilities [of a nazirite] unless he vows to abstain from everything
[that is forbidden to a nazirite], whilst the Rabbis say that even though he vows to abstain from one
thing only, he becomes a nazirite.

What is R. Simeon's reason?-Scripture says. [He shall eat] nothing that is made of the grape-vine,
from the pressed grapes even to the grape-stone.’?> And what is the Rabbis' reason? — The verse
reads, He shall abstain'® from wine and strong drink.'* What does R. Simeon make of the statement,
‘He shall abstain from wine and strong drink’? — He requires it to prohibit wine the drinking of
which is aritual obligation as well as wine the drinking of which is optional. What is this [wine the
drinking of which is obligatory]? The wine of Kiddush'® and Habdalah,*® [isit not]?

(1) And therefore R. Meir'sreason is not the one given by Resh Lakish.

(2) V. Num. VI, 10. [l.e., he undertook to bring such birds should he afterwards become unclean during his proposed
naziriteship; hence he becomes a nazirite (Rashi).]

(3) Asthiswas the usual manner in which free-will offerings of birds were made.

(4) Cf. Lev. X1V, 4. [That is he undertook to bring birds for a leper freeing him from his obligatory sacrifices. Asheri.]
This question creates a difficulty both for R. Johanan and Resh Lakish (Rashi).

(5) And as such a one has not to bring the offering of birds, he must have referred to himself.

(6) Between R. Johanan and Resh L akish.

(7) Ashe may smply be undertaking to bring an offering of birds.

(8) [That is, according to R. Meir; v. Rashi and Tosaf. This difference will, however, apply aso on the view of the
Rabbis, for where he explicitly states....”the birds mentioned in the same context as hair,” the Rabbis would also agree
according to Resh Lakish that he becomes a nazirite; cf. Rashi 2b (top).]

(9) Tosaf. Ned. |, e.g., if hesays, ‘My right hand that | shall eat thisloaf.’

(10) Dan. Xl1, 7; and when he refers to his right hand he means the oath in the same context.

(11) Isa. LXII. 8. [*Arm of his strength’ refersto the left hand; ,’. Ber. 6a.]

(12) The emphasisislaid on the word ‘nothing’, so that the vow must expressly include everything. Num. V1, 4.

(13) Lit., ‘vow to abstain’.

(14) 1bid. VI, 3. Thus it is sufficient if his vow refers specifically to wine only. This verse is made here to refer to the
actual taking of the nazirite vow; though from the context it might he thought to he part of the enumeration of objects
forbidden the nazirite.

(15) V. Glos.
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But surely here he is bound by the oath taken on Mount Sinai7?* — We must therefore suppose the
following dictum of Raba to be indicated, [Viz.:] — [If a man says,] ‘| swear to drink [wine]’ and

later says, ‘| wish to be anazirite,” the nazirite vow operates despite the oath.?

And do not the Rabbis also require [this verse] to prohibit wine, the drinking of which is a ritual
obligation as well as wine the drinking of which is optional? — If this were its [sol€] purpose, only



wine need have been mentioned in the verse! [What is the purport of the addition] of ‘strong drink’!
It is to enable us to infer both things.® And R. Simeon?* — He [will hold] that the reason for the
addition of strong drink is to guide us in the interpretation of the same expression when used in
connection with the Temple service, in the verse, Drink no wine nor strong drink, thou, nor thy sons
with thee.®> Just as for the nazirite, only wine is forbidden but not other beverages, so in connection
with the Temple service, only wine is forbidden [to the priests], but not other intoxicating beverages.
This conflicts with the opinion of R. Judah, for it has been taught: R.Judah said that [a priest] who
eats preserved figs from Keilah,® or drinks honey or milk, and then enters the Temple, is guilty.’
Alternatively,® R. Simeon rejects the Principle that a prohibition can come into operation when a
prohibition [on a different count] is already present,® as has been taught: R. Simeon says that a man
who eats carrion'® on the Day of Atonement is not liable [to a pendlty for breach of observance of
the day].'*

What do the Rabbis make of the verse, [‘He shall eat] nothing that is made of the grapevine 72
The Rabbis will tell you that this teaches that [the various kinds of food] forbidden to a nazirite can
combine together.2® R. Simeon. on the other hand, does not require a rule about combination, for it
has been taught: R. Simeon says that a mite [of forbidden food] is sufficient [to entail liability] to
stripes; a quantity equivalent to an olive is required only where a sacrifice is [the appropriate
penalty].

MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I VOW TO BE LIKE SAMSON,** THE SON OF MANOAH,
WHO WAS THE HUSBAND OF DELILAH, OR ‘WHO PLUCKED UP THE GATES OF
GAZAH, > OR ‘WHOSE EYES THE PHILISTINES PUT OUT, '® HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE
LIKE SAMSON. GEMARA. Why must [the Mishnah] specify all these expressions? — All are
necessary. For if he were to say. ‘I wish to be like Samson,” | might think that some other Samson
[was intended], and so we are told [that he must add] ‘like the son of Manoah.” Again, if he were to
add [only] ‘the son of Manoah,” | might think that there is someone else so named, and so we are
told [that he must add], ‘like the husband of Delilah,” or ‘like him whose eyes the Philistines put
out.’’

MISHNAH. WHAT DIFFERENCE IS THERE BETWEEN A NAZIRITE LIKE SAMSON AND
A LIFE-NAZIRITE?'® A LIFE-NAZIRITE. WHENEVER HIS HAIR BECOMES BURDENSOME,
MAY THIN IT WITH A RAZOR AND THEN OFFER THREE ANIMAL SACRIFICES®
WHILST SHOULD HE BE RITUALLY DEFILED, HE MUST OFFER THE SACRIFICE
[PRESCRIBED] FOR DEFILEMENT.?° THE NAZIRITE LIKE SAMSON IS NOT PERMITTED
TO THIN HIS HAIR SHOULD IT BECOME BURDENSOME, AND IF [RITUALLY] DEFILED,
DOES NOT OFFER THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR DEFILEMENT.

GEMARA. How does the life-nazirite come in here??! — There is a hiatus [in the Mishnah]. and
it should read as follows: If a man says, ‘I intend to be a life-nazirite,” he becomes a life-nazirite.
What difference is there between a nazirite like Samson and a life-nazirite? A life-nazirite whenever
his hair becomes burdensome may thin it with a razor and then offer three animal sacrifices, whilst
should he be ritually defiled, he must offer the sacrifice [prescribed] for defilement. The nazirite like
Samson is not permitted to thin his hair with arazor should it become burdensome,

(2) 1.e, surely his vow cannot annul obligations in existence since the giving of the law on Mount Sinai, so Rashi. Tosaf.
(Rabbenu Tam) replaces the last two sentences by the following: ‘Can it be that the wine of Kiddush and Habdalah is
indicated? But is he then bound by an oath taken on Mount Sinai? According to this view there is no scriptural
obligation to drink wine at Kiddush and Habdalah. Thisisthe view usually accepted.

(2) 1.e., although this is wine the drinking of which isincumbent on him.

(3) Viz.: (i) wine the drinking of which is an obligation is forbidden the nazirite. (ii) though he vows to abstain from one
thing only he becomes a nazirite.



(4) How will he meet the argument of the Rabbis?

(5) The verse was addressed to Aaron as High priest. Lev. x, 9.

(6) A town in the lowlands of Judea, cf. Josh. XV, 44’ v. Sanh. (Sonc. ed.) p. 481, n. 6.

(7) Of transgressing the prohibition against strong drink in Lev. X, 9.

(8) An dternative reason for R. Simeon's opinion that he does not become a nazirite unless he vows to abstain from
everything, is being given (Rashi).

(9) In other words, an act already prohibited cannot he prohibited on another count. Hence, once his vow to abstain from
wine begins to operate, he can no longer become a full nazirite (Rashi). This interpretation considers the statement, ‘I
declare myself a nazirite (to abstain) from pressed grapes to consist of two parts in the following order: (i) | vow to
abstain from pressed grapes; (ii) | declare myself a nazirite. For other interpretations, v. Tosaf. and Asheri.

(10) Heb. nebelah, v. Glos.

(11) Carrion being already in itself prohibited.

(12) V. suprap. 7, n. 4.

(13) l.e, supposing he eats less of each kind than the minimum size of an olive, yet the total quantity consumed is the
size of an olive, heisliableto stripes.

(14) Samson was a hazirite to alimited extent only. V. next Mishnah.

(15) V. Judg. X VI, 3.

(16) V. Judg. XVI, 21.

(17) Thusthe first three expressions are de rigueur, but for the third eguivalents may he used.

(18) One who declares himself a nazirite for life. Samson was also a hazirite for life.

(19) A nazirite on terminating his abstinence was required to offer three animal sacrifices. V. Num. VI, 13ff

(20) Defilement of anazirite. Num. VI, 9.

(22) Lit., ‘who mentioned its name'.
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and if ritually defiled does not offer the sacrifice [prescribed] for defilement. [You say that the
nazirite like Samson] does not have to offer the sacrifice [prescribed] for defilement,! enabling me to
infer that he is subject to the nazirite obligation [which forbids him to defile himself]. Who then is
[the author of] our Mishnah, [seeing that] it can be neither R. Judah nor R. Simeon? For it has been
taught: R. Judah said that a nazirite like Samson is permitted to defile himself [deliberately, by
contact] with the dead, for Samson himself did so; R. Simeon says that if a man declares. ‘[I intend
to be] a nazirite like Samson,” his statement is of no effect, since we are not aware that Samson
personally ever pronounced a nazirite vow.? [We ask then:] Who [is the author of our Mishnah]? It
cannot be R. Judah, for he says that [a nazirite like Samson] may even [defile himself] intentionally.
whereas our Mishnah [merely] states [that no sacrifice need be offered] if he has become defiled
[accidentally]; nor can it be R. Simeon since he says that the vow does not become operative at all!
— Actudly it isR. Judah [and the nazirite like Samson is permitted to defile himself] but because in
referring to the life-nazirite,® the Mishnah uses the expression ‘SHOULD HE BE [RITUALLY]
DEFILED. the same expression is used in referring to the nazirite like Samson.*

May we say that the difference [of R. Judah and R. Simeon] is essentially the same as that of the
following Tannaim? For it has been taught: [If a man says.] ‘ This [food] shall be [as forbidden] for
me as afirstling,’® R. Jacob says he may not eat it, but R. Jose says he may.® May we not say then
that R. Judah agrees with R. Jacob in holding that the object [with which the comparison is made,]’
need not itself be one forbidden as the result of a vow, whilst R. Simeon agrees with R. Jose in
holding that the object [with which comparison is made] must be one forbidden as the result of a
vow? — Thisis not so. Both [R. Judah and R. Simeon] are agreed that it is necessary for the object
[with which comparison Is made] to be one forbidden as the result of a vow, but the case of the
firstling is different, since in the verse, [When a man voweth a vow]® unto the Lord,° [the
superfluous words ‘ unto the Lord’] include the firstling'® [as a legitimate object of comparison].



What does R. Jose reply [to this argument]? — He will say that the expression ‘unto the Lord’
serves to include the sin-offering and the guilt-offering'* [but not the firstling]. [We may ask him:]
On what ground, then, are the sin-offering and the guilt-offering included rather than the firstling? —
[He would reply:] The sin-offering and the guilt-offering are included because they have to be
expressly dedicated,'? but the firstling is excluded since it need not be expressly dedicated. And R.
Jacob? — He can regjoin: Firstlings too, are expressly dedicated, for it has been taught: [The
members] of our Teacher's household'? used to say: How do we know that when afirstling is bornin
aman's flock, it is his duty to dedicate it expressly [for the altar]? Because it says, The males shalt
thou dedicate.!* And R. Jose? — He can reply: Granted that it is a religious duty to dedicate it
[expressly], yet if he failsto do so, isit not neverthel ess sacred?'®

[It may be said:] In the case of the nazirite, too, is there not a phrase ‘Into the Lord’ 716 — Thisis
required for the purpose taught [in the following passage]: Simon the Just!’ said: In the whole of my
life, | ate of the guilt-offering of a defiled nazirite [only once].*® This man who came to me from the
South country, had beauteous eyes and handsome features with his locks heaped into curls. | asked
him: ‘“Why, my son, didst thou resolve to destroy such wonderful hair? He answered: ‘In my native
town. | was my father's shepherd, and, on going down to draw water from the well, | used to gaze at
my reflection [in its waters]. Then my evil inclination assailed me, seeking to compass my ruin,*®
and so | said to it, "Base wretch! Why dost thou plume thyself on a world that is not thine own, for
thy latter end is with worms and maggots. | swear?® | shall shear these locks to the glory of
Heaven!™ Then | rose, and kissed him upon his head. and said to him: ‘Like unto thee, may there be
many nazirites in Israel. Of such as thou art, does the verse say, When a man shall clearly utter a
vow, the vow of a nazirite to consecrate himself unto the Lord.’ 2

But was not Samson a nazirite [in the ordinary sense] 72?2 Surely the verse states, For the child shall
be a nazirite into God from the womb!?® — It was the angel who said this.

How do we know that [ Samson] did defile himself [by contact] with the dead? Shall | say, because
it is written, With the jawbone of an ass have | smitten a thousand men,?* but it is possible that he
thrust it at them without touching them? But [we know it] again from the following. And smote
thirty men of then and took their spoil.?> But it is possible that he stripped them first and slew them
afterwards? — It says clearly [first]. And he smote, [and then,] And took. But it is still possible that
he [merely] wounded them mortally?® [before stripping them]! — [We must say], therefore, that it
was known by tradition [that he did come into contact with them]. Where does it state [in the
Scriptures] that a life-nazirite [may thin his hair]? — It has been taught: Rabbi said that Absalom
was alife-nazirite, for it says, And it came to pass at the end of forty years that Absalom said to the
king: [pray thee, let me go and pay my vow which | have vowed unto the Lord in Hebron.?” He used
to cut his hair every twelve months, for it says. [And when he polled his head,] now it was at every
year's [yamim] end [that he polled it],?®

(2) 1.e., if he becomes unclean.

(2) Tosef. Nazir 1, 3.

(3) Who is forbidden to defile himself.

(4) And theif isnot to he pressed.

(5) Thefirstlings of clean domestic animals were the perquisite of the priests and could be eaten by them only. V. Num.
XVIII, 15.

(6) V. Ned. 13a.

(7) E.g.. thefirstling or Samson. It isimpossible to vow not to eat afirstling asit is holy from birth.

(8) From this phrase we infer that the object used for comparison must be itself prohibited as the result of avow. V. Ned.
13a

(9) Num. XXX, 3.

(10) Since it must he dedicted unto the Lord by the owner.



(11) Being obligatory, they might he thought not to count as things dedicated by a vow.

(12) Lit., ‘they are seized by a vow’. Although the obligation to offer a sin-offering does not result through a vow, yet
the animal to be used must he dedicated by the owner, ‘ Thisis my sin-offering.’

(13) Probably R. Gamaliel 111 son of R. Judah ha-Nasi | (called simply Our Teacher) cf. Halikoth ‘Olam I, 3.

(14) Deut. XV, 19.

(15) And so the firstling must he excluded as an object of comparison.

(16) Num. V1, 2. And so should it not he possible to vow to become a nazirite like Samson?

(17) High Priest circa 300 B.C.E., v. however Aboth (Sonc. ed.) p. 2, n. 1.

(18) He feared that nazirites, after defilement would regret their vows because of the inevitable prolongation. As the
sacrifice would then retrospectively prove to have been unnecessary, he refused to eat of it.

(19) Lit., ‘drive me from the world’.

(20) Lit., ‘by the (Temple) service', acommon form of oath at this period.

(21) Num. VI, 2. [The story has a parallel in the familiar Narcissus story, Ovid, Metamorphoses, 111, 402ff; but its moral
in endowing the youth with the power of self-mastery is evidently superior.]

(22) 1.e., was not his naziriteship the result of avow?

(23) Judg. XIll, 5.

(24) Judg. XV, 16.

(25) Judg. X1V, 19.

(26) [Defilement is communicated only after the last breath of lifeis gone.]

(27) The verse following states that Absalom vowed to serve the Lord. This, together with the known length of his hair,
leads to the conclusion that he was alife-nazirite. I1 Sam. XV, 7.

(28) Il Sam. X1V, 26; yamim usually means ‘days .
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and the meaning of the word ‘yamim'’ here is decided by its meaning when used in connection with
houses in walled cities;! just as there it means twelve months,? so here it means twelve months. R.
Nehorai said: [Absalom] used to poll every thirty days. R. Jose said: He used to poll on the eve of
each Sabbath,for princes usually poll on the eve of each Sabbath.

[We have said that] Rabbi's reason [for interpreting ‘yamim’' as ayear] is because of its occurrence
in connection with houses in walled cities. But has not Rabbi himself said that ‘yamim’ [in that
connection] means not less than two days? — The only reason that he uses the comparison at all* is
because of the reference to the heaviness [of Absalom's hair],®> and two days’ growth is not heavy.®

Why should it not be two years, in accordance with the verse, And it came to pass at the end of
two full years?” From a text containing ‘yamim’ without mention of years conclusions may be
drawn concerning another text containing ‘yamim’ without mention of years';® but no conclusion
can be drawn here from this verse where there is mention of ‘years'.

Why should it not be thirty days, for there is a verse, but a whole month”® — From a text
mentioning ‘yamim’ without ‘months’, conclusions may be drawn concerning another text
mentioning ‘yamim’ without ‘months’,1° but this verse affords no indication since ‘months are
mentioned therewith.

Why should not the inference be made from mi-yamim yamimah [‘from days to days']"*! —
Conclusions may be drawn concerning a text containing ‘yamim’. from another’ [text] containing
‘yamim’, but not from one containing ‘yamimah’.

But what is the difference [between ‘yamim’' and ‘yamimah']? Have not the school of R. Ishmael
taught that in the verses, And the priest shall come again,'? Then the priest shall come in,'? ‘coming
again’ and ‘coming in" mean one and the same thing7*® — Inference [from nonidentical expressions]



is permissible where there is no identical expression [on which to base the inference], but where an
identical expression exists, the inference must be drawn from the identical expression.'4

Another reply [to the suggestion that inference be made from *yamimah’]: How do we know [with
certainty] that [they went] once every three months? May not the four times per annum have
occurred alternately at intervals of four months and of two months?t®

‘R. Nehorai said: [Absalom] used to poll every thirty days.” What is his reason? — [Ordinary]
priests [poll every thirty days]® because [their hair] becomes burdensome, and so here it would
become burdensome [after thirty days].!’

‘R. Jose said: He polled on the eve of each Sabbath, [etc.]” What difference then was there
between him and his brothers7'®8 — When a festival occurred in mid-week, his brothers polled, but
he did not do so. Alternatively, his brothers [if they wished] could poll on Friday morning, but he
could not do so until the late afternoon. What were the forty years referred to [by Absalom]7® — R.
Nehorai, citing R. Joshua, said that it means ‘forty years after [the Israglites] had demanded a
king.’2° It has been taught: The year in which they demanded a king, was the tenth year [of the
principate of] Samuel the Ramathean.?!

MISHNAH. A NAZIRITE VOW OF UNSPECIFIED DURATION [REMAINS IN FORCE]
THIRTY DAYS.

GEMARA. Whence is this rule derived?-R. Mattena said: The text reads He shall be [yihyeh]
holy,?2 and the numerical value?® of the word yihyeh is thirty.?* Bar Pada said: [The duration of the
vow] corresponds to the number of times that parts of the root nazar are found in the Torah,?® viz.,
thirty less one.?® Why does not R. Mattena derive [the number of days] from the [occurrences of the
various| parts of nazar? — He will tell you that [some of] these are required for teaching special
lessons. [Thus the verse] He shall abstain [yazzir] from wine and strong drink,?” is required to
prohibit wine the drinking of which is a ritual obligation as well as wine the drinking of which is
optional;?® [whilst the verse,] Shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite to consecrate himself,°
teaches that one nazirite vow can be superimposed on another.3°

(1) V. Lev. XXV, 29.

(2) Sincetheword ‘year’ is used explicitly in the same connection.

(3) V. ‘Ar. 31a, where he infers from this text that redemption cannot take place before the second day, though it may
take place any time within the year.

(4) The Gezerah shawah (v. Glos.).

(5) V. Il Ssam. X1V, 26.

(6) Hence the comparison must he with yamim in the sense of year, which it al'so hearsin this passage; v. n. 4.

(7) Lit., ‘two years of yamim', Gen. XLlI, 1.

(8) E.g., from Lev. XXV, 29to Il Sam. X1V, 26.

(9) Lit., “amonth of yamim’, Num. X1, 20.

(10) V. suprap. 14, n. 10.

(11) The reference is to Jephthah's daughter, visited by the Israglitish maidens ‘four daysin the year’, i.e., apparently, at
equal intervals of three months. Judg. X1, 40.

(12) Lev. X1V, 39-44. referring to an infected house.

(13) For purposes of inference, v. Hot. (Sonc. ed.). p. 57. n. Il. How much more so then with words so similar as
‘yamim’ and ‘yamimah’!

(14) l.e, since there is another context where the word ‘yamim’ occurs, we learn from that and not from ‘yamimah'’.

(15) It isimpossible therefore to give an exact value to ‘yamimah'’.

(16) V. Taan. 17a

(17) And Absalom polled when his hair became heavy. || Sam. XIV, 26.



(18) Since al princes poll weekly.

(19) InIl Sam. XV, 7.

(20) V.l Sam. VIII, &

(21) V. Seder ‘Olam X1V.

(22) Num, VI, 5.

(23) Gematria, v.Sanh. (Sonc.ed.),p. 121, n. 4.

(24) 1Y Y = 10; H=5; Y=10; H= 5. In Hebrew, asin Greek, the | etters have numerical values.
(25) I.e., in the section on the nazirite vow. Num. V1, 1ff. Parts of the root nadar are included in the computation, but the
nazar of verse 7 is omitted since it does not mean ‘ separation’, but ‘crown’.

(26) V. infra.

(27) Num. VI, 3.

(28) V. suprap. 8.

(29) Ibid. VI, 2.

(30) If he repeats the vow, he becomes a nazirite twice.
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To which Bar Pada can reply: Is there not even one [recurrence of a part of nazar] that is not needed
for a special lesson? Since this one may be used for computation. ail may be used for computation.?
We have learnt: A NAZIRITE VOW OF UNSPECIFIED DURATION [REMAINS IN FORCE]
THIRTY DAYS. Now, this fits in well enough with the view of R. Mattena, but how can it be
reconciled with Bar Pada's view?> — Bar Pada will tell you that because [the period of the vow
closes with] the thirtieth day, on which the nazirite polls and brings his sacrifices, [the Mishnah] says
thirty [days].

We have learnt: If aman says, ‘| declare myself a nazirite,’ he polls on the thirty-first day.3 Now,
this fits in well enough with the view of R. Mattena, but how is it to be reconciled with Bar Pada's
view? — Bar Pada will say: Consider the clause which follows, [viz.:] Should he poll on the thirtieth
day, hisobligation is fulfilled. We see, then, that the second clause [of this Mishnah] lends support to
his view, whilst the original clause [must be read] as though it contained the word [I declare myself a
nazirite for thirty] ‘whole’ [days].* Does not this second clause need to be reconciled with R.
Mattena's view?®> — He considers part of a day equivalent to awhole day.®

But have we not learnt: *[Should someone say,] "I intend to be a nazirite for thirty days," and poll
on the thirtieth day, his obligation is not fulfilled’ ?” — [We presume that] he said, ‘whole days .

We have learnt: If a man undertakes two naziriteships, he polls for the first one on the thirty-first
day, and for the second on the sixty-first day.’ Thisfitsin well enough with the view of R. Mattena

(1) Aswell asfor teaching special lessons.

(2) According to which the period should be 29 days.

(3) V.infral62.

(4) And therefore he polls on the 31st day.

(5) According to which the polling should he on the thirty-first day.

(6) Thus though he polls on the thirtieth day, he has kept thirty days of naziriteship.
(7) Infrap. 53.
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but how is it to be reconciled with Bar Pada's view? — Bar Pada will say: Consider the clause which

follows, [viz.:] If, however, he should pall for the first on the thirtieth day, he can poll for the second
on the sixtieth day. Thus the second clause lends support to his view, whilst the original clause [must



be read] as though it contained the words ‘ whole days'.

Is not R. Mattena in conflict with this second clause™ — R. Mattena can reply: This must be
interpreted in the light of the next clause, which says that the thirtieth day counts as belonging to
both periods.? This is taken to signify then that part of a day is equivalent to a whole day. But has he
[the Tanna] not stated this once already? — It might be thought that this is only true for one
naziriteship but not for two, and so we aretold [that it is also true for two].*

We have learnt: Should he poll on the day prior to the sixtieth, he has fulfillied his obligation.
since the thirtieth day is included in the [required] number.> Now, this fits in well enough with the
view of R. Mattena, but for Bar Pada what necessity is there [for this statement], since he says that
[the normal duration] isthirty days less one? — He will say: Thisisthe very passage on which | rely
for my opinion.

We have learnt: If a person says, ‘| intend to be a nazirite' and contracts ritual defilement on the
thirtieth day, the whole period is rendered void.> Now, this fits in well enough with the view of R.
Mattena, but does it not conflict with that of Bar Pada? —

(1) Cf. 11. 4.

(2) Asend of the first and beginning of the second naziriteship.

(3) As an inference from another clause of the same Mishnah (v. supra, p. 17); what necessity is there then for this latter
clause?

(4) That one part of the day belongs to one and the other to the second period.

(5) Infrap. 53.
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Bar Pada will say: Consider the subsequent clause [which reads]: R. Eliezer says: Only the [next]
seven days are void.! Now if you assume that thirty days are necessary [as the minimum period of
nazirite separation], should not al be void?? [R. Mattena, however, will reply:] R. Eliezer is of the
opinion that part of aday is equivalent to the whole.®

We have learnt: [If a man says] ‘I intend to be a nazirite for one hundred days,” and contracts
ritual defilement on the hundredth day, the whole period is rendered void. R. Eliezer said that only
thirty days are rendered void.* Now, if we assume® that R. Eliezer considers part of a day to be
equivalent to a whole day, surely only seven days should be annulled?* Again [on the other hand] if
we assume® that he does not regard part of the day as equivalent to a whole day, should not the
whole period be annulled?” — In point of fact, we do not regard part of a day as equivalent to a
whole day. In that case, why is not the whole period annulled? — Said Resh Lakish: R. Eliezer's
reason is as follows: Scripture says, And thisisthe law of the nazirite, [on the day] when the days of
his consecration are fulfilled.2 Thus the Torah expressly declaresthat if he contracts ritual defilement
on the day of fulfilment, the law for a nazirite vow [of unspecified duration] is to be applied to him.®
May we say [that the difference between R. Mattena and Bar Pada] is the same as that between the
following Tannaim? [For it was taught:] From the verse, Until the days be fulfilled,'° | can only infer
that the vow must continue in force at least two days,'! and so the text adds, He shall be holy; he
shall let the locks grow long,*? and hair does not ‘grow long’ in less than thirty days. Thisisthe view
of R. Josiah. R. Jonathan, however, said that this [reasoning] is unnecessary, for we have the text,
Until the days be fulfilled.*? What days then are those which have to be ‘fulfilled’ ? Y ou must say the
thirty days [of the lunar month].1®* May we assume that R. Mattena agrees with R. Josiah, and Bar
Pada with R. Jonathan? — R. Mattena can maintain that both [authorities| agree that thirty daysis
the necessary period and the point at issue between them is whether the word ‘until’ [preceding a
number] signifies the inclusion or exclusion [of the last unit of that number].** R. Josiah is of the



opinion that in the term ‘until’ [the last unit] is not included,'® whereas R. Jonathan is of the opinion
that by the use of ‘until’, [the last unit] is included.'® The Master stated: What days then are those
which have to be ‘fulfilled’? Y ou must say, The thirty days [of alunar month]. But could it not be a
week!” — [In the case of] aweek, what deficiency is there to make up?

(1) Since he is unable to offer his nazirite sacrifices until he has been sprinkled with the ashes of the red heifer on the
third and seventh days. V. Num. XIX, 1ff.

(2) Because the defilement takes place while the vow is still in force.

(3) Hence when the defilement takes place, the vow is no longer in force.

(4) InfraP. 53.

(5) AsdoesR. Mattena.

(6) As does Bar Pada.

(7) For then the naziriteship is not complete until the close of the hundredth day and defilement during the naziriteship
nullifies the whole preceding period.

(8) Num. VI, 13.

(9) l.e., he isto be a nazirite again for 30 days. [i.e., not more and not less, irrespective of the question whether or not
part of the day is equivalent to awhole day (Tosaf.).]

(20) Ibid. 5.

(11) ‘Two’ being the minimum to which the plural ‘days could he applied.

(12) Num. VI, 5.

(13) An ordinary lunar month contains 29 days, a‘full’ month 30 days.

(14) l.e., whether e.g. ‘until 30" means 30 or 29.

(15) And the number thirty is derived by means of the rest of the verse, ‘He shall |et the locks grow long’.

(16) And the number thirty is obtained from ‘ Until the days be fulfilled’.

(17) Lit., ‘a Sabbath’, i.e., six working days completed by the Sabbath to make aweek.
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Could it then not be a year?* — Are these reckoned in days? Surely the Rabbis of Caesarea? have
said: How do we know that a year is not reckoned in days? Because Scripture says, months of the
year:? [this signifies that] months are counted towards years but not days.

MISHNAH. IF HE SAYS, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR ONE LONG [PERIOD,” OR]
‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR ONE SHORT [PERIOD],” THEN EVEN [IF HE ADDS,
‘FOR AS LONG AS IT TAKES TO GO] FROM HERE TO THE END OF THE EARTH, HE
BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY DAYS.

GEMARA. Why is this so? Has he not said, ‘from here to the end of the earth’ 7 — His meaning
is: For me this business is as lengthy as if it would last from here to the end of the earth. We have
learnt: [If aman says,] ‘| wish to be a nazirite as from here to such and such aplace,” we estimate the
number of days journey from here to the place mentioned, and if this is less than thirty days, he
becomes a nazirite for thirty days, otherwise he becomes a nazirite for that number of days.> Now
why should you not say in this case also that [his meaning is]: For me, this business seems as if it
would last from here to the place mentioned?® — Raba replied: We assume that [when he made the
declaration] he was setting out on the journey.” Then why should he not [observe a naziriteship of
thirty days] for each parasang? R. Papa said: We speak of a place where they do not reckon
[distances] in parasangs. Then let him [observe a naziriteship] for every stage [on the road]; for have
we not learnt that [a man who says,] ‘I intend to be a nazirite as the dust of the earth,” or *as the hair
of my head,’ or ‘as the sands of the sea,’ becomes a life-nazirite, polling every thirty days? — This
[principle]'° does not apply to [a nazirite vow in which] a definite term is mentioned,*! and this has
indeed been taught [explicitly]: [A man, who says,] ‘| intend to be a nazirite all the days of my life’
or ‘I intend to be alife-nazirite, becomes a life-nazirite,*? but even [if he says] ‘a hundred years,’ or



‘athousand years,” he does not become alife-nazirite,'® but a nazirite for life.24

Rabbah said: Hairs are different [from parasangs or stages|, since each is separate from the
others.*®

In the case of days, do we not find the verse, And there was evening and there was morning, one
day7'® — There it is not because [days] are discrete entities [that the verse says one day] but to
inform us that a day with the night [preceding it] together count as aday,'’ though they are really not
discrete entities.

Raba said: Why raise al these difficulties? The case [in which he says ‘FROM HERE TO THE
END OF THE EARTH’] is different, because he has already said: | INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE
FOR ONE [SINGLE PERIOD].

MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, PLUS ONE DAY, OR ‘I
INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, PLUS AN HOUR,” OR ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, ONCE
AND A HALF, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR TWO [PERIODS].

GEMARA. What need is there [for the Mishnah] to specify all these cases® — They are all
necessary. For had it mentioned only, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, PLUS ONE DAY, [it
might have been thought] that here only do we apply the rule that ‘there is no naziriteship for a
single day,” and so he must reckon two [periods], whereas [when he says] ‘| INTEND TO BE A
NAZIRITE, PLUS AN HOUR," heisto reckon thirty one days. So this case is mentioned explicitly

(1) And the ordinary year may be considered ‘ deficient’ by the side of aleap year.

(2) [On the Rabbis of Caesareav. Lieberman, S. The Talmud of Caesarea, pp. 9ff.]

(3) Ex, XII, 2.

(4) And he should be a nazirite for life.

(5) Infrap. 23.

(6) And his naziriteship should in any case not extend beyond thirty days.

(7) The presumption is, then, that the journey and the length of naziriteship are connected.

(8) A Persian mile.

(9) Infrap. 23.

(10) That he has to observe a succession of periods of naziriteship. polling at the end of each period.

(12) E.g., from here to such and such a place.

(12) And polls every thirty days.

(13) Having mentioned a definite term.

(14) 1.e., he keeps one long naziriteship during which he can never poll. Tosef. Naz. I, 3.

(15) But distance is continuous. Hence if he mentions hairs, he is understood to mean a succession of short naziriteships,
but if he mentions a distance, one long one.

(16) And so distance in terms of days is also discrete, yet the Mishnah quoted above confines the naziriteship to asingle
period, and not to a succession equal in number to the number of days.

(17) For the reckoning of Sabbaths and Festivals.

(18) One would be enough, and we could infer the others.
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Again.if it had simply added, ‘[I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE] PLUS AN HOUR;’ [it might have
been thought that he must count two periods] because he was [clearly] not speaking with precision,*
whereas the expression ‘ONCE AND A HALF is precise, and it might therefore have been thought
that he should not reckon two [periods].? And so we are told that in each case, he becomes a nazirite
for two periods.



MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS)] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY DAYSPLUS
AN HOUR, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY-ONE DAYS, SINCE THERE IS NO
NAZIRITESHIP FOR HOURS.

GEMARA. Rab said: This applies® only when he says, ‘thirtyone days,” but if he says, ‘thirty days
plus one day,” he becomes a nazirite for two periods.* Rab follows R. Akiba whose method it was to
lay stress on superfluities of expression, as we have learnt: [If a man sells a house, the sale includes]
neither the cistern nor the cellar, even though he inserted the depth and the height [in the deed of
sal€]; he must, however, purchase for himself a right-of way.> This is the opinion of R. Akiba, but
the Sages say that he need not purchase a right-of-way for himself.® R. Akiba does admit, however,
that if he explicitly excludes [pit and cellar], he does not have to purchase aright-of-way.’

(1) Since naziriteships are reckoned in days only.

(2) But forty-five days.

(3) The assumption of the Mishnah that a man can become a nazirite for thirty-one days.

(4) Seelast Mishnah and Gemara.

(5) l.e., He does not retain a right-of-way to the cistern and cellar, unless he explicitly reservesit for himself.

(6) Since the sale does not include the cistern and cellar, he may be presumed to have reserved aright of way to them.

(7) The insertion of this superfluous clause is taken by R. Akiba to indicate that he wished to retain a right of way; v.
B.B. 64a.
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MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE AS THE HAIRS OF MY
HEAD, OR THE DUST OF THE EARTH, OR THE SANDS OF THE SEA, HE BECOMES A
LIFE-NAZIRITE, POLLING EVERY THIRTY DAYS. RABBI SAID THAT SUCH A MAN
DOES NOT POLL EVERY THIRTY DAYS;! THE MAN WHO POLLS EVERY THIRTY DAYS
IS THE ONE WHO SAYS, ‘| UNDERTAKE NAZIRITESHIPS? AS THE HAIR ON MY HEAD,
OR THE DUST OF THE EARTH, OR THE SANDS OF THE SEA. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND
TO BE A NAZIRITE ASTHE CAPACITY OF THISHOUSE, OR AS THE CAPACITY OF THIS
BASKET,” WE INTERROGATE HIM. IF HE SAYS THAT HE HAS VOWED ONE LONG
PERIOD OF NAZIRITESHIP, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY DAYS, BUT IF HE
SAYS THAT HE HAS VOWED WITHOUT ATTACHING ANY PRECISE MEANING [TO HIS
STATEMENT], WE REGARD THE BASKET AS THOUGH IT WERE FULL OF MUSTARD
SEED, AND HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THE WHOLE OF HIS LIFE. [IF HE SAYS]] ‘I
INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AS FROM HERE TO SUCH AND SUCH A PLACE, WE
ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF DAYS [JOURNEY] FROM HERE TO THE PLACE
MENTIONED. IF THIS IS LESS THAN THIRTY DAYS, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR
THIRTY DAYS; OTHERWISE HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THAT NUMBER OF DAYS.
[IF HE SAYS], ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AS THE NUMBER OF DAYS IN A SOLAR
YEAR” HE MUST COUNT AS MANY NAZIRITESHIPS AS THERE ARE DAYS IN THE
SOLAR YEAR. R. JUDAH SAID: SUCH A CASE ONCE OCCURRED, AND WHEN THE MAN
HAD COMPLETED [HIS PERIODS], HE DIED.

GEMARA. WE REGARD THE BASKET AS THOUGH IT WERE FILLED WITH MUSTARD
SEED, AND HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR THE WHOLE OF HIS LIFE. But why [mustard
seed]? Surely we could regard it as though it were full of cucumbers or gourds, and so provide him
with a remedy?* — Hezekiah said: This is a matter on which opinions differ, the author [of our
Mishnah] being R. Simeon, who has affirmed that people do undertake obligations in which the use
of an ambiguous formula results in greater stringency than the use of a precise one.> For it has been
taught: [If aman has said,] ‘I intend to be a nazirite provided this heap [of grain] contains a hundred



kor,% and on going to it, he finds that it has been stolen or lost, R. Simeon declares him bound [to his
vow] since whenever in doubt as to a nazirite's liabilities, we adopt the more stringent ruling.” R.
Judah, however, releases him since whenever in doubt as to a nazirite's liabilities, we adopt the more
lenient ruling.®

R. Johanan said: It is even possible that [the author of the Mishnah] is R. Judah. For in the case
just mentioned, the man has possibly not entered into a naziriteship at al [if there were not one
hundred kor in the heap],® whereas in this case [mentioned in the Mishnah,] he does at any rate enter
into a naziriteship.® On what grounds can he be released from it7'! But why not regard the basket as
though it were full of cucumbers and gourds, and so provide him with a remedy?*? — Such an idea
ought not to cross your mind, for he has undertaken one [unbroken] naziriteship,*3

(1) But becomes a nazirite for life and may never poll.

(2 N1M3

(3) (a) One naziriteship for every grain of mustard, [or, (b) one long naziriteship during which he can never pall].

(4) [By enabling him to poll at the end of every thirty days (according to (b) p. 23, n. 6).]

(5) As here, the reference to a basketful without specifying its contents, resultsin naziriteship for life.

(6) A dry measure; v. Glos.

(7) So that, as we are not certain that the heap contained less than 100 kor, he must observe the naziriteship.

(8) Tosef. Naz. 11, 2.

(9) And therefore we do not declare him a nazirite lest he should eventually bring profane animals into the sanctuary, v.
infrap. 102.

(10) For some period of time, whatever the basket is regarded as containing.

(11) And therefore he must he a nazirite for life.

(12) I.e., let him keep as many naziriteships as the basket will contain gourds or cucumbers. The questioner imagines that
in R. Judah's view he becomes a life-nazirite, who can poll every thirty days. cf. supra, p. 21, n. 4.

(13) And if he brings his sacrifices at the termination of the number of days that the basket would contain gourds or
cucumbers, he may he bringing profane animals into the sanctuary, as his naziriteship may he of longer duration. Thus
he becomes a nazirite for life, during which he can never poll.
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R. Judah agreeing with Rabbi, as we have learnt: RABBI SAID THAT SUCH A MAN DOES NOT
POLL EVERY THIRTY DAYS. THE MAN WHO POLLS EVERY THIRTY DAYSIS THE ONE
WHO SAYS, ‘| UNDERTAKE NAZIRITESHIPS AS THE HAIR OF MY HEAD, OR THE DUST
OF THE EARTH, OR THE SANDS OF THE SEA.’

Isit then afact that R. Judah agrees with Rabbi? Have we not learnt: [IF HE SAYS]] ‘I INTEND
TOBE A NAZIRITEAS THE NUMBER OF DAYSIN A SOLAR YEAR, HE MUST COUNT AS
MANY NAZIRITESHIPS AS THERE ARE DAYS IN THE SOLAR YEAR. R. JUDAH SAID:
SUCH A CASE ONCE OCCURRED, AND WHEN THE MAN HAD COMPLETED [HIS
PERIODS], HE DIED? Now if you say that this man, [by using this formula]* undertook
[consecutive] naziriteships,? we can understand why [R. Judah says that] when he finished,® he died.
But if you say that he undertook a single naziriteship,* could it ever be said of such a man that he had
‘COMPLETED’ 7 Moreover, could [R. Judah] possibly agree with Rabbi, seeing that it has been
taught: R. Judah said: [If a man says,] ‘| intend to be a nazirite, as the number of heaps of the fig
crop,® or the number of ears[in the field] in the Sabbatical year,” he must count naziriteships as the
number of heaps of the fig crop, or the number of ears [in the field] in the Sabbatical year?® —
[Where he explicitly mentions the word] ‘ number’ it is different.

But does Rabbi make a distinction where the word ‘ number’ [is used]? Has it not been taught: [If a
man says,] ‘| intend to be a nazirite as the number of daysin a solar year,” he must count as many



naziriteships as there are days in the solar year; if [he says] ‘as the days of a lunar year,” he must
count as many naziriteships as there are days in a lunar year. Rabbi said that this does not hold
unless he says, ‘I undertake naziriteships as the number of daysin the solar year or as the number of
days in the lunar year’ 7° — R. Judah agrees with Rabbi on one point, and differs from him on the
other. He agrees with him on one point, viz: that what is undertaken is a [singl€] naziriteship,® but
differs from him on the other, for whilst R. Judah distinguishes between [the cases] where the word
‘number’ is mentioned and where it is omitted, Rabbi does not so distinguish.

Our Rabbistaught: [A man who says,] ‘| wish to be anazirite al the days of my life,” or ‘1 wish to
be alife-nazirite,” becomes a life-nazirite. Even if he says a hundred years, or a thousand years, he
does not become alife-nazirite, but anazirite for life.

Our Rabbis taught: [If a man says,] ‘| wish to be a nazirite plus one, he must reckon two
[naziriteships]. [If he adds,] ‘and another,” he must reckon three, and if he then adds ‘and again’. he
counts four. Surely this is obvious? — It might be thought that the words ‘and again’ refer to the
whole [preceding number], making six in all, and so we are told that thisis not so.

Our Rabbis taught: [When a man says,] ‘| wish to be a nazirite, Symmachos affirmed [that by
adding] hen,'? [he must reckon] one; digon,'3 two; trigon,*3 three; tetragon,* four; pentagon,'? five
[naziriteships].14

Our Rabbis taught: A house that is round, or digon,*® or trigon,'® or pentagon,*®> does not contract
defilement through the plague [of Ieprosy]. One that is tetragon'® does. What is the reason? — For
Scripture, both in the latter part and in the earlier part of the passage [dealing with the leprosy of
houses], puts walls [in the plural]® instead of wall [in the singular], thus making four wallsin all.1” [

(1) ‘I intend to he a nazirite, etc.’

(2) 365 naziriteships, each of thirty days duration.

(3) At the end of thirty years.

(4) He would then mean, ‘I undertake to be a nazirite for the number of the sun's days, i.e, for ever.” (Rashi).
[Alternatively: If you say he undertook a single naziriteship (i.e. of 365 days duration) could it be said of him that he had
completed the amount of naziriteships required by the Rabbis, in support of whose view R. Judah cites the incident; v.
Tosaf.]

(5) He could never bring sacrifices.

(6) Aliter; paths of the fig-gatherers. v. Kohut, Aruch.

(7) Aliter; field.paths in the Sabbatical year.

(8) Tosef. Naz. |. Whereas Rabbi holds that in such a case he would have to count only as many days as there are heaps
of figs.

(9) Tosef. Naz. 1. And, according to Rabbi, the same would be the case if he omitted the word ‘number’, the important
thing being the use of the term, ‘nazirite’ or ‘naziriteships'.

(10) I.e.,, when he says, ‘| intend to be a nazirite as the capacity of this house'.

(11) Tosef. Naz. I, 3, and suprap. 21.

(12) Gr. **, once.

(13) Thelast syllable is probably a Hebraisation of ** Thus digon — ** — twice; and so on. V. Kohut, Aruch.

(14) Tosef. Naz. I.

(15) Here we have the normal meaning, two-sided, and so on.

(16) Lev. X1V, 39, and 37.

(17) Cf. Neg. XIlI, 1.
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CHAPTER I



MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE [AND ABSTAIN] FROM
DRIED FIGS AND PRESSED FIGS, BETH SHAMMAI SAY THAT HE BECOMES A
NAZIRITE [IN THE ORDINARY SENSE].! BUT BETH HILLEL SAY THAT HE DOES NOT
BECOME A NAZIRITE. R. JUDAH SAID: EVEN THOUGH BETH SHAMMAI DID AFFIRM
[THAT THE FORMULA IS OF SOME EFFECT]. THEY MEANT ONLY WHERE HE SAID,?
‘THEY ARE [FORBIDDEN] TO ME, ASISA SACRIFICE.3

GEMARA. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE [AND ABSTAIN] FROM
DRIED FIGS AND PRESSED FIGS, BETH SHAMMAI SAY THAT HE BECOMES A
NAZIRITE: But why? Does not the Divine Law say, nothing that is made of the grape-vine?* —
Beth Shammai adopt the view of R. Meir, who said that a man does not make a declaration without
meaning something,®> whilst Beth Hillel adopt the view of R. Jose that a man's intentions are to be
gathered from® the concluding portion of his statement [equally with the first portion], and [in
consequence] the vow here carries with it its annulment.’

But surely Beth Shammai also agree that the vow here carries with it its annulment? — We must
therefore say, that Beth Shammai adopt the view of R. Meir, who said that a man does not make a
declaration without meaning something, and so immediately he utters the words ‘| INTEND TO BE
A NAZIRITE’, he becomes a nazirite, and in adding ‘[AND ABSTAIN] FROM DRIED FIGS AND
PRESSED FIGS, his purpose is to obtain release® [from his vow], and Beth Shammai [reject this] in
accordance with their general principle that there can be no release from [vows made for] sacred
purposes, and since there can be no release from [vows made for] sacred purposes, there can be no
release from naziriteship. Beth Hillel, on the other hand, agree with R. Simeon, as we have learnt:®
R. Simeon declared him free!® [of obligation], since his offering was not undertaken in the
customary manner:

(2) 1.e., he must abstain from wine and grapes.

(2) 1.e., he added (Rashi). [Tosaf: . . asif hesaid’; Asheri: . . .here heintended'].

(3) They then become forbidden, but he does not become a nazirite even according to Beth Shammai.
(4) Num. VI, 4, which would show that naziriteship applies only to wine etc.

(5) Even though taken altogether his words are meaningless, and we therefore select that part which has a meaning and
hold him to it.

(6) Lit., ‘amanisheld by’.

(7) Lit., “itsdoor’ for escape; by his concluding remarks, he has withdrawn from his nazirite vow.

(8) Lit, ‘to ask for remission.

(9) In connection with one who vowed to bring a meal-offering of barley flour; v. infra.

(10) From bringing the offering, since a meal-offering could be brought only of wheaten flour.
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Our Mishnah is not in agreement with the following tanna. For it has been taught: R. Nathan said
that Beth Shammai declare him both to have vowed [to abstain from figs] and to have become a
nazirite, whilst Beth Hillel declare him to have vowed [to abstain from figs], but not to have become
anazirite. [Here,] Beth Shammai agree with R. Meir! and R. Judah,? and Beth Hillel with R. Jose.®
According to another report, R. Nathan said that Beth Shammai declare him to have vowed [to
abstain from figs|, but not to have become a nazirite, whilst Beth Hillel declare him neither to have
vowed, nor to have become a nazirite. [Here,] Beth Shammai agree with R. Judah, and Beth Hillel
with R. Simeon.*

We have learnt elsewhere: A man who says, ‘| undertake to bring a meal-offering of barley-flour,’
must [nevertheless] bring one of wheaten flour.® If he says, ‘of coarse meal,’ he must [neverthel ess]



bring fine meal. If,"without oil and frankincense,” he must [nevertheless] add oil and frankincense;
‘of half atenth,” he must offer a whole tenth; ‘of a tenth and a half’, he must offer two tenths. R.
Simeon declared him, free [of obligation], since his offering was not undertaken in the customary
manner.°

Who is the Tanna [who asserts that] if anyone undertakes to bring a meal-offering of barley-flour,
he must bring one of wheaten flour? — Hezekiah replied: The matter is a subject of controversy, [the
Tanna here] representing Beth Shammai. For have not Beth Shammai averred that when a man says
[l intend to be a nazirite and abstain] from dried figs and pressed figs,” he becomes a nazirite? So
too, if he says ‘of barley-flour’, he must bring one of wheatenflour. R. Johanan, on the other hand,
replied that it is possible to maintain that [the passage quoted] represents the views of both [Beth
Shammai and Beth Hillel] and that it refers to a man who says, ‘Had | known that such vows are not
made, | should not have vowed in thiswise, but in the [correct] manner

Hezekiah said: The rule just laid down applies only where he said ‘of barley’, but if he says *of
lentils',” he need bring nothing at all. [Can this be s07] Consider: To whom does Hezekiah ascribe
the Mishnah [containing this ruling]? To Beth Shammai! Now lentils in regard to a meal-offering,
are as dried figs to a nazirite, and there Beth Shammai declare him to be a nazarite?® Hezekiah
relinquished that opinion.® Why did he relinquish it? —!° Raba said: Because he found that Mishnah
difficult to understand. Why does it say ‘barley’ and not ‘lentils' 7** And so Hezekiah concluded that
Beth Shammai's assertion was what R. Judah [maintained it to be].1? R. Johanan, on the other hand,
affirmed that [the rule of the Mishnah is applicable] even if he says ‘of lentils'. But was it not R.
Johanan who averred that [he only brings the offering if] he affirms: Had | known that such vows are
not made, | should not have vowed in this wise, but in the [correct] manner?'® — Hel* was arguing
on Hezekiah's premises. You relinquished your former opinion,*®> because [the Mishnah] does not
mention [the case] ‘of lentils'. But might it not be a case of progressive argument, viz, not only is it
true that when he says, ‘of lentils' he must bring a proper mealoffering, since we may hold that he is
there repenting [of hisvow], and so we lay stress upon the opening portion of his statement, but even
if he says ‘of barley’, where we could take it as certain that his intention is: If it can become
consecrated after the manner of the ‘ Omer meal -offering,*®

(1) That aman does not make a declaration without meaning something.

(2) Of our Mishnah.

(3) That aman'sintention may be gathered from the concluding portion of his statement, and not like R. Simeon; cf. n. 7.
(4) That avow must be undertaken in the customary manner.

(5) Which alone was permissible for a meal-offering. v. Lev. Il. 2: And when anyone bringeth a meal-offering unto the
Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour oil upon it and put frankincense thereon.

(6) M. Men. 103a.

(7) There was an obligatory offering of barley for the ‘ Omer but no offering of lentils at all (v. Lev. XXI1lI, 10ff.).

(8) And so here he ought to bring a meal-offering of wheaten Hour if he says ‘ of lentils'.

(9) That the Tanna of the Mishnah of Men. 103ais Beth Shammai. [He will consequently accept the explanation of R.
Johanan (Tosaf.).]

(10) He could still have maintained that the Mishnah of Men. represents the view of Beth Shammai, and retract from the
second statement holding that the ruling applies even if the man said ‘ of lentils'!

(11) If the view of Beth Shammai is that we hold a man to the first portion of his vow, then even if he says, ‘I intend to
offer amealoffering of lentils', he should be obliged to bring one of wheaten flour.

(12) [The text is in disorder, and the interpretations suggested are many and varied. It appears to be best understood on
the basis of Rashi's interpretation of R. Judah's statement in our Mishnah, viz., that he actually added, THEY ARE
FORBIDDEN TO ME AS IS A SACRIFICE (v. supra p. 28, n. 2). On this view, even according to Beth Shammai,
where he vowed to bring a meal-offering from barley, he would not be obliged to bring one of wheat unless he, eg.,
explicitly stated that had he known that such vows are not made, he would have vowed in the correct manner, as R.
Johanan (supra p. 30), but while such a plea would be accepted if he vowed barley because it could have been a



bona-fide error, it could not be admitted if he undertook to offer ‘lentils’. Granted this, the Mishnah in Men. can
represent the views of both Beth Hillel and Beth Shammai, as R. Johanan stated, hence the reason for Hezekiah
relinquishing his former opinion (v. p. 30, 11. 4).]

(13) [A pleawhich is not admitted if he vowed to bring ‘lentils’, v. n. 4.]

(14) [R. Johanan, in affirming that the ruling is applicable even if he says ‘of lentils'.]

(15) [V. suprap. 30, n.4]

(16) Which was of barley. v. Lev.XXIII, 10ff.
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or the meal-offering of the faithless wife, then | desire it to become consecrated, but not otherwise
— even there we are told that he must bring one of wheaten flour.?

MISHNAH. IF HE SAYS, ‘THIS HEIFER IS SAYING | SHALL BECOME A NAZIRITE IF |
RISE,”® OR ‘THIS DOOR IS SAYING | SHALL BECOME A NAZI RITE IF | OPEN’, BETH
SHAMMAI SAY THAT HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE, BUT BETH HILLEL SAY THAT HE
DOES NOT BECOME A NAZIRITE. R. JUDAH SAID: EVEN THOUGH BETH SHAMMAI DID
AFFIRM [THAT THE FORMULA WAS OF SOME EFFECT], IT WAS ONLY WHERE HE
SAYS:# ‘THISHEIFER SHALL BE [FORBIDDEN] TO ME ASIS A SACRIFICE, IFIT SHOULD
STAND UP[OF ITSELF] .

GEMARA. Isit possible for a heifer to talk? — Rami b. Hama replied: [The Mishnah] here, refers
to where a heifer lay crouching before him, and he said, ‘ This heifer thinks that it is not going to
stand up. | intend to be a nazirite [and abstain] from its flesh, if it stands up of its own accord,” and it
then arose of its own accord. Beth Shammai now apply their customary view and Beth Hillel their
customary view. Beth Shammai who affirm that [in spite of his saying], ‘from dried figs and pressed
figs’, he becomes a nazirite, assert here that [even] when he says ‘from its flesh’, he becomes a
nazirite, whilst Beth Hillel declare that he does not become a nazirite.

But have not Beth Shammai asserted this once, already? Raba replied: A second and a third time®
[did they repesat it]. R. Hiyya, too, taught it a second and athird time, and so did R. Oshaia teach it a
second and a third time, and they are all necessary statements; For if the rule had been stated merely
in the case of dried figs and pressed figs, [it might have been argued] that Beth Shammai were of the
opinion there that his words take effect and he becomes a nazirite because [figs and] grapes can be
confused,® whereas flesh and grapes cannot be confused. Similarly had it been affirmed regarding
flesh [it might have been argued] that Beth Shammai were of the opinion in this instance that he
becomes a nazirite, because flesh and wine [are naturally associated],’ but it would not apply to dried
figs and pressed figs, and so this case also is given explicitly. Again, had it been affirmed in these
two cases [only, it might have been argued] that only in these cases was Beth Shammai's assertion to
be applied, whilst as concerns the door, they would defer to Beth Hillel.2 Further, had only the door
been referred to, [it might have been argued] that only in this case do Beth Hillel dissent, but in the
other two they defer to Beth Shammai, and so we are told that thisis not so.

[Nevertheless,] said Raba, does the Mishnah say if [the cow] rises of its own accord?® But, said
Raba, we must explain thus: The heifer, for example, is recumbent before him, and he says, ‘I
undertake to bring it as a sacrifice'.

This is al very well as regards the heifer which can be offered as a sacrifice but can a door be
sacrificed?!® — Raba therefore [corrected himself and] said: The heifer, for example, is recumbent
before him,!!

(1) Thiswas aso barley, v. Num. V, 15.



(2) I.e. although his vow ban a certain meaning even if taken at face value, and there is no need for us to emphasise the
first clause to the exclusion of the second, yet we do so.

(3) Apparently this is taken as a clumsy way of saying: ‘If | do not make this cow get up, | vow abstinence from its
flesh.

(4) Cf. suprap. 28, n. 2.

(5) The case of the DOOR.

(6) So that when he said figs he may have meant grapes.

(7) And when he spoke of the one, he thought of the other.

(8) Because there is no association between a door and grapes.

(9) Whilst admitting the necessity of restating the principle in our Mishnah, Raba objects to the explanation of Rami b.
Hama on the ground that the word ‘rises’ might mean with the help of others, whereas according to Rami b. Hama the
vow is effective only when the heifer rises of its own accord.

(10) Since the case of the door in the Mishnah is parallel to that of the heifer, any explanation applying to the heifer must
hold good if the door is substituted.

(12) And appears asif it will never rise, even if forceis used.
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and he says, ‘| undertake a nazirite-vow [to abstain] from wine if it does not stand up,” and it then
stood up of its own accord. In Beth Shammai's opinion, the substance! of this man's vow lay in his
intention to cause [the heifer] to rise by force,? and this he did not do,® whereas Beth Hillel are of the
opinion that [the vow was made] because [the heifer] was recumbent,* and it has risen.®

If this is [the meaning of the Mishnah], how is the subsequent clause to be understood, viz.: R.
JUDAH SAID: EVEN THOUGH BETH SHAMMAI DID AFFIRM [THAT THE FORMULA WAS
OF SOME EFFECT], IT WASONLY WHERE HE SAYS, AND SHALL BE FORBIDDEN TO ME
AS A SACRIFICE ETC.’? Does [his vow] then, attach to the heifer at all 7° — [It must be] therefore,
that he said, for example, ‘| undertake a nazirite vow [to abstain] from its flesh if it should not stand
up,” and it then stands up of its own accord. In Beth Shammai's opinion, the substance of this man's
VOW is his intention to cause [the heifer] to rise by force, and this he has not done, whereas
according to Beth Hillel, the substance of his vow lies in the fact that [the heifer] was recumbent,
and it hasrisen.’

But are Beth Hillel of the opinion that if [the heifer] does not stand up, [the man] becomes a
nazirite? Have they not said that [by avow to abstain] from flesh, he does not become a nazirite?® —
They were arguing on the premises of Beth Shammai. In our opinion, he does not become a nazirite
even if [the heifer] should not stand up, but you who say that he does become a nazirite® should at
least admit that the substance of his vow lay in the fact that [the heifer] was recumbent, and it has
since risen. Beth Shammai reply that this is not so, and the substance of the man's vow lay in his
intention to cause [the heifer] to rise by force, and this he has not done.1°

(2) Lit., ‘the obligation’.

(2) Lit., ‘with hishand’. The word ‘stand up’ being taken to mean ‘ stand up through me'.

(3) He therefore becomes a nazirite.

(4) And can only take effect if it remains recumbent.

(5) He does not therefore become a nazirite.

(6) The words ‘it is forbidden to me as a sacrifice’ imply that the heifer itself was the object of the vow, whereas in
Raba's explanation it is the heifer's not standing up which is the condition for the operation of the man's naziriteship, and
he has no intention of attaching any sanctity to the heifer.

(7) But if it did not rise he would be a nazirite.

(8) Even asin the case of avow to abstain from pressed figs, v. suprap. 32.

(9) Where he says ssimply, ‘1 undertake to he a nazirite (and abstain) from flesh.’



(10) And so he becomes a nazirite.
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MISHNAH. IF A CUP OF WINE DULY TEMPERED! IS OFFERED TO A MAN, AND HE
SAYS, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE IN REGARD TO IT,” HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. ON
ONE OCCASION A CUP OF WINE WAS OFFERED TO A WOMAN ALREADY
INTOXICATED AND SHE SAID, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE IN REGARD TO IT. THE
SAGES RULED THAT ALL THAT SHE MEANT WAS TO FORBID IT TO HERSELF, AS A
SACRIFICE [IS FORBIDDEN]. GEMARA. You cite a case to disprove [the rule]! You begin by
saying that HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE, and then quote the case of the woman [who does not
become a nazirite], from which | should conclude that [by means of this formula] he forbids to
himself only this [cup that is offered to him] but is allowed to drink other wine? — There is a hiatus
[in the Mishnah], which should read: ‘If a cup of wine duly tempered is offered to a man, and he says
"I undertake a nazirite vow [to abstain] from it", he becomes a nazirite.’ If, however, he was
[aready] intoxicated when he said ‘| intend to be a nazirite [and abstain] from it’,he does not become
anazirite,? (since he is accounted as having merely forbidden it to himself as a sacrifice is forbidden.
If you should object that he ought to have said so [unambiguously], [the reply is] that he thought
they would bring a fresh one and importune him, and so he thought, ‘I will say something to them
which will leave them in no doubt [as to my intention]). ON ONE OCCASION, TOO, A WOMAN
[ALREADY INTOXICATED etcl].

MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘| DECLARE MYSELF A NAZIRITE, ON CONDITION
THAT | CAN DRINK WINE, OR CAN HAVE CONTACT WITH THE DEAD’, HE BECOMES A
NAZIRITE, AND ALL THESE THINGS ARE FORBIDDEN HIM. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I WAS
AWARE THAT THERE IS SUCH A THING AS NAZIRITESHIP BUT | WAS NOT AWARE
THAT A NAZIRITE IS FORBIDDEN TO DRINK WINE', HE IS BOUND [TO HIS VOW].2 R.
SIMEON, HOWEVER, RELEASES HIM # [IF HE SAYS]] ‘| WAS AWARE THAT A NAZIRITE
IS FORBIDDEN TO DRINK WINE,®> BUT | IMAGINED THAT THE SAGESWOULD GIVE ME
PERMISSION, SINCE | CANNOT DO WITHOUT WINE', OR ‘SINCE | AM A SEXTON’,® HE
IS RELEASED.” R. SIMEON, HOWEVER, BINDS HIM [TO HIS VOW].2 GEMARA. Why does
R. Simeon not dissent from the first ruling [also]? — R. Joshua b. Levi said: R. Simeon did in fact
dissent from the first ruling also. Rabina said: In the opening clause, R. Simeon does not dissent,
because the condition [there attached to the vow]® is contrary to an injunction of the Torah, and
whenever a condition is contrary to an injunction of the Torah, it isvoid.’° R. Joshuab. Levi, on the
other hand, considered that the words ON CONDITION here are equivalent to ‘except’ .1

It has been taught in support of Rabina's view: If he said, ‘| declare myself a nazirite, on condition
that | may drink wine, or have contact with the dead,” he becomes a nazirite and all these things are
forbidden to him, since the condition he lays down is contrary to an injunction of the Torah; and
whenever a condition is contrary to an injunction of the Torah,it isvoid.*?

[IFHE SAYS] | WAS AWARE THAT A NAZIRITE ISFORBIDDEN TO DRINK WINE [etc.]:
In the preceding clause,*® we find it is [the Rabbis] who bind him [to his vow] and R. Simeon who
releases him [and why is it not the same here]? — Here, too, it should read: [ The Rabbis] bind him
whilst R. Simeon releases.

Alternatively, you need not reverse the text,

(1) Winein ancient times was never drunk neat.
(2) Hisintention being to cease from drinking.
(3) I.e. be becomes afull nazirite



(4) He does not become a nazirite at all, P. Simeon being of opinion that a nazirite vow is not effective unless it
comprises all the things forbidden to a nazirite, v. supra 3b.

(5) [Add, ‘or that a nazirite may have no contact with the dead.’]

(6) [And therefore thought the Rabbis would permit me to come in contact with the dead.]
(7) He does not become a nazirite at al.

(8) He becomes a full nazirite.

(9) That he should be allowed to touch a dead body or drink wine.

(10) And therefore the vow stands.

(11) Hence the vow was not al-inclusive, and therefore R. Simeon regards it as null.

(12) Tosef. Naz. II, 1.

(13) Where he says he did not know that wine is forbidden.
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[and we may explain thus]. In the first clause, where he makes a nazirite vow [to abstain] from one
thing' only, according to the Rabbis, who hold that [the nazirite vow takes effect] even though he
forswears one thing only, he becomes a nazirite and [the things forbidden to a nazirite] are forbidden
to him; whereas according to R. Simeon who holds that [the nazirite vow does not take effect] until
he forswears al of them, [al the things forbidden to a nazirite] are permitted to him. In the
subsequent clause where he forswears all, and desires release as regards one thing, according to the
Rabbis who declare him to be a nazirite even though he forswears one thing only, if he desires
release as regards one only, he is released [from all]; according to R. Simeon who requires him to
forswear them all, he cannot obtain release from one, until he obtains release from al. This is the
reason we have the reading [in the second clause]: R. SSMEON BINDS HIM.

Y et another solution is possible. The controversy concerns vows [broken] under pressure,® and the
difference [between R. Simeon and the Rabbig] is the same as that between Samuel and R. Assi [in
the following passage]. For we have learnt: Four types of vows were remitted by the Sages,®
incentive Vows,* vows of exaggeration,® inadvertent vows® and vows [broken] under pressure.” And
[commenting thereon] R. Judah said: ‘R. Assi ruled that it was necessary with these four types of
vow to seek remission from a Sage. When | told this to Samuel, he said to me, The Tanna says that
the Sages have remitted them, and you say that they must still be asked to remit them!” The Rabbis
agree with Samuel,® R. Simeon with R. Assi.?

MISHNAH. [SHOULD A MAN SAY, ‘| DECLARE MYSELF A NAZIRITE AND |
UNDERTAKE TO POLL A NAZIRITE',*® AND SHOULD HIS COMPANION, HEARING THIS,
SAY: ‘I TOO, AND | UNDERTAKE TO POLL A NAZIRITE', THEN, IF THEY ARE CLEVER
THEY WILL POLL EACH OTHER; OTHERWISE THEY MUST POLL OTHER NAZIRITES.

GEMARA. The question was propounded: If his companion, on hearing [his vow], says [ssmply]:
‘I TOO', what are the consequences? Does [the remark] ‘1 TOO’ embrace the whole of the original
statement,'! or does it embrace only half of it? If it should be decided that it embraces only half of
the statement,is this to be the first half or the second haf? — Come and hear: [AND HIS
COMPANION, HEARING THIS, SAYS:] | TOO, AND | UNDERTAKE TO POLL A NAZIRITE,
THEN IF THEY ARE CLEVER THEY WILL POLL EACH OTHER. From the fact that he is made
tosay both1 TOO' and ‘| UNDERTAKE ,it may beinferred that ‘1 TOO’ has reference to half of the
statement only.

Quite so: it has reference to half of the statement only, but is this the first half or the second half?
— This follows from the same [passage]. For since he is made to say AND | UNDERTAKE TO
POLL’*? it followsthat ‘1 Too' has reference to the first half.



R. Huna, the son of R. Joshua said to Raba: How can we be sure that this is so? May we not
suppose that ‘I TOO' redly refers to the whole statement, and that the additiona ‘AND I
UNDERTAKE’, merely confirms his Undertaking? For if you do not admit this, [what do you make
of] the subsequent [Mishnah] that reads. [Should a man say:] ‘I undertake half the polling of a
nazirite'’, and should his companion, hearing this, say: ‘I too, | undertake half the polling of a
nazirite' 713 Are there here two sections to which he can be referring? We can only suppose that there
he is merely repeating ‘1 have undertaken this obligation’, and in this case too [it is possible] that he
is merely repeating ‘1 have undertaken this obligation.” Raba replied: How now! If you are prepared
to say that in the first [Mishnah the words ‘| UNDERTAKE ETC.’] are of importance, but not in the
subsequent one, then they are repeated in the subsequent one — unnecessarily, it is true — because
they are included in the first one where it is important,'# but if you maintain that it is of importance
neither in the first [Mishnah] nor in the subsequent one, would it be included unnecessarily in both?
R. Isaac b. Joseph citing R. Johanan said: If a man instructs his representative

(2) I.e., one of the things forbidden a

(2) Viz., hisinahility to live without wine.

(3) 1.e., without the need of remission being asked for.

(4) E.g.. ‘I vow . . . if | pay more', made during bargaining to show himself in earnest.

(5) E.g., ‘I vow . . . if there were not a million people there’, the number being obviously exaggerated.
(6) E.g., ‘I vow ... if | wasthere,’ and he later remembers that he was there.

(7) E.g., through illness. V. Ned. 20b.

(8) Sinceit isimpossible for a nazirite to be a sexton, the vow is null of itself and he is not a nazirite.
(9) Though he cannot be a nazirite, the vow must be remitted by a Sage.

(20) I.e., enable anazirite to poll by providing his sacrifices.

(11) I.e., both (i) ‘1 wish to be anazirite,” and (ii) ‘| undertake to poll anazirite.’

(12) And not merely ‘I Too'.

(13) Mishnah infra 12b.

(14) .e., the second Mishnah repeats the phrasing of the first, for the sake of parallelism.
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to go and betroth for him a wife, without specifying any woman, he becomes [in the meanwhile]
forbidden [to marry] any woman in the world, since it is presumed that the messenger carries out his
commission, and since he did not specify [the woman], he does not know which he betrothed for
him.! Resh Lakish raised an objection against R. Johanan [from the following]: If a dove of an
indeterminate pair? should fly away into the air, or amongst those sin-offerings that have to be
killed,? or if one of the pair should perish, a partner is to be taken for the other one.* [This implies
that] with a determinate pair there is no remedy;> though all other pairs [in the world] would be
valid.® Now why should this be s0? Should we not say of each one, perhaps this is one [that flew
away]?’ He replied: | spoke of a woman who is stationary and you raise objections from prohibited
things that are mobile!® Should you argue further that here too the woman may be mobile, for it is
possible that he may have met her in the street and betrothed her, [the cases are still different] for the
woman returns to her customary place, but can the same be said of the bird-pair?

Raba said: R. Johanan would admit that a woman who has [among her unmarried relatives] neither
daughter, daughter's daughter, nor son's daughter; neither mother nor maternal grandmother, nor
sister, although she may have a sister who was divorced after [the representative was sent] — such a
woman would be permitted to him,® because at the time that he gave his instructions, [the sister] was
still married, and when a person appoints a deputy, it is [to perform] something that is possible at the
time,1° but for something that is not possible at the time he does not appoint a deputy.**

We have learnt: [SHOULD A MAN SAY:] 1! DECLARE MYSELF A NAZIRITE, AND |



UNDERTAKE TO POLL A NAZIRITE, AND SHOULD HIS COMPANION, HEARING THIS,
SAY: ‘I TOO, AND | UNDERTAKE TO POLL A NAZIRITE, THEN, IF THEY ARE CLEVER,
THEY WILL POLL EACH OTHER; OTHERWISE THEY MUST POLL OTHER NAZIRITES.
Now this [suggestion]? is all very well as regards the latter, since the former had become [a nazirite]
first,'® but asto the former, was the latter a nazirite [when he made his vow] 74

(1) Any woman may therefore be arelative, of aforbidden degree of kinship, of his betrothed wife.

(2) A pair of doves of which it has not yet been determined which is to be the sin-offering and which the burnt-offering.
(3) v.Kin. 1, 2.

(4) The pair is then to be determined in the usual way; Kin. 11, I.

(5) Sinceit is not known which is the survivor.

(6) We assume that arandom pair does not contain the missing dove, as we are guided by the mgjority.

(7) [And could not be offered except on behalf of the owner who originally determined it.]

(8) Where the objects are stationary (J122), amgjority is not considered decisive, but any minority is as potent as the
majority (cf. Sanh. [Sonc. ed.] p. 531. n. 4) and so there is an even chance that any woman is a near kinswoman of his
betrothed wife.

(9) 1.e., to betroth before the deputy returns.

(10) Here, to betroth an unmarried woman.

(11) Hence the deputy could not possibly have betrothed the other sister.

(12) Viz., that they should poll each other.

(13) Lit., ‘since the former was in his presence’; and so his vow to poll a nazirite can be understood as applying to the
former.

(14) How then can his vow apply to the latter, if we accept Raba's contention that a man can appoint an agent only for
something which is possible at the time.
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It follows therefore that he must have meant: *If | should find one who is a nazirite, | shall poll him’;
and so here too, perhaps he means: ‘If you find one who is divorced, [you can] betroth her on my
behalf’? — We may put [our maxim] thus. A person can appoint a deputy only for acommission that
he himself can execute at the moment, but he cannot appoint him for a commission that he himself
cannot execute at the moment [but can only do later].

But is that so? Come and hear: If aman saysto his agent,! ‘Y ou are to declare void any vows that
my wife makes from the present moment until the time | return from such-and-such a place,” and he
does so,it might be imagined that they become void, but Scripture says. Her husband may let it stand,
or her husband may make it void.? This is the opinion of R. Josiah. R. Jonathan said: In all
circumstances do we find that a man's representative is equivalent to himself.2> Now, [R. Josiah's]
reason derives from the statement of the Divine Law, Her husband may let it stand, or her husband
may make it void, and but for this, the agent would be able to declare them void, whereas where [the
husband] himself is concerned, it has been taught: Should a man say to his wife, ‘All the vows that
you may make from the present moment until | return from such-and-such a place are to stand,” this
is of no effect. [Should he say,] ‘They are to be void,” R. Eliezer declares them void, but the Sages
say that they are not void.* Now assuming that R. Josiah agrees with the Rabbis that he himself
could not make them void, [we nevertheless find that] had not the Divine Law said, Her husband
may let it stand or her husband may make it void, the agent could have declared them void? — It is
possible that he agrees with R. Eliezer that [the husband] can make them void [in advance]. If that is
so, why does he trouble to appoint a deputy? Why does he not declare them void himself? — He
fearsthat [at the moment of departure]® he might forget, or be angry, or be too busy.

MISHNAH. [SHOULD A MAN SAY,] ‘I UNDERTAKE THE POLLING OF HALF A
NAZIRITE,” AND HIS COMPANION, HEARING THIS, SAY ‘I, TOO; | UNDERTAKE THE



POLLING OF HALF A NAZIRITE,” THEN, ACCORDING TO R. MEIR, EACH MUST POLL A
NAZIRITE COMPLETELY, BUT THE SAGES SAY: EACH POLLSHALF A NAZIRITE.

GEMARA. Raba said: All agree that if he Says, ‘| undertake half the sacrifices’ of a nazirite, he
is obliged to bring only half the sacrifices;® if he says ‘| undertake the sacrifices of half a nazirite,’
he must bring a complete set of sacrifices, since partial naziriteship isimpossible.® Where they differ
is when the phraseology of the Mishnah [is used].!® R. Meir considers that as soon as he says ‘I
undertake [to poll]’ he becomes liable to the complete sacrifice of naziriteship, and when he
[afterwards] specifies half a naziriteship, it is no longer within his power [to limit his obligation] .t
The Rabbis, on the other hand, look upon it as avow accompanied by its own modification.'?

MISHNAH. [SHOULD A MAN SAY ] ‘1 UNDERTAKE TO BECOME A NAZIRITE WHEN |
SHALL HAVE A SON,” AND A SON BE BORN TO HIM, HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE. IF THE
CHILD BORN BE A DAUGHTER, OR SEXLESS, OR AN HERMAPHRODITE, HE DOES NOT
BECOME A NAZIRITE. SHOULD HE SAY, WHEN | SHALL HAVE A CHILD,” THEN EVEN
IF IT BE A DAUGHTER, OR SEXLESS, OR AN HERMAPHRODITE, HE BECOMES A
NAZIRITE.

(1) A person left by aman in charge of his household while heis away.

(2) Num. XXX, 14.

(3) Ned. 72b.

(4) Ned. 72a.

(5) Which seems to show that a man can appoint an agent for something which cannot be done at once but can be done
later.

(6) Until then, he wishesto retain his option of declaring his wife's vows void or not, at his pleasure.

(7) 1.e.,to bring half the sacrifices accompanying the polling of a nazirite.

(8) Because there is no ambiguity.

(9) The phrase ‘half a nazirite' is meaningless and must therefore be replaced by ‘anazirite', since it is presumed that he
intended to undertake areal obligation.

(10) Here the actual obligation, which is to provide sacrifices, is not mentioned explicitly but must be inferred. The
position of the word ‘half’ is no longer decisive, since no other position yields more sense. Accordingly, its significance
must be determined.

(11) Limitation is now only possible on application to a Sage, and so he must bring a compl ete sacrifice.

(12) And therefore only the modified vow comes into operation and it is sufficient for him to bring half the sacrifices. V.
suprap. 28, n. 7.
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SHOULD HIS WIFE MISCARRY, HE DOES NOT BECOME A NAZIRITE. R. SSMEON
SAID: [IN THIS CASE] HE MUST SAY, IF IT WAS A VIABLE CHILD, | AM A NAZIRITE
OBLIGATORILY; OTHERWISE | UNDERTAKE A NAZIRITESHIP VOLUNTARILY.?
SHOULD [HIS WIFE] LATER BEAR A CHILD,2 HE THEN BECOMES A NAZIRITE. R.
SIMEON SAID: HE SHOULD SAY, ‘IF THE FIRST WAS A VIABLE CHILD, THE FIRST
[NAZIRITESHIP] WAS OBLIGATORY, AND THE PRESENT ONE WILL BE VOLUNTARY,
OTHERWISE, THE FIRST ONE WILL HAVE BEEN VOLUNTARY, AND THE PRESENT ONE
ISOBLIGATORY.

GEMARA. For what purpose are we told this?® — Because of the subsequent clause, viz.: — IF
IT BE A DAUGHTER, OR SEXLESS, OR AN HERMAPHRODITE, HE DOES NOT BECOME A
NAZIRITE. But is not this obvious? — It might be thought that his meaning was ‘If | beget a child 4
and so we are told that thisis not so SHOULD HE SAY ‘WHEN | SHALL HAVE A CHILD’ etc.:
But is not this obvious? — It might be thought that he only meant the child that is reckoned amongst



men,® and so we are told [that any child is meant].

SHOULD HIS WIFE MISCARRY HE DOES NOT BECOME A NAZIRITE. The author of this
statement is the R. Judah of the heap of grain.®

R. SSMEON SAID: HE SHOULD SAY, ‘IF THE CHILD WAS VIABLE, THEN | AM A
NAZIRITE OBLIGATORILY; OTHERWISE | UNDERTAKE NAZIRITESHIP VOLUNTARILY.
— R. Abba put the following question to R. Huna: Should a man say, ‘| undertake to become a
nazirite when | shall have a son’, and his wife miscarries, and he set aside a sacrifice,” and then his
wife gave birth [to a son],2 what is the law?® From whose standpoint [was this problem
propounded]? If from the standpoint of R. Simeon, what problem is there? Does not R. Simeon say
that wherever there is a doubt in questions concerning naziriteship we adopt the more stringent
ruling?!® — It must therefore be from the standpoint of R. Judah, who maintains that in questions
concerning naziriteship,if there is a doubt the more lenient ruling is adopted. The query then is
whether [the animal] became sacred or not,'' But what [practical] difference can it make [which it
is] 712 — [There would be the question of] whether he might shear it, or work with it.1® The problem
was unsolved. Ben Rehumi put the following question to Abaye: [Should a man say,] ‘| undertake to
become a nazirite when | shall have a son, and his companion, hearing this, add ‘And | undertake
likewise, what would be the law? Is the reference to his words'# or to him himself?*> Should your
finding be that the reference is to him himself,6 then if a man should say, ‘| undertake to become a
nazirite when | shall have a son,” and his companion, hearing this, add ‘I too , what would be the
law? Is the reference to himself, | or does he mean, ‘I am as much your good friend as you are
yourself’ 77 Should your finding be that whenever the other is present

(1) And in either case he becomes a nazirite.

(2) After her miscarriage.

(3) That if ason isborn, he becomes a nazirite.

(4) The Hebrew word ]2 son', is a denominative of 1132 *to beget children’, and might be used for any child (Rashi).
(5) 1.e., ason through whom the family is propagated.

(6) v. supra 8a.

(7) To bring at the end of his proposed naziriteship.

(8) As aresult of the same confinement.

(9) l.e., what about the sacrifice between the time it was set aside, and the time the second child was born. The question
is made clearer anon.

(10) So that the husband was a nazirite in law, and the sacrifice properly set aside from the first.

(11) [Does the hirth of the second child prove that the first was the result of the same pregnancy and consequently not
premature and viable, or do we assume that it was the result of alater pregnancy and thus premature and non-viable?|
(12) Sinceit is now sacred.

(13) In theinterval between the birth of the first and second child, as no benefit might be derived from sacred property.
(14) l.e, ‘1 also undertake to become a nazirite when | have ason’.

(15) The former, i.e., | also undertake to become a nazirite when you have a son’.

(16) The latter, meaning, ‘I too shall be a nazirite when | have a son’.

(17) l.e,, ‘1 too shall be a nazirite when you have a son’.
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he would be ashamed [to refer to himself],! then if a man should say, ‘I undertake to be a nazirite
when so-and-so has a son,” and his companion, hearing this, add ‘I too,” what would be the law?

Would it be said then that because the other is not present he is referring to himself,? or does he
mean, ‘| am as good afriend to him asyou are’ 7°

The problem was |eft unsolved.



MISHNAH. [IF A MAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE [NOW] AND A NAZIRITE
WHEN | SHALL HAVE A SON’, AND BEGINS TO RECKON HIS OWN [NAZIRITESHIP].
AND THEN HAS A SON BORN TO HIM, HE IS TO COMPLETE HIS OWN NAZIRITESHIP]
AND THEN RECKON THE ONE ON ACCOUNT OF HIS SON. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO
BE A NAZIRITE WHEN | SHALL HAVE A SON, AND A NAZIRITE [ON MY OWN
ACCOUNT]", AND HE BEGINS TO RECKON HIS OWN [NAZIRITESHIP] AND THEN HAS A
SON BORN TO HIM, HE MUST INTERRUPT HIS OWN [NAZIRITESHIP], RECKON THE
ONE ON ACCOUNT OF HIS SON, AND THEN COMPLETE HIS OWN. GEMARA. Raba put the
following question. If he should say, ‘| wish to be a nazirite* after twenty days time,” and then ‘ For
one hundred days commencing now’, what would be the law? Seeing that these hundred days will
not be complete in twenty, are they to be inoperative [for the time being]® or, seeing that there will
remain sufficient time afterwards® for the hair to grow long,” do they come into operation
[immediately]7?®

Why does [Raba] not [first] raise the question of a[second] naziriteship of short duration? It isa
problem within a problem that he has raised:

(1) And he must have meant, ‘1 shall be a nazirite when you have a son.’

(2) 1.e, ‘I too shall be anazirite when | have ason.’

(3) l.e, ‘I too shall be a nazirite when so-and-so has a son.

(4) An ordinary naziriteship of thirty days.

(5) .e, till thirty days after the twenty.

(6) At the termination of the ordinary naziriteship.

(7) A nazirite could not poll until his hair had grown for thirty days.

(8) He will count twenty days, observe an ordinary naziriteship of thirty days, and then count eighty days to complete the
naziriteship of one hundred days.

(9) ‘I wish to be a nazirite after twenty days’, and then, ‘ An (ordinary) nazirite commencing now.’
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Supposeiit is decided that with a short naziriteship, since only ten days remain,* these ten days would
certainly not be reckoned,? [what are we to say] of a naziriteship of a hundred days? Seeing that
eighty remain, would these [eighty days] be reckoned? or not?

And again, suppose it is decided that [the naziriteship] [in this case] operates [immediately], what
would be the law if he were to say ‘| wish to be a nazirite after twenty daystime' and then ‘I wish to
be a life nazirite now’,* would this become operative [at once] or not?® And again, supposing it is
decided that in all these cases, since it is possible to secure release,® they become operative [at
once],” what would be the law if he were to say ‘| wish to become a nazirite like Samson in twenty
days time’, and then ‘I wish to be an ordinary nazirite now’? In this case, since release cannot be
secured,® would it become operative or not?

If he were to say, ‘| desire to be as Moses on the seventh of Adar,”® what [would his meaning
be] 710

Of these [questions|, decide the first, [For it was taught: Should a man say] ‘I wish to be a nazirite
after twenty days time,” and then ‘For a hundred days from now, he reckons twenty days, and then
thirty days, and then eighty days to complete the first naziriteship.!* [SHOULD HE SAY, ‘I WISH
TO BE A NAZIRITE WHEN | SHALL HAVE A SON, AND A NAZIRITE ON MY OWN
ACCOUNT etc.’]



If he contracts ritual defilement? during the period [of naziriteship] on account of his son, R.
Johanan said: This renders void [the first’® period as well], but Resh Lakish said: It is not void. ‘R.
Johanan said that it becomes void,” — because [the whol€] is one long period of naziriteship; ‘but
Resh Lakish said that it is not void,” — since his own naziriteship, and the one on account of his son
are distinct.

(1) If itisinterrupted by a naziriteship after twenty days.

(2) As completing the first naziriteship by adding them to the twenty days, since ten days do not allow for the hair to
grow long and therefore this naziriteship does not commence until the other one is finished.

(3) Isit on the same footing as the short one, or does it commence at once?

(4) Though a life-nazirite polls every thirty days, the naziriteship is continuous and cannot be interrupted. Thus once the
life-naziriteship operates it isimpossible for the ordinary naziriteship to take effect.

(5) l.e., shall the life-naziriteship be suspended until the ordinary naziriteship has been observed, or does it become
operative and he must obtain release from the other naziriteship.

(6) From the naziriteship which is to become operative in twenty daystime.

(7) And he must secure release from the naziriteship which was to have operated after twenty days.

(8) A nazirite like Samson could never be freed from his vow, since Samson could not be freed.

(9) Supposed to be the date of the birth and death of Moses, v. Kid. 38a.

(10) Either ‘As after the death of Moses on the seventh of Adar’; when presumably many nazirite vows were made by
the Israglites, or, ‘ As after the birth of Moses on the seventh of Adar’, afestive occasion.

(11) Tosef. Nazir I1.

(12) With the dead.

(13) The period counted before his son's naziriteship came into operation.
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If he contracts ritual defilement during the period that heisleprous.! R. Johanan said: This renders
void [the earlier period of naziriteship]; but Resh Lakish said: It is not void. ‘R. Johanan said that it
becomes void,” — since heisin the midst of his period of naziriteship,? ‘but Resh Lakish said that it
isnot void,” — because the period of leprosy and the naziriteship are distinct.

And it is necessary [to have both these controversies on record]. For if only the firs® were
recorded, [we might say that] there R. Johanan was of the opinion that [the first period] becomes
void because the same term, naziriteship, applies to both, whereas in the other he would agree with
Resh Lakish that the nazirite period and the leprosy are distinct. Similarly had only the other
[regarding leprosy] been recorded, [we might suppose that] only there did Resh Lakish hold [the two
periods to be distinct], whereas in the first he would agree with R. Johanan. Thus the necessity [for
recording both controversies] is demonstrated. If he becomes unclean on a day [during the period
that] his hair is growing.* — Rab said: This does not render void [the earlier period]; this even
according to R. Johanan who said [above] that the [earlier period] does become void, for thisis only
so [when the uncleanness is incurred] during the naziriteship itself, but not during the period his hair
is growing which is merely the complement of the naziriteship.> Samuel, on the other hand, said: It
does render void [the earlier period]; and this even according to Resh Lakish who said [above] that
[the earlier period] does not become void, for whereas there, there are two distinct naziriteships,
here® there is but one naziriteship.’

R. Hisda said: All would agree that should his hair be still unshorr® when the blood [of his
sacrifice had been sprinkled],® he would have no remedy.'° With whose opinion does this statement
accord? It cannot be with that of R. Eliezer,*! for seeing that in his opinion polling estops [him from
drinking wine, the uncleanness]*? is till prior to the ‘fulfilment of his [consecration]’'* and [the
whole period] should become void!'* Nor can it accord with the Rabbis, Seeing that they say that the
polling does not estop [him from drinking wine]!*® -In point of fact, it does accord with the opinion



of the Rabbis, the phrase, ‘he would have no remedy’, meaning, ‘he would have no means of
fulfilling the precept of polling [in purity]’.

R. Jose son of R. Hanina said: A nazirite whose period is completed,is scourged for contracting
ritual defilement,*® but not for polling or for [drinking] wine. Why is he scourged for ritual
defilement? [Assuredly] because Scripture says. All the days that he consecrateth himself unto the
Lord [he shall not come near to a dead body],'’ thus including the days after fulfilment equally with
the days before fulfilment! But in that case, for polling too he should be liable to scourging seeing
that the All-Merciful Law Says. All the days of his naziriteship there shall cone no razor upon his
head,'® thereby including the days after fulfilment equally with the days before fulfilment. Again,
All the days of his naziriteship shall he eat nothing that is made of the grape-vine® should also
include the days after fulfilment equally with the days before fulfilment? —

(1) One who becomes leprous during his naziriteship completes it when the leprosy is cured.
(2) Asis proved by the fact that when he recovers from his leprosy he completes his period.
(3) Relating the naziriteship on account of his son.

(4) If he had his hair polled by force, his naziriteship is not interrupted thereby and he completes his period. If thisisless
than thirty days, he must nevertheless allow his hair to grow for thirty days. The additional days constitute the ‘period
that his hair isgrowing'.

(5) And not an integral part of it.

(6) When he allows his hair to grow after having been polled by force.

(7) The additional days are an integral part of naziriteship and not a mere complement.

(8) Lit., ‘halowed’, cf. Num. VI, 11.

(9) And he became unclean.

(20) In regard to polling and wine drinking-so it is assumed at present.

(12) V. infra472.

(12) He cannot drink wine after polling

(13) Cf. Num. VI, 13.

(14) Cf. ibid. 12, and he begins a new period at the end of which he finds the remedy.

(15) And defilement after the termination of his period does not affect the naziriteship.

(16) Before offering his sacrifices.

(17) Num. VI, 6.

(18) Ibid. VI, 5.

(19) Num. VI. 4.
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[Defilement] is different, for the All-Merciful Law says, And he defile his consecrated head,!
showing that [the penalty for defilement lies] wherever the nazirite ship depends on the head.?

An objection was raised: A nazirite who has completed his period is forbidden to poll, or drink
wine, or have contact with the dead. Should he poll or drink wine, or have contact with the dead heis
to receive the forty stripes. [Thisis] arefutation of R. Jose son of R. Hanina.

MISHNAH. [SHOULD A MAN SAY.] ‘I UNDERTAKE TO BECOME A NAZIRITE WHEN |
SHALL HAVE A SON, AND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR ONE HUNDRED DAYS[ON MY OWN
ACCOUNT],” AND A SON BE BORN TO HIM BEFORE THE EXPIRATION OF SEVENTY
DAYS, HE LOSES NONE OF THIS PERIOD;® BUT IF AFTER SEVENTY DAYS, THESE
SEVENTY DAYS ARE VOID, SINCE THERE CAN BE NO POLLING FOR LESS THAN
THIRTY DAYS#

GEMARA. Rab said: The seventieth day itself is reckoned as part of both periods.®



We learnt: IF [A SON] BE BORN TO HIM BEFORE THE EXPIRATION OF SEVENTY DAYS,
HE LOSES NONE OF THIS PERIOD. Now if you assume that [the day of birth] is reckoned as part
of both periods,[not only does he not lose but] he actually profits!® — Strictly speaking there should
have been no mention of the period-before the seventieth day,’ but because it says in the subsequent
clause [of the Mishnah], that [birth] after the seventieth day renders these seventy days void, the
period before the seventieth day is mentioned in the first clause.

Come [then] and hear the subsequent clause: ‘IF IT BE BORN AFTER THE SEVENTIETH
DAY, THE SEVENTY DAYS ARE VOID® — The meaning of ‘AFTER’ is, after [the day] after
[the seventieth day] ,*° Y ou say then that [a birth on] the day after [the seventieth day] itself,** would
not render void [the previous period]. But if thisis so, why should we be told that if the birth occurs
before the seventieth day none of the period is lost, seeing that the same is true [of a birth occurring]
on the day after the seventieth day? — It is consequently to be inferred that ‘AFTER’ means [the
day] after literally, and thus the Mishnah unquestionably [contradicts] Rab.

Whose authority was Rab following in making this assertion? Shall we say it was Abba Saul, [in
connection with whom] we have learnt: If a man bury his dead three days before a festival, the
enactment of seven days' [full mourning] ceases to apply to him, if eight days before the festival, the
enactment of thirty days [halfmourning] ceases to apply, and he may trim his hair on the eve of the
festival. Should he, however, fail to trim his hair on the eve of the festival, he is not permitted to do
so afterwards [until the thirty days half-mourning elapse].

(1) Num. VI, 9.

(2) 1.e,, aslong as his head is unpolled. though the ‘ days of his consecration are fulfilled'.

(3) l.e., He counts a naziriteship of thirty days on account of his son, and then completes the hundred days on his own
account.

(4) And since there are not thirty days left over from the first naziriteship, the whole of it becomes void, and he has to
start his one hundred days over again.

(5) So that on the one hand seventy days of his own naziriteship are completed, and on the other he need only reckon
twenty-nine more days for the naziriteship following the birth of his son. The same will of course be true of the last day
of this naziriteship, when he must again commence the remainder of his own (Rashi).

(6) For each of the days between the naziriteships counts as two.

(7) Because there is no manner of doubt asto what the law should be and he doesin fact gain.

(8) 1.e., as we should suppose on the seventy-first.

(9) Whereas if Rab be right, a birth on the seventy-first day should not render void the previous period, since reckoning
both ways, thirty days remain.

(20) I.e., The seventy-second day, which on any reckoning would not |eave more than twenty-nine.

(12) I.e., seventy-first day.
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Abba Saul said: Even if he should fail to trim his hair before the festival, he is permitted to do so
afterwards,for just as the observance of three days [before the festival] causes the enactment of seven
days [full mourning] to lapse, so the observance of seven days [full-mourning before the festival]
causes the enactment of thirty days [half-mourning] to lapse. Now, Abba Saul's reason is surely that
the seventh day is reckoned as part both of [the full-mourning] and of [the halfmourning]!* —
Possibly Abba Saul only makes this avowal in connection with the periods of the seven days'?
mourning which are a rabbinic enactment, whereas he would not do so in connection with
naziriteship, a scriptural enactment?® It must therefore be that Rab follows R. Jose. for it has been
taught: R. Jose said that a woman, ‘on the wait’ for gonorrhoenic issue,* on whose behalf [the
paschal lamb] has been slaughtered and [its blood] sprinkled, on the second day [of her waiting], and



who later [in the same day] observes an issue, may not eat [of the passover],> and does not have to
prepare the second passover.® Now R. Jose's reason is surely because in his opinion, part of the day
counts as a whole day, so that she becomes unclean only from the moment [of observing the issue]
and thereafter.’

Is this indeed R. Jose's opinion® Has it not been taught: R. Jose said that a sufferer from
gonorrhoea who has observed unclean issue on two occasions, and on whose behalf [the paschal
lamb] has been slaughtered and [its blood] sprinkled ‘on the seventh day [of his impurity], and
Similarly a woman, on the wait’ for gonorrhoeic issue on whose behalf [the paschal lamb] has been
daughtered and [its blood] sprinkled — if they afterwards observe an unclean issue, then even
though they render unclean couch and seat® retrospectively, they are not obliged to offer the second
passover?7:® — [The uncleanness] is retrospective only by enactment of the Rabbis. This is indeed
evident, for if it were scriptural, on what grounds would they be exempt from the second passover 7!
[No!]*? In point of fact it would be possible for the uncleanness [to be retrospective] in biblical law
also, the concealed impurity*® of gonorrhoea not being reckoned a ban [to the offering of the
passover].

R. Oshaya. too, is of the opinion that the retrospective incidence is rabbinic in origin,** for it has
been taught:'® R. Oshaia said that one who observes a gonorrhoeic issue on his seventh day, renders
void the preceding [seven days]. R. Johanan said to him: Only that day itself becomes void. But
consider! [What is R. Johanan saying?] If it rendersvoid at all, it should render all [seven days] void,
otherwise it should not render void even the same day? — Read therefore: [R. Johanan said that] it
does not even render void the same day,

(1) Inthe same way as Rab reckons the 70th day twice over.

(2) The argument applying with greater force to the period of half-mourning.

(3) Hence Rab cannot appeal to his authority.

(4) V. Lev. XV, 25ff. Should a woman observe issue after her menstrual period, she becomes unclean until evening.
From that time she is ‘on the wait’, and if there is an issue on the second day, she becomes unclean for seven days. A
third day certifies her as gonorrhoeic, and she must then bring a sacrifice after purification; v. Sanh. (Sonc. ed.) p. 577.
n. i. Whilst unclean she must not eat the flesh of sacrifices.

(5) For sheis now unclean for seven days.

(6) On the 14th day of the following month, lyar; v. Num. IX, 9ff.

(7) She was fit to offer the Passover, although she cannot now eat it. Adopting the reading of Tosaf., Asheri and others.
(8) That she becomes unclean only from that moment.

(9) Cf. Lev. XV, 4.

(10) Since they render unclean couch and seat retrospectively, the day must count as belonging wholly to the unclean
period!

(12) Sincethey were already unclean when the paschal lamb was killed.

(12) Thiswould afford no proof.

(13) Lit., ‘impurity of the abyss’, atechnical term for an impurity of which thereis no sign until itsissue.

(14) In the opinion of R. Jose.

(15) [var. lec.: For R. Oshaia said)].
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. [R. Oshaig] replied: You have on your side R. Jose, who said that the uncleanness is incident
[according to the Scripture] from the moment [of observation] and thereafter. Now was it not R. Jose
who said that the uncleanness was retrospective? We see therefore that the retrospective incidence
must [in his opinion] be rabbinic.!

Now seeing that R. Jose is of the opinion that part of a day counts as a whole day, how is it ever



possible for there to be a certified® female sufferer from gonorrhoea to offer the [prescribed]
sacrifice, for if the issue is observed in the second half of the day, then the first half of the day counts
as the period of ‘waiting’ 7 — It is possible either if she should have continual issue for three days,
or aternatively, if she observes the issue on each of the three days shortly after sunset, so that there
isno part of the day that can be reckoned [as a period of cleanness].

CHAPTER 111

MISHNAH. IF A MAN SAYS, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE’, HE POLLS ON THE
THIRTY-FIRST DAY, BUT SHOULD HE POLL ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, HISOBLIGATION
IS FULFILLED. [IF, HOWEVER, HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY
DAYS’ AND POLLS ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, HIS OBLIGATION IS NOT FULFILLED. IF
A MAN UNDERTAKES TWO NAZIRITESHIPS, HE POLLS FOR THE FIRST ONE ON THE
THIRTY-FIRST DAY, AND FOR THE SECOND ON THE SIXTY-FIRST DAY. IF, HOWEVER,
HE SHOULD POLL FOR THE FIRST ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, HE CAN POLL FOR THE
SECOND ON THE SIXTIETH DAY, WHILST SHOULD HE POLL ON THE DAY PRIOR TO
THE SIXTIETH, HE HAS FULFILLED HIS OBLIGATION; FOR THISWAS THE TESTIMONY
THAT R. PAPAIAS BORE CONCERNING ONE WHO UNDERTAKES TWO NAZIRITESHIPS,
VIZ., THAT IF HE SHOULD POLL FOR THE FIRST ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, HE ISTO
POLL FOR THE SECOND ON THE SIXTIETH DAY, WHILST SHOULD HE POLL ON THE
DAY PRIOR TO THE SIXTIETH DAY, HE HAS FULFILLED HIS OBLIGATION, THE
THIRTIETH DAY COUNTING TOWARDS THE REQUIRED NUMBER. IF A MAN SAYS, ‘I
INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE; AND CONTRACTS RITUAL DEFILEMENT ON THE
THIRTIETH DAY, HE RENDERS VOID THE WHOLE PERIOD. R. ELIEZER SAYS: ONLY
THE SEVEN DAYS ARE VOID. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY
DAYS, AND CONTRACTS RITUAL DEFILEMENT ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, THE WHOLE
PERIOD IS VOID. [IF HE SAYS]] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR ONE HUNDRED
DAYS’ AND CONTRACTS RITUAL DEFILEMENT ON THE HUNDREDTH DAY, HE
RENDERS VOID THE WHOLE PERIOD. R. ELIEZER SAYS* : ONLY THIRTY DAYS ARE
VOID. IF HE CONTRACTS DEFILEMENT ON THE HUNDRED AND FIRST DAY, THIRTY
DAYSAREVOID. R. ELIEZER SAYS: ONLY SEVEN DAYSARE VOID.

GEMARA. IF A MAN SAYS, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE' AND CONTRACTS RITUAL
DEFILEMENT ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, HE RENDERS VOID THE WHOLE PERIOD. R.
ELIEZER SAYS: ONLY THE SEVEN DAYSARE VOID.

(1) Otherwise he would he contradicting himself.

(2) One who has observed an issue on three successive days.

(3) During which she has been clean. and being clean part of the day. sheis considered to have been clean al day.
(4) no note.
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R. Eliezer is of the opinion that any [defilement contracted] after the fulfilment’[of the period]
renders only seven days void.!

[IF HE SAYS]] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY DAYS, AND CONTRACTS
RITUAL DEFILEMENT ON THE THIRTIETH DAY, THE WHOLE PERIOD IS VOID. Here, R.
Eliezer does not dissent because [we assume that] the man said, ‘whole days’ .2

[IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE FOR A HUNDRED DAYS, AND
CONTRACTS RITUAL DEFILEMENT ON THE HUNDREDTH DAY, HE RENDERS VOID



THE WHOLE PERIOD. R. ELIEZER SAYS: ONLY THIRTY DAYS ARE VOID. All this may be
taken [in two ways,] according as we follow Bar Pada or R. Mattena as explained above.®

MISHNAH. IF A MAN MAKES A NAZIRITE VOW WHILST IN A GRAVEYARD, THEN
EVEN IF HE REMAINS THERE FOR THIRTY DAYS, THESE ARE NOT RECKONED,* AND
HE DOES NOT HAVE TO BRING THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR RITUAL
DEFILEMENT. IF HE LEAVES® IT AND RE-ENTERS® [THE PERIOD]’ IS RECKONED, AND
HE MUST BRING THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR DEFILEMENT. R. ELIEZER SAID:
NOT [IF HE RE-ENTERS] ON THE SAME DAY, FOR IT SAYS, BUT THE FORMER DAYS
SHALL BEVOID, [IMPLYING] THAT THERE MUST BE ‘FORMER DAY S

GEMARA. It has been stated: If a man makes a nazirite vow whilst in a graveyard, then according
to R. Johanan the naziriteship takes effect, but according to Resh Lakish it does not take effect. R.
Johanan says: The naziriteship does take effect because he considers it merely to be suspended and
in readiness, so that whenever he becomes ritually clean, it commences to operate; whereas Resh
Lakish holds that, the naziriteship does not take effect; if he repeats [the vow] later [when he is
clean], it will commence to operate, but not otherwise.

R. Johanan raised an objection to Resh Lakish [from the following]: IF A MAN MAKES A
NAZIRITE VOW WHILST IN A GRAVEYARD, THEN EVEN IF HE REMAINS THERE FOR
THIRTY DAYS, THESE ARE NOT RECKONED, AND HE DOES NOT HAVE TO BRING THE
SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR RITUAL DEFILEMENT. [This implies, does it not,] that it is
only the sacrifice [prescribed] for ritual defilement that he does not have to bring, but [the vow] does
take effect? — He replied: [Not so;] he does not come within the scope of the law, either of ritual
defilement or of the sacrifice.

An objection was again raised by him [from the following]: If aman isritually defiled, and vows
to become a nazirite, he is forbidden to poll, or to drink wine, or to touch a dead body. Should he
poll, or drink wine, or touch a dead body, he is to receive the forty stripes.® If now you admit that
[the vow] takes effect, then we see why he receives the forty stripes; but if you say that it does not
take effect, why should he receive the forty stripes? —

(1) V. supra6h.

(2) And the thirty are not yet completed.

(3) According to H. Mattena a naziriteship whose duration is not specified lasts thirty days, whilst Bar Pada says that it
lasts twenty-nine days. The full discussion of the Mishnah occurs above, fols. 5b-7a.

(4) 1.e., the naziriteship does not begin.

(5) [And submits to the process of purification.]

(6) After becoming clean, v. infra.

(7) Heis considered an ordinary nazirite from the time he becomes clean until he re-enters the graveyard.

(8) Num. VI, 12.

(9) Tosef. Naz. 11, 9.
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We are dealing here with the case in which he left [the graveyard] and re-entered it.*

A [further] objection was raised by him [as follows]: The only difference between a person
ritually defiled who makes a nazirite vow, and aritually clean nazirite who becomes unclean, is that
the former reckons his seventh day [of purification] as part of his period [of naziriteship], whereas
the latter does not reckon his seventh day [of purification] as part of his [new] period. If now you
assume that [the vow of the unclean person] does not take effect, how is [the seventh day] to be
counted [in his period]? — Mar b. R. Ashi said: Both [R. Johanan and Resh Lakish] agree that [the
vow] does take effect; where they differ is whether there is [to be a penalty of] stripes.? R. Johanan is
of the opinion that since [the vow] takes effect, he suffers the penalty of stripes, but Resh Lakish is
of the opinion that there is no penalty of stripes, although [the vow] does take effect.

R. Johanan raised an objection to Resh Lakish [from the following]: IF A MAN MAKES A
NAZIRITE VOW WHILST IN A GRAVEYARD, THEN EVEN IF HE SHOULD REMAIN
THERE FOR THIRTY DAYS, THESE ARE NOT RECKONED, AND HE DOES NOT HAVE TO
BRING THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR RITUAL DEFILEMENT. [This implies, does it
not,] that it is only the sacrifice prescribed for ritual defilement that he does not have to bring, but he
does suffer stripes? — Strictly speaking, it should have stated that he does not receive stripes, but
since it was requisite in the subsequent clause to mention that where HE LEAVES [THE
GRAVEYARD] AND RE-ENTERS, THE [PERIOD] IS RECKONED, AND HE MUST BRING
THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR DEFILEMENT, the initial clause, too, mentions that he
need not bring the sacrifice [prescribed] for ritual defilement.®

Come and hear: The only difference between aritually defiled person who makes a nazirite-vow,
and a ritually clean nazirite who becomes unclean, is that the former reckons his seventh day [of
purification] as part of his period [of naziriteship], whereas the latter does not reckon his seventh day
as part of his period. [Does not this imply] that as regards stripes, they are on a par? — He* replied:
Not so. Where they are on a par is as regards polling.

[You aver, then,] that the latter receives stripes,> but the former does not do so. Why is this not
mentioned? — The [Baraitha] is referring to that which is serviceable® to him, not to that which isto
his detriment.”

Come and hear: Whosoever was ritually defiled and vowed to be a nazirite is forbidden to poll, or
to drink wine. If he should poll, or drink wine, or come into contact with the [human] dead, he is to
receive the forty stripes? Thisis undeed arefutation.®

Raba enquired: If a man vows to be a nazirite whilst in a graveyard, what is the law? Has he to be
[in the graveyard] a certain time® for him to be liable to stripes, or not?

What are the circumstances? If he was told not to make a nazirite vow, why should any length of
stay be necessary? What is the reason why no length of stay [in the graveyard] is necessary for the
[ritually clean] nazirite [to be liable to stripes]? It is because he was forewarned;'° and here too he
was forewarned!

(1) When he had become clean and repeated the vow.

(2) [For contracting defilement whilst making his vow in the graveyard.]
(3) Thus making the two clauses symmetrical in form.

(4) Resh Lakish.

(5) For defilement.



(6) To know when to commence the naziriteship.
(7) Toreceive stripes.

(8) Of Resh Lakish

(9) A minimum period. V. Shebu. 17a.

(10) Of the prohibition against defiling himself.
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We must suppose, therefore, that he entered [the graveyard] in a box, or achest, or a portable turret,*
and his fellow came and broke away the covering.? [The question then arises| whether [the rule
requiring] a certain length of stay® was only laid down with reference to [defilement within] the
Temple precincts, but not outside,* or whether there is no distinction.® The problem was unsolved.

R. Ashi raised the following question: If a man vows to become a nazirite whilst in agraveyard, is
he required to poll or not? Is polling required only of a ritualy clean nazirite who has contracted
ritual defilement, because he has defiled his consecration,® and not of aritually unclean person who
makes a nazirite vow, or is there no difference [between the two]? — Come and hear: IF A MAN
MAKES A NAZIRITE VOW WHILST IN A GRAVEYARD, THEN EVEN IF HE REMAINS
THERE FOR THIRTY DAYS, THESE ARE NOT RECKONED, AND HE DOES NOT HAVE TO
BRING THE SACRIFICE [PRESCRIBED] FOR RITUAL DEFILEMENT. [This implies, does it
not,] that it is only the sacrifice prescribed for ritual defilement that need not be brought, but that
polling is necessary! [That is not so.] The statement is made as a reason [for something else]. The
reason that he need not bring the sacrifice prescribed for ritual defilement is that polling is
unnecessary.’

Come and hear: The only difference between a ritually defiled person who makes a nazirite vow
and aritually clean nazirite who contracts ritual defilement is that the former reckons his seventh day
[of purification] as part of his period [of naziriteship], whereas the latter does not reckon his seventh
day as part of his[new] period. Surely, then, as regards polling both are on the same footing? — No!
Where both are on the same footing is as regards stripes. In the case of polling, [you aver that] one
polls and the other does not. Then why not mention this? — The seventh day is mentioned, and
includes all observances dependent upon it.2

Come and hear: | am only told here® that the period of hisritual defilement is not reckoned [in the
days of his naziriteship]. How do we know [that the same istrug] of the period of declared leprosy7°
This can be derived from an analogy [between the two]. Just as after the period of ritual defilement
he is required to poll and bring a sacrifice, so after the period of declared leprosy he is required to
poll and bring a sacrifice; and so just as the period of ritual defilement is not reckoned, the period of
declared leprosy ought not to be reckoned. — Not so! For in the case of the period of defilement, it
may he because this renders void the former reckoning'! that it is not reckoned, whereas the period
of declared leprosy does not render void the former reckoning,'? and therefore it should itself be
reckoned. — | will put the argument differently. Seeing that ‘a nazirite in a graveyard’,'® whose hair
is ripe for polling,** does not count [the days spent in the graveyard as part of his naziriteship],
surely the period of declared leprosy, when his hair is not ripe for polling,'® should not be counted.®
Now surely polling as a result of his defilement is meant?*” — No! the reference may be to polling
[after observing the nazirite vow] inritual purity.*® Thisisindeed evident.

(1) And therefore did not con-tract uncleanness when in the graveyard, being in a separate place.

(2) After he had vowed to become a nazirite.

(3) Viz., sufficient for prostration. V. Shebu. 17a.

(4) To cases not connected with the Temple, e.g.. when a nazirite becomes unclean inside the graveyard.
(5) And therefore in the graveyard also a certain length of stay is required.



(6) V. Num. VI, 9.

(7) The problem therefore remains.

(8) The seventh day is counted as part of his naziriteship because he need not bring a sacrifice, and he does not bring a
sacrifice since he does not poll.

(9) In Num. VI, 22.

(10) Cf. Lev. XIII, 3ff.

(12) The period of naziriteship counted before defilement.

(12) The period counted before leprosy.

(13) I.e., one who made the vow of naziriteship in agraveyard.

(14) For he will poll automatically at the end of the seven days of purification, just as aritually clean nazirite polls at the
end of his naziriteship. Thisisthe initial interpretation of the argument as understood by the Gemara.

(15) Thereis no definite period at which he hasto poll, but he must wait until he recovers from the disease.

(16) The whole of the above paragraph is a quotation from Sifre on Num. VI, 12.

(17) l.e, surely the phrase ‘whose hair is ripe for polling’ means that he must poll as a result of his defilement in the
graveyard, so that R. Ashi's question is answered in the affirmative.

(18) So that the argument is. Seeing that ‘a nazirite in a graveyard’ whose hair will be ripe for polling after he has
purified himself and observed the period of his naziriteship, does not count etc., surely the leper, whose hair is not ripe
for polling as part of his naziriteship because he must poll on recovery from his disease before he commences to count
the naziriteship, ought not to count etc.
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For if you assume that polling as aresult of the defilement is intended, does he not have to poll after
the period of declared leprosy?* — No, [this does not constitute proof, for] the reference is to the
polling on account of the naziriteship.?

Come and hear: The verse, And he defile his consecrated head® refers to aritually clean [nazirite]
who contracts ritual defilement; it enjoins on such a one to remove his hair and sacrifice
birdofferings, but [by implication] exempts one, who vows to become a nazirite at a graveside, from
removing his hair and sacrificing bird-offerings. For you might argue a fortiori: if the ritualy clean
[nazirite] who contracts ritual defilement must remove his hair and sacrifice bird-offerings, al the
more must one who commenced [his naziriteship] whilst defiled remove his hair and sacrifice
bird-offerings; therefore the text says expressly, ‘And he defile his consecrated head’, [implying]
that only the ritually clean [nazirite] who contracts ritual defilement is required by Scripture to
remove his hair and sacrifice bird-offerings, but not the person who vowed to become a nazirite at a
graveside. This proves then [that the latter is exempt].

Who is the author of the following dictum, taught by the Rabbis, [viz.,] The only difference
between a ritualy defiled person who makes a nazirite vow, and a ritually clean nazirite who
contracts ritual defilement, is that the former reckons his seventh day [of purification] as part of his
period [of naziriteship],* whilst the latter does not reckon his seventh day as part of his[new] period?
— R. Hisda said: It is Rabbi, for Rabbi has said that the naziriteship [after defilement] does not
recommence until the eighth day of purification, for if you were to say it is R. Jose son of R. Judah,
surely he holds that the naziriteship [after defilement] begins to operate on the seventh day of
purification.

Where are these opinions of Rabbi and R. Jose son of R. Judah [to be found]? — It has been
taught: And he shall hallow his head that same day;> Rabbi says [that this refers to] the day on which
he offers his sacrifices,® but R. Jose son of R. Judah says [it refers] to the day on which he polls.”

And who is the author of the teaching that, ‘A nazirite who contracts ritual defilement many times
brings a single sacrifice only’ 72 — R. Hisda said: It is R. Jose son of R. Judah, who has said that the



naziriteship [after defilement] recommences on the seventh day of purification. Thus the case
[contemplated] could arise if he were to contract defilement on the seventh day [of purification]® and
then again on the seventh day after that,'° nevertheless since there was no period when he could have
brought his sacrifice,!* he need offer one sacrifice only [for both defilements]. According to Rabbi,
however, if he contracted ritual defilement on the seventh day and then again on the seventh day,*?
the whole is one long period of ritual defilement,'® whilst if we suppose he contracts ritual
defilement upon the eighth day and again upon the eighth day, then there is a point of time [on each
occasion] when he could bring his sacrifice.*4

What is Rabbi's reason [for his opinion]? — The verse says [first], And make atonement for him
that he sinned by reason of the dead,*® and then, And he shall hallow his head.'® And what does R.
Jose son of R. Judah [say to this|? — If this is its intention, the text should read simply, ‘And he
shall hallow hishead'.

(1) So that the two cases are exactly analogous, and we cannot call one ‘ripe for polling’ and the other ‘not ripe for
polling’.

(2) The defiled nazirite has to poll because he is a nazirite, whereas the leper polls because he was a leper. There would
thus still be room for the argument even if the meaning were that ‘anazirite in agraveyard’ must poll.

(3) Num. VI. 9.

(4) 1.e., the seventh day is counted as the first day of his thirty days of naziriteship.

(5) Num. VI, 12.

(6) The eighth day after the occurrence of the defilement.

(7) The seventh day after the occurrence of the defilement.

(8) Ker. 1, 3.

(9) After he has bathed.

(10) After the occurrence of the second defilement, so that thisis a separate defilement. But if he became unclean on the
sixth day, it would be the same defilement.

(11) Which has to be brought on the 8th day.

(12) After the occurrence of the second defilement.

(13) Hence we cannot say ‘many times' as in the passage quoted.

(24) And he must bring a sacrifice for each period of defilement.

(15) Num. VI, 11.

(16) Hence the naziriteship is to recommence after the offering of the sacrifice, which took place on the eigth day.
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What is the purpose of [the additional phrasg], ‘that day’ ? Since it cannot refer to the eighth day,* we
may take it as referring to the seventh day. And Rabbi? He can say that the purpose of the phrase
‘that day’ isto tell usthat even if he should fail to bring his sacrifices [the naziriteship commences].

Now what compelled R. Hisda to ascribe the authorship of this dictum to R. Jose son of R. Judah?
Why should he not have interpreted it as referring to where he became unclean on the eighth night,?
and ascribed the authorship to Rabbi?® Are we to understand from the fact that he does not ascribe
the authorship to Rabbi, that in his opinion the night [before the day that his sacrifice is due] is not
regarded as belonging to the preceding period?* — R. Adda b. Ahaba replied: One thing depends on
the other. If we hold that the night [before the day his sacrifice is due] is regarded as belonging to the
preceding period, then, since he can offer his sacrifice only in the morning, the naziriteship does not
begin to operate until the morning;®> whereas if the night [before the day his sacrifice is due] is not
regarded as belonging to the preceding period, the naziriteship after purification [from defilement]
beginsin the evening.®

Our Rabbis taught:” If [a nazirite]® contracts defilement on the seventh day [of purification], and



then he again contracts defilement on the seventh day [following], he is only required to offer one
sacrifice. If he contracts defilement on the eighth day, and then once more on the eighth day
[following], he is required to offer a sacrifice for each [defilement]. He begins to reckon [the new
naziriteship] immediately;® thisis the opinion of R. Eliezer, but the Sages say: Heis required to offer
but one sacrifice for all [the defilements] so long as he has not yet offered his sin-offering.° If he
has brought his sin-offering and then contracts defilement, and again offers his sin-offering and
again contracts defilement, he is required to furnish a [full] sacrifice for each defilement. If he has
furnished his sin-offering, but not his guilt-offering, he [nevertheless] commences to reckon [the new
naziriteship]. R. Ishmael, the son of R. Johanan b. Beroka said: Just as his sin-offering estops him
[from commencing to reckon the new naziriteship], so does his guilt-offering.

Now, all isin order according to R. Eliezer, for the verse says, And he shall hallow his head that
same day,'! even though he may not yet have provided the sacrifices. [And likewise] the Rabbis
[explain] ‘that [day]’, [implying], even though he may not yet have provided the guilt-offering.!? But
what does R Ishmael, the son of R. Johanan b. Beroka make of the words ‘that [day]’ ? — He will
reply: [His naziriteship commences] ‘that [day]’, even though he may not yet have provided the
burnt offering. And the Rabbis? — They do not consider it necessary to have an excluding phrase for
[permission to dispense with] the burnt offering, sinceit is [brought] simply as a gift.3

What is the Rabbis' reason [for stating that the guilt-offering is no bar]? — It has been taught:
What is the implication of the verse, And he shall consecrate unto the Lord the days of his
Naziriteship, and shall bring a he-lamb of the first year for a guilt-offering7** Since we find that all
other guilt-offerings mentioned in the Torah are a bar [to atonement so long as they are not brought],
it might have been thought that this oneis also a bar,

(1) For if it did, it would be superfluous.

(2) I.e, the night preceding the eigth day.

(3) So that the defilements are separate, though in regard to sacrifices they would be considered one, seeing that no
sacrifice can be brought at night.

(4) Lit., ‘wanting time. Although the sacrifice cannot be brought till the next day.

(5) So that there would still be only one defilement.

(6) And he would have to bring, according to Rabbi, a sacrifice for each defilement.

(7) [So Rashi; cur. edd., read, ‘The text (states)’. This term, however, would not have the same meaning here as
elsewhere in the Talmud where the reference is to atext previoudly cited; v. Asheri.]

(8) Who became unclean.

(9) Though he has not yet offered his sacrifices.

(10) The sacrifice of a nazirite who had become unclean consisted of two doves, one a sin-offering, the other a
burnt-offering, and also a he-lamb as a guilt-offering. V. Num. VI, 10-12.

(12) Num. VI, 11.

(12) But the new naziriteship cannot commence till he has brought the others.

(13) [And not to effect atonement, as the other sacrifices, v. Zeb. 7b.]

(14) Num. VI, 12.
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and so the text says, ‘And he shall consecrate . . . and shall bring [a guilt-offering]’ implying that
even though he may not yet have brought [the guilt-offering], he is to consecrate. R. Ishmael, son of
R. Johanan b. Beroka said: * And he shall consecrate . . . and shall bring’. When does he consecrate?
After he has brought.!

Who is the Tanna of the following [teaching] taught by the Rabbis. ‘If a woman undertakes a
nazirite vow, and contracts ritual defilement, and then her husband declares [her vow] void, she must



bring the sin-offering of a bird, but not the burnt-offering of a bird'? — R. Hisda replied: It is R.
Ishmael .2 How comes [R. Ishmael] to this ruling? — If he holds that the husband nullifies [his wife's
vow],® then she should not be required to bring the sinoffering of a bird, whilst if he holds that the
husband only terminates* [the vow],> why should she not be required to bring the burnt-offering of a
bird as well? — Actually he is of the opinion that a husband nullifies [his wife's vow], and he further
agrees with R. Eleazar ha-Kappar. For it has been taught: R. Eleazar ha-K appar, Berabbi ® said: Why
does the Scripture say, And make atonement for him, for that he sinned by reason of the soul.’
Against what ‘soul’ did he then sin? It can only be because he denied himself wine.? If then this man
who denied himself wine only is termed a sinner, how much more so is this true of one who is
asceticin al things!

But the verse is referring to an unclean nazirite,® whilst we are applying it even to aritually clean
nazirite? — R. Eleazar ha-Kappar'? is of the opinion that aritually clean nazirite is also a sinner, and
the reason that Scripture teaches this [lesson in connection] with a defiled nazirite is that he repeats
hissin.t

IF HE LEAVES IT AND RE-ENTERS, THE DAY S ARE RECKONED. It is stated that they are
reckoned.'? Does then the naziriteship begin to operate merely because he has left [the graveyard] 713
— Samuel said: [We are speaking of] where he has left it, been sprinkled [afirst and] a second time
and bathed.** But [are we to infer that] if he re-enters, then only are they reckoned, whilst if he does
not re-enter, they are not reckoned? — The argument is progressive. Not only [do they count] if he
leaves, but [they count] also if he re-enters [immediately after purification].t®

R. Kahana and R. Assi asked Rab: Why have you not explained [the Mishnah] to us in this
manner? — He replied: | was under the impression that you did not require [to be told]. R.ELIEZER
SAID: NOT IF HE DOES SO ON THE SAME DAY, FOR IT SAYS, AND THE FORMER DAY S
SHALL BE VOID, IMPLYING THAT THERE MUST BE FORMER DAYS. ‘Ullasaid: R. Eliezer
was referring only to aritually defiled person who makes a nazirite vow, but aritually clean nazirite
who contracts ritual defilement, makes [his naziriteship] void, even on the first day.16

(1) The naziriteship begins anew after he has brought the guilt-offering.

(2) [Who, in contradistinction to the Rabbis, holds that the burnt-offering is not brought as a mere gift, but specifically as
asacrifice of anazirite, and since her naziriteship is void, she brings no sin-offering.]

(3) Lit., ‘uproots, i.e., that his action is retrospective and the vow has never been valid.

(4) Lit., ‘cuts off’.

(5) When he disallowsiit; until then it was effective.

(6) [Or ‘Berehi’. Designation by which Bar Kappara is known in order to distinguish him from his father who bore the
same name. The meaning of the title is uncertain: (@) a compound of ‘house’, be, and ‘rabbi’, i,e., belonging to the
school of an eminent teacher (Jast.), or (b) a compound of ‘son’, ‘bir’, and ‘rabbi’, ‘a son of a scholar’, i.e., ‘a scholar’,
v. JE. I, 52]

(7)WHI, EV.: “dead’. Num. VI, Il.

(8) And so the woman must bring the sin-offering because she wished to deny herself wine.

(9) The section of which it forms part begins (Num. VI, 9), If any man die suddenly upon him, so that he becomes
defiled,. . .he shall bring two turtle doves, of which one was a sin-offering brought because, . . .he sinned by reason of
the soul.

(10) Cf., however, supra 3a, where R. Eleazar ha-Kappar is reported as saying that aritually clean nazirite is not a sinner.
(12) For the period before defilement is void and he must now recommence to count thirty days.

(12) So that he must bring the sacrifices of a nazir who becomes unclean.

(13) For heis still unclean.

(14) I.e., undergone the purification rites. V. Num. X1X, 19.

(15) In which case we might think that heis as at first.

(16) When there are no ‘former days'.
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Raba added: R. Eliezer's reason?! is that the text continues, Because his consecration was defiled,?
i.e., because he undertook the naziriteship during defilement.

Abaye raised an objection [from the following]. [If a man says,] ‘| wish to be a nazirite for one
hundred days,” and contracts ritual defilement at the very beginning of them, it might be held that
this makes void [the naziriteship], but the text reads, ‘ And the former days shall be void’; there must
first be ‘former days', and here there are no former days. If he contracts ritual defilement at the end
of the hundred days, it might be held that this makes void [the naziriteship], but the text reads, ‘ And
the former days shall be void’, implying that there are later days too’ and here there are no days to
come. If he contracts ritual defilement on the ninety-ninth day. It might be held® that he should not
make void the naziriteship, but the text reads, And the former days shall be void, implying that there
must be days to come, and here there are both former days* and days to come. Now it cannot be said
that we are dealing with a ritually defiled person who makes a nazirite vow, since the account
begins. "’'| wish to be a nazirite for a hundred days,” and he contracts defilement at the very
beginning of them,” and yet it says that former days are necessary. — This indeed is a refutation [of
‘Ullal.

R. Papa asked Abaye: Regarding the days that are required, is it sufficient if one has passed and
[the defilement occurs when] the second begins, or must two pass, and [the defilement occur when]
the third has begun? — [Abaye] had no information on the subject, so [Rab Papa] went and asked
Raba. He replied: The text reads they shall fall away.®

Both the word ‘days’, and the [plural] form, ‘they shall fall away’ are neededf for if the Divine
Law had used the word *days and not the form ‘they shall fall away’, it might have been held that it
is sufficient if one day has passed, and the second begun,” and so the Divine Law wrote ‘they shall
fall away’. And if it had used the form ‘they shall fall away’, and not [the plural] ‘days’, it might
have been held that even one day is sufficient, and so the Divine Law uses the word days.

MISHNAH. IF A MAN VOWS A NAZIRITESHIP OF LONG DURATION AND COMPLETES
IT AND THEN ARRIVES IN THE LAND [OF ISRAEL], BETH SHAMMAI SAY THAT HEISA
NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY DAYS, BUT BETH HILLEL SAY THAT HIS NAZIRITESHIP
COMMENCES AGAIN AS AT FIRST. IT ISRELATED THAT QUEEN HELENA 8 WHEN HER
SON WENT TO WAR,® SAID: ‘IF MY SON RETURNS IN PEACE FROM THE WAR, | SHALL
BE A NAZIRITE FOR SEVEN YEARS. HER SON RETURNED FROM THE WAR, AND SHE
OBSERVED A NAZIRITESHIP FOR SEVEN YEARS. AT THE END OF THE SEVEN YEARS,
SHE WENT UP TO THE LAND [OF ISRAEL]*® AND BETH HILLEL RULED THAT SHE
MUST BE A NAZIRITE FOR A FURTHER SEVEN YEARS. TOWARDS THE END OF THIS
SEVEN YEARS, SHE CONTRACTED RITUAL DEFILEMENT, AND SO ALTOGETHER SHE
WAS A NAZIRITE FOR TWENTY-ONE YEARS. R. JUDAH SAID: SHE WAS ONLY A
NAZIRITE FOR FOURTEEN YEARS.!!

GEMARA. Thefirst clause reads: BETH SHAMMAI SAY [HE] ISA NAZIRITE FOR THIRTY
DAYS, BUT BETH HILLEL SAY THAT HIS NAZIRITESHIP COMMENCES AGAIN AS AT
FIRST. May we say that the ground on which they differ is that Beth Shammai are of the opinion
[Rabbis declared] foreign lands [to be unclean] on account of their soil,

(1) For making a distinction between one who undertook the naziriteship in purity, and an unclean person who
undertakes a naziriteship, where we require former days .
(2) Num. VI, 12.



(3) Since thereis only one day to come and not ‘days'.

(4) Viz., part of the ninety-ninth and the hundredth.

(5) Meaning that two complete days must have passed. So Rashi.

(6) [Thetext could have read ‘ And he shall hallow his head on that day apart from the previous days' (Tosaf.)]

(7) Because part of aday is like the whole. The reading of Rashi and the Bah. has been adopted. Our printed text reads:
It might have been held that it is necessary for two days to have passed and the third begun, and so the Divine Law used
the form ‘they shall fall away’. Thus the inference conflicts with the usually accepted interpretation of Rabas reply. The
objection to it is that the Gemara above appears to imply that the two phrases are weak forms needing to be strengthened
by the appearance of both. The printed text, on the other hand, at the last treats ‘days” as a strong form.

(8) Queen of the Adiabene, circa40 C.E., Mother of |zates, V. Josephus Ant. XX, 2-4.

(9) Possibly the war of the restoration of Artabanus as King of Parthia. Ibid. 3.

(10) Also recorded by Josephus 2, 5.

(11) V. the Gemara, infra.
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whilst Beth Hillel are of the opinion that it was on account of the air also?* — No! All are agreed
that the enactment was because of the soil, but Beth Shammai are of the opinion that we penalise?
him by [the imposition of] a naziriteship of normal length, whilst Beth Hillel are of the opinion that
he is penalised from the very commencement of his naziriteship.

IT ISRELATED THAT QUEEN HELENA etc.: The question was asked: [Does R. Judah agree
that] she contracted impurity, in which case his statement concurs with Beth Shammai's opinion,® or
does he ‘deny that she contracted impurity, in which case his statement concurs with Beth Hillel's
opinion?*

Come and hear: SHE WENT UP TO THE LAND [OF ISRAEL]. AND BETH HILLEL RULED
THAT SHE MUST OBSERVE NAZIRITESHIP FOR A FURTHER SEVEN YEARS ETC. Now if
you assume that she did contract impurity, and that [R. Judah] concurs with Beth Shammai, then the
text should read: R. Judah said: She was a nazirite for fourteen years and thirty days, instead of
[simply] fourteen years! There has also been taught in the same sense: R. Judah quoting R. Eliezer
said that the implication of the verse, And thisisthe law of the Nazirite [on the day when the days of
his separation are fulfilled]® is: the Torah says that if he contracts ritual defilement on the day of his
fulfilment, he is to be given the law of a nazirite.®

MISHNAH. WHERE TWO GROUPS OF WITNESSES GIVE EVIDENCE CONCERNING A
MAN, ONE SAYING THAT HE VOWED TWO NAZIRITESHIPS” AND THE OTHER THAT HE
VOWED FIVE, BETH SHAMMAI SAY THAT THE EVIDENCE IS CONFLICTING [IN TOTOQ],
AND NO NAZIRITESHIP OPERATES AT ALL, BUT BETH HILLEL SAY THAT ‘FIVE
INCLUDES‘TWO’, SO THAT HE BECOMES A NAZIRITE FOR TWO PERIODS.

GEMARA. The Mishnah disagrees with the following Tanna. For it has been taught: R. Ishmael,
the son of R. Johanan b. Beroka, said that Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel did not dispute that five
included two where there are two groups of witnesses one saying five and one two. Where they
differed was when of a single pair of witnesses, one says five and the other two, Beth Shammai
averring that thisis conflicting evidence, whilst Beth Hillel maintained that [here also], five includes
two.

Rab said: All are agreed that where [the witnesses] enumerate [the evidence is conflicting]. R.
Hama said to R. Hisda: What does this mean? It cannot mean that one says it was five and not two,
and the other it was two and not five, for they plainly contradict each other. And if again it means
that one says, [he vowed] afirst and a second time, and the other athird, fourth and fifth time.



(1) Hence according to Beth Hillel the defilement which he has contracted by being on a foreign land is much more
severe.

(2) For incurring a defilement instituted by the Rabbis though not recognised by the Torah.

(3) That only thirty days are required, the second seven years being due to the impurity.

(4) That seven years are required, the fourteen being made up of the origina seven, and the seven imposed because of
absence from Palestine.

(5) Num. VI, 13.

(6) Theimplication is probably that R. Judah does require a nazirite who becomes defiled in his last day to observe thirty
more days, so we are entitled to make an inference from the brief form ‘fourteen years asis done in the text.

(7) So Tosaf. Rashi renders ‘years of naziriteship'.
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[we may ask,] what need is there for the se cond to repeat [the first two] 7* Seeing that [the second
witness] testifies to the more stringent ones,? then he certainly testifies to [the first two] that are less
stringent?® — In the West* they maintain that where there is enumeration, there is no conflicting [of
evidence].®

CHAPTER IV

MISHNAH. SHOULD A MAN SAY, ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HIS
COMPANION OVERHEAR AND ADD ‘I TOO, [AND THE NEXT REPEAT] ‘I TOO', ALL

BECOME NAZIRITES. IF THE FIRST IS RELEASED [FROM HIS VOW],® ALL ARE
[AUTOMATICALLY] RELEASED, BUT IF THE LAST ONE IS RELEASED, HE ALONE
BECOMES FREE, THE OTHERS REMAINING BOUND [BY THEIR VOWS]. IF HE SAYS, ‘I

INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HIS COMPANION OVERHEARS AND ADDS, ‘LET MY

MOUTH BE AS HIS MOUTH AND MY HAIR AS HIS HAIR, HE [ALSO] BECOMES A

NAZIRITE. [IF HE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HIS WIFE OVERHEARS
AND ADDS, ‘| TOO, HE CAN DECLARE HER [VOW] VOID,” BUT HIS OWN REMAINS
BINDING. [IF A WOMAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HER HUSBAND

OVERHEARS AND ADDS, ‘I TOO,’ HE CANNOT DECLARE [HER VOW] VOID.2 [IF HE
SHOULD SAY IN CONVERSATION WITH HIS WIFE] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE.

WHAT ABOUT YOU? AND SHE ANSWER ‘AMEN,” HE CAN DECLARE HER [VOW] VOID,

BUT HIS OWN REMAINS BINDING. [BUT IF SHE SHOULD SAY,] ‘I INTEND TO BE A

NAZIRITE, WHAT ABOUT YOU? AND HE ANSWER, ‘AMEN, HE CANNOT DECLARE
[HER VOW] VOID 8

GEMARA. Resh Lakish was [once] seated in the presence of R. Judah the Prince,® and discoursed
as follows: [They become nazirites by saying ‘I too,’] only if they all attach their vows within the
interval of a break in conversation.’® And how much is the length of such an interval? The time
sufficient for a greeting. And how much is this? The time taken by a disciple to greet his master.!!
[R. Judah] said to him: Y ou do not allow a disciple any further opportunity.?

(1) Thereistill no conflict, although there is enumeration, for seeing that, etc.

(2) To the existence of athird, fourth, and fifth naziriteship.

(3) In this paragraph, the reading of Tosaf. has been adopted. [According to printed texts, render: ‘Why was it necessary
to state this; seeing that Rab ruled to this effect in a more stringent case, would he not rule likewise in a less stringent
one? The stringent case referred to is where the enumeration is made by two groups of witnesses, in which case Rab
ruled (in a passage which Rashi cites from J. Sanh. V) that the evidence is conflicting.]

(4) l.e,, in Palesting, cf. J. Sanh. V, 2.

(5) He is therefore required to observe two naziriteships, Rab's opinion being wrong. The second witness is not really



contradicting the first, and thus there are two witnesses to the first two naziriteships.

(6) Under certain conditions rel ease can be obtained from a vow on application to an authorised Rabbi. V. Ned. 78a.

(7) The husband has the power of confirming or declaring void his wife's vows ‘on the day that he hears them' — v.
Num. XXX, 9.

(8) For by attaching his vow to hers, heincidentally confirms her vow.

(9) Nesi'ah; R. Judah I1.

(10) l.e., the normal interval between the remarks of two persons holding a conversation. Lit., ‘within the time sufficient
for (the next) remark.” The point of Resh Lakish's statement is that we do not consider the remark ‘I too’ as being like
one of the ‘allusions’ of the beginning of the first chapter, but its validity depends solely on its being obviously a
reference to the original vow. Hence it must follow it, as though they were part of the same conversation.

(12) I.e., to say the three words, Shalom ‘ aleka Rabbi; ‘ Peace unto Thee, Master’.

(12) Both to greet his master and say ‘I too’, YINT (one word), if he wishes to. According to Rashi, R. Judah agreed
with Resh Lakish, but other commentators consider that he disagreed with Resh Lakish and allowed four words as the
interval in this case.
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The same principle! is taught in the following passage: If a man says, ‘| intend to be a nazirite
and his companion overhear and delay long enough to make a break in conversation and then add, ‘I
too,” he himself is bound [by his vow], but his companion is free. The length of a break in
conversation is the time taken by a disciple to greet his master.?

May we say that the following [passage] corroborates [Resh Lakish's statement]? [For the
Mishnah says] SHOULD A MAN SAY, | INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HIS
COMPANION OVERHEAR AND ADD ‘I TOO, [AND THE NEXT REPEAT] ‘I TOO, [ALL
BECOME NAZIRITES];® and carries the series no further?* — Do you expect the Tanna to string
together alist like a pedlar [crying his wares]?°> Then why should he not mention [‘I too’] once only
and leave us to infer the rest? — He could very well have done so, but because in the clause that
follows he says. IF THE FIRST IS RELEASED [FROM HIS VOW] ALL ARE
[AUTOMATICALLY] RELEASED, BUT IF THE LAST ONE IS RELEASED, HE ALONE
BECOMES FREE, THE OTHERS REMAINING BOUND [BY THEIR vows]|, thus [using a
phrasing which] implies that there is a person [or persons] in between, he mentions ‘I too,” twice [in
the opening clause].’

The question was propounded: Does each link up with his immediate predecessor, or do they all
link up with [the utterance of] the first? The practical issue involved is whether the process can be
continued indefinitely. If each links up with his immediate predecessor, then it would be possible to
continue indefinitely,® but if they all link up with the first one, the process could not continue for
longer than the space of a break in conversation.® What then is the law? — Come and hear:
SHOULD A MAN SAY, | INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE,” AND HIS COMPANION OVERHEAR
AND ADD ‘I TOO,” [AND THE NEXT REPEAT] ‘I TOO’; without going further; and so we can
infer that they all link up with the first,10 for if it be the case that each links up with his immediate
predecessor, why should not the phrase ‘1 too’ be repeated many more times? — Do you expect the
Tannato string together a list like a pedlar [crying his wares]? Then let him mention [‘] too’] once,
and indicate al the rest in this manner?'! — Since he continues: IF THE FIRST IS RELEASED
[FROM HIS VOW] ALL ARE [AUTOMATICALLY] RELEASED, BUT IF THE LAST ONE IS
RELEASED, HE ALONE BECOMES FREE, THE OTHERS REMAINING BOUND [BY THEIR
VOWS; thus using a phrasing] which implies that there are persons in between, he therefore
mentions ‘| too’ twice [in the first clause].'?

Come and hear: IF THE FIRST IS RELEASED [FROM HIS VOW] ALL ARE RELEASED; [it
follows that] only [on the release of] the first are the others released, but not [on the release of] an



intermediate one, and so we can infer that they all link up with the first one!*®> — | can reply that
actually each links up with his immediate predecessor, and the reason [why the first is mentioned] is
that [the Tanna] desired to say that ‘ALL ARE RELEASED’, and if he had stated thisin connection
with the intermediate one there would have remained the first one unreleased; therefore he preferred
to mention in this connection the first.'4

Come and hear: IF THE LAST ONE IS RELEASED, HE ALONE BECOMES FREE, THE
OTHERS REMAINING BOUND [BY THEIR VOWS]. [Now the reason for this is presumably
because] there are no others following him,® but if the second one, who is followed by others, [were
released,] these would also become free,'® and so we can infer that each links up with hisimmediate
predecessor! — In point of fact, | can argue that they all link up with the first, and that the
expression ‘THE LAST’ [as used by the Tanna] refers to those in between [also], but because he
speaks [in the preceding clause] of ‘ THE FIRST’, he refers to the others as THE LAST.Y/

Come and hear [the following passage] where it is taught explicitly: If the first is released they all
become free; if the last is released he alone becomes free, the rest remaining bound; if an
intermediate one is released, those following him also become free, but those preceding him remain
bound. This shows conclusively that each links up with hisimmediate predecessor.!®

[IFHE SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE' AND HIS COMPANION OVERHEARS AND
ADDS, ‘LET MY MOUTH BE AS HIS MOUTH AND MY HAIR AS HIS HAIR, [HE ALSO
BECOMES A NAZIRITE]: Simply because he says, ‘LET MY MOUTH BE ASHISMOUTH AND
MY HAIR ASHISHAIR, does he become a nazirite?1°

(1) According to the other commentators: To the same effect as Resh Lakish, as opposed to R. Judah.

(2) Tosef. Naz. IlI, 1.

(3) Which would show’ that only two can attach themselves.

(4) The argument is: If the Tanna merely desired to state that any number of persons can become nazirites by saying ‘I
too’, he should not have stopped after two. Since he does stop, he must have had a different aim, viz to fix the length of
theinterval that can elapse and the formula still be valid. The interval is naturally that of abreak in conversation.

(5) Although the expression ‘1 too’, is repeated only twice, there may be no limit to the number of persons who could
become naziritesin this

(6) Viz. That it is possible for any number to become nazirites by saying ‘I too’.

(7) To provide the extra person in between the first and the last.

(8) Since any number of persons could become nazirites by each saying ‘I too’ within the specified interval after his
immediate predecessor's declaration, ‘1 too’.

(9) 1.e., within the specified interval after the first person's declaration, ‘I intend to be a nazirite.’

(10) So that not more than two persons can say ‘I too’, consecutively and became nazirites.

(11) I.e., since the Tanna does not wish to give along list, why should he mention even as many as two persons. All the
information is contained in the first statement that by saying ‘1 too’ it is possible to become a nazirite.

(12) Thusindicating the person in between the first and the last.

(13) For otherwise all those who had spoken after any one of the intermediate ones should he released with that one.

(14) But in point of fact if any one of the othersisreleased, all the succeeding ones are released.

(15) There are in existence severa readings of the text at this point. We have adopted that of Tosaf., which keeps very
close to the usual printed text.

(16) The Mishnah is taken to mean: Only if it is the last one who is released, do al the others remain bound by their
VOWS.

(17) But hisintention isto exclude only the first.

(18) The Gemara frequently attempts to obtain a ruling from a Mishnah even though a Baraitha states explicitly what is
required.

(19) Which would seem to show that if he says, ‘My mouth isanazirite,” heis anazirite.
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Does not this conflict with the following passage? [It has been taught that if a man says,] ‘Let my
hand be anazirite, or ‘Let my foot be anazirite,” hiswords are of no effect. [But if he says,] ‘Let my
head be a nazirite,” or ‘let my liver be a nazirite, he becomes a nazirite. The rule is: If the organ is
one upon which life depends, he becomes a nazirite!t — Rab Judah replied: [In the Mishnah] he is
presumed to say, ‘Let my mouth be as his mouth as regards wine,” or ‘my hair as his hair as regards
shearing.’? [IF A WOMAN SAYS] ‘I INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE, AND HER HUSBAND
OVERHEARS AND ADDS, ‘I TOO,” HE CANNOT DECLARE [HER VOW] VOID: The question
was propounded: Does the husband nullify® or does he only terminate [the vow]?* The difference is
of importance for deciding the case of a woman who vows to be a nazirite and whose companion
overhears and says, ‘I too,” and whose husband subsequently hears of the matter and declares her
vow void. If it be decided that he nullifies [her vow], her companion is also set free,® but if it be
decided that he merely terminates [the vow], she herself will be released, and her companion will
remain bound [to the vow]. What, then, is the law? Come and hear: [IF A WOMAN SAYS]] ‘I
INTEND TO BE A NAZIRITE,” AND HER HUSBAND OVERHEARS AND ADDS, ‘| TOO, HE
CANNOT DECLARE [HER VOW] VOID. Now, should you suppose that the husband terminates
[the vow], he ought to be able to declare his wife's [vow] void, whilst remaining bound himself.® It
surely follows, therefore, [from the fact that he cannot do so] that a husband nullifies [his wife's
vow]?” — Not at all! Strictly speaking, the husband [in general] only terminates [the wife's vow,]
and here by rights he should be able to declare her vow void,2 and the reason why he cannot do so is
because his saying, ‘I too,” is equivalent to saying, ‘| confirm it for you, ® and so if he [later] seeksto
have the confirmation revoked,'° he can then declare [his wife's vow] void,*! but not otherwise.

Come and hear: If a woman undertakes a nazirite vow and sets aside the requisite animal [for the
sacrifice] and her husband subsequently declares [the vow] void, then, if the animal was one of his
own, it can be put to pasture with the herd,'? but if it was one of hers, the sin-offering is to be left to
die [etc.].*®* Now, should you suppose that the husband nullifies [the vow, the animal] should become
profane? It surely follows, therefore, that the husband [merely] terminates [the vow]7*> — In point
of fact, we can maintain that the husband nullifies [the vow], but [the animal remains sacred] for this
reason. Since she no longer requires atonement,® [the case] is similar to that of a sin-offering whose
owner hasdied, and it is atradition that sin-offerings whose owners have died are |eft to die.

Come and hear: If a woman undertakes a nazirite vow and then drinks wine or is defiled by a
corpse, she is to receive forty stripes.t” What exactly are the circumstances? If her husband has not
declared [the vow] void, would it have been necessary to tell us this?® Obviously, then, her husband
must have declared [the vow] void.*® Now if you suppose that the husband nullifies [the vow], why
should she receive forty stripes??° It surely follows, therefore, that the husband [only] terminates [the
vow]??! — In point of fact, we can maintain that the husband really nullifies [the vow], but [in this
case] because we are told in the clause that follows: If her husband declares it void without her being
aware of it, and she drinks wine or is defiled by a corpse, she does not receive the stripes;

(1) But it is possible to live without hair or mouth-hence the conflict. Tosef. Naz. 111, 1.

(2) Thus expressly referring to the obligations of a nazirite. The statement is now very similar to the ‘allusions’ of
Chapter I.

(3) Lit., ‘uproot’.

(4) l.e, isit as though the vow had never been made, or is the vow only cancelled from the time it is declared void? V.
Num, XXX, 7ff.

(5) Sincethewords ‘I too’ have no object of reference.

(6) She would be free hereafter, whilst he would remain a nazirite. Because the termination, while freeing her, in no wise
affectsthe force of his‘l too'.

(7) And so he cannot declare his wife's vow void, for by so doing, he would incidentally retract his own vow, which is



forbidden.

(8) Since the termination of her naziriteship does not affect his own naziriteship.

(9) Once the husband has confirmed his wife's vow, he can no longer declare it void; v. Num. XXX, 16.

(10) By applying to a Sage.

(11) And he himself will remain anazirite.

(12) I.e, it ceases to be sacred and may be returned to the fold.

(13) l.e,, itis till sacred, v. infra 24a

(14) For the naziriteship is null, and the animal was set asidein error, v. infra3la

(15) And the animal is actually a sin-offering, but cannot be offered since the woman is no longer a nazirite.
(16) For she has ceased to be a nazirite; thus Rashi and the printed text, Tosaf. and other MSS. read: ‘ Since she requires
atonement,’ i.e., because she denied herself wine (v. supra 19a).

(17) Infra23a.

(18) Viz., that she receives stripes. For sheis no different from any other nazirite.

(19) After hiswife drank wine.

(20) For we now see that she was not really a nazirite when she violated the rules of naziriteship.

(21) And though sheis no longer a nazirite, she must receive stripes for drinking wine when she was a nazirite,
(22) Infra23a.
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we are also taught in the first clause that, [if her husband does not annul her naziriteship,] she does
receive [stripes].t

Come and hear: If awoman undertakes a nazirite vow and contracts ritual defilement, and then her
husband declares [the vow] void, she is to bring a bird as a sin-offering, but not one as a
burnt-offering.2 Now if you suppose that the husband terminates [the vow], she ought also to bring a
bird as a burnt-offering? — What then would you have us think? That [the husband] nullifies [the
vow]? Then she ought not to bring a bird as a sin-offering either?* — That is so. Here, however, we
are being given the opinion of R. Eleazar ha-Kappar, for it has been taught: R. Eleazar ha-Kappar
Berabbi said: [It may be asked,] Why does Scripture say, [And make atonement for him] for that he
sinned by reason of the soul?® For against what soul has he sinned? [The reply is,] however, that
because he denied himself wine, he is called a sinner. If then this man who denied himself wine only
is called asinner, how much more so is this true of one who is ascetic in all things!®

Come and hear the following where it is taught explicitly: If a woman vows to be a nazirite and
her companion overhears and says, ‘I too, and then the husband of the first woman declares [her
vow] void, she is released [from her vow] but her companion remains bound.” From this it follows
that the husband terminates [the vow].2 R. Simeon however says’ that where [her companion] saysto
her, ‘1 undertake the same [obligation] as you, both become free.

(1) Though hereit is obvious,

(2) A nazirite who contracts defilement must bring one bird as a burnt offering and one as a sin-offering, (cf. Num. VI,
10, 11); v. supra 19a.

(3) For the hushand does not affect the period before his declaration that the vow isto be void.

(4) Since she was not really a nazirite when she violated her vow.

(5) For notesv. suprap. 64.

(6) Thus she must bring a sin-offering even though the husband nullifies the vow, because she had denied herself wine.
(7) Tosef. Naz. IlI, 5.

(8) Continuation of the cited Baraitha.

(9) Since otherwise both women should become free together.
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Mar Zutra, the son of Rab Mari said: The same problem is raised here as was raised by Rami b.
Hama.! For Rami b. Hama wished to know the effect of saying, ‘Let these [victuals] be, as far as |
am concerned, as the flesh of [this] peace-offering.’? Does a man, in thus linking one thing with
another, refer to the original state [of the subject of comparison],® or to its ultimate state?*

But surely [the two cases] do not bear comparison? For when he says in that case, ‘Let these
[victualg], as far as | am concerned, be as the flesh of this peace-offering,” [the fact remains that]
even though once the blood is sprinkled, this may be eaten outside [the Temple precincts, yet it] is
still sacred.® In our case, on the other hand, if we suppose that she has the ultimate state in mind,
then the husband [of the first woman] has declared [the vow] void!” Some consider that our problem
and that of Rami b. Hama are undoubtedly identical .2

If [a woman] says to her [companion], ‘I intend to be a nazirite in your wake,’® what would the
law be? Does ‘in your wake' [mean,] ‘I intend to follow in your wake in every respect,’” so that she
becomes free, or does it refer to her [companion's] condition before her husband declared [the
naziriteship] void, so that she remains bound?

Come and hear: If a woman vows to be a nazirite and her husband overhears and adds, ‘I too’ ,*°
he cannot declare [her vow] void. Now should you assume that when he says, ‘1 intend to follow in
your wake,’ ! he has in mind the origina situation,*? why should he not be able to declare her [vow]
void, whilst allowing his own to remain? Does it not follow, therefore, that what he refers to is the
situation with all its developments, and so [it is only when] he himself [is involved that he] cannot
declare [the vow] void,*® but where [another] woman says, ‘I intend to follow in your wake, she
would also be freed?** — This is not the case. In point of fact, he may be referring to the origina
situation, but in this case, when he says, ‘I too,” it is as though he says. ‘I confirm it for you,” and so
if he consults [awise man] in order to have hisratification upset, he will be able to declare [her vow]
void, but not otherwise.

[lF HE SHOULD SAY IN CONVERSATION WITH HIS WIFE,] ‘I INTEND TO BE A
NAZIRITE, WHAT ABOUT YOU’'® AND SHE ANSWER AMEN, HE CAN DECLARE HER
[VOW] VOID, BUT HIS OWN REMAINS BINDING: The following passage seems to contradict
this statement. [If a man says to his wife] ‘I intend to be a nazirite. What about you? 16 if she
answers ‘Amen,” both become bound [to their vows],*” but otherwise both are free, because he made
his vow contingent on hers?'® — Rab Judah replied: You should [emend the Baraitha to] read, He
can declare her [vow] void, but his own remains binding.

Abaye said: It is even possible to leave the reading intact. The Baraitha supposes him to say to
her, ‘I intend to be a nazirite with you,” thus making his vow contingent on her vow;*°

(2) 1.e., whether the vow of the second woman remains binding or not depends, not on the precise force of the husband's
declaration that avow isvoid, but on the alternatives enunciated by Rami b. Hama.

(2) Thismight not be eaten before its blood was sprinkled on the altar, but could be eaten afterwards.

(3) Here, the flesh before the sprinkling of the blood; so that the victuals indicated would also become forbidden. This
problem istreated differently in Ned. 11b (q.v.).

(4) After the sprinkling of the blood, when the flesh may be eaten. Similarly in the case of the second woman the
problem is: — Did she contemplate the original state of the first woman, so that she remains a nazirite, or did she also
consider the possihility of the husband declaring the vow void, when her own would also become void. As the Baraitha
says that her vow remains binding we may also infer that in Rami b. Hama's case the original state was meant and the
victuals are forbidden. The word 833 used to convey the idea of afinal state is usually taken from the root meaning
‘cold’, i.e., ‘when it had cooled down’. L. Goldschmidt suggests that it may be derived from a Syriac word ‘zenana
meaning the savour of roast meat,” and refers to the time when the flesh is prepared for food.



(5) And therefore the solution of the one problem obtained from the Baraitha, does not give the solution of the other.

(6) For it may be eaten for alimited period only, viz.: two days and one night (v. Zeb. V, 7), and so the victuals might
also be subject to this restriction. Hence whichever of the alternatives enunciated by Rami is adopted, there is a
restriction on the victuals.

(7) And the vow of the second will not operate. But she must have meant something by the vow, and we are therefore
forced to conclude that she had only the original state in mind. Thus the solution of this problem given by the Baraitha
affords no clue to the solution of Rami's problem.

(8) These do not consider the distinction drawn above decisive, for the woman may have considered it sufficient if she
abstained from wine until the husband of the first one declared the vow void, and so once more we have two alternatives.
(9) And then the vow of the other is declared void.

(10) Thisis taken to be the same as ‘in your wake', for since the husband can declare her vow void and the outcome of
her vow isin his power, he would be referring to her ultimate as well as her present state.

(11) And al the moreif he says, ‘I too’, to hiswife.

(12) And he himself is not affected by any change in her vow.

(13) Since he would be freeing himself.

(14) If the husband annuls the first woman's vow’ .

(15) Lit., ‘l'intend . . . and thou . . .’

(16) Lit., ‘l intend . . . and thou.’

(17) But our Mishnah empowers him to declare her vow void,

(18) Tosef. Naz. I11.

(19) Thus he cannot declare her vow void, for he would be nullifying his own at the same time.
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whilst our Mishnah supposes him to say to her, ‘I intend to be a nazirite. What about you? ! And so
he may declare her [vow] void but his own remains binding.

MISHNAH. IF A WOMAN UNDERTAKES A NAZIRITE VOW AND THEN DRINKS WINE
OR ISDEFILED BY A CORPSE,?2 SHE ISTO RECEIVE FORTY [STRIPES]. IFHER HUSBAND
DECLARESIT VOID WITHOUT HER BEING AWARE OF IT, AND SHE DRINKSWINE OR IS
DEFILED BY A CORPSE, SHE DOES NOT RECEIVE THE FORTY [STRIPES]. R. JUDAH
SAID: ALTHOUGH [IT MAY BE A FACT THAT] SHE DOES NOT RECEIVE THE FORTY
[STRIPES]. SHE SHOULD RECEIVE THE STRIPES INFLICTED FOR DISOBEDIENCE3

GEMARA. Our Rabbis taught: [In the verse,] Her husband hath made them void,” and the Lord
will forgive her,* Scripture is speaking of a woman whose husband has declared her [vow] void
without her knowledge .° [intimating] that she requires atonement and forgiveness. When R. Akiba
reached this verse. he wept: ‘For if one who intended to take swine's flesh and by chance takes
lamb's flesh® stands in need of atonement and forgiveness, how much more so does one who
intended to take swinge's flesh and actually took it, stand in need thereof’ ?7

A similar inference may be made [from the verse]. Though he know it not, yet is he guilty and
shall bear hisiniquity.® If of one who intends to take lamb's flesh and by chance takes swine's flesh,
for instance in the case of [one who ate] a slice of fat concerning which it was uncertain whether it
was of the permitted or the forbidden kind,® the text says, ‘and shall bear his iniquity’, how much
more so [isthistrue] of one who intended to take swine's flesh and actually took it.

Isi b. Judah interpreted [the verse], Though he know it not, yet is he guilty and shall bear his
iniquity, [as follows]. If of one who intends to take lamb's flesh and takes swine's flesh for instance
in the case of [one who eats one of] two slices!® of fat one of which is forbidden fat and the other
permitted fat, the text says, and shall bear his iniquity, how much more so [is this true] of one who
intended to take swine's flesh and actually took it. For this let them grieve that are fain to grieve.



But what need is there for all these cases?! — They are all necessary. For if we had only been
told about the woman, [we might have thought] that atonement and forgiveness are necessary
there,’? because from the very beginning her intention was to do that which is forbidden, whereas
with the dlice concerning which it is uncertain whether it is forbidden or permitted fat, where his
intention was to do that which is permitted,’® [we might have thought] that atonement and
forgiveness are not necessary. If, on the other hand, we had only been told about the latter, [we
might have thought] that it is because there is a definite prohibition involved,'# whereas the woman
whose husband has declared her [vow] void and whose act is [consequently] permitted, should not
require atonement and forgiveness. Again, if we had only been told of these two cases, we might
have thought that in these two cases atonement and forgiveness suffice, since the presence of
something forbidden is not definite, whereas with two slices of which one is forbidden and one
permitted fat, where the presence of something forbidden is definite, atonement and forgiveness do
not suffice.’> We are therefore told that there is no difference.

Rabbah b. Bar Hana, quoting R. Johanan, said:'® The verse, For the ways of the Lord are right,
and the just do walk in them,” but transgressors do stumble therein,!’ may be illustrated by the
following example. Two men roast their paschal lambs.'® One eats it with the intention of fulfilling
the precept® and the other eatsit with the inten tion of having an ordinary meal. To the one who eats
it to fulfil the precept [applies]. ‘And the just do walk in them,” but to the one who eats it to have an
ordinary meal [applies], ‘but transgressors do stumble therein’. Resh Lakish remarked to him: Do
you cal such a man wicked? Granted that he has not fulfilled the precept in the best possible
manner, he has at least carried out the passover rite. Rather should it be illustrated by two men, each
of whom had his wife and his sister staying with him. One chances upon his wife and the other
chances upon his sister. To the one who chances upon his wife [applies], ‘And the just do walk in
them’, and to the one who chances upon his sister [applies], ‘ but transgressors do stumble therein’.

But are the cases comparable? We speak [in the verse] of one path, whereas here [in the example
given] there are two paths.?® Rather isit illustrated by Lot when his two daughters were with him.?!
To these [the daughters], whose intention it was to do right,?? [applies], ‘the just do walk in then,
whereas to him [Lot] whose intention it was to commit the transgression [applies], ‘ but transgressors
do stumble therein'.

But perhaps it was his intention also to do right? — [Do not think this for a moment, forJ*® R.
Johanan has said: The whole of the following verse indicates [Lot's] lustful character. And Lot lifted
up?* is paralleled by, And his master's wife lifted up her eyes upon;?® ‘his eyes’ is paralleled by, for
she hath found grace in my eyes?® ‘and beheld’ is paralleled by, And Shechem the son of Hamor
beheld her;?” ‘all the kikar [plain’] of the Jordan’ by For on account of a harlot, a man is brought to
akikar [‘loaf’] of bread, ?® and ‘fat’ it was well watered everywhere’ by, | will go after my lovers,
that give me my bread and my water, my wool and my flax, mine oil and my drink.2°

But [Lot] was the victim of compulsion7® — It had been taught on behalf of R. Jose son of R.
Honi that the dot3! over the letter waw [ ‘and’] in the word U-bekumah [and when she arose']*?
occurring in [the story of] the elder daughter, is to signify that it was her lying down that he did not
notice, but he did notice when she arose. But what could he have done, since it was all over? — The
differenceisthat he should not have drunk wine the next evening.

Raba expounded as follows. What is the significance of the verse, A brother offended is harder to
be won than a strong city;

(2) Thus his own naziriteship is independent of hers.
(2) Intentionally.



(3) These were administered at the discretion of the court and are Rabbinical in origin.

(4) Num. XXX, 13.

(5) Since the same wordsin verse 9 refer to awoman who knows that her husband has declared her vow void.

(6) 1.e., the woman who thought to drink wine during her naziriteship, but was not really a nazirite.

(7) Tosef. Naz. I1l, 6.

(8) Lev. V, 27. with reference to the offering of a guilt-offering.

(9) Heb. Heleb, ‘suet’. Animal fat used in the sacrificia rite. This fat might not be eaten even in the case of ordinary
animals.

(20) Isi b. Judah holds that this guilt-offering was not brought if he ate a slice concerning which it was doubtful whether
it was permitted or forbidden fat, but only if he ate one of two slices and did not know if it was the permitted or the
forbidden dlice.

(11) R. Akiba'sinterpretation of the nazirite woman and the two cases of one who may have eaten forbidden fat.

(12) The passage in Lev. V. 27, says that a guilt-offering must be brought for ‘atonement’ and the offender will be
‘forgiven’.

(13) He thought it was the permitted kind of fat.

(14) For the slice might in fact be forbidden fat.

(15) And there must also be expiation. A guilt-offering could be brought only to make as atonement for an unintentional
transgression.

(16) The whole passage from here to the next Mishnah occurs again in Hor. 10b-12b; for fuller notes v. Hor. (Sonc. ed.).
p. 73.

(17) Hosea X1V, 20.

(18) The passover wasto be eaten as the final course of the evening meal when the guests had already eaten their fill.
(19) To eat the passover offering. V. Ex. XII, 8.

(20) Each has done a different act.

(21) After the destruction of Sodom. V. Gen. XIX, 32.

(22) Viz., to preserve the human species, for they imagined that the rest of mankind had perished. V. Gen. X1X, 31.

(23) Inserted from * En. Jacob.

(24) Gen. XllI1, 10.

(25) E.V., ‘east’ her eyes; Potiphar's wife to Joseph. Gen. XXXIX, 7.

(26) E.V ., ‘For she pleaseth me well’; Samson of the Philistine woman. Jud. X1V, 3.

(27) Gen. XXXV, 2.

(28) Prov. VI, 16.

(29) Hosealll, 7. ‘“Watered’ and ‘drink’ are from the same root.

(30) His daughters first made him drunk.

(31) One of the puncta extraordinaria. V. Ges. K. Grammar, sec. 5n.

(32) ‘And the first born went in and lay with her father; and he knew not when she lay down,” nor ‘when she arose’.
Gen. XIX, 33.

Talmud - Mas. Nazir 23b

And their contentions are like the bars of a castle? ‘A brother offended is harder to be won than a
strong city’, refersto Lot who separated from Abraham,? ‘ And their contentions are like the bars of a
castle’, for he gave rise to contentions [between Israel and Ammon]® for An Ammonite or a Moabite
shall not enter into the assembly of the Lord.*

Raba and some say R. Isaac, expounded as follows. What is the significance of the verse, He that
separateth himself seeketh his own desire and snarleth against all sound wisdom?® ‘He that
separateth himself seeketh his own desire’ refers to Lot. ‘And snarleth [yithgale'] against all sound
wisdom’, tells us that his disgrace was published [nithgaleh]® in the Synagogues and Houses of
Study, as we have learnt: An Ammonite and a Moabite’ are forbidden [in marriage] and the
prohibition is perpetual .8



‘Ulla said: Both Tama® and Zimri'® committed adultery. Tamar committed adultery and gave
birth to kings and prophets.*! Zimri committed adultery and on his account many tens of thousands
of Israel perished.*?

R. Nahman b. Isaac said: A transgression performed with good intention is better than a precept
performed with evil intention.'®* But has not Rab Judah, citing Rab, said: A man should aways
occupy himself with the Torah and [its] precepts, even though it be for some ulterior motive,** for
the result will be that he will eventually do them without ulterior motive?® — Read then: [A
transgression performed with good intention is] as good as a precept performed for an ulterior
motive, as it is written, Blessed above women shall Jael be, the wife of Heber the Kenite. Above
women in the tent shall she be blessed,'® and by ‘women in the tent’, Sarah, Rebecca, Rachel and
Leah are meant.!’

R. Johanan said: That wicked wretch [Sisera] had sevenfold intercourse [with Jael] at that time, as
it says. At her feet he sunk, he fell, he lay,’” etc.!® But she derived pleasure from his intercourse? —
R. Johanan said:*° All the favours of the wicked are evil to the righteous, for it says, Take heed to
thyself that thou speak not to Jacob either good or bad.?° Now [that he was not to speak] bad we can
understand, but why was he not to speak good? Thus it may properly be inferred that the good of
such a one is an evil. The above text [states]: Rab Judah, citing Rab, said: A man should aways
occupy himself with the Torah and [its] precepts, even though it be for some ulterior motive, for the
result will be that he will eventually do them without ulterior motive. For as reward for the forty-two
sacrifices which the wicked Balak offered,?! he was privileged to be the progenitor of Ruth, for R.
Jose son of R. Hanina has said that Ruth was descended from?? Eglon, [the grandson of Balak,]?3
king of Moab.

R. Hiyya b. Abba, citing R. Johanan. said: How do we know that the Holy One, blessed be He,
does not withhold the reward even for a decorous expression? The elder daughter [of Lot] called her
son Moab?* and so the All-Merciful One said [to Moses]:?> Be not at enmity with Moab, neither
contend with them in battle.?® Only war was forbidden, but they might be harassed. The younger
daughter, on the other hand, called [her son's] name Ben-Ammi?” and so it says, Harass them not,
nor contend with them.?® They were not to be harassed at all.

R. Hiyya b. Abin said: R. Joshua b. Korha said: A man should always be as alert as possible to
perform a precept, for as reward for anticipating the younger by one night, the elder daughter [of
Lot]

(2) Prov. XVIII, 19.

(2) Thereby offending him. V. Gen. XIIl, 11.

(3) Corrected from Hor. 10b. Thus Moab and Ammon, Lot's descendants, were barred from intermarriage with Israel
because Lot offended Abraham. [The text here reads: ‘like bolts and the palace.’ |.e., the contentions constitute the bolts
which bar the admission of Ammon and Moab into the house of Isragl — the palace.]

(4) Deut. XXIII, 4.

(5) Prov. XVIII, 1.

(6) A play on the Hebrew roots indicated.

(7) But not an Ammonite woman or a Moabite woman.

(8) Yéeh. 76b.

(9) With her father-in-law, Judah. V. Gen. XXXVIII, 14.

(10) With the Midianitish woman. V. Num. XXV, 14.

(11) David and his descendants were of the tribe of Judah; Amos and Isaiah are traditionally said to have been of the
tribe of Judah. V. Sot. 10b.

(12) In the plague; v. Num. XXV, 9.

(13) For an example see below.



(14) ITY'T for its own sake' .

(15) An example of this occurs below.

(16) Jud. V, 24.

(17) Theword ‘tent’ occurs in connection with each of these (Tosaf.). Rashi omits Rebecca and says that the referenceis
to the fact that each of the other three gage their handmaidens to their husbands with ulterior motive.
(18) Thewords ‘he sunk’, ‘hefell’, occur three times each, and the words ‘he lay’ once. Jud. V. 27.
(19) Var. lec., R. Johanan said R. Simon b. Yohai said (Hor. 10b).

(20) Gen. XXXI, 29.

(21) On the occasion of Balaam's attempt to curse Israel. V. Num. XXII-XXIV.

(22) Lit., ‘the granddaughter of’, cf. Tosaf.

(23) Inserted from Hor. 10b.

(24) Lit., ‘of my father’.

(25) Inserted from Hor. 10b.

(26) Deut. 1, 9.
(27) Lit., *son of my people’. A less shameless appellation.
(28) Deut. 11, 19.
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was privileged to appear in the genealogical record of the royal house of Israel, four generationst
earlier.

MISHNAH. IF A WOMAN MAKES A NAZIRITE VOW AND SETS ASIDE THE REQUISITE
ANIMAL [FOR THE SACRIFICE] AND HER HUSBAND SUBSEQUENTLY DECLARES [THE
VOW] VOID, THEN, IF THE ANIMAL WAS ONE OF HIS OWN, IT CAN BE PUT TO
PASTURE WITH THE HERD,? BUT IF IT WAS ONE OF HERS, THE SIN-OFFERING ISTO BE
LEFT TO DIE, THE BURNTOFFERING IS TO BE OFFERED AS AN [ORDINARY]
BURNTOFFERING, AND THE PEACE-OFFERING IS TO BE OFFERED AS AN [ORDINARY]
PEACE-OFFERING. THIS [LAST], HOWEVER, MAY BE EATEN FOR ONE DAY [ONLY],3
AND REQUIRES NO LOAVES# IF SHE HAS A LUMP SUM OF MONEY?® [SET ASIDE FOR
THE PURCHASE OF SACRIFICES]. IT IS TO BE USED FOR FREE-WILL OFFERINGS® IF
EARMARKED MONEY,” THE PRICE OF THE SIN-OFFERING IS TO BE TAKEN TO THE
DEAD SEA;® THE USE OF IT IS FORBIDDEN, BUT INVOLVES NO MALAPPROPRIATION;?®
FOR THE SUM SET ASIDE FOR THE BURNT-OFFERING, A BURNT-OFFERING IS TO BE
PROVIDED, THE USE OF WHICH INVOLVES MALAPPROPRIATION;® WHILST FOR THE
SUM SET ASIDE FOR THE PEACE-OFFERING, A PEACE-OFFERING IS TO BE PROVIDED,
WHICH MAY BE EATEN FOR ONE DAY [ONLY] AND REQUIRES NO LOAVES!!

GEMARA. Who is the Tanna [of our Mishnah, who intimates| that the husband is not liable for
the wife's [sacrifices] 72 — R. Hisda said: It is the Rabbis, for if you suppose it is R. Judah [then
since he is liable,] why should [the animals] be sent to pasture with the herd?*® For it has been
taught: R. Judah says: A man [who can afford to do so] must offer the rich man's sacrifice’* on his
wife's behalf, aswell as all other sacrifices for which she may be liable. For thus does he write to her
[in the marriage settlement, viz.: | shall pay] every claim you may have against me from before up to
now.'®

Raba said: It may even be R. Judah. [The reply to R. Hisda's objection being that the husband] is
liable only for something which she needs, but not for something which she does not need.'®
Another version [of the above discussion is as follows]. Who is the Tanna [of our Mishnah]? — R.
Hisda said: It is R. Judah,’ [the husband, however,] being liable only for something that she needs,
but not for something that she does not need.'® For if it were the Rabbis [do they not say that] he is
not liable for her [sacrifices] at al7*° The only possible interpretation of the liability [implicit in the



Mishnah]?° would be that he transferred [the animals] to her, but on transference it becomes her own
property.?!

(1) Obed, Jesse, David and Solomon through Ruth; while Rehoboam was a son of Naamah, the Ammonitess.

(2) 1.e., it ceases to be sacred and may be returned to the fold.

(3) Until midnight, the period allowed for a nazirite offering (v. Zeb. V, 6); whereas an ordinary peace-offering could be
eaten for two days and anight. (V. Ibid. V, 7).

(4) Whereas a nazirite offering does require them. V. Num. VI, 15.

(5) l.e., if the sums to be spent on the separate sacrifices were still unspecified.

(6) Burnt-offerings, whose hides became the perquisite of the priests.

(7) |.e., divided into portions for the separate sacrifices.

(8) ‘ Taken to the Dead Sea’ isthe usual Talmudic mode of saying, ‘not applied to any useful purpose.’

(9) 1.e., thereis no penalty. For the rules regarding the unauthorised use of sacred property. v. Lev. V, 15.

(10) Heb. melilah, the diversion of sacred or priestly things to secular or lay uses. E.V. uses ‘trespass, but
‘mal-appropriate’ expresses better the sense of the Hebrew word (cf. N.E.D.).

(11) Thus earmarked money is treated in the manner prescribed for sacrifices.

(12) By declaring that if she sets aside his animals without his consent, they do not remain sacred at all.

(13) They ought to remain sacred, because she had the right to take them.

(14) Where the kind of sacrifice to be offered depends upon a man's means. e.g., Lev. V, 7.

(15) This clause is taken as referring to sacrifices for which she may have become liable after the betrothal. This shows
that in R. Judah's opinion the husband is liable. Other versions read instead of the last sentence: For thus does she write
(in the receipt for her marriage-settlement when she claimsiit after divorce): And every claim that | may have had against
you before now (is hereby discharged).

(16) And his annulment of her vow shows that there was no need for her sacrifice, which thereby losesits sanctity.

(17) Who says that a man must offer arich man's sacrifice for hiswife.

(18) And therefore when the husband declares the vow void, the animals lose their sanctity.

(19) What need therefore for the rule? She cannot make his animal sacred at all.

(20) Which in saying that the animals are sent to pasture only if the husband declares her vow void, implies that if he
does not declare it void, they become sacred.

(21) And this ease is considered in the second clause of the Mishnah: ‘BUT IF IT WAS ONE OF HERS. Thus this
interpretation on the view of the Rabbisisimpossible.
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Raba said: It may even be the Rabbis, for even when he transfers it to her [his intention is] to provide
something which she needs, but he does not transfer it to provide something she does not need.!

IF IT WAS ONE OF HERS, THE SIN-OFFERING IS TO BE LEFT TO DIE, THE
BURNT-OFFERING IS TO BE OFFERED: Where did she get it from, seeing that it has been
affirmed that whatever a woman acquires becomes her husband's? — R. Papa replied: She saved it
out of her housekeeping money.? Another possibility isthat it was given to her by athird person with
the proviso that her husband should have no control over it.

THE BURNT-OFFERING IS TO BE OFFERED AS AN [ORDINARY] BURNT-OFFERING,
AND THE PEACE-OFFERING IS TO BE OFFERED [etc.]. Samuel said to Abbahu b. Ihi: *You are
not to sit down? until you explain to me the following dictum: ‘The four rams that do not require
loaves [as an adjunct of the sacrifice] are the following: — his, hers, and those after death and after
atonement!’* — [He explained as follows:] ‘Hers' is the one referred to [in our Mishnah]. ‘His' is
referred to in the following [Mishnah]: For we learnt: A man is able to impose a nazirite vow on his
son, whereas a woman cannot impose a nazirite vow on her son. Consequently, if [the lad] polls
himself [within the period of his naziriteship] or is polled by his relatives, or if he protests® or his
relatives protest on his behalf, then if alump sum was set aside, it is to be used to provide free-will



offerings, and if earmarked monies, the price of the sin-offering is to be taken to the Dead Sea, [the
use of it is forbidden, but involves no malappropriation];® for the price of the burnt-offering, a
burnt-offering is to be provided and this can involve malappropriation, whilst for the price of the
peace-offering, a peace-offering is to be provided which may be eaten for one day only and requires
no loaves.” Whence do we know [this of] ‘the one after death’ ? — For we have learnt: Should a man
set aside money for his nazirite offerings, the use of it is forbidden but involves no malappropriation
since it may al be expended on the purchase of a peace-offering.? If he should die, monies not
earmarked are to be used for providing freewill-offerings, whilst with regard to earmarked monies,
the price of the sin-offering is to be taken to the Dead Sea, the use of it is forbidden but involves no
mal appropriation; for the price of the burnt-offering, a burnt-offering is to be provided, and this does
involve malappropriation; whilst for the price of the peace-offering, a peace-offering is to be
provided, which may be eaten for one day [only] and requires no loaves.®

[That] ‘the one after atonement’ [requires no loaves] we learn by a process of reasoning. For the
reason that the ‘ one after death’ does not [require loaves] is becauseit is not eligible for the purposes
of atonement,*C but then neither isthe ‘ one after atonement’ eligible for the purpose.!?

But are there no more? What of the following [passage that Levi taught]'? All other
peace-offerings of a nazirite, not slaughtered in the prescribed manner!® are fit [for the atar], but
they do not count as fulfilment of their owner's obligation;'4 they may however be eaten for one day
[only],*®> and do not require loaves or [the gift of] the shoulder® [to the priest]?” — The
enumeration [of Samuel] includes [animals offered] in the prescribed manner but omits those not
[offered] in the prescribed manner.

['If he should die] and have a lump sum of money it is to be used for providing free-will
offerings’ .18

(1) The transference is thus provisional, and this case is not the same as that of the second clause.

(2) Lit., ‘scraped it off her dough.’

(3) [Lit., ‘sit on your legs.’” with reference to their custom of sitting on the ground with the legs crossed under them, v.
Orah Mishor, al.]

(4) ‘ After atonement’ means an animal that was lost and replaced and then found. The others are explained below.

(5) Eveniif be does not poll.

(6) Added with R. Akiba Eger (d. 1837) from the Mishnah text infra 28b.

(7) Infra28b. For the various terms used see our Mishnah (24a) and notes.

(8) A peaceoffering could not be malappropriated until after the ritual sprinkling of its blood, v. M€il, 6b. For the other
offerings extra money could be provided.

(9) Meil 111, 2.

(20) For the owner is dead and no further atonement is necessary.

(11) Because the atonement has already been made, and so here too loaves are not required.

(12) So Bah, cf. Men. 48b.

(13) The prescribed peace-offering for anazirite is aram of the second year.

(14) And he must offer another beast.

(15) V. suprap. 85, n. 10.

(16) V. Num. VI, 19.

(17) V. Tosef. Naz. IV.

(18) Quoted from Mishnah M€'il, cited above.

Talmud - Mas. Nazir 25a

But money for a sinoffering isincluded in it?* — R. Johanan said: Thisis atraditional rule? relating
to the nazirite. Resh Lakish said: The Torah says, [in the verse] Whether it be any of their vows or



any of their-freewill offerings.® This indicates that anything left over from [money subscribed for]
vowed offerings isto be spent on freewill-offerings.

Now if we accept the view of R. Johanan who says that this ruling concerning the nazirite is
traditional, we can understand why it [applies only to] a lump sum of money and not to earmarked
money.> But on Resh Lakish's view that it is derived from the verse, Whether it be any of their vows,
or any of their freewill offerings, why should it apply only to money in alump sum? Surely it should
also apply to earmarked monies? — Raba replied: Y ou cannot maintain that the reference is also to
specific monies, for a Tanna of the School of R. Ishmael has already given a [different] decision [as
follows]: The verse, Only thy holy things which thou hast and thy vows,® speaks of the offspring and
substitutes’ of sacred animals. What is to be done with them? Thou shalt take [them] and go unto the
place which the Lord shall choose.? It might be thought [from this] that they are to be taken to the
Temple and kept without food and drink until they perish, but Scripture continues, And thou shalt
offer thy burnt-offerings, the flesh and the blood,2 as much as to say, as you do with the
burnt-offering so do with its substitute,® as you do with the peace-offering so do with its offspring
[and substitutes]. It might further be thought that the same applies to the offspring [and substitutes]
of asin-offering and the substitute of a guiltoffering,® but the text states ‘only’ [precluding these] .1
The above isthe opinion of R. Ishmael. R. Akiba says that it is unnecessary [to use this argument for
the guilt-offering], for it says. It is a guiltoffering,'? which shows that it retainsiits status.*3

[The above passage] states: ‘It might be thought that they are to be taken to the Temple and kept
without food and drink until they perish, but Scripture continues, And thou shalt offer thy
burntofferings, the blood and the flesh.” But why [should one think this]; seeing that only in regard
to the sin-offering is there a traditional teaching that it is left to perish7' — Were it not for the
verse, it might have been thought that the offspring of the sin-offering [may be allowed to perish]
anywhere,

(2) Should not this be ‘taken to the Dead Sea' ?

(2) Lit., ‘“ahalachah’.

(3) Lev. XXII, 18.

(4) And here there is money left over from the naziriteship money.

(5) For presumably the tradition mentioned one and not the other.

(6) Deut. XII, 26. The words in themselves are superfluous.

(7) Substitution of a sacrifice was not allowed, and if it was attempted both animals became sacred, v. Lev. XXVI1, 33.
(8) Deut. XII, 27.

(9) l.e, sacrifice it in the same way. ‘ Offspring’ is not mentioned in connection with the burnt-offering or guilt-offering
because these are males.

(10) That they be offered as guilt-offerings or sin-offerings.

(12) The particle, PW only, is one of the particlesinvariably considered to indicate a limitation of the rule that followsiit.
(12) Lev. V, 19.

(13) Theword N7 ‘itis, is emphatic in the Hebrew’ . Hence if money is ear-marked for a sin-offering etc., it cannot be
used for voluntary offerings, but must be used in the manner described in the Mishnah.

(14) Tem. 21b.

Talmud - Mas. Nazir 25b

whilst the offspring of other sacred animals [are left to perish] in the Temple only;! hence we are
told that they are not [left to perish at all].

It also states above: It might further be thought that the same applies to the offspring [and
substitutes] of sin-offerings and the substitute of a guilt-offering, but the text states ‘only’ precluding
[these]. But what need is there of a verse, for there is a traditional ruling that the offspring of a



sin-offering isto perish? — That is so; but the verse is required for the guilt-offering.

But for the guilt-offering, too, there is a traditional ruling viz., that wherever [an animal] if
intended as a sin-offering, is left to perish, if intended as a guilt-offering it is allowed to pasture
[until a blemish appears]? — If we had only the traditional ruling, it might be thought that the
traditional ruling [is indeed so], but [nevertheless| should someone sacrifice [the animal] he would
incur no guilt by so doing; hence the verse tells us that if someone should sacrifice it, he has
transgressed a positive precept.®

‘R. Akiba says that it is unnecessary [to use this argument for the guilt-offering] for it says, Itisa
guilt-offering, which shows that it retains its status.” What need is there of the verse, since we have it
as a traditional ruling that wherever [an animal] if intended as a sin-offering is left to perish * if
intended as a guilt-offering it is to pasture [until a blemish appears]? — That is so, and the verse is
only necessary for [the case described by] Rab. For