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DIGEST

This thesis falls naturally into two pafts: a carefully annotated
translation of Tragtate Nezirut in the.Tosephta, and an Introduction to
Tractate Nezirut in the Tosephta. |

The translation is based upon a carefullcomparison of the Erfurt
Manuseript, the Vienna Manuscript, the traditional printed version, and
parallel paésaées in the Babyionian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. In
cases where none of the texts were in satisfactory condition, emendations
proposed in the commentaries by the Vilna Gaon and Ezekiel Avramasky have
been accepted. Significant variants from the translated text have been
preserved in the footnotes.

Bince very little of the Tosephta has been translated into English,
and Tractate Nezirut not at all, the writer has found it necessary to
formulate a translation without precedent. For technical terms without a
commonly accepted Fnglish equivalent, the writer has frequently utilized
the terminology of the Soncino translation of the Babylonian Talmud. For
the sake of clarity, the writer has often departed from a literal rendition
of the Hebrew text. Due to the laconic style of the Tosephta, coplous use
has been made of parentheses to fill in the meaning of the Hebrew text.

The method adopted for the Introduction to Tractate Nezirut has been
to make a careful comparison with the only work that is similar and con-
temporaheous/to it -~ Tractate Nazir in the Mishna. Out of this comparison

we can derive an evaluation of Tractate Nezirut,
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PREFACE -

In choosing to translate Tractate Nezirut in the Tosephta, Irhave
been motivated by several purposes. Firstly, the Tosepht# has been much
neglected in Jewish scholarship. Evidence for this is the fact that only
dribs and drabs of the Tosephta have been translated into English. Nor

has there been prepared a satisfactory critical text of the Tosephta in

" Hebrew. The Zuckermandel edition of the Tosephta, generally used for

scholarly research, places a primary emphasis upon the Erfurt and Vienna
manuseripts, relegéting the Difus (or traditional printed version) to the
footnotes. This is most unfortunate, in that the ﬁifvs is the best pre-
éervéd version of the Tosephta now extant. Indeed, our transiation of
Tractate Nézirut adheres more elosely‘to the Difus than to any other
#érsidn, ‘Zuckermaﬁdel aiso omits from his edition the very significant
remarks éﬁd emenéatioﬁs of Rabbi miijﬁh (the Vilna Gabn) and Ezekiel
Avramasky.‘ Considering the importance of the Tbsebhta as a literary
source for the Tannaitie Pefiod, itsrneglect by Jewish .and Christian
scholars is to be lamented.

Tractate Nezirut in the Tosephta is interesting in that we can set
a finél date to its contents. The institution of naziriteship for all
practical purposes ceagsed with the destruction of the Second Temple, s0
that we can propose a terminal date for the halaohah connected with this
institution. PFor the Tosephta as a whole we cannot with confidence
establish a terminal date, since unlike the Mishna, the Tosephta was not
a normative and therefore complete code within the Tannaitic Period. No

extensive research has been conducted for the purpose of dating the various
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strata in the Tosephta as a whole, and it is quite possible that additions

~were made to it well after the text of the Mishna was fixed. With regard

to Tractate Nezirut we at least can say that legislation ceased on or

about 70 A.D.

In our Introduction to Tractate Nezirut, we have adopted the method
ology which we bslieve most clearly reveals the nature of thils tractate,

namely, to compare it to its only counterpart in Tannaltie literaturs,

‘Tractate Nazir in the Mishna. This approach is fruitful because both

Tractate Nezirut and Tractate Nazir discuss the majJor legal considerations
involved in the institution 6f naziriteship. Through this comparison we
can evaluate Tractate Nezirut in terms of content, point of view, arrange-
ment, aggadic content, and rabbinic authorities. There are a few areas of
concern which are mentioned in only one of the two tractates. But in all
cases they are peripheral to the institution of naziriteship. Thus, only
Tractate Nazir discusses errors in dedication (5:15), the finding of buried
corpses (9:3), and leprosy uncomnected with naziriteship (9:4). On the
other hand, only Tractate Nezirut discusses an oath made by a woman (3:11),
or the types of uncleanliness for which the golden front plate of the High
Priest procures acceptance (6:2).

It is our hope that this translation of and introduction to Tractate
Nezirut will be one of many efforts to make the Tosephté available and

comprehensible to the English reader.
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TRACTATE NEZIRUT IN THE TOSEPHTA
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CHAPTER ONE

—

i _ I Befrﬁhammai says that if one makes a nazirite vow with a substitute
' word for a substitute word,l it is forbidden to annul it, but Bet Hillel
says that if one makes a nazirite vow with a substitute word for a sub-
stitute word, it is permitted to annul it, Bet Shammai says they do.not
accept the testimony of one who conveys the message of a divine voice.
But Bet Hillel says that they do accept the testimony of.one who conveys

the message of a divine voice,

. , II. Rabban Simon ben Gamliel says that he who imposes upon himself
’ 3

"naziriteships" has vowed two periods” of naziriteship. If he said,
"Behold, I am a nazirite and one (more)," he has vowed two periods of
‘naziriteship. If he said, "Behold, I am a nazirite and one (more) and
yet (one)," he has vowed three periods of naziriteship. If he said,
"Behold, I am a nazirite and one (more) and yet (one) and (one) further,
‘he has vowed four periods of naziriteship. éymmachus says thét if he

gaid, "Behold, I am a nazirite tetragon,"h he has vowed four periods of

naziriteship. If he said "dregon" he has vowed three periods of nazirite-

ship. If he said "tigon" he has vowed two periods of naziriteship.

IIi. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if I do not expose to sus-
plcion the legitimacy of such-and-such a family," then he is a nazirite,
for he should not expose to suspicion the legitimacy of a.family.S If
one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite for the (number of) hours in a day"
or "for the (number of) months in a year," he has vowed twelve periods

of naziriteship. If he said, "Behold, I am a nazirite for the (number of)
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days in a week" or "for the (number of) years for a Sabbatical Year" or
"for the (number of) Sabbatical Years for a Jubilee Year," he has vowed
seven periods of naziriteship. If he said, "Behold, I am a naszirite
according to the days in the solar year" or "according-to the number of
days in the solar year," he has vowed 365 periods of naziriteship, accord-
ing to»thé days in the "l unar year® or "according to the number of days
in the lunar»yeé%," hé has vowed 35L periods of naziriteship, according
to the number.of days in‘thé lunar year. Rabbi saysé that the above
decisions do not apply unless he says, "Behold, I am a nazirite for

- §- ' naziriteshipé acco?ding to the days in the solar year" or Ynaziriteships
| ‘according to the number of days in the solar year" or "naziriteships
accdrding to the days in the lunar yeart of "naziriteships according to
‘the nuﬁbar of days in tﬁe lunar yéar."7 RabBi Jﬁdah says that if he
said, "Behold, I am a hazirite according to the (number of) the piles of
fruit in summer! or "according to the (numbér af) ears of grain in the
Sabbatical Year," he is é nazirite forever and polls once‘every thirty
dayé. If he said, "Behold, I am a nazirite as much as fills a barrel"
or "as much as fills a basket,” he is a nazirite forever and polls once
every thirty dayswg (In the above four cases, naziriteship lasts) until

he says, "I did not mean this."

IV, If he said, "Behold, I am a nazirite according to the hairs on my
head" or "according to the particles of dust on the earth" or "according

| to the grains of sand by the sea," he is a nazirite forever, and he polls

| ) )
L : once every thirty days.9 Rabbi says that he does not poll once every

thirty days, for he is not a nazirite forever. If he said, "Bshold, I
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am a nazirite from here to the depths of the earth" or "from here to the

heavenly vault," or even "from here to the end of the world,"lo he is a
11

nazirite forever. L If he said, “Behold, I am a nazirite all my days"

or YBehold, I am a nazirite forevef," he is a nazirite forever. If he

said, "for one hundred years" or "for two hundred years," he is not a

nazirite forever.

V. Just as the substifute words axpréssing naziriteship (can impose a
nazirite vow) as the direct @xpfessions of naziriteship, so the substi-
fﬁte words for "Samson" (can impese a nazirite vow) like the word
"Samson." Rabbi Judah said that a Bamson-type nazirite can incur corpse
uncléanliness, for Samson himself incurred corpse uncleanliness. Rabbi
Simon says that he who says, "Behold, I am like ®amson" did not say any-
thing (which imposes a vow), for he (Samson) did not impose naziriteship
upon himself. Naziriteship may be vowed in the land (of Israel) and
outside the land; whether the person has hands or does not have hands,
although it is said,lz."and he shall put them on the hands of the
nazirite"; and whether the person has hair or does not have hair, al-
though it is said,13 and he shall take the hair from his consecrated

head."

VINV Bet Shammai says that the bald (nazirite) must pass a razor over all
his body. Bet Hillel says that it is not necessary, and likewise it is
not hecessary for the (bald) leper and the (bald) Levites.lh There is

a stringency which applies to the nazirite which does not apply to the
leper, and one which applies to the ieper which does not apply to the

nazirite. If a nazirite polls (before the ritual of the sprinkling of
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the blood) in the day he completed his vow, he is scourged with forty
stripes, which is not so with the leper. On the other hand, a leper

must poll his head and his beard and his eyebrows,15 which is not so

with the nazlirite.

VII. There is a stringency which applies to néziriteship'which does not
apply to the other oaths, and one which applies td the other oaths which
does not apply to naziriteship. For, there can be a nazirite vow within
a nazirite vow,l6 but there can not be an oath within an oath.17 The
stringency with regard to oaths is that if one errs in making an oath,

one is forbidden to amnul it, but if one errs in making a nazirite vow,
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CHAPTER TWO

I. Bet Shammai says that if oné makes a nazirite vow with a substitute
word of a substitute word, it is forbidden to annul it. How so? If one
said, "Behold, I am a nazirite (through abstention) from dried figs and

cakes of pressed figs,ﬁl Bét Shammai says that he is a nazirite and Bet

Hillel says that he is not a nazirite.2

ITI. If one sayd, “Behold, I am a nazirite on condition that I may drink
wine and suffer corpse uncleanliness," he is a nazirite, and his stipula-
tion is voided because he made a stipulation contrary to what is written

in the Torah. The stipulation of anyone who nakes a stipulation contrary

~ to what is written in the Torah is void.

I1I. wWith fegard to one who says (after‘making a nazirite vow without any
stipulation), "I knew of the existence of nazirites, but I did not know
that nazirites are forbidden to drihk_wine or to suffer corpse uncleanli-
ness," Rabbi Simon says that this is the most open and shut case for

annulment of the nazirite vow.

IV. With regard to. one who says, "Behold, I oblige myself to bring half
(of the sacrifices which accompany) the nazirite (hair offering made by
somebody else), Rabbi Judah3 says that he must make the complete hair
offerings of a nazirite.h Rabbi Simon exempts him, for he did not make

a free-will offering in the usual manner of free-will offerings.

V. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite, and I oblige myself to offer

the hair offerings of a nazirite," and he merely offered the hair offerings
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for his own naziriteship, he has not fulfilled his vow.

VI. If one said, "Behold, I oblige myself to offer one half of the hair
56

offerings of a nazirite,"” “and thenlhe said, "Behold, I am a nazirite,"
if he offered only the hair offerings for himself, he has not fulfilled
his vow. If one said, "These are the offerings on which I will make7 a
nazirite vow," he has said nothihg,B as il 1s said,9 "his‘offering to

the Lord after his naziriteship," and not "his naziriteship after hisv

offering to the Lord."

VII. If one said, "Behold, I oblige myself to bring so-and-so's sin
offering and gﬁilt offering," if it was with his.consant (from the very
beginning), it is permitted; and if it was not with his eénsent (from
the véry beginning), it is not permitted. If indeed (the animals given:
by someone else are legitimately) the sin offering and guilt offering of

s0-and-go, aﬁd then so-and-so went and offered his own (animals, the

~animals originally donated are treated) like the sin offering and guilt

| offering of masters who have (already) made atonem@nt@lo

VIII. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if I shall have a son," and
there was born to him a son of whom there was doubt that he would gurvive,
Rabbi Judah frees him of his vow (for he believes) that it is permitted

11

to annul a nazirite vow made erroneously. Rabbi Simon makes him respon-

gible for his vow (for he believes) that it is forbidden to annul a
nazirite vow made erroneously. %o (he would insist that) he say,12
"Behold, I am a nazirite by obligation if my son survives,-and if he

does not survive, behold, I am a nazirite of my own free will.®
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IX. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite on condition that there will
be in this heap of grain 100 kors, and he went and found it to be stolen
or losty; so that there is doubt whether it had 100 kors in it or not,

Rabbi Judah frees him of his vow (for he believes) that it is permitted

13

to annul a nazirite vow made erroneously. Rabbi Simon makes him

responsible for his vow (for he believes) that it is forbidden to annul

12
a nazirite vow made erroneously. So (he would insist that) he say,

"Tf there was (100 kors) in it, behold, I am a nazirite of my own free

will."

1h days," (and in

X. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite after twenty
addition he said, "Behold, I am) a nazirite from this moment for 100

5 ‘ 16
days,” he counts off twenty dayslg and then counts off thirty days and

interrupts (the counting by polling and bringing the appropriate sacri-

. fices) and then he counts off eighty days, 7 thereby completing the vow

of naziriteship already begun.l8 Rabbi Bimon ben Elazar said that Bet

Shammai and Bet Hillel did not disagrée ovér the decision that a person

who made a nazirite vow for thirty days and then polled on the_thirﬂieth
&ay did not fulfill his vow. Rather they disagfééd over the decision
for a person who took é.naiirite vow .of unspecifiéd‘iength.lg Bet
Shgmm@i says that if he polled on-£pe thirtieth day he fﬁlfilled his
vow, while Bet Hillel says that if he polled on théfthirtieth day he

did not fulfill his vow.

XI. If one vowed two naziriteships, the first of unspecified leﬁgth

and the second of thirty days, he must poll for the first naziriteship
on the thirty-first day and for the second naziriteship on the Sixty—

first day, but if he polled for the first on the thirtieth day and for



thirty days void.
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20
the second on the sixtieth day, he has fulfilled his vow. If the

. first naziriteship was for thirty days and the second naziriteship was

of unspecified'length, he should poll for the first on the thirty-first
day and for the second on the sixty-first day. If he polled for the

first on the thirtieth day and for the second on the sixtieth day, he

2l

has not® fulfilled his vouw.

XII. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite," and then becomes unclean
on the thirtieth day (of bis vow), he makes all thirty days void. Rabbi

Judah says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that he only makes seven days

22

void. If one said, "Behold, I am & nazirite for thirty days," and he

becomes unclean on the thirtieth day, he mskes all thirty days void.23

X1II. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite for one hundred days," and
he became unclean on the hundredth day, he makes the whole period void.

Rabbi Judah says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that he only makes thirty
2l

days void. If he became unclean on the 10lst day, he mskes thirty

" days void. DBut Rabbi Judah says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that he

only makes seven days void. This is the rule which Rabbi Judah enunciated
in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: Whosoever becomes unclean in the day
designated for thé bringing of the offering, and has finished counting
off the days, makes seven days void, the days of his uncléanliness_onlyo
And whosoever becomes unclean in a day which is not designated for the

bringing of the offering, and who still must count off the days, makes
25 ‘

Iiv. If one was unclean,26 and (while unclean) became a nazirite, he

is forbidden to poll or drink wine or incur corpse uncleanliness, and if
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he polled or drank wine or incurred corpse uncleanliness,27 he is
scourged with forty lashes, If he sprinkled (on the third day) and
repeateéd it (on the seventh day), the days he was unclean (after he
made the vow) are not credited to him, but the seventh day is credited28
to him from the number of days of uncleanliness. All who say that the
days of naziriteship are not begun to be counted until he is clean29
credit the seventh day to him. All who say that he begins to count the
days of naziriteship immediately (after he makes the vow, although he

30

ig unclean) do not” credit to him the seventh day (of a period of
corpse uncleanliness, when this uncleanliness was incurred while the
nazirite was working off the uncleanliness which existed at the time he
made his nazirite vow). If he counted off the days of his naziriteship
and had not brought his sacrifices, he is forbidden to poll, drink wine,
oY incur corpss uncle&nliness. If he brought the sacrifices and had not

as yet polled the hair of his naziriteship, he is forbidden to drink

wine or incur corpse uncleanliness. If (in these two situations) he

: polled31 or drank wine or incurred corpse uncleanliness, he is scourged

with forty lashes., Rabbi Simon says that when blood from one of the

sacrificial animals is sprinkled on him, it is permitted for a nazirit932

to poll and drink wine and incur corpse uncleanliness.

XV. If one vowed two periods of naziriteship, and counted off the days
of the first vow and brought33 the sacrifices and afterwards consulted

with a sage, and the sage questioned him and released him (from his

- first vow), his aecond period of naziriteship was fulfilled by having

completed the first. If he counted off both of them and brought the

sacrifices of both of them together,Bh he only fulfilled one of them.
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If he set apart (the sacrificial animals) for one nazirite vow by them-
selves, and set apart (the sacrificial animals) for the other nazirite
vow by themselves, and he went and offered the sacrifices of the second
nazirite vow for the first, and those of the first fof the second

nazirite vow, he has not fulfilled either of his nazirite vows,
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CHAPTER THREE

»I.. Rabbi Ishmael, son of Rabbi Jochanan ben Beroka, said that Bet
Shammai and Bet Hillel did not disagree that in the case in which two
groups of witnésses testify (one saying that he made a nazirite vow of
two years and the other saying he made a nazirite vow of five Years),
‘that he is a nazirite for the smaller period of the two. Concerning
what did they disagree? Concerning the point that there were two wit-
negses testifying abéut him. Bet Shammai'says that if their testimony
disagrees, he is not obliged to be a.nazirite,l and Bet Hillel says
that there is in the larger sum of five thé number *ftwo,! sc that he
should be a nazirite for two years.

IT. If one said, "Behold; I am aipazirite," and he paused. long enough

4;@@ B gt PRTEr Y ¢

—{for-someone-else) to.spedk, and he heard his companion say "and I," M;NM”W
the former is forbidden to make his vow void, but his companion is per-
mitted to make his vow void.2 How much time is‘enough {fer-someene-ms ,
_ -

I
akse) to speak% Sufficient time to give a greeting.

III. If one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite" and his companion heard

him and said "my mouth is as his mouth"3

or "my hair is as his hair,"
the latter is also a nazirite. If his companion said "my hand is as
his hand"h or “my foot is as his foot,"5 he is a nazirite. If he said

"my hand is a nazirite" or "my foot is a nazirite," he is not a nazirite,

If he said "my head is a nazirite" or "my bulk is a nazirite," he is a

nazirite, This is the principle: The inclusion in the vow of anything

on which life depends makes one a nazirite. The inclusion in the vow
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of anything on which life does not depend does not make one a nazirite.

Iv. If a man said to his wife, "Behold, I am a nazirite - how about you?
and she said, "yes," both of them are forbidden to make their own vow
void. If he desired to annul her vow, he may annul 1t, because his vow
precedgd‘her assent to the vow (and therefore he did not confirm her vow
and need not worry that it still is in force). If she did ﬁQt gsay Y“yesg,"
he is forbidden to make his own vow void, but she is permitted to make

her vow void (if he tries to impose it on her against her will).

V. If a man said tbo his wife, "Behold, I am a nazirite if you are also,"
and she said "yes," both of them are forbidden to make the vow void. If
she did not say "yes," both of them are permitted to make it void, be-

cause his vow depends upon her vow.

VI. If his wife said to him, "Behold, I am a nazirite - how about you?"
and he said "yes," both of them are forbidden to make the vow void. If
he wishes to annul her vow, he is unable, becauée.his assent (to her vow)
preceded his own vow.6 If he did not say‘“yes,v she is forbidden to make

it void, but he is permitted to make her vow voidm

VII. If his wife said to him, "Behold, I am a nazirite if you are also,"
and he said "yes," both of them are forbidden to make their vow void, If
he did not say "yes," both of them are permitted to make it void, for her

vow depends on his vow,

VIII. If one says to his companion, "Behold, I am a nazirite - how about

you?", and he said "yes," both afe forbldden to make their vow void. If
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he did not say "yes," the former is forbidden to make his vow void, but

his companion is permitted to make his vow void,

IX." If one says to his companion, "Behold, I am a nazirite if you are

-also," and he said "yes," both are forbidden to make the vow void. If

he did not say "yes," both of them are permitted to make the vow void,

for his vow depends upon his companion's vow.

X, If a woman made a nazirite vow and her friend heard her and said
"aﬁd'i," and afterwards the husband of the first woman came and annulled
the vow, she is permitted to void it; but her friend is forbidden to
make it void..7 Rabbi Simon said that i1f she said "and I" and only meant
that she will be like the first woman, both of them are permitted to

make the vow void,

XI. If a woman said, "I swear I shall not enter into this house," and
she erred and entered inte it, her past error is permitted,8 but she is

forbidden to enter it in the future.

XIX. If a woman made a nazirite vow and her husband heard her and did
not annul it, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Judah said that he put his finger
between her teeth,9 that if he wished to annul i1, he could have
annulled it, If he should say, "I dislike a wife who is a nazirite,®

he may divorce her and return her ketubah.

o
XIIX. Rabbi Josel and Rabbi Simon said that she put her finger between

his teeth, that if he desired to annul it and was unable,11 he may say,

11

"I do not like a woman who is a naszirite,” and she is divorced without

her ketubah.
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XIV. If a woman made a nazirite vow and her husband annulled it, but

she did not know that her husband had annulled it, and she drank wine or
incurred corpse-uncleanliness, she 1s scourged with forty lashes. When
Rabbi Akiba was dealing with this matter, he said that if one intended to
get pork, but in fact got lamb, and ate it, he must seek atonemént and

forgiven@ssmla But 1f one intended to get pork and did in fact get pork,

‘how much the more must he seek atonement and forgivencss.

13

"~ This applies™ only to polling in a state of ritual purityglh but

1
with regard to polling in a state of ritual uncleanliness, 5 he may annul

the nazirite vow, for he is annulling for the future, for he is able to
16

say, "I do not like a repulsive woman," Rabbi says that even in the

- case of polling in a state of ritual purity, her husband may annul her

nazirite vow before she has polled, for he may say, "I do not like a

. polled woman."

XV. If one has made a nazirite vow and then drank wine and incurred

. corpse uncleénliness, and'afterwards consulted a sage and was permitted

to make the vow void, he is not scourged with forty stripes. Rabbi Judah

17

says that if he is not scourged with forty stripes,” he should be

scourged in punishment for disobedience.

XvI. 181f one sets aside money for his naziriteship, no one may benefit
or gain from it because it is designated en toto for bringing peace
offarings.l9 If he who set it aside died, and the money was not set

aside for specific sacrifices,20

it becomes a free will offering. (If he
designated the money by saying,) "This amount is for my burnt offering

and the rest of the money is for the rest of my nazirite offerings," and
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he died, with the money for the burnt offering they offer a burnt offer-
ing and the rest of the money is spent for a free will offering, If he
said, “This amount is for my21 peace offerings and the rest of the money
is for the rest of myzl nazirite offerings," and he died, with the money
for the peace offerings they offer peace offerings, and the rest of the

money is spent for a free will offering. If he said, "This amount is
for myzl gin offering and the rest of the money is f@r the rest of my21

offerings," (and he died,) the money for the sin offering is cast into

the Salt Sea so that no one shall benefit or profit from it. If he said,

"This amount is for my burnt offering and this amount is for my sin

offering and the rest of the money is for the rest of my nazirite offer-
ings," and he died, the money for the sin offering is cast into the
Salt Sea so that no one shall benefit or profit from it. If the money
was seb aside specifically for each offering, they will cast the money
for the sin offering into the Salt Sea so that no one may benefit or
profit from it. With the money for the burnt offering they shall offer
a burnt offering and profit from it. With the money for the peace offer-
ings they shall offer peace offerings, and they shall be eaten in one
day, and they need not be accompanied by’a bread offering. If he said,
"This amount is for ﬁy gin offering and this amount is for my burnt
offering and ﬁhis amount is for my peace offerings,' and the money got
mixed up, one acquirég with it threg animals, whether from one place or
three places, and redeems the money for the sin offering from the sin
offering, and the money for the burnt offering from the burnt offering,
and the money for the peace offerings from the peace offerings, and

gives the money to the (new) owners (of the animals), but they shall
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not give the money to the three owners before they have redeemed all of

the animals,

XVII. Bet Shammai says that a man cannot impose a nazirite vow on his
son, while Bet Hillel says that a man can impose a nazirite vow on his
son. If he imposed a nazirite vow on hié sbny while he is a minor,

and then the son polled or brought'two hairs, the naziriteship lmposed

bf his father becomes void.

XVIII. On what occasion do:they say that:a man can present the hair

offering with the funds set aside for the naziriteship of his father?

If he made the nazirite vow while his father was alive (he may do so),
but if he made the nazirite vow after the death qf his father he may not
present the hair offering ﬁiﬁh the funds set aside for the naziriteship
of his father. These are the words of Rabbi Jose.22 Rabbi Elasar and
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Judah’> say that in either case he may not present
the hair offering with the funds'éet aside for the naziriteship of his
father. On what océasion, then, do they say that a man can present the
hair offering with the‘funds set aside for the naziriteship of his
father? If his father set aside the funds for his naziriteship without
designating a certain amount for each of the offerings, énd then he died.
But if he left funds designaﬁed for each of the offerings, or if he left
the sacrificial animals themsélves, in either case he may not present
the hair offering with the funds set aside for the naziriteship of his
father, |
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XIX. If one made a nazirite vow and consulted a sage about an annulment
of the vow, and he forbade it, Bet Shammai sayé that he counts off the
days of his naziriteship from the time hé consulted the sage. Bet
Hillel says that he counts off the days from the time he made the vow.
Ir he consulted a sage and the sage permitted him to annul the vow, both
Bet Shammai and Bet Hillel\agree_that if he had set aside an animal (for
the hair offering), it is returned to graze with the herd. (Such a

question arose when) Nahum of Media erroneously annulled the vow of

those outside Palestine who became nazirites and subsequently discovered

© that the Temple had been destroyed.

Some men were walking in the road when someone &ame in sight.
One man gaid, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is so-and-so," and another
man said, "Behold, I am a nazirlte if this isn't so-and-so," and a third
said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if one of you bécomes a nazirite," and a

2L

fourth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if one of you = 1is not a nazirite,"
and a fifth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if both of thém are nazirites,"
and a sixth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if all (five) of them are
nasirites." Bet Shammai says that all of them ave nazirites, and Bet
Hillel says that only those whose words were fulfilledzs are nazirz‘iwl:,es,j
but they will bring the naziriﬁe hair offerings as a company (if the man
disappeared without being clearly seen), Rabbi Judah said in the name
of Rabbi‘Tarphon that none is a nazirite, for naziriteship is only be-
stowed when he who makes the nazirite vow is certain that he will be
bound by the vownzé Rabbi Jose quotes Bet Shammai in stating that if
one said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is Joseph" aﬁd it is Joseph,

or "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is Simon." and it is Simon,he is a



@20

nazirite. If some men saw an hermaphrodite, and one said, "Behold, I am
a nazirite if this is a man," and another said, "Behold, I am a nazirite

if this is not a man," and & third said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this

is a woman," and a fourth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is not a

woman," and a fifth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is both man
and woman," and a sixth said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if this is neither
man nor woman," and a seventh said, "Behold, I am a nazirite if one of

ybu27 is a naszirite," and an eighth said, "Behoid, I am a nazirite if

Vneither of you27 is a nagirite," and a ninth said, "Behold, I am a

nazirite if both of you are nazirites," and a tenth said, "Behold, I am

a nazirite if all of you are nazirites." Behold, all of them are

nazirites,28 and taken as a whole they will count off ninez9

naziriteships.
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CHAPTER FOUR

I. If a nazirite ate of any of the forbidden foods or drank of any of
the forbidden beverages,l and had only been warned once, he is only
culpable for one transgression. If he had been warned each time he was
about to eat yet he ate, or if he had been warned each time he was about
to drink yet he drank, he is culpable for each and every transgression,
And what measure of food makes a nazirite culpable? Mn olive's bulk.

If all the different foods add uwp to an olive's bulk; he is culpable,

Likewise, the same measure applies for wine and vinegar. How does he

- determine the bulk of the liquid? He takes a cup brim=full of wine and

takes some solid with the bulk of an olive and puts it in the midst of
the wine so that it spills over. If he drank as much as spilled over,
he is culpable, and if not, he is exempt. These are the words of Rabbi
Akiba. Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah exempted the nazirite until he w@uld
drink % log of wine, whether he poﬁréd it and drank it at one sitting,

or whether he drank a half at a time.

IT. Rabbi Eliezer (ben Hyrcanus)2 said that if a nazirite sets his

mouth upon the lip of a flask of wine and he‘is warned once, and he

drank all of it, he is only culpable for one transgression. If they warn
him and he drinks it and again they warn him and again he driﬁks it, he
is culpable for each and every warning. @$imilarly, Rabbi Eliezer said
that if he took a bunch of grapes and ate of them after receiving one
warning, he is only oulpabie for one transgression. But if they warn him
and he eats it, and again they warn him and again he eats it, he is

culpable for each and every warning. If he ate grapes either fresh or
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dried, or if he ate a quantity consisting of two grape-stones and one

3

skin,” or if he pressed out of the bunch of grapes an olive's bulk of

wine and he drank it, he is culpable for each of these.h

III. If a nazirite plucks out by the roolt or scratches out or cuts with
a scissors even one hair, he is culpable (for stripes), but this does

not make void the days he was a nazirite unless he dges it with a razor
and applies it to most of the hair of his head. Rabbi Simon ben Judah
saild in the name of Rabbi Simon that just as two hairs left uncut prevént

one from fulfilling the commandment of polling (at the conclusion of the

. paziriteship), so also the removal of two hairs makes void the days he

was a nazirite,

IV. The law for polling is more stringent (than that for drinking wine
or incurring corpse unnleanliness)é in that there is no minimum measure
(which is exempt from punishment) and the one who polls'is punished as

7 which does not apply to the other two cases.

the one whe is polled,
Wherein is permission denied to observe possible exceptions to the
nazirite rules about the fruit of the vine? If a nazirite (priest) drank
Terumah»wine8 or if a nazirite drank wine of the second tithe9 or if he
drank wine to fulfill the oath (made before his nazifite vowj "I shall
drink wine,"lo he is culpable for each and every transgression. ﬁherein
is it permitted to observe the exceptions to the nazirite rules about |
polling? If a person is definitely diagnosed as a leper (and is healed
within the period of the naziriteship), he must poll (and be purified)

from his leprous condition. He even polls (when unhealed) to delineate

the area of secretion, in order to learn if it has spread or not.
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Whether he became unclean or whether others made him unclean,

whether he became unclean by error or by insoclence, whether by accident

or willfully, (after purification), whether he polled or others polled
him, whether he polled by error or by insolence, whether by accident or

willfully, he annuls thirty (days of his naziriteship).

V. With ragérd to what time have they said that polling annuls thirty
days? When the nazirite does not have as many as thirty days to count
off between the polling and the end of the period of naziriteship. If
he has thirty or more days to count off, polling does not annul any
days.ll If he polled his hair after the sacrifice, and the sacrifice

12

was found to be unfit, his polling is rendered unfit, " and it annuls

thirty days.

VI. Every naziiite shall send his hair under the kettle (of peace offer-
ings) exéept the one who is unclean and polls in the province, for his

13

hair is buried. The unclean one who polled in thé Temple sends his
hair under the ketﬁle of the sin offering or the keltle of the guilt
offering. These are the words of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Judah says that the
unclean ones in both cases do not send their hair under the kettle, while
the clean ones in both cases send their hair under the kettle., - The Sages

say that the unclean ones in both cases and the c¢lean one in the terri-

tories (outside of Jerusalem) do not send their hair under the kettle.

‘No one sends his hair under the kettle except the nazirite who polled

while clean and at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting (i.e., the Temple),
1) .
as it is said, . "and the nazirite will poll at the entrance of the Tent

of Meeting, etc." Rabbi Simon the Shezorite says that a man sends his
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hair under the kettle, but a woman does not send her hair under the
kettle because of the young priests. In what manner does he send his

hair? He puts upon it the gravy (from the cooked peace offerings) and

sends 1t under the kettle containing the peace offerings. If he sends

it under the kettle containing the sin offering or the kettle containing

the guilt offering, he has fulfilled his vow.

VII. Simon the Just said: "Only once in my life have I eaten the guill
offering of an (unclean) nazirite. It happened that a nazirite caﬁe
fom thé South, and‘I saw that he had beautiful eyes and was handsome of
appearance'with locks Of hair symmetrically arranged. I sald to him,
"My son, whatb reason did you perceive to destroy this beautiful hair of
yours?" He said to me, "I was a shepherd in my town. Oﬁee I went to
draw water from the well and gazed upon my reflection (in the water),
whereupon my eyil incxination rushed upon me and sought to drive me from
the wbrldb(through‘sin), But I said to my evil inclination: O wicked onel
Why déAyou vaunt yourself in a wo?ldls that is not yours, in a thing
destined to become dust and maggots and wGrms; Behold, I am‘obliged to
poll you'® for the sake of heaven," I bowed my head and kissed him and
I said, "May there be many as you in Israel who do the will of God.
Concerning you is the Scripture verse £u1fiiled which says: When a man
or woman shall make a special vow to be a nazirite so as to separate

oneself unto the Lord, etc."

VII. If a nazirite becomes unclean, and becomes unclean again (on the

seventh day of his ritual purification from his former uncleanliness),



-If he brought his sin offering

" absence of his sin

he brings only one offering for all his periods of uncleanliness. If he
becomes unclean on the eighth day,l7 18 and again he becomes unclean on

the eighth day,lg he brings an offering for each and every period of
uncleanliness. These are the words of Rabbi Ellezer. The Sageszo say
that he brings one offering for all his periods of uncleanliness up to
the time he brings his guilt offering. If he brought his guilt offering
and became unclean and brought another guilt offering and again bécame
uhclean, he is obliged to bring an offering for each and every period

of uncleanliness. Rabbi Simon21 gays that he brings one offering for all
the periods of uncleanliness up to the time he brings his sin offering.gz
23 and then became unclean, he is obliged

to bring an offering for each and every period of uncleanliness, for one

'does not begin to count off the days of naziriteship until he brings his

gin offering. If he brought his sin offering but did not bring his guilt
of fering, they still begin to count them off., If he brought his guilt
offering but did not bring his sin offering,.they do not begin to count.
Rabbl Ishmael son of Rabbi Jochanan ben Beroka says that just as the

2l of fering prevents him from coﬂnting them off, 50
the absence of his guilt25 offering prevents'him from counting them off.
Rabbi Simon agrees that if a nazirite polled after a sin offering that
was not sacrificed és such, and afterwards brought offerings under their
correct designation, his polling is invalid and none of his sacrifices
count.26 If he polled after a burnt offering or peace offerings which
had not been offered as such, and afterwards he brought the other sacri-

fices under their correct designation, his polling is invalid and none

of his offerings count.
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IX. If he brought a two year old animal when only a one year old animal
was suitable, or if he brought a one year old animal when only a two year
old animal was suitable, or if one of them had mated or had been copulated
with, or had been set apart and then worked, or was a harlot's hire, or a
gigalo“527 hire, or had a limb too long or too short, his polling is
invalid and none of his sacrifices count., And the rest of the nazirite's
peace offering which he offered which do not conform to the commandmentz8
are eaten in one day and night, and do not require a bread offering, nor
need they give to the priest the (boiled) shoulder (of the peace offer-

inga). If blood from one of the sacrifices is sprinkled on the nazirite

and then he incurs (corpse) uncleanliness, Rabbi Eliezer says that he

ammuls his whole naziriteship. The Sages say that he should bring the
rest of his offerings after he becomes clean, because he sanctified his

hair through the blood (of the sacrifice).

X. It once happened that Miriam of Palmyra was sprinkled with the blood

- of one of the sacrifices, and they came and told her that her daughter

was dangerously ill, and she went and found that she had died, and she
became unclean. The sages said that they should let her bring the rest
of her offering after she becomes clean, because she sanctified her hair

through the blood (of the sacrifice).

XI. If one made two nazirite vows, and counted off the first vow but did
not bring the offerings, he is forbidden to poll or drink wine or to
incur (corpse) uncleanliness. If he incurred (corpse) uncleanliness

(after he brought the offerings but) before he polled, Rabbi Eliezer says
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that he must bring an offering for uncleanliness. Rabbi Joshua29 8ays
0
that he need not bring an offering, for he fulfilled the first vow,3

has not begun the second vow.

and
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CHAPTER FIVE

I. In all cases which (the Sages) say that one does not begin the count-
ing off (of the days of his’naziriteship) until he is cleansed, (they also
say that) if he again became unclean (during the seven days of purifica-
tion) he ddes not bring a second offering for uncleanliness. In all cases
which (the Sages) say that he.begins the counting of £ (of the days of his
naziriteship) immediately, (even if he is unclean.frdm Leprosy or flux,
they also say that) if he became unciéan (through corpse-uncleanliness)

he brings an offering for ﬁncleaniiness. If an object contaminated by

L4 wail (of a house where a

corpse-uncleanliness happens to be within
nazirite is found), even at the midpoiﬁt within the wall, or if there is
an éhimal contaminated by corpse-uncleanliness in a herd of domestic or
wild animals or a flock of birds, that moved in such close contact that
they touched head to rear (and a,nazirita-was under one of the animals),
despite this the nazirité does not poll, nor is he culpable for extirpa-
tion if he entered the Temple or ate sanctified food2 while unclean.
Rabbi Elazar says that‘if there wasva corpse under the belly of a camel
and a nazirite made contact with the camel, despi£e this the nazirite
does not poll nor is he culpable for extirpation if he entered fhe

3 or ate sanctified i‘oc»t‘i.»"L Rabbi Elazar says that in former times

Temple
the Elders were in disagreement. Some of them said that contact with a

% log of blood or a ¥ kab of bones from a corpse causes a nazlrite to poll
and makes him culpabie for extirpation if he enters the Temple or eats
sanctified food. Others said a X kab of bones and a % log of blood. A

court which came after them said that contact with a % log of blood or a
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% kab of bones prevents a nazirite from eating heave offering or sancti-
fied foodsg but contact with a ) kab of bones or als log of blood annuls
his days of nasziriteship (and therefore he polls) and if he entered the
Temple he is culpable for extirpation. Rabbi Elazar said, "When I went
to Ardaﬁkiagé I found Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Judah ben Betayra sitting in
court and rendering the law, Rabbi Judah ben Betayra said that if a
nazirlite comes in contact with a % log of blood, nevertheless he does
not poll nor is he culpable for extirpation if he enters the Temple or
sats sanctified focd@7 Rabbi Meir said to him, 'Should thie be a more
lenient matter than contact with creeping things? Although the penalty
for contact with creeping things is light,B‘yet after contact with it one
is culpable for extirpation if he enters the Temple. Now the penalty for
contact with é.% log of blood is more stringent.9 Is it not therefore
logical that he should be culpablelo for extirpation if he enters ths
Temple after contact with a % log of blood?' Rabbi Judah ben Betayra
was silent before him. I said to him: Meir, do not despise him. Didn't
you study under an expert in these matters in the pergon of Joshua ben

Mamil? He said to me, 'Yes, and he was a master of the law,! I spoke

~ to Rabbi Meir thusly. He said to mell in the name of Rabbi Joshua,; 'All

contact with the dead for which a nazirite must poll makes him culpable
for extirpation if he enters the Temple, and all contact with uncleanli-
ness for which a nazirite does not poll does not make him a culpable for

extirpation if he enters the Temple.' And I agree with his words."

IT. They asked Rabbi Simon, "If a person who was both a nazirite and a
leper polled once, does it fulfill the polling requirements for both

naziriteship and leprosy?" He said to them, "He does not poll (once).®
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They said to him "Why?" He said to them, "If the pblling for ﬁazirite~
ship and the polling for leprosy are both for the purpose of removing
hair, then your suggestion would be sound, buit a nazirite polls to remove
his hair (withoubt obligation to grow it back for the sake of the mitzvah)
while a leper polls in:order to grow it back (for a second polling as
part of the mitzvah)." They said to him, "We likewise believe that the
polling of the leper at the conclusion of his period of uncleanliness
cannot also count (for the nazirite polling), but could not the second
polling of the 1éper after he counts off‘seven days cbunt (also for the
nazirite polling)?"? 13He said to them, "If both the (cured) leper and
the nazirite polled éftér the sprinkliﬁg of the blood of the sacrifice,
your suggestion_would be sound. But a nazirite polls after the sprink-
1ling of the blood and'a (cured)‘leper polls Eefofe the sprinkling of the
blood." They said to him, "We likewise believe that the second pollingz
of the leper dogs not count for the polling of a éleanwnazirite, but
could not the seccn@ polling of a leper count for the polling of an

b

unclean hazirite?"l He said to them, "If the leper who is about to make
his sescond pelling and the unclean nazirite both poll after the immersion
in water, your suggestion would be sound, but an (unclesn) nazirite polls
after the immersion in water and the leper makes his second polling
before the immersién in water." They sald to him,15 "The delineation of
the issue is that if the second polling of the leper which follows the |
counting off of seven days does not count for him, the first polling of
the leper at the conclusion of his uncleanliness does; if the polling of

a clean nazirite does not count for him, the nazirite polling for unclean-

liness does. A nazirite who incurs corpse uncleanliness and a leper who




.was yours and this (present offering) is my offering as a clean nazirite,
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takes a nazlirite vowipolls once for both of them," _

ITY. If a person said to two nazirites, "I saw one of you become unclean,
but I don't know which of you it was," they count off thirty days alndl6
bring the nazirite offering for uncleanliness and the offering for a
clesn nazirite. Each then says, "If i am unciean, the nazirite offering
for uncleanliness is mine and the offering for a clean nazirite is yours,
but if I am clean, the offering for a clean nazirite is mine and the
nazirite offerihg for uncleanliness if yours." (Again) they count off
thirty days and bring the n&zirité offering and the offering for a.clean
nazirite. Each then says, "If I was unclean, the first nazirite offer-

ing for uncleanliness was mine and the first offering for a clean nazirite

but if I was clean all along the first offering for a clean nazirite was
mine and the first offering for uncleanliness was yours and this is your

offering for a clean nazirite."

IV. If one of the two nazirites died, Rabbi Joshua says that the surviv-
ing nazirite should seek someone from the street to také a nazirite vow
so as to correspond to the status of the deéeaaed naiirite.la He says

to him, "If I was the one who became unclean, you are a nazirite imme-
diately, but if I was the one who was clean, you will be a nazirite

after thirty days." They count off thirty aays and bring the nazirite
offering for uncleanliness and the offering for a clean nazirite. Then
he says, "If I am unclean, the nazirite offering for uncleanliness is

mine and the offering for a clean nazirite is yours, but if I am clean,

the offering for a clean nazirite is mine and the nazirite offering for

17
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uncleanliness is given by you because of my doubtful status." (Again)
they count off thirty days and bring the nazirite offering for unclean-
liness and the offering for a clean nazirite. Then he says, "If I was
unclean the first nézirite offering for uncleanliness was mine and the
first offering for a clean nazirite was yﬁuré, but if I was clean the
first offering for a clean nazirite was mine and the nazirite offering
for uncleanliness was yours (because of my doubtful statﬁs) and this

is your offering for a clean nazirite."v ForAthe first period of thirty
days and the last period of thirty days, each is forbidden to poll or

drink wine or incur corpse-uncleanliness. If the surviving nazirite

polled or drank wine or incurred cbrpseuunclaanliness during the first

period of thirty days he is smiﬁten with forty lashes, but if he did it

during the second period of thirty days he is exempt from lashes.
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CHAPTER SIX

I. In the case of a person who is with certainty a nazirite, but there
is doubt whether he was or was not suffering from (corpse) uncleanliness

(when he made his nazirite vow), and in addition he is with certainty a

- (cured) leper, but there is doubt whether he was or was not (confirmed by

a priest as) suffering from leprous uncleanliness, he may eat sanctified
food éfter sixty daysl and may drink wine and incur‘(corpse) uncleanliness
after one hundred and twenty days. How does this work out in detail?

They say to him, "Perhaps you are an unclean nazirite, and an unclean
nazirite does not poll until thé se#enth day (of his uncleanliness).2 Go
forth and count off this seven day period and receive two sprinklings, at
wﬁich time you will pollvand bring offerings.® He counted off the seven
days and wished to poll, but they said to him, "Perhaps you were a clean

nazirite all along, and a clean nazirite does not poll before thirty

.days., Go forth and count off twenty-three more days to complete the

thirty day‘period."3 He counted off the thirty days and wished to poll,
but they said to him, "Perhaps you are a clean nazirite, and a clean
nazirite does not poll until the blood (from one of the sacrifices is
sprinkled upon him)." What does he do? He brings an ahimal for a burnt,
of fering, énd stipulates and says, "IfVI wag & cleanh nazirite all along,
I give this (burnt offering) by obligation, but if not, I give this as a
free-will offering." In what manner are stringencies applied to him?5
He brings a new earthenware bowl and puts a quarter of a log of rumning

water in it, and he brings two birds,6 and he glaughters one of them in

the earthenware bowl upon running water, and he digs a hole and buries
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thé bird in someone's presence, for it is forbidden to derive benefit
from it., He then brings a sin offering of a bird, and stipulates7 and
says, "If I waé an unclean (nazirite) all along, I give this sin offer-
ing by obligation and the burnt offering (I gave before) as a free-will
gift, but if I was a clean nazirite all along, the burnt offering I gave
before fulfills my obligation and I give my sin offering because of my
doubtful status."e Then he polls his head and beard and eye-brows accord-
ing to the polling procedure for lepers. Then he counts off thirty days9
and brings another burnt offering of an animal, and he stipulates and
says, "If I was a,cleanlo (nazirite) all along, the first burnt offering
I gave fulfilled my obligation, and the one I am now giving is a free-
will offering, and I gave the sin offering of a bird because it might be
that I am responsible for it.ll And if I have just become clean (after
these sixty days), the first burnt offering I gave as a free-will offer-
ing, and I give this one by obligation, and I gave the sin offering of a
bird because of my doubtful status."lz Then he polls his head and beard
and eye-brows according to the polling procedure for lepers. Rabbi Simon
says that on the day after (the polling) he brings his guilt offering,
and his log (of oil) is still with him,™> and they havé him stand by the
Gate of Nicanor, and he stipulates and says, "If I am a leper, this is

my guilt offariné, and if not, it is a peace offering and is given as a
free-will offering., This guilt offering is slaughtered at the north side
(of the Temple), and requires the ritual of the thumb, (ear), and big toe
as well as the laying of the hands and drink offerings and the wave offer-
ing of the breast and the thigh, and it is eaten by the male members of

the priesthood. But the Fages do not agree with Rabbi $imon because they



~35-

might bring sanctified food to a place where it would be rendered unfit.
He cannot bring a sin offering of an animal, for one camot offer a sin
offering of an animal whenever there is a doubt. Nor can he bring a

sin offering of a bird, because a rieh (leper) does not fulfill his
obligation by bringing the offering of a poor'(leper).lh What shall he
do? He should write off his assets to another person end bring the
offerings of the poor (leper). Now'that he is poor, he brings a sin
offering of a bird, and stipulates and says, "If I am a leper,lg this is
my sin offéring,lé and if not, this is given because of my doubtful
gtatus." Then he eats sanctified food[immediately. But he may not drink
wine or incur corpse uncleanliness, for any days he spent as a nazirite
within the perlod that he was a leper do not count towards his nazirite
vow.rT What shall be done with him? Shall it be according to the words
of Ben Zoma, who says that he counts off thirty days and brings a burnt
offering of an animal and polls, and then brings a sin offering of a
bird, and stipulates and says, "If I was unclean, I gave my sin offering
by ebligation and the burnt offering as a free-will offering. But if I.
was clean, I gave the burnt offering by obligation and the sin offering

.18 :
because of my doubtful statuso"l Then he counts off thirty rore days

~ and brings his peace offerings. Then he brings a burnt offering of an

animal and stipulates'and says, "If I was clean19

I gave the first burnt
21 =

offering by obligationzo and this one as a free-will offering and the

sin offering of a bird because of my doubtful status.22 But if I was

23 I gave the first burnt offeringzu as a free-will offering and

unclean,
this one by obligation and the sin offering of a bird by ob].,:lgat:lom."‘iz5

Then he p011326 and may drink wine or incur (corpse) uncleanliness
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inmxediatel;yj. To which case dogs this apply? To the case ofbone who made
8 nazirite vow ofithifty days. But if he made a nazirite vow for twelve
months, helmay eat sanctified food after two years,_énd drink wine and
incur (Qorpse) ungleanliness after fﬁur yegrs; If (one waé a nazirite
-but) there was doubt whether he had or hédbnot‘incurred (corpse) unclean-
liness (at the time he became a nazirite),'and he waé‘also a'confifmed
leper (and now he is cured),_h@ may eat sanctified fqod after eight days,
and may drink wine and incur (corpsa) unoleanlineés after éixty—eight

days.27

If one was a nazifitevand had definitely incurred (corpse)
uncleanliness (at the time he became a:nazirite) and (while he is now
cured of leprosy ) there is doubt whether he was a confirmed leper formerly,
he may eat sanctified food after thirty-seven days, and may drink wine |
énd indur (corpse)'uncieanliness after seventy-four days. va one was a |
nazirite and héd definitely incurred (corpse) uncleanliness (at the time

.he became a nazirite) and was a confirmed leper (but is now cured), he

may eat sanctified food after eight days, and drink wine and inour (corpse}

uncleanliness after i‘orty-»f‘qur28 days.

ii. As‘to all of the communal and individual offerings, the frontlet of
the high priest29-effeets accepténce of blood uncieanliness an&‘body:
‘uncleanliness except from the uncleanliness of the ﬁazirite and he who
makes the Passover sacrifice, where it effects acceptance of blood

uncleanliness but does not effect acceptance of body uncleanliness. And

0 .
if3 one incurred uncleanliness from a deep-buried corpse, it also effects
acceptance for this. In what manner? If one was about to slaughter his

Paschal lamb, and someone said to him, "You were near a corpse in the
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house vwhich you entered" or “(é:corpse was) under the rock upon which you

sat," and it was made known to him? elther after he slaughtered his

Paschal lamb or before'he slaughtered his Paschal lamb, he must slaughter
a Paschal lamb on the Second Passgover. On the other hand, if they said

to him, "A deep~buried corpse was beneath'you when you entered the house"

or "(A deep-buried corpse was) under the rock upon which you sat," and

it was made known to him before he slaughtered his Paschal lamb, he must
slaughter a Paschal lamb on the Second Passover. (If it was made known
to him) after he slaughtered his Paschal lamb, he need not slaughter a

Paaschal lamb on the Second Passover.

IITI. And likewise, if a nazirite went to bring his offerings, and.they
said to him, "A corpse was near you in the house which you entered" or
"(a corpse was) under the rock upon which you sat," were it made known

to him after he had brought his offerings or before he brought his offer-
ings, he must bring a sin offering. On the other hand, if thej said to
him, "A deep-buried corpse was beneath you when you entered the house"

or "(A deep-buried corpse was) under the rock upon which you sat," and
it is made known to him before he brought his offerings, he must bring

a gin offering. But if it is made known to him after he brought his

offerings, he need not bring a sin offering.

IV. There is a stringency which applies to one's wife and daughter which

does not apply to onefs slave and bondmaid, and likewise there is a
stringency which applies to one's slave and bondmaid which does not apply
to one's wife and daughter. While one can make the vows of one's wife

and daughter void, he cannot compel them to break (é nazirite vow) by
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drinking wine or incurring corpse-uncleanliness. While he cannot make
"~ the vows of his slave and bondmaid void, he can compel them to drink
wine and to incur corpse-uncleanliness. But they only drink wine and

incur corpse-uncleanliness in his presence.

V. Rabbi Jose says that if a master says to hig servant, "You shall
drink wine and incur corpse-uncleanliness for two years," then he drinks
wine and incurs corpse-uncleanlinesgs in his presence and outside his

presence.

VI. To what may the master compel his slave? To make a nazirite vow,
but may not compel him to make (other) vows and oa.ths?2 If a slave made
a nazirite vow and made his hair offering33 and then bécame free, he has
fulfilled his nazirite vow. If a slave made a nazirite vow and did not
make his hair offering, and then became free, he has not fulfillech (any
part of his nazirite vow). If he had incurred (corpse) uncleanliness and

(while still unclean) became free, he counts off (the seven days of

uncleanliness) from the day he became unclean,
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TRAGTATE NEZIRUT IN THE TOSEPHTA
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CHAPTER SEVEN

QUESTIONABLE NAZIRITE VOWS

The class of vows we term "questionable nazirite vows" consists of
three categories of vows: those that are conditional, those that are made
in error, and those thét are brought before a Sage for the purpose of
annulment.

Both the Mishna and the Tosephta discuss nazirite vows that are
brought befofé a Sage for annulment. Mishna SzBlstatas that if a nazirite
consults a Sage, and the %ﬁge says thatlthe vow is still binding, the
nazirite coﬁnts the thirﬁy days from the time he vowed. Tos 3;19 £ills in

the background for this decision. In a case in which the Sage declares

| that the nazirite vow is still binding, Bet Shammai says that the nazirite

counts the thirty days from the day he consﬁlted the Sage, while Bet Hillel
says that he counts frém tﬁe day he made the vow. Without citation, Mishna
5:3 adheres to the opinlon of Bet Hillel. Both Mishna 5:3 and Tos 3:19
agree that if the Sage annulsbthe vow, the animals set aside for the
nazirite sacrifices go back to the fléck. Tos 2:15 and 3:15 give addi-
tional baraithas about the consultation with a Sage. Tos 2:15 states that
if one made two nazirite‘vowé, and aftef fulfilling the first; had the
first vow annulled by a Sage, the fulfillment of the first (annulled) vow
counts for the second vow. Tos 3:15 notes that if one transgresses a
nazirite vow and then has it aﬁnulled by a Sage, he is not punished with
gtripes. But Rabbi Judah»says that he gets stripes for disobedience.

The Mishna and the Toséphta deal at length with the nazirite vow-

made in error. The basic principle for this discussion is found in Mishna
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Nedarim 3:1; where we learn that the Sages declared that vows made in
error are not binding. On fhe other hand, in Mishna Nedarim 9:2, the
Sages forbid annuvlling e vow méda by reasoh of what.befélls unexpectedly.
Within these limits is the law established.

With regard to the nazirite vow~made in error, Mishna 5:l gives
the example of a man who made a nagzirite vow and then discovered that the
animals he set aside for the nazirite sacrifices were lost or stolén,
This was a vow'madé in error in the sense that had he known that these
animals would not be available for sacrifice, he would not have made a
nazirite vow. The decision in this case’is that if he made the vow before
the animals were missing, the vow is still binding, but if he made the
vow after the animals were missing, he is released from the vow. A case
similar to this is mentioned in Tos 3:19 and is elaborated upon in Mishna
5ily. When the Temple was destroyed, Nahum the Mede released non-Palestinian
nazirites from fheir nazirite vows because‘they were made in error; had
they known that the Temple would be-destroyed, thay never would have made
the vows. But the Sages overruled him, and applied the same criteria as
in the case of the missing animals. This is, if the nazirites made the
vow before the Temple was destroyed, the vows are still binding, while if
they vowed after the Temple was destroyed, they are released from their
nazirite vows. We may link up these two decisions with the general princi-
ples outlined above in Mishna Nedarim 3:1 and 9:2, If the vow was made
befbfe the unexpected event, it camnot be annulled, because this is not
really an erroneous vow, but merely a vow in whieh something unexpected
happened. If the vow is made after the unexpected event, the vow was made

in ignorance of existing facts, and therefore is truly erroneous. In
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Tos 2:3, Rabbi Simon cites what he considers to be‘the most clear~cut
case of an erroneous vow meriting annulment: the person who makes a
nazirite vow without realizing that he is fbrbidden'to drink wine or
incur corpse umcleanliness. But in Mishna 2:li we learn that, despite

R. Simon's opinion, the anonymous opinion holds that it is forbidden to
annul this vow - perhaps because such ignorance is so improbable that it
is likely that anyone who claims this exeuse is lying.

The question of whether a nazirite vow involves an error or an

unexpected event is further discussed in Tos 2:8,9 andlMishna 2:8, In
+ these two cases, Rabbi Judah is lenient, considering the vows to be made
in error. Rabbi Simon is stricter, considering.them to be merely vows
{ which precede unexpected events. In Tos 2:8 and Mishna 2:8 we read of a k‘
?‘ man who vows to become a nazirite if a son is born to him. ‘But it turns

out that there is doubt whether the child will survive. Mishna 2:8 makes |

1t clear that this is because he was a premature baby. Rabbi Judah eon-
siders this to be a vow made in error, for had the man known that thg baby
would be premature, he would have never made the vow. Rabbl Simon, more
in accord with previously cited principles, holds that this is merely a
vow which precedes an unexpected event. If the baby survives, he is by
obligation bound to his vow. If the baby dies, he is néﬁ truly bound to !
the vow, for a ﬁale fetus cannot.be fully equated with a son, but because
this is merely a vow which met with unexpected circumstances, he should
of his own free will fulfill his vow of naziriteship.

The second case, found in Tos 2:9, £ells of a man who makeé a
nazirite vow on condition that there are iOO kors in a heap of grain, but

afterwards the grain is lost or stolen. Rabbi Judah holds that this is a
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vow made in error, for had the man known that -the grain would be missing,
'he never would have made the vow. Rabbi Simon views this as a vow whiqh
precedes an unexpected event, and requires that the man fulfill the vow,
declaring that it is by obligation if the heap did contain 100 kors and
by his own free will if it contained less than 100 kors. ’

Our third category of questionable nazirite vows concerns the
conditional vow, of which the cases cited in Tos 2:8,9, and Mishna 2:8
~ (the premature baby:and the missing heap of grain) are examples. Condi-
tional vows are of two types: those which depend on the outcome of an-
event; and those which depend on SOmeonerelse’makihg,a nazirite vow.
_ Tos 2:8,9 obviously depend upon the outcome of an event. 8é:too, Tos 1:3,
which relates of the case of a pérson who vows to be a nazirite if he does
not exbose to suspieion of illégitimaoy the lineage of a certain family.
His obviéus intention is to expose: them; and he uses the vow to emphasize
his determination. But he is in fact forbidden to expose the. improper
lineage of a family without a ecorroborating witness, for such a charge
would require two witnesses. Therefore his accugation would amount to
slander. Hence the Rabbis compel him to remain gilent and to fulfill
his nazirite vow. Tos 2:2 and Mishna 2:L mention the somewhat similar
cage of a person who makes & nazirite vow on ‘condition that he may drink
wine and/or on condition that:he may incur corpse uncleanliness. These
conditions are of course contrary to the Torah, and therefore have no
validity. Hence he is a.naZirite,‘qnd is still forbidden to drink wine
or inecur corpse uncleanliness. o |

The conditional vow, used:appropriately to emphasize one's
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intention or to express one's intense desire that a future event take
place, can also degenerate into a procedure for meking wagers. In Mishna
5:5 aﬁd Tos 3:19 we read of a group of six men, one of whom vows to be a
nazirite if a certain person whose‘identity is uneertain turns out to be
X, and a second of whom vows to be a nazirite if the person does not turn
out to be X, Then the rest of the members of the group back up the wagers
of the original two betters with additional nazirite vows. Bet Shammail
says that they are all nazirites, while Bet Hillel says that only in those
cases where the conditions of the vows are met is naziriteship imposed.
The final opinion in Mishna 5:5 is that of Rabbi Tarphon, who says that
none of them are nazirites. The final opinion is the same in Tos 3:19,
but it is attributed to Rabbi Judah in the name of Rabbi Tarphon. The
Tosephta tells us that the reason Rabbi Tarphon negated all the nazirite
vows is that naziriteship is only bestowed when he who makes thé nazirite
vow is certain that he will be bound by the vow. The clear intent of
Rabbi Tarphon is to prevent naziriteship from degenerating into a proce-
dure for making wagers.

If the person whose identity was in question disappears from view,
according to Tos 3:19, Bet Hillel says that they all will bring nazirite
offerings as a company. The first opinioh in Mishna 5:6, which is anony-
mous, states that none of them is a nazirite. The second and final
opinion in Mishna 5:6 agrees with Tos 3:19, i.e., that they will bring

nazirite offerings as a group. This is Rabbi Simon's opinion, in accord

" with his principle that this is not an erroneous vow, but rather a vow

which preceded an unexpected event. Rabbi Simon further elasborates on
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the opinion of Tos 3:19 by stating that each member of the group says,
"If it was according to my words, I will be a nazirifa by obligation;
but if not, I will be a nazirite by my own free will."

Tos 3:19 cites another case of a nazirite vow made in wager.
This time, a group of men are betting about the sex of a hermephrodite.
Hince one can not fix the sex of an hermaphrodite, and everyone's con-
Jjeeture is partially true, according to the anonymous opinion, they are
all nazirites. A similar case is reported in Mishna 5:7, where a group
of men bet whether a koy is a wild or domestic animal. But just as one
cannot fix the sex of an hermaphrbdite, go one cannot accurately deter-
mine whether a Eéz fits into the category of a wild or domestic animal,
Therefore everyone's statement is partially true, and according to the
anonymous opinion, they are all nazirites. |

Both the Tosephta and the Mishna discuss conditional nagzirite
vows which depend upon the making of a nazirite vow by another person.
In Mishna L:1 we learn that if A says "I am a nazirite" and B says "I too
and then C says "I too," if A is released from his vow, B and C are also
released, But if C is released, A and B are still bound by their vows.
In Tos 3:9 we read that if A vows on condition that B vows, if B does
vow, neither of them can annul it. But if B demurrs, both are released.
In contrast to this, in Tos 3:8 we learn that if 4 vows and merely
invites B to vow (without making his own vow conditional), if B consents,
neither of them can snnul it, but if B demurrs, A is still bound by his
VoW,

A special type of conditional vbw are those made by a husband and

wife. This type differs froﬁ the preceding in that under certain

s
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circumstances, the husband is permitted to annul his wife's vow without
her consent. ‘ |

Tos 3:, and Mishna l11,2 deal with the case of a man who says,

"I am a nazirite" and asks his wife to do likewise. Should his wife agree
to make a nazirite vow, the husband may amnul her vow, but each cannot
annul his or her own vow. Tos 3:), adds that if she demurrs, his vow still
remains in force. Furthermore, he cannot compel his wife to make a
nagirite vow aleng with him if shé is unwill;ng.

Tos 316 and,Mishna 21,2 deal with the opposite case of a woman
who says "I am a nazirite" and asks her husband to vow likewise. Should
her husband agree to make a nazifite vow, the husband may not annul her
vow, nor can each annul his or her own vow. .

In the above two cases, the most significant point concerns when
the husband may or may not annul the vow of his wife. The Tosephta indi-
cates that the wife's vow is irrevokable only if her hu&band‘assents to
it after it is made. In the first case, hé gives no assent after the vow
is made, and therefore he can revoke his wife'é vow. In the second case,
the husband, by joining his wife in her vow, logically and tacitly'
approves of her vow, and therefore may not abrogate it.

Tos 3:5,7 deal with completely conditional cases. If the hugband

says to his wife, "I am a nazirite if you are also," and his wife agrees

to the vow, both are forbidden to annul it. But if she demurrs, neither

of them is bound by the vow.

Tos 3:10 deals with a triangle of two women and one husband. In

this case, Mrs. X makes a nazirite vow and Mrs. Y says "I also." If Mr.

X annuls his wife's vow, Mrs., Y is still under the vow, because Mrs. Y
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did not make a conditional vow with Mrs. X. But Rabbi Simon states that
if Mrs. Y meant it to be conditional (e.g., "I will if you will"), when
Mr. X voided Mrs. X's vow, he also voided Mrs. Y's vow.

Tos 3:12,13 present contrasting views concerning what a husband
"ecan do if his wife makes a nazirite vow and he neglected to anmul it
during the day he heard it. Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Judah say the husband
is stuck, for if he is angry enough about the vow to divorce his wife, he
mugt give hef back her ketubah. Rabbi Jose and Rabbi Simon say that she
is stuek, for if he divorces her, he need not return her ketubah.

Mishna L:3 and Tos 3:1l deal with the case of a woman who makes a
nazirite vow, and unbeknownst to her, her husband annuls it. Thinking
she is still a nazirite, she nevertheless drinks wine or incurs corpse
uncleanliness. For this, she receives forty stripes. Mishna L:13 adds
that these forty gtripes are not for bresking the nazirite vow, but for
disobedience.

The Mishna and the Tosephta deal with the question of what is the
length of time after which a husband may still annul the nazirite vow of
his wife. The basic decision is found in Mishna Nedarim 10:8 (based on
Num 30:6-8) to the effect that the husband can only nullify his wife's
vow on the day that he hears of it. But the Rabbis relent in this matter
in order to preserve the marriasge. In Mishna L:5 the anbnymous opinion
holds that after the priest tosses the blood from one of the sacrificial
animals, the husband may no longer revoke his wife's nazirite vow. Rabbi
Akiba’is g bit more strict in stating that even after one of the sacrifi-

c¢lal animals is slaughtered, the husband may no longer revoke his wife's
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nazirite vow. Mishna L:5 and Tos 3:1ll add that the above only applies
to the sacrifices madefaﬁ the conclusion of naziriteship. But if she
became unclean, and was bringing the sacprifices of an unelean nazirite
in order to start her périod of naziriteship afresh, the husband may
revoke her vow by threatening divorée, saying '"I-dislike a repulsive
woman." Rabbi, in the final opinion, is most liberal of all, for he says
that the hn:band may annul his wife's nazirite vow at any time (even if
she is clean) by threatening divorée, saying "I dislike a polled woman."
Mishna 9:1 and Tos 6:l) warn that one may revoke his wife's
nazirite vow, but he cannot compel her to break it, through wine or

corpse uncleanliness.

In analyzing the discussions in the Tosephta and Mishna concerning
the questionable nazirite vow, we derive a picture of Tractate Nezirut
vis-a-vis Tractate Nazir.

In the matter of nazirite vows brought before a Sage for annulment,
we find three cases in the Tosephta and one case in the Mishna. Mishna
5:13 and Tos 3:19 both discuss the same case, but Tos 3:19 gives us more
detail. Whereas Mishna 5:3 merely gives us an anonymous opinion, Tos 3119
tells us of both sides of the issue and on which of the sides Bel Hillel
and Bet Shammal stand in the issue.

With regard to the vow made in error, four cases are presented.
Three of them are discussed by both Tosephta and Mishna, while the fourth
appears only in the Tosephta. In the first case, Mishna 5:L gives a
fuller narrative description than Tos 3:19. In thé second case, Mishna

2:ly gives both the anonymous opinion and the opinion of Rabbi. $imon,
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while Tos 2:3 only tells of the opinion of Rabbi Simon. In the third
case Mishna 2:8 augments Tos 2:8 with additional clauses, but the anony-
mous opinion of Mishna 2:8 is identified as Rabbi Judah in Tos 2:8.
Also, the Tosephta gives the reason for each man's deecision. The fourth
case is found in-Tos 2:9.

In the.sub-categéry of conditional vows which depend upon the out-
come'of an event, there afe eigﬁt cases. Two of them are mentioned above,
that is, the case discussed in Mishna 2:8 and Tos 2:8 and the case dis-
cussed in Tos 2:9. The third ecase appears alike in Tos 2:2 and Mishna 2:l,

* and the fourth one occurs only in Tos 1t3. The fifth through eighth cases

deal with wagers. -In the fifth case, Tos 3:19 elaborates on Mishna 55,

giving a fuller 1ist of the authorities who cite the opinion and giving'

the reason for the opinion. The sixth case is mentioned in Tos 3:19 and

Mishna 5:6. Tos 3:19 identifies the anonymous opinion in the Mishna as

| Himon. The seventh case iz found in Tos 3:19 alone and the eighth case
K is found only in Mishna 5;7,

In the sub-category of econditional vows which depend upon another
person making the vow we have eleven cases. The first three cases are in

Mishna l:l, Tos 3:8 and Tos 3:9. They are élosely'related cases, and when

Bet Hillel, while Mishna 5:6 recordé the additional opinion of Rabbi

l

taken together form a logical unit. The fourth case is presented in

} Mishna L:1,2, and Tos 3:4 gives additional clauses as well as the reason-
‘ ing behind the decision. The fifth case is presented in Mishna 4:1,2

and Tos 3t6 gives additional clauses as well as the reasoning behind the

decision. The sixth case appears in Tos 3:5,7, the seventh in Tos 3:10,
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and the eighth in Tos 3:12,13. The ninth case is discussed in Tos 3:1l
and is clarified in Mishne l:3. In addition, Mishna gives a contrary
anonymous opinion. In the tenth case the first part of the discussion
only appears in Mishna L:5, while the last part appears in both Mishna
L:5 and Tos 3:1ly. The eieventh éase appears in Mishna 9:1 and Tos 6:l.
We may draw the following cohelusiéns from this analysis. Ten
cases are presented jointly by'Mishna and Tosephta, ten only by Tosephta,
and two only by the Mishna. Thus the Tosephta has more to say about the
questionable vows than does the Mishné. In terms of the details in each
case, ﬁhe Mishne gives a little more data than the Tosephta. Two very
significant facts to note are that the Mishna never gives reasons for
its deciéions, while in four cases the parallel passage in the Tosephta
does state rea#dns for the decisions. Secondly, the Tosephta identifies
three anonym&us opinions in the Miéhna, one of Rabbi Judah and two of

Bet Hillel.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
M .
THE SAMSON-TYPE NAZIRITE VOW

Only Mishna 1:2 and Tos 1:5 discuss Saﬁ%oﬁttype naziriteship. In
the Tosephta, Rabbi Simon says that if one states "I am like Saﬁ%oﬁ,ﬂ he
has not made a vow, for Saﬁso& did not vow naziriteship upon himself.

The Tosephta adds, however, that if one makes a vow with a substitute
word for 'Sansom,' he has made a Sansom-type nazirite vow. Mishna 1:2
ignores Rabbi Simon'!s statement, and contrary to it, asserts that a person
becomes a Sansom-type nazirite if he says "I am like Sansom" or if he
makes the vow with a substitute word for 'Sansom.’

The only additional decision which Tos 1:5 records is that of
Rabbi Judah, who says that a Sansom-type nazirite is permitted to incur
corpse-uncleanliness, because Samson himgelf incurred corpse uncleanli-
ness, Mishna 1:2 incorporates Rabbi Judah's opinion (without citing him)
in a well-organized (anonymous) comparison of the rules which apply to
the life-long nazirite and to the Sansom-type nazmirite. The former must
bring offerings if he becomes unclean, but the latiter does not. The
former may lighten his hair from time to time if he brings hair offerings
after each polling, while the latter is forbidden to poll.

To summarize, we see that Mishna 1:2 ahd Tos 1:5 have a difference
of opinion, the Mishna finding Rabbi Simon's ruling unacceptable. We also
note that the Mishna gives a more detailed and better organized treatment
of the laws for the Sansom-type of naziriteship., We also note that the
material in the Mishna is anonymous, while in the Tosephta the rabbinic
guthority is cited. Lastly, we note that in the Tosephtsa, reasons are

given for the decisions which are tendered.



saripmemmed

52~

~ -CHAPTER NINE
TESTIMONY CONCERNING NAZIRITESHIP

Two cases dealing with testimony given about nazirites are dis-
cusséd By‘bdthAthé Mishna and the Tosephta.

The first case is discussed in Mishna 3:7 and Tos 3:1. Mishna 3:7
relates of a situation whereih there are two pairs of witnesses, the
first pair testifying that so-and-so vowed five periods of naziriteship
and the second pair iestifying that he vowed two periodé of naziriteship.
BétVShammai says that their testimony, being at variance, is invalidated,
S0 that'the nazirite vow is in noIWay biﬁding; Bet Hillel says that he
is still obligated for two periods of nagziriteship, since the number 'two!
is ineluded within 'five.' Tos 3:1 presents a contrary picture, for it
rélates that Rabbi Ishmael, son of Rabbi Jochanan, sald that Bét Shammal
and Bet Hillel did not disagree about testimony presented by two pairs
of wi'tneéses, for they both decided that so-and-so would be bound to twWo
periods of naziriteship. Rather did they disagree, if one witness testi-
fied that he vowed five periods and another (single) witness testified
that he vowed two periods. In this case, Bet Shammal says that the vow
is in no'way binding, while Bet‘Hillel says that he must serve two periods
of naziriteship because 'two'! is included within 'five.!

The second case is taken up in Mishna 8:1 and Tos 5:3,4. Tos 5:3
and the first part of Mishna 8:1 tell of a man who testifies that he saw
one of two nazirites incur corpse-uncleanliness, but he does not know
which one. Then the first part of Mishna 8:1 and Tos 5:3, in identical

fashion, outline an elaborate procedure to insure that neither of the two
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vows are broken. The second part of Mishna 8:1 and Tos 5:4 continue the
above discussion"withlthe added complexity that one of the two nazirites
suspected of uncleanliness dies. Tos 5:l outlines a procedure and.Mishna
8:1 outlines a soméwhét similar procedure. But both procedures hinge on
the- need that the surviving nazirite get someone from the street to make
a nazirite tow in plaée of the deceased nazirite. At thié point, the
discussiqﬁ ends in Tos 5:l. But in Mishna 8:1 Beﬁ Zoma says that it is
quite possible that no one will consent to take a nagirite vow in place
of the deceased nazmrlte. Ben 7.ome then outlines a completely different
prooedure for the surviving nazirite to follow, and the Sages concur with
him.

To summarize, we see that in the i‘irst case, the Tosephta gives
mnore data than the Mlshna, while in the second case, the Mishna gives
more data than the Tosephta. More significantly, We see that in both

cases, the Mishna and Tosephta reach different conclusmons.
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CHAPTER TEN

LENGTH OF THE PERIOD OF NAZIRITESHIP

There is great diversity permitted in the WOrding of a nazirite
vow, and oftentimes it becomes unclear as to what duration of nazirite-
ship the vower intended. The Rabbis, in the Mishna and the Tosephta,
try to fix the length of the period of naziriteship for any poésible’vow
a person might make.

Mishna 1:3 and 6:3 both state that a nazirite vow of unde fined
length lasts for thirty days. Tos 2:10 gives the backgroundito this
decision. The Rabbis debated whether a vow of thirty days is the same as
a nazirite vow of undefined length. Rabbi Simon ben HFlazar said that both
Bet Shammai and Bet Hillel agreed that one who makes a nazirite vow of
thirty days must not poll before the thirty-first day. This implies that
the vow is not completed until the very end of the thirtieth day. If he
should poll on the thirtieth day, he has broken his vow, and must repeat
the period of nagziriteship. But, according to Rabbi Simon ben Elazar,
Bet Shammal and Bet Hillel disagreed concerning the permitted polling
day for a persbn who makes a nazirite vow of undefined length. Bet
Hillel says that he must poll on the thirty-first day,'ahd that if he
polled on the thirtieth day, the vow is broken. But Bet Shammai holds
that even if he polled on the thirtieth day, he has fulfilled his vow.
The anonymous decision of Mishna 1:3 and 6:3 accepts the opinion of Betl
Shammai .

The Rabbis also éonéider nazirite formulas which make one responsi-

ble for multiple vows., Mishna 1:3 states that if one vows "one long
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period" or "one short period" or even "from now to the end of the world"
this only implies a vow of thirty days. If he vows to be "a nazirite

and for one day more" or "a nazirite and one hour more" or "for one

period and one-half," he has vowed two periods of naziriteship. If he
says "thirty days and one hour" he has vowed thirty-one days, for they
do not measure periods of naziriteshiﬁ in hours. . Tos 1l:2 brings>fUrther
information. 'Rabban Simon ben Gamliel says that if one vous "nazirite-
ships," he has vowed two'periods. If he says "ag nazirite and one more"
" : . he‘has vowed two éeriods. If he gsays "a ngzirite and‘one more and yet
one" he has vowed three periods. If he says "a nazirite and one more
‘and yet one and one further" he has vowed four periods. Symmachus
explains the use of Greek numerals in the vbw. If he says "Behold, T am
a nézirite tetragon," he has vowed four periods; if he says "dregon,"
he has vowed three periods; if "tigon," two periodé;

Gertaiﬁ nazirite vows entail a much longer duration of nazirite-
ship, Mishna 1:6 tells of a man who vows "from here to such-and-such a
place." The Rabbis then count the number of days it would take to make
such a Jjourney. If it is under thirty days, he is nevertheless a nazirite
for thirty days. If the trip takes longer than thirty days, hé is a
‘L nazirite for however long the Jjourney may be. Mishna 1:7 tells of one
!‘: who vows naziriteships "according to the number of days of the solar
year." He is held accountable for 365 periods of naziriteship. The

|

|

o decision of Mishna 1317 is included in the statement of Tos 1:3. Tos 1:3
1 states that if one vows "for the number of hours in a day" or "for the

\

number of months in a year," he is liable for twelve periods. If he vows
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"for the number of days in a week'" or "for the number of years for a
Sabbatical Year"‘or:"for the number of Sabbatical Years for a Jubilee
Year," he has vowed seven periods. If he vows according to the number
of days in a solar year," he is liable for 365 periods. If he vows
Maccording to the number of days in a lunar year," he has vowed 35l

periodé. But Rabbi says that this is not so umnless he specifically says

Ufo?vnazifiteships according to...."

Finally, the Rabbis consider vows which might be in force forever
i.e., as long as the person ii?es‘ In Tos 1:3 Rabbi Judah says that if
: one voﬁs to be a nézirite "according to the number of piles of fruit in
| the Summer" or "according to the number of ears of grain in the Sabbati-
X | caleear," he 1s a nazirite forever, and polls every thirty days. But
! 0 ' ﬁhe Rabbis"figure that the maker of the vow did not really‘wish to be a
nazirite forever, and they let him quit his naziriteship when he says
"I did not mean this." An even more vague vow is found in Mishna 1:5,
where one vows "a houseful" or "a basketful.® Therefore the Rabbis
inquire more closely. If he just meant a long period, he is a nazirite

for thirty days. But if he really meant that his vow should have no set

| - ' duration, they look upon the basket as filled with mustard seed and he

is & nazirite forever. Similarly, in Tos 1:3 if he vows "as fills a

barrel" or "as fills a basket," he is a nagirite forever. Although Tos 113
makes no mention of the Rabbis 'inquiring more c¢losely,' they will permit
him to terminate his vow if he says "I did not mean this."

Tos 1tl and Mishna 1:l state that if one vows to be a nazirite
"acgording to the hairs of my head" or "according to the particles of

dust on the earth" or "according to the grains of sand on the sea," he
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ig a nazirite forever and polls every thirty days. But Rabbi says he
does not poll every thirty days, because he is not a nazirite forever

Mishna 1:4 gives the reason, the same one Rabbi ecltes above in connection

with Tos 1:3 - the vower mnst specifically sasy " for nazlriteshlps accord-
ing H0o. M | 7

Tos l:k adds that if he vows to be a nazirite "from here to the
depﬁhs of the earth" or "from herevto the heavenly vault" or "from here
to‘ﬁhe end ofbiﬁa‘world," hé is a'haéiri£e forever., If he vows to be a
naziritei"all 6f my dayé" hé is a nazirite forever. But if he vows "for
one hundred yeafs" or ﬁfor two huﬁdred yéérs," ﬁe-is not'a nééifité for-

ever.

To summarlze,‘we‘perceive that in the matter of the length of the
period of naziriteship, both the Mishna and the Tosephta present about
the same number of cases, with a slight edge to the Tosephta. The amount
of detail given in each case is about the same, although only in Tos 2:10
is a whoig debate explored. "We also note that the anonymous opinion of
Mishna 1:3 is attributed to Bet Shammal in Tos 2’10‘. Hhile the Mishna
and the Tééephta never diségréé on the decision of a case, let‘us.observe §
that the procedure to be fb]]owed wmth regard to one who vows "a basketful"

differs in Mishna 1: 5 and Tos 1:3.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

TABULATION OF THE NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS OF THE NAZIRITE VOW

Both ﬁhé Mishna and Tosephta deal briefly with the question of
preciseiy how man& tiﬁéé'a‘haﬁirité-Qiolates his vow when he commits an
act cohtrafy to fhe conditioﬁs of hié VOW. :Thé Mishna deals with the
Queétion'ffom‘the poiﬁt of #iew of duratiéh.of time. The Tosephta
approaches the'question from the viewpoiht of quéh£ity. .

’ ‘Y"Mishna 6:1, states fhat if{é nazirite drank wihe all day, or éut
his‘haif all day;;or ihcurféd corpse uncleanliness all day,bénly one
violation oooﬁrfédlih each eategdr&. But fof every fima he wag warned
about drinking wine drrcut£iﬁérhisjﬁair‘or incurring édrpse unaleanli¥
ness, he has committéd-a violation. For example, were ﬁé warned three
times abouﬁ dfinking wihe, féur timés abdﬁt cﬁttiﬁg his hair, and five
times'about incurring corpéé ﬁnelean1iness; he wouldfhave amaséedvtwelve
violations. |

In Tos L:1 and 2 we deal with the question of fbrbid@en foods
and bgvéfages in terms of quantiﬁy of consumption. Again, each time a
person ié:wafned,‘(yét eats or dfinks), he is cuipable. The‘Rabbis agree
that(énvolive's bulk 6f'food makés one etlpable for violation. Howevér,
thé Rabbistdisagreé about ﬁhe quantity ofvdrink which makes one culpeable '
for violétion; R;bbi akiba says that an olive's bulk of wine or vinegar
makes one culpable. Then he explains that one finds out of how much an
olive's bulk of liquid consists by filling the liquid to the brim of the
container and then dropping an olive's bulk of solid into the liquid.

The overflow of liquid is an olive's bulk., Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah
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disagrees with Rabbi Akiba, for he says that a % log of liquid makes
the nazirite culpable. And it does not matter whether the liquid was
consumed at one sitting or a half at a time.

ﬂabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus deals with the case of a nazirite who
is about to 1mbibe, let us say, a flask containing 2% logs of wine. It
he drinks it all, he nevertheless is culpable only once. If he is -warned
several times he is culpeble fbr each warning - with reservations.’
Obv1ously, he could not be culpable for more than ten violations, even
if he received twenty warnings. The pomnt is that the warning only can
result in culpability if after each warning he consumes % log of wine,

'Lastly, ‘the Tosephtarnotes that a person becomes culpable for each
forbidden item withiu.a bunch of grapes. Thus, if from one bunch of
grabes he squeezed out a ¥4 log of wine and drank it, and then ate grapes,
and then ate dried grapes from it, and then ate two grapestones and one
grapeskin, he is culpable for four violations

In summary, we see that the Mishna and the Tosephta discuss differ-
ent aspects of the problem of the number of violations, except that both
deal with the 1ssue of one's culpability after receiving repeated warnings.
e perceive that the Tosephta presents more cases, gives more deta about
the individval case, and gives the names of the rabbinic authorities.

The Mishna only gives anonymous opinions.




-60-

CHAPTER TWELVE

THE FORMULA OF THE NAZIRITE VOW

In earlier chapters we have touched upon the subject of the formula
which places one under a nazirite vow. Thus, we have disgussed the
‘Bamson~type nazirite vow, the conditional VOW, énd_the length of the
period of naziriteship various vows impose. But this chapter deals with
a more basic and simpler question: whether a particular vow does or does
not place the individuval under naziriteship.

Mishna 1:1 states that substitute words for "nazirite" in the

. basic nazirite formula "Behold, I am a nazirite!" still impose the

nazirite vow. Examples of substitute words are then listed. Not only
can a substitute word impose a nazirite vow, but even a completely sub-
stituted vow can do this, for example, "I pledge myself to let it grow
unkempt" or "I will be an abstainer from grapstones and grapeskins, from
polling, and from uneleanliness." If one vows "I pledge to offer two
birds," Rabbi Meir says he is a nazirite, but the Tages disagree.

Tos 1:1,2 carries ﬁhe discussion furthsr, for it asks whether a

- substitute word or expression for a substitute word or expression imposes

naziriteship. Bet Shammai says that it constitutes a binding vow, while
Bet Hiliel says that it is not a binding vow. An example is given in
Tos 2:1 and Mishna 2:1, where one says "I am a nazirite (or "abstainer!)
from dried figs and cakes of pressed figs." Bet Shammal says that he is
a nazirite, but Bot Hillel says that he is not. In Mishna 2:1, Rabbi
Judah explains that if the vower only meant to make an ordinary vow to

abstain from figs, and made this clear at the time of the vow, he of

s
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course is not considered a nazirite even by Bet Shammai.

Mishna 2:2 discusses even ﬁore indirect formulations. Thus if

‘one says "This cow thinks it will be a nazirite if it stands uwp" or

"This_door thinks it will be a nazirite 1f it opens," Bet Shammai says
he is a nazirite if éither of these ef@ntualities is realized, while Bet
Hillel says’that under no circumstapqes gould theée,statements impose
naziriteship. Again Rebbi Judsh exPlainé that Bet:Shammai would not
congider him a nazirite 1f at the time of avowal he made it cléar that
he only meant an ordinary vow of abstention from use and benefit.
| Mishna 2:3vindicates‘that qircumstgnces can.determine how we

interpret‘a statement, Thus, if they filled a man's cup and he said
"I will be a nazirite (or "abstainer") from‘it," he is a nazirite. But
if a woman is drunk, and when they fili her cup she says "I will be a
nazirite (or "abstainer") from it," according to the Sagés, she is only
making an ordinary vow of absztention.

Tos 3:3 considers the person who imposes naziriteship.on a part

of his body rather than upon himself as a whole. If he says "My hand

is a nazirite" or "My foot 1s a nazirite" he is not bound by the vow.

If he says“"My head is a nazirite" or "My bulk is a nazirite" he is
bound by the vow. For this type of vow, the following principle is
enunciated: the inolusion in the vow of anything on which life depends-
makes one a nazirite; the inclusion in the vow of anything on which life
does not depend does not make one a nazirite.

Mishna l:1,2 and Tos 3:2 states that if one responds "and I" to

a nazirite vow, he is a nazirite. Mishna L:1,2 adds that the same is
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true if he says "Amen." Tos 3:2 notes however that the respondent is

only bound if there was a pause long enough to give a greeting. Perhaps

this provision is 1ncluded 1est the respondent e¢laim that he meant to

say something else, but he was interrupted. Mishna }:1,2 and Tos 3:3

add that if one responds W1th the exclamation "my mouth is as your mouth"

or 'my hair is as your hair," he is 1ikewise a nazirite. Tos 3:3 says

that the same 1s true 1f one responds "my foot is like your foot."
In summary we perceive that in this very practical discussion of

the‘formnla for a nazirite vow, the Mishna presents considerably more

cases than the Tosephta. Both Mishna and Tosephta give very detailed

and explicit discussion. The issues which the Mishna introduces seem

more primary than those introduced by the Tosephta. Thus we note that

the Mishna diseusses substitute words, whereas the Tosephta discusses

substitute words of substitute words. In this material the Tosephta

seems to assume the existence of the Mishnaic statements.




63~

CHAPTER THIRTEEN
PRESENTING THE HAIR OFFERING OF OTHERS

" An issue which the Mishna and the Tosephta discuss concerns the
person who vows to present the hair offerings of a nazirite. In the
Mishna and the Tosephta there are two basic issues: first, when one vows

to present hair offerings, is this for oneself or for another nazirite;

"and secondly, what happens if one vows one«half'thé hair offeringa of a

nazirite. The passages which deal with this topic are Mishna 2:5,6 and
Tos‘2=h—7.' While the Mishna gives us the decisions with regard to these
two iSSUGS,‘it is only through the Tosephta that we can grasp:the issues
behind the declsions.

Mishna 2:5 and Tos 2:5, in widely divérging contexts, state that
if a person says "Behold, I am a nazirite and I oblige myself to offer
the hair offerings of a nazirite," this person must fulfill his own
naziriteship and in addition 6ffer the hair offerings of another nazirite.

Tos 2:6 will show that the issue here is the word order of this two-fold

'vow. Were he to say "I oblige myself to offer the hair offerings of a

hazirite; behold, I am a nazirite," it would be assumed that the first

clasuse refers to his own offerings at the conclusion of his own nazirite-

 ship. But in the order of clauses found in Mishna 215, it is assumed

that he makes a nazirite vow and in addition vows someone else's nazirite
offerings. This is made clear by Tos 2:6. In Tos 2:6 we are informed
that if the person said "Behold, I oblige myself to one~half the hair
offering of a naszirite; behold, I ém a nazirite," if he only offered the

hair offerings for his own naziriteship, he has not fulfilled his vows.
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This baraitha makes the point that if he had merely vowed hair ofTbrings
and then vowed his own naziriteship, it would be assumed that the hair
offering he vowed would be for his own naziriteshipm‘ But we note that he

offered one-half a hair offering, which could not possibly be for his own

'naziriteship. Therefore the vow of one-half a hair offering, even though

it preceded his own nazirite vow, must be intended for another nazirite.
Thé second issue conecerns the vow to pfesent one~-half the hair
offering-for another nazirite. Tos 2:l, presents two views: the view of
Rabbi Meir that merely saying 'behold, I oblige myseif to bring the hair
offering..." implies a complete offering despite the qualifying clause
which follows; and the view of Rabbi Simon that he need offer nothing,
for it is merely a free-will offering made under unacceptable conditions,
since one may not offer only one~half of a hair offering. Mishna 2:6
repeats the opinion of Rabbi Meir. But the Mishna adds that the Bages
decided that it was permissible for one to vow a free-will offering of
one-half a nazirite hair offering. Hence the Tages in the Mishna render

a -decision contrary to the opinions found in the Tosephta. Nevertheless,

-the Tosephta fills in the details behind this legal decision., Tos 2:6,7

deals with two matters not diécussed in the Mishna. Firstly, the Tosephta
states that if one set aside the animals for his hair offering before
making his nazirite vow, he has not made any sort of commitment whatso-
ever; for the vow must precede the setting aside of the animals. Secondly,
the Tosephta notes that a nazirite can only accepf the hair offeringé of
another person if he stipulated this at the time he made his nazirite vow.
To summarize, we see that the Tosephta considers more cases than the

Mishna, and it deals with these cases in greater detail. We should also
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note that the decision rendered in Mishna 2:6 differs from bthe opinions

expressed in Tos 2:l.,
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' CHAPTER FOURTEEN
SUMMARY OF THE INTRODUCTION

In the previous seven. chapters we have compared: Tractate Nezirut

. 1' l‘and Tractate Nazir with regard to a variety of legal considerations.
| Further comparisons would be interesting, but would in fact merely rein-
force the pattern which has already emerged.

-.mespiteﬁa fow eiceptions,’we‘may conelude that Tractatg Nezirut
presents more cases on a given subject than does Tractate Nazir. Further-
R more, Tractate Nezirut will more frequently present the cases lesgs laconi-
cally and-wifh more detail than Tractate Nézir. While it is not common
for either the Mishna or the Tosephta to give the reason for'a certain
decision, yet reasons are found more frequently in Tractate Nezirut than
’ in Tractate Nazir. We have observed that Tractate Nazir more frequently
} resorts to an anonymous opinion than does Tractate Nezirut. Indeed a
paraliel passage in Tractate Nezirut will often identify the source of
the anonymous opinion in the Mishna. We might also note the very impor-
| tant role that Rabbi Simon plays as a source of halachah in Tractate .
; Nezirut.

It is often stated that the Tosephta is more aggadie than the
Mishna. ‘While this is true of other tractates, it is not true in terms
of Tractates Nazir and Nezirut. If we use the term 'aggadic' in the

broadest sense, and apply it to those materials in the Mishna and Tosephta

which depart from the law a bit to refleet, or to relate a personal
"ineident, or to cateh the drama of a rabbinic duel of wits, we find that

there are in each tractate seven passages with aggadic content. In
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Tractate Nazir the passages are 3:6, 5:3, 6:5, 6311, T:lL, 9:1, and 9:5.
The aggadic passages in Tractate Nezirut are 1:7, lL:k, L:7, L:10, 5:1,
5:2, and 6:4. | | |

Needless to say, the arrangement and ordering of the passages in
these two tractates could not be ideﬁﬁical, because their contents differ
80 conSiderably. Nevertheléss,,the tﬁo tractates share a striking resem-
blance in the arrangement of materials. On the other hand, one finds
pericopes in one tractate located in. a totally different context in the
other tractate. While iﬁ is possible that the Mishna influenced the
arfangement of the materials in the Tosephta, it is also likely that a
similar étructure was imparted to both tractates from the earlier
'mishnas, ' |

| Our last conslderation is to consider the relation between Tractate

Nazir and Tractate Nezirut. We might take our cue from the Amoraim, who
found that they could not operate with the Mishna alone, and took recourse
to the vast numbéf of baraiﬁhas, of which our work is the primary source.
Nazir or Neziruﬁ éldne gives an inadequate picture of the nazirite legis-
lation; ﬁogethef the piéture isvmﬁdh more complete. Each sérves to clarify
and fill in the lacunae for the other. Yet we have also seen their differ-
ences of opinion, which set: them off as independent works. |

Qonsidered as independent works, Tractate Nazib appears to be a
more practical and useful guide. It contains the answers to the most
commonly asked queétions. Tractate Wezirut is often more esoteric, déal-
ing with the complex possibiiity énd the unusual incident. Nevertheless,
Tractate Nez;rut can 'stapdtonﬁits own two feet' as an independent wofk.
We can grasp it without recourse to the Mishna., Within itself it is an

Integrated whole.

[
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

For example, konam is a substitute word for neder and miknamna is a
substitute word for konam. :

"divine voice" is a translation for Bat Kol., The Bat Kol gives
testimony-concerning a nazirite vow. ’ '

Each period being thirty days because the maker 6f the vow did not
‘specify its duration. :

Tigon is from the Greek and literally means "born a second time."
Here it means "for two periods." Likewise, dregon means "for
three periods" and tetragon means "for four periods." We have
accepted the reading of Naz 8b and Erfurt. Digus translates tigon
as "for three periods" and dregon as "for two periods.™

For one witness is not believed. Therefore he would be slandering
the family without sufficient proof

Rabbi says that the word "nazmriteships," in the plural, must appear
in the vow,

Erfurt omits "acecording to the number....lunar year."

Erfurt adds "If he said, 'Behold, I am a nazirite as much as fills...
thirty days tu

Q#fus adds "He is a naz1rite..,thirty days."
Exrfurt adds "or even from here to the end of the world."

Erfurt reads "he is a nazirite for thirty days" and Mifus reads
"he is a nazirite forever."

Numbers 6:19.
Numbers 6:18.

This only applied to the period of the desert wandering - see
Numbers 8:6-7.

Leviticus 1h:9.
A vow within a vow means‘a'double vow relating to the same thing.

For further discussion, see Nedarim 17a.
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15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

'Erfurt reads: "Rabbi Judah" and Difus reads "Rabbi Meir."

L.,
' D%qu reads "have made" and Erfurt reads "w111 make.tt

"e.v-
Difus reads "he said" and Erfurt reads "he(will) say." .
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

Girogeres is a substitute word for tirosh which is a substitute word
for eshkol. -

| Erfurt adds, in accord with Nazirut 1:1, "and Bet Hillel says he is

not a nazirite.®

According to Rabbi Judah, merely saying the words "Behold, I am
obliged to bring hair offerings" is enouvugh to constitute a vow to
-offer the complete hair offerings of. a nazirite.

i.e..- another nazirlte.

From here to the end of the baraitha I have adopted the Erfurt read-
ing. The Difus reads "and (then he said), 'I oblige myself to
-offer the hair offering of a nazirite,! if he offered the hair ;
offering only for himself, he has not fulfilled his vow." The ‘
text is corrupt here.

Since he made the offerings and only afterwards made the vow.
A midrashic interpretation of Numbers 6:21,
8ee Baba Kama 110b for the precise procedurs.

The error being that had he known that:the c¢hild might die, he would
have only vowed for a living child. ’

If he would have known that the grain would be lost or stolen, he
would have qualified his vow.

Erfurt has "thirty" and Difus and Vieéenna have "twenty."

The firet twenty of the one hundred days. ‘

For the unspecified vow which takes effect aftef twenty days.
I have adopted the Erfurt reading. Difus hes a corrupt text.
i e, - the vow of one hundred days.

An unspecified vow is always assumed to be for thirty days.
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20. All manuseripts erroneously read "he has not fulfilled his vow."
Vilna Gaon correctly amends it to "he has fulfilled his vow."
In a vow of unspecified length, part of the day counts as the
whole day.

21, All manuscripte erroneously read "he has fulfilled his vow." Vilna
g Gaon correctly: amends it to "he has not fulfilled his vow."

22, That is, he has to wait seven days to be clean before he may make
his offerings. This delay is not an act of voiding, since he was
¢lean on the thirtieth day, and part of the day is reckoned as
the whole day,

; 23, Djifus adds "Rabbi Judah....void," while Erfurt adds "and if he

‘ ' became unclean on the thirty-~first day, he makes all thirty days
vold. Rabbi Judah says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that he only
makes seven days void."

2li. He only applies the biblical decree - that thirty days are repeated.
It says in Numbers 6:13 "And this is the law of the nazirite in
“the day he completes..." If a nazirite becomes unclean in the day
of completion, apply to him "the law -of the nazirite," the 1aw for
a nazirite whose term is unspecified (in the biblical text), i.e. -
i thirty days:

A 25. This principle of Rabbi Eliezer is garbled in Erfurt and Difus. We
i have incorporated the emendatlon suggested by Ezekiel #tvramaski.

26, Through corpse uneleénliness, leproay,'or flux.
27. Difus omits "or incurred corpse unecleanliness."

28, A1l manusceripts incorrectly read "is not credited." The correct
- wording is found in Nazir 17b. '

29. All ' manuscripts incorrectly read "do not credit." The correct word-
ing is found in Nazir 17b.

30. All manuscripts incorrectly read “credit the seventh day." The
correct wording is found in Nazir 17b.

31. Difus adds "if he brought....uncleanliness."

32. Polling only applies to the first case, of course.

33. Erfurt adds "to poll." |

3. Difus reads "did not bring" and Erfurt reads "brought."

35. At the end of the secohd-period of naziriteship.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

Bet ‘thammai requires two agreeing witnesses.

For there was sufficient time to say "I am as you."

With respect to consuming grape products.

With respect to putting grape products in the mouth.

With respect to walking to a cemetery.

In wishing to be a nazirite just like his wife, he logically
implies, beforehand, that it is acceptable for his wife to be a
‘nazirite.

Althouvh the husband of the friend can make the frlend's vow void.

That is, this past transgression of the vow does not terminate the
vow .

That is, he will suffer for it.

Erfurt reads "Rabbi Jose," and Difus reads "Rabbi Judah.!

Because a day has passed since the vow was made.

&

Difus adds "and forgiveness." -

This alludes to the baraitha in Naz 28a, "If blood from one of the
‘sacrificial beasts is sprinkled on her, he is not able to annul
i-t n

That is, polling at the end of naziriteship.

That is, when she polls after incurring corpse uncleanliness, and
returns to start her naziriteship over again, her husband faces
the hardship of her new period of naziriteship.

Erfurt reads "repulsive" and Difus reads "polled."

For breaking a vow.

Erfurt and Difus differ considerably in the choice of illustrative
cases given in this selection, as well as in the arrangement of

them. T have included all cases mentioned in both texts, and have
arranged these cases in order of increasing complexity.
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19. Many sorts of sacrifices may be made with this money, depending on
how the deceased stipulated for its disposal, but at:the -vebry:léast
it will be used for peace offerings. Therefore it is money that
cannot be used for other than saerificial purpeses. In certain
circumstances, the money will not be used for sacrifices at all,
but will be thrown into the sea. :

20. of the nazirite hair offering,

21, Erfurt reads "hie," but I have accepted the emendatiOn of the Vilna

22. Erfﬁrt reads "Rabbi Joseﬁfand Difus reade "Rabbi Meir."

23. Erfurt reads "Rabbi Flazer and Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Judah" and Difus
.reads "Rabbi Judah snd Rabbi Jose and Rabbi Ishmael."

2k, That is, one of the original two. -

25. Dﬂfus and Frfurt incorrectly read 'not fﬁ]fllled," but T accept the
reading of the baraitha in Naz 32b

T 26. In this case, there was real doubt who would and who wou]d not be
bound by the vow.

27. That is, the first two who made a nazirite You.

28. Because they cannot eheck out the truth and therefore must bring
nazirite offeringe as a company.

29. The one who said, "Behold, I am a nezirlte 1f nelther of you are
nazirites" is exempt.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

e _
mﬁfns omits "or drank from any of the forbidden beverages."

Rabbi Fliezer's remarks might seem like a superfluous addition to
-these of Rabbi Akiba, but in. a parallel baraitha found in the.
Yerushalmi we see that Rabbl Eliezer is clarifying the remarks
of Rabbi Akiba. Rabbl Eliezer refers to a case in which a
nazirite i1s warned that a flask contains X number of olive-bulks
of wine or that a cluster contains X number of olive-bulks of
grapes. If he is warned once, he is only culpable once. He must

be warned before each olive-bulk before he is culpable for X
number of offenses.

Which. 6f course is less‘than an olive-bulk.

The point being that there are different kinds of fOrbidden things

in the bunch of grapes, and one is culpable for each of them, even
if only one warning was given.

Both Difus and Erfurt interchange "prevent!" and '"mekes wvoid," but it
is found correctly in Nazir Babli.

Even the removal of one hair is punishable by stripes.

In the commandment "a razor shall not pass on his head," neither
party is named, and therefore both are culpable.

- It is a mitzvah for a priest to drink wine obtained from the produce

given as priestly dues.
The drinking of which is a mitzvah to the donor.
Erfurt incorrectly has "I shall not drink wine."
Because he has time to grow a new lock of hair.
Difus adds "his polling is rendered unfit."

Because he is not permitted to derive benefit from it, e.g. - by
selling it for pillows,.

Numbers 6:18.
A1l texts read "thing." Vilna Gaon correctly amends it to "world."

"You" refers to the evil inclination presently tempting him through
his hair.

After his original uncleanliness.
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18. Erfurt and Difus read "seventh," but "eighth" is found in Naz 15b.
Zo
19. Dfifus reads "eighth" and Erfurt reads "seventh." -

20. Erfurt reads "the Sages"'and Difus reads "Rabbi ®imon,"

21. Erfuft reads "Rabbi Bimon" éndlﬁifUS reads "the Sages."

22, Difus reads "sin offérings" amd Erfﬁrt reads "guilt offering."
23. Difus reads "sin offering" and Erfurt reads "guilt offering."
2. Difus reads "sin offering" and Erfurt reads tguilt off@riﬁg."

25, Difus reads "guilt offéfing" and Erfurt reads "sin offering."

. 27, Difus reads "a harlot's hire, a hire." Erfurt reads "a harlot's
| hire and a dog's hire." '"Dog" probably refers to a gigolo.

28. They are valid offerings even-if sacrificed under another category,
but they do not fulfill the nazirite commandment.

29. Difus says "Rabbi Jose."

; _ 30. As in the previous baraitha, the sanctification of the hair through
% : . blood is the last essential act of naziriteship, the rest of the

o 26. From here to end of the paragraph added by Difus.
} ritual being of secondary importance.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

Erfurt reads "within" and Difus reads "upon."
&,

Difus adds "or ate sanctified food."

Erfurt adds "Rabbi Elazar...the Temple."

Vilna Gaon adds "or ate sanctified food" because parallel statements
alwgys have this phrase.

Although the nazirite is not culpable fbr extirpation if he ate
sanctified food or heave offering.

Par31an for "Demascus."

Difus adds for ate sanctified food."

He is only unolean until sunset.

For he is unclean for seven daysn

Erfurt erroneously reads "he should not be culpable."

Erfurt reads "to him."

Erfhrt errdneously ihterchaﬁgeslthe first and second pollings in
the statement, and asks whether the first polling counts for the
nazgirite polling. We have adopted the reading of the Difus.

This sentenee eoﬁes later in the éectlon in the various Tosephta
manuscripts, but we have adopted the more logical sentence arrange—
ments in Naz 60b. .

For then both pollings would precede the sprinkling of the blood.

We have adopted the Erfurt reading for this sentence. In Difus,
neither of the following four alternatives allows for a single
polling.

Difus adds "they count off thirty days and ."

Difus adds "and this (present offering) is my offering as a clean
nazirite."

Difus adds "He says...and this is your offering for a clean nazirite."
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NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX

Erfurt and Naz 59b read "sixty" and ﬁifns reads "thirty. "
mgfus adds "and an unclean... of his uncleanliness.”

Difus erfoneously adds "He ﬁolled and brought offerings."
Difus reads "elean" and PFrfurt reads "unclean."

Because he is a cured leper in addition to being a nazirite.

Erfurt adds "one to be released and one for a sin offering and he
stipulates."v, » ‘ IS A

Difus adds "and he slaughters onme....and stipulates.!
That is, he might:be unclean.

Erfﬁrt omits "Then he counts off thlrty days."

Difus reads "e¢lean" and Erfurt reads "unclean."

In case he was unclean all along.r

He might have been unclean all along.

That is, ﬁe has no£ ﬁut lt in £hé Temple vessels.

A rieh leper offers a sin offering of a she»lamb while a poor leper
only offers a bird. . :

Difus reads "léper" and Erfurt reads "unclean."

Difus reads “sin offering," Erfurt reads "my obligation," and Vienna
reads "guilt offering."

For he may have been a confirmed leper.

Difus reads "because. ¢f my doubtful status" and Erfurt reads "“as a
free-will offering."

Difus and BErfurt read "unclean," but Vilna Gaon corrects thjs to
"elean."

Difus reads "by obligation" and BErfurt reads "as a free-will offer-
ing."

"Difus reads "free~will offering" and Erfurt reads "by obligation.!

ATy
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Erfurt and Difus read "by obligation," but Vilna Gaon corrects this
to "because of my doubtful status."

e T .
Difus and Erfurt read "clean," but Vilna Gaon corrects this to
"unclean,"

Erfurt adds "and guilt offering."

Erfurt and Difus read "because of my doubtful status," but Vilna Gaon
corrects this to "by obligation."

Difus adds "Then he polls." This happens after he is sprinkled with
the blood of one of the sacrifices.

Erfurt reads "thirty-seven" and Difus reads "sixty-eight."
Erfurt reads "forty" and Difus reads "forty-four."

Literally, "the shining plate," i.e., the gold front plate which the
high priest wears.

Erfurt reads "and if" and Difus reads "and one is not."

From here to the end of the baraitha we adopt the reading of the Difus.
Erfurt hag an abbreviated and incorrect text in place of this.

This question is not answered in the Tosephta, because part of the
baraitha has dropped out of the text.

And therefore he completely fulfilled the rules of naziriteship.

D%?us reads "he has not fulfilled" and Erfurt reads "he must make his
hair offering."
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