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OVERVIEW

INSIGHT

1) Taking a vow of nezirus while in a cemetery (cont.)
Reish Lakish responds to the challenge presented to
him.
A successful challenge to Reish Lakish is recorded.
Mar bar R’ Ashi suggests an alternative explanation for
the dispute between Reish Lakish and R’ Yochanan.
R’ Yochanan unsuccessfully challenges Reish Lakish.
A Baraisa is cited that seems to support R’ Yochanan.
Reish Laksih offers an alternative explanation for the
Baraisa.
The Gemara succeeds at refuting Reish Lakish’s posi-
tion.

2) Lingering in a cemetery

Rava poses a question whether it is necessary for a naz-
ir to linger in a cemetery in order to be liable to receive
lashes.

The Gemara clarifies the circumstances of the ques-
tion.

The inquiry remains unresolved.

3) The haircut for one who took a vow of nezirus in a
cemetery

R’ Ashi asks whether someone who took a vow of nezi-
rus in a cemetery must cut his hair before he begins his
period of nezirus.

Three unsuccessful attempts are made to resolve this
inquiry. W

REVIEW

1. What is the difference between a tamei person who
declared that he would be a nazir and a nazir who
became tamei!

2. Does a tamei person who declared nezirus become
restricted by nezirus prohibitions?

3. How does the Gemara explain Rava’s inquiry relat-
ed to a nazir lingering in a cemetery?

4. What is the source that a nazir does not get credited
for the days that he is a metzorah!?

The multiple violations of exposure to tumah
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Rava inquires regarding a person who, while standing
in a cemetery, declares his intent to become a nazir. The
question is whether he is liable for mp5n immediately, or
does he have to tarry in the cemetery for a period of time
before he is liable for mpon! The basis for this question is
the halacha regarding a person who entered the Beis
Hamikdash while tahor, who suddenly becomes tamei. In
this case, if the person quickly exits the Beis Hamikdash,
he is exempt from punishment. However, if he tarries the
amount of time needed for MNYNNWN, to bow, he is liable
for kares. The question is whether this interval is allowed
for a nazir who declares his nezirus while standing in a
cemetery.

Tosafos (9% 7T .3 M2VY) points out a contrast from
a Gemara (later, 42b) which discusses a case where a nazir
is carrying a dead body, and someone hands him another
dead body. The Gemara concludes that although we might
think that he would be liable for touching the additional
source of tumah, a verse teaches that this is not the case.
“wv 99N> N9Y” indicates that a nazir is only liable when he
contacts tumah which causes him to become defiled, and
not when he is already in a state of being defiled. The Ge-
mara there then asks from the Mishna (ibid.) which rules
that if a nazir is continually warned not to expose himself
to tumah, and he continues to do so, he is liable for every
warning and exposure. The Gemara resolves this by ex-
plaining that if he is holding the source of tumah, he is
liable only once. If he releases the tumah, he is liable over
and over again, as his subsequent contact is considered an
additional act of defilement.
that in our case the nazir in the cemetery should not be
liable for additional tumah by tarrying in the same place.
This is parallel to the case of the nazir who is holding the
tumah and then continues to expose himself to more tu-
mah, about which the verse taught that he is 2»n only
once.

Accordingly, Tosafos notes

Tosafos answers that the Gemara only considers the
defilement of the nazir as one violation in a case where he
could not discard the source of the tumah from his hand.
However, if the nazir had the ability to throw the tumah
away, he can be held responsible for not doing so. There-
fore, in our case as well, the nazir could have left the ceme-
tery, and when he chooses to remain, he can be liable for
multiple violations for staying. M
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HALACHAH

Putting on tzitzis before the time of the mitzvah
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For example, he entered the cemetery in a carriage, trunk or closet
and his friend came and removed the floor

Rema1 writes that if a kohen was sleeping naked and
someone dies in the room, he should not be informed that
there is a dead body in the room; rather he should be called
outside so that he will dress himself before he exits. If, how-
ever, he was already informed of the death he is not permit-
ted to linger even to dress. Pischei Teshuvah? cites Mishnas
Chachamim who infers that the requirement for the kohen
to leave immediately, even before dressing, applies despite
the fact that he entered the room in a permissible fashion
and bears no fault for the circumstance in which he finds
himself. This is difficult, asserts Mishnas Chachamim.
Since the kohen entered the room with permission, his lin-
gering should not be considered an action (nwyn>) and the
rule is that a person’s dignity (n»72n T25) overrides
prohibitions violated without an action (nwyn SNy av3).
Mishnah Lamelech’ demonstrates from our Gemara
that even if a person’s actions were permitted and the prohi-

bition came upon him inadvertently (931X31), nevertheless,
one is accountable for the transgression since it is consid-
ered as if he performed an action. The Gemara addresses a
case of a kohen who was brought into a cemetery in a struc-
ture that protected him from tumah and a friend came and
dismantled part of the structure and thus exposed him to
tumah. It is clear from the Gemara that lingering at all will
make the kohen subject to lashes (even though he initially
entered the cemetery in a permitted fashion) and his contin-
ued presence is obviously considered an action.

Teshuvas Har Tzvi adds that this principle (although the
beginning of the process was done in a permissible fashion,
nonetheless, lingering after circumstances changed to cause
a prohibition is considered an action) could also be used for
mitzvos. Thus if one puts on his talis before the time for
the mitzvah, he is permitted to make a beracha after the
time for the mitzvah arrives. Although he initially donned
the talis when he was exempt, nevertheless, that action
caused the garment to remain in place when the time for
the mitzvah arrived and according to our principle allowing
the garment to remain in place is considered the action of

donning the garment. W
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STORIES

The Broken Circuit
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O ur Gemara discusses lashes allocat-
ed to a nazir in a graveyard.

One Shabbos, a certain unfortunate
man visited his friend’s house, forgot
that it was Shabbos, and rang the door-
bell. The hapless man remembered it
was Shabbos as he was ringing the bell
but didn’t know what to do. Did he real-
ly have to leave his hand on the bell for
the next five hours until Shabbos finally
ended? Luckily, someone passed by and
distracted him, calling, “Hey, it’s Shab-
bos!” and the man inadvertently re-
moved his finger from the door bell.

When he explained himself to his
friend, his host looked pityingly at him
and said, “You fool, why didn’t you take

your finger off the bell?”

The man replied, “I thought that it
would be forbidden for me to break the
circuit by removing my finger from the
bell. Why isn’t it like the case of a per-
son who turns on a light—he isn’t al-
lowed to extinguish it!”

After Shabbos, this man decided to
ask whether his assessment of the situa-
tion had been some sort of middus chasi-
dus, or had he been halachically obligat-
ed to keep his finger on the bell. His rab-
bi responded, “Well, the Mishna Hala-
chos states that with every instant that
someone presses his hand on a bell he
transgresses a prohibition. He proves it
from the Gemara regarding a nazir in a
graveyard who receives lashes for each
and every transgression about which he
has been duly warned.

The Rav continued, “Nevertheless,
he says it’s clear that if someone acci-
dentally puts his hand on the bell on

Shabbos, he should immediately remove
it. It’s not like your example of turning
on and shutting a light switch, since
when one turns on a light it is on to stay,
unlike this case where the issur is done
only as long as one’s finger stays on the
bell. An additional factor is that the bell
didn’t have a light with a filament that
gets heated to yad soledes bo. Of course,
that’s only according to the authorities
who reject the Chazon Ish, zt”l, who
holds that breaking or connecting a cir-
cuit is a Torah prohibition. According to
him, removing your finger from the bell
was a separate Torah prohibition.

The Rav concluded, “Since most
authorities disagree with the Chazon Ish,
someone in your situation may remove
his finger. But your friend shouldn’t
have insulted you, since someone who is
wwin like the Chazon Ish should indeed
leave his finger on the bell!” W
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