Perek II
Daf 17 Amud a
. ו ִּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ִמ ְל ָח ָמה,יּוֹבלוֹת
ְ  ו ַּב,ֹאש ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה
ׁ  ֶא ָּלא ְ ּברonly on Rosh HaShana, and on Yom Kippur of Jubilee Years,
and in a time of war.
 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָﬠנָ ה ֶאת:אוֹמר
ֵ
אשוֹנָ ה הוּא
ׁ ״ﬠל ָה ִר
ַ § The mishna teaches: For the first blessing he recites: He
 יֵ ׁש ַמ ֲח ִל ִיפין צְ ָﬠ ָקה ְל ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו: ָּתנָ א. כו׳, ַא ְב ָר ָהם״Who answered Abraham. It was taught in a baraita: Some
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְּכ ִתיב. ו ְּת ִפ ָּלה ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלreverse the order of the conclusion of two blessings, by reciting:
Who hears cries, in the fifth blessing, which deals with Elijah,
,יה צְ ָﬠ ָקה
ּ יה ְּת ִפ ָּלה ו ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּב
ּ  ֵ ּבand the conclusion: Who hears prayer, in the blessing of Samuel. The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to Samuel both
options are appropriate, as it is written concerning him: Prayer,
and it is likewise written concerning him: Crying. One verse
states: “And Samuel said: Gather all of Israel to Mizpah, and I
will pray for you to the Lord” Samuel : ), while another verse
states: “And Samuel cried to the Lord for Israel” Samuel : ).

LANGUAGE

Sumakhos – סו ָּמכוֹס: From the Greek σύμμαχος,
sumakhos, meaning an ally.
HALAKHA

At nights but not during the days – ַ ּב ֵּלילוֹת ֲא ָבל ל ֹא
ביָּ ִמים:ּ ַ It is permitted for the members of the priestly
watch whose week it is to serve in the Temple to
drink wine at night, but not during the day. It is
prohibited for the members of the patrilineal family
who are responsible for the Temple service that day
to drink wine both during the day and during the
night (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash
1:6).

! צְ ָﬠ ָקה ָלא ְּכ ִתיב, ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו ְּת ִפ ָּלה ְּכ ִתיבHowever, with regard to Elijah, although prayer is written, as
ֲ it says: “Elijah the prophet came near and said: Lord, the God
. ֲﬠנֵ נִי״ ְל ׁשוֹן צְ ָﬠ ָקה ִהיא, ה׳,״ﬠנֵ נִי
of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Israel” Kings : ), which is
referring to a prayer, crying is not written. How, then, can one
conclude a blessing that deals with Elijah by mentioning crying?
The Gemara answers that Elijah’s statement: “Answer me, Lord,
answer me” Kings : ), is an expression of crying, even if
the term crying does not itself actually appear.
, ִמי ׁ ֶש ָﬠנָ ה ֶאת יוֹנָ ה״:אוֹמר
ֵ ״ﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ִש ׁ ּ ִשית הוּא
ַ
 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָﬠנָ ה ֶאת:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠית הוּא
ִ ״ﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִב
ַ .כו׳
, ִמ ְּכ ִדי יוֹנָ ה ָ ּב ַתר דָּ וִ ד ּו ׁ ְשלֹמֹה ֲהוָ ה. כו׳,דָּ וִ ד״
ישא? ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָב ֵﬠי
ָ ׁ יה ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא ַמ ְקדִּ ים ֵל
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם סו ָּמכוֹס: ָּתנָ א. ְמ ַר ֵחם ַﬠל ָה ָא ֶרץ:יח ָתם
ֲ ְל ִמ
. ָ ּברוּךְ ַמ ׁ ְש ּ ִפיל ָה ָר ִמים:ָּא ְמרו

נְשי ִמ ׁ ְש ָמר ִמ ְת ַﬠ ּנִין
ֵ ׁ  ַא,אשוֹנוֹת
ׁ ״של ֹׁש ַּת ֲﬠנִיּוֹת ָה ִר
ָׁ
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָא ְמר ּו: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.ימין״ כו׳
ִ וְ ל ֹא ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
 ֲא ָבל,נְשי ִמ ׁ ְש ָמר מו ָּּת ִרין ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת יַ יִ ן ַ ּב ֵּלילוֹת
ֵ ׁ ַא
נְשי ֵבית
ֵ ׁ בוֹדה ַﬠל ַא
ָ ל ֹא ַ ּביָּ ִמים? ׁ ֶש ָּמא ִּת ְכ ַ ּבד ָה ֲﬠ
.יסיְּ יע ּו ָל ֶהם
ַ ִ וְ יָבוֹא ּו ו,ָאב

§ The mishna further teaches: For the sixth he recites: He
Who answered Jonah; for the seventh he recites: He Who
answered David. The Gemara asks: Since Jonah was after
DavidN and Solomon, what is the reason that the tanna mentions Jonah first? The Gemara answers: The reason is due to
the fact that he wants to conclude the series with: Blessed are
You, Lord, Who has mercy on the Land. Therefore, the last
blessing mentions David and Solomon, who were kings of Eretz
Yisrael and prayed on its behalf. It was taught in the name of
SumakhosL that they said he concludes the final blessing with:
Blessed are You, Lord, Who humbles the exalted.N

§ The mishna teaches that on the first three fasts, the members
of the priestly watch fast but do not complete their fasts until
nightfall. The mishna then proceeds to cite other halakhot that
deal with the members of the priestly watch and the patrilineal
family. The Sages taught: For what reason did they say that the
members of the priestly watch are permitted to drink wine at
nights but not during the days?H They said this lest on a certain
day the Temple service becomes burdensome for the members of the patrilineal family, and the members of the priestly
watch are called to come and assist them. Therefore, it is prohibited for them to drink wine during the day, when their help
might be needed, so that they do not enter the Temple after
drinking wine.

NOTES

Since Jonah was after David – מ ְּכ ִדי יוֹנָ ה ָ ּב ַתר דָּ וִ ד:ִ The Gemara
could equally have asked why Elijah is mentioned before David
and Solomon, as he too preceded them (see Maharsha). In the
Jerusalem Talmud this question is indeed raised with regard to Elijah,
and a similar answer is given as to the inquiry concerning Jonah.

(I Kings 8:13). Both of them were subsequently humbled by God,
after which they repented and their prayers were answered. This
blessing expresses the hope that just as the repentance of David
and Solomon was accepted by God, so will the repentance of those
who are fasting be accepted, and the calamity threatening the
community will be averted.
Blessed are You, Lord, Who humbles the exalted – ָ ּברוּך ַמ ׁ ְש ּ ִפיל
Others explain this concluding formula in a very diﬀerent manה ָר ִמים:ָ The early authorities discuss the connection between this ner. During the reigns of David and Solomon the elevated were
concluding formula and David and Solomon. Some commentaries humbled, i.e., the nations of the world became subjugated to the
explain that both David and Solomon grew overly proud (Ritva, Jewish people. Therefore, the series of special blessings recited on
citing Jerusalem Talmud). David’s pride led him to conduct a census account of drought concludes with a general expression of praise
of the nation against the advice of his counselor (II Samuel 24:2–4), to God (Shita Mekubbetzet). A variant reading, cited by several early
and Solomon glorified in his achievement of building the Temple authorities, states: Blessed are You, Lord, Who humbles and exalts.
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NOTES

The members of the patrilineal family neither by day nor by night –
נְשי ֵ ּבית ָאב ל ֹא ַ ּביּוֹם וְ ל ֹא ַ ּב ַּליְ ָלה
ֵ ׁ א:ַ Most early authorities explain that it
is prohibited for the members of the patrilineal family whose turn it
is to serve in the Temple to drink wine, not only during the day but
also at night, as certain tasks, e.g., the burning of fats and limbs, are
carried out at night as well as by day.
Others explain that they may not drink wine at night, lest they rise
early in the morning and begin to serve in the Temple before they are
entirely sober, thereby violating the prohibition against performing
the Temple service in a state of intoxication (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:6).
It has been noted that there is a practical diﬀerence between
these two explanations: According to the Rambam, it is prohibited for
the members of a patrilineal family to drink wine on the night prior
to their service in the Temple, whereas according to the other early
commentaries they may not drink wine on the night following the
day on which they perform their service (Ĥasdei David).
Any priest who knows his priestly watch – כל ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִּכיר ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ּתוֹ:ָּ
Rashi and many other early commentaries maintain that the baraita
is referring to the period after the destruction of the Temple. Although
the Temple is no longer standing, those priests who know that they
belong to a certain watch or a patrilineal family are required to abstain
from wine at certain times, so that they will be ready to serve if the
Temple is suddenly rebuilt. Others indicate that the baraita is dealing
with the period when the Temple was still standing. During that time,
even if a priest was abroad or could not serve in the Temple for some
other reason, he was required to abstain from wine during the day or
week of the service of his watch or patrilineal family (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:7; see Gevurat Ari and Sefat Emet).
That the family of his forefathers was established there – ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֵּתי
בוֹתיו ְקבו ִּﬠין ׁ ָשם
ָ א:ֲ That is, the priest knows that his family was fit to
serve in the Temple, as they were never disqualified from participating
in the Temple service on account of the personal status of one of the
family’s ancestors (Rashi).
Some early commentaries explain that there were priests who
were not assigned to a particular watch and consequently did not
have a set time to serve in the Temple. Rather, they would come to the
Temple whenever they wished, and they would assist the members
of the watch on duty at the time. According to this interpretation, the
expression: He knows that the family of his forefathers was established
there, means that he is aware that his family had been attached to a
particular priestly watch that had a fixed time to serve in the Temple
(see Ramban on Sefer HaMitzvot, positive mitzva 36; Ritva).
As his misfortune is his advantage – ש ַּת ָ ּקנָ תוֹ ַק ְל ָק ָלתוֹ:
ֶ ׁ Several interpretations have been oﬀered for this expression. Some explain that
the fact that the Temple has been destroyed works to the advantage
of the priests, as there is no reason to require them to abstain from
wine when there is no Temple and no service (ge’onim). Rashi and
others suggest a slight variation of this interpretation, according
to which the misfortune refers to the future, not the present: The
fact that the Temple has lain in its ruined state for such a long time
benefits the priests, as it is apparently unlikely that it will be rebuilt
in the immediate future. Therefore, the restrictions against drinking
wine that were once imposed on the priests have been suspended.
Others explain that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s comment applies only
in the case of a priest who does not know to which priestly watch
and patrilineal family he belongs. This priest is permitted to drink
wine whenever he wants, as he cannot serve in the Temple until his
watch and patrilineal family have been determined. Consequently,
the priest’s misfortune, i.e., his ignorance, is to his advantage (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:7).
Yet others state an entirely diﬀerent explanation: It should be prohibited permanently for all priests to drink wine, but this enactment
would lead to their downfall, as they would not be able to observe the
prohibition. It is therefore preferable to permit them to drink wine, so
that they not willfully violate a prohibition (Mikhtam; Kaftor VaFeraĥ).
That they will not enter their priestly watch when they are
unkempt – ש ּל ֹא יִ ָּכנְס ּו ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ָּתם ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְמנ ּו ָּו ִלין:
ֶ ׁ Some commentaries
ask: Since priests are required to cut their hair at least once every
thirty days, as stated in the Gemara below, in any case the hair of
the priests entering their watch will not be overly long (Ra’avad).
Nevertheless, if a priest enters his watch without first trimming his
hair, his hair will be somewhat long, even if he has cut it within the
last thirty days (Rosh).
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נְשי ֵ ּבית ָאב
ֵ ׁ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָא ְמר ּו ַאThe baraita continues to explain the reason for the mishna’s
 ל ֹא ַ ּביּוֹם וְ ל ֹא ַ ּב ַּליְ ָלה? ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ֵהןruling. For what reason did they say that the members of the
family may not drink wine, neither by day nor by
.בוֹדה
ָ  ֲﬠסו ִּקין ָּת ִמיד ַ ּב ֲﬠpatrilineal
night?N Because they are constantly engaged in the Temple
service.
 ָּכל ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִּכיר: ִמ ָּכאן ָא ְמר ּו
,ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ּתוֹ ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ֶמ ֶרת ֵ ּבית ָאב ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ
ֵ ְו
בוֹתיו ְקב ּו ִﬠין
ָ ﬠ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֵּתי ֲא יוֹד
 ָאסוּר ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת יַ יִ ן ָּכל אוֹתוֹ,ׁ ָשם
 ְ ּב ַמ ִּכיר ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ּתוֹ וְ ֵאין ַמ ִּכיר.ַהיּוֹם
ﬠ יוֹד
ֵ ְ ו,ִמ ׁ ְש ֶמ ֶרת ֵ ּבית ָאב ׁ ֶש ּל וֹ
 ָאסוּר,בוֹתיו ְקבו ִּﬠין ׁ ָשם
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֵּתי ֲא
.אוֹת ּה ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ָ ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת יַ יִ ן ָּכל

From here the Sages stated: Even nowadays, after the destruction of the Temple, with regard to any priest who knows his
priestly watch,N in which his family served, and the watch of
his patrilineal family, and he knows that the family of his
forefathers was established as fit for the Temple service
there,N it is prohibited for him to drink wine that entire day,
in the event that the Temple is rebuilt on that day and he will
be called to return to the service. In the case of a priest who
knows his priestly watch, i.e., the week of the year in which
his family served, and does not know the watch of his patrilineal family, the day of the week that his family served, but
he knows that the family of his forefathers was established
there, it is prohibited for him to drink wine that entire week.

ֵאינוֹ ַמ ִּכיר ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ּתוֹ ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ֶמ ֶרת ֵ ּבית
ֵ ְ ו,ָאב ׁ ֶש ּלוֹ
בוֹתיו
ָ ﬠ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֵּתי ֲא יוֹד
 ָאסוּר ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת יַ יִ ן ָּכל,ְקבו ִּﬠין ׁ ָשם
.ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה

Finally, if he does not know his priestly watch or the watch
of his patrilineal family, but he knows that the family of his
forefathers was established there, he is prohibited to drink
wine that entire year. When the Temple will be rebuilt, his
priestly watch might be called upon to serve, and he is unaware
of the appointed time for his Temple service.

ֵ :אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ָאסוּר ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת:אוֹמר ֲאנִי
? ֲא ָבל ָמ ה ֶא ֱﬠ ֶ ׂשה.עוֹל ם
ָ יַ יִ ן ְל
:ׁ ֶש ַּת ָ ּקנָ תוֹ ַק ְל ָק ָלתוֹ? ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
?ְּכ ַמאן ׁ ָשת ּו ָה ִאידָּ נָ א ַּכ ֲהנֵי ַח ְמ ָרא
.ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say that in accordance with this
reasoning it is prohibited for any priest to drink wine at any
time, even if he knows his priestly watch, as the order of the
watches might change when the Temple is rebuilt, or perhaps
all the watches will participate in the rededication of Temple.
However, what can I do, as his misfortune is his advantage?N
The unfortunate fact that so many years have passed since the
destruction of the Temple means that this decree prohibiting
the priests from drinking cannot be sustained. Abaye said: In
accordance with whose opinion do priests drink wine
nowadays?H It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi.

״א נְ ׁ ֵש י ִמ ׁ ְש ָמ ר וְ ַא נְ ׁ ֵש י ַמ ֲﬠ ָמ ד
ַ
ישי
ִ ׁ  ו ַּב ֲח ִמ.ֲאסו ִּרים ְל ַס ּ ֵפר ו ְּל ַכ ֵ ּבס
 ַמאי.מו ָּּת ִרין ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ְכבוֹד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת״
ַט ְﬠ ָמא? ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
 ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יִ ָּכנְ ס ּו:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
.ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ָּתם ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְמנ ּו ָּו ִלין

§ The mishna teaches: It is prohibited for both the members
of the priestly watch and the members of the non-priestly
watch to cut their hair or launder their garments throughout
the week, but on Thursday they are permittedH to cut their
hair and launder their clothes in deference to Shabbat. The
Gemara asks: What is the reason for these prohibitions?
Rabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: These
prohibitions were enacted in order to ensure that the priests
will cut their hair and launder their clothes during the week
before their service, so that they will not enter their priestly
watch when they are unkempt.N

HALAKHA

In accordance with whose opinion do priests drink wine
nowadays – כ ַמאן ׁ ָשת ּו ָה ִאידָּ נָא ַּכ ֲהנֵי ַח ְמ ָרא:ְּ If a priest knows
the identity of his priestly watch and patrilineal family, and
he also knows that his family was established as fit to serve
in the Temple, it is prohibited for him to drink wine throughout the day on which his patrilineal family used to serve. If
he knows his watch but does not know his patrilineal family,
it is prohibited for him to drink wine throughout the week
in which his watch served in the Temple. If the priest is
unaware of either his priestly watch or his patrilineal family,
by right he should be permanently barred from drinking
wine. However, his ignorance works to his advantage and

he is permitted to drink wine, as he will not be able to serve
in the Temple, even when it is rebuilt, until his priestly watch
and patrilineal family are established (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:7).
But on Thursday they are permitted – ישי מו ָּּת ִרין
ִ ׁ ו ַּב ֲח ִמ: It
is prohibited for the members of the priestly watch and
the patrilineal family on duty in the Temple to cut their
hair or launder their clothes during the period of their
service, so that they not enter their watch with untrimmed
hair or dirty clothing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat
HaMikdash 1:12).

 ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל, ֶמ ֶלךְ ִמ ְס ַּת ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ָכל יוֹם:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ּכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט ַא ַחת,ֵמ ֶﬠ ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ְל ֶﬠ ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
. ֶמ ֶל ְך ִמ ְס ַּת ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ָכל יוֹם.ִל ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
:ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר זַ ְבדָּ א
ֶ :ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
.״מ ֶל ְך ְ ּביָ ְפיוֹ ֶּת ֱחזֶ ינָ ה ֵﬠינֶיךָ ״
 ַמאי.ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ֵמ ֶﬠ ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ְל ֶﬠ ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
הוֹאיל
ִ :ַט ְﬠ ָמא? ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
.ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ָמרוֹת ִמ ְת ַחדְּ ׁשוֹת

The Sages taught: A king cuts his hair every day,H a High Priest
cuts his hair every Friday,H and a common priest once every
thirty days. The Gemara clarifies: A king cuts his hair every day.
What is the reason for this? Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that the
verse states: “Your eyes shall see the king in his beauty” (Isaiah
: ), which indicates that a king must always look his best. A
High Priest cuts his hair every Friday. The Gemara asks: What
is the reason for this? Rav Shmuel bar YitzĥakP said: Since
the watches are renewed and changed every Friday, it is fitting
for every watch to see the High Priest with his hair perfectly
groomed.

? ְמ ַנָלן.״כ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט ַא ַחת ִל ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם״
ּ
: ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָכא.״פ ַרע״ ִמ ָּנזִ יר
ֶ ּ ״פ ַרע״
ֶ ּ ָא ְתיָ א
, ו ֶּפ ַרע ל ֹא יְ ׁ ַש ֵּלחוּ״,ֹּאשם ל ֹא יְ גַ ֵּלחו
ָ ׁ ״וְ ר
 ַ ּגדֵּ ל ּ ֶפ ַרע ְ ׂש ַﬠר,דש יִ ְהיֶ ה
ׁ ״ק
ָ :ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם
 ַא ף ָּכאן, ַמה ְּל ַה ָּל ן ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים.ֹאשוֹ״
ׁ ר
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים

§ A common priest cuts his hair once every thirty days.

H

The
Gemara asks: From where do we derive this number? It is
derived by a verbal analogy from the word pera with regard to
priests and pera in connection with a nazirite. It is written here,
concerning priests: “Neither shall they shave their heads, nor
suﬀer their locks [pera] to grow long” (Ezekiel : ), and it
is written there, with regard to a nazirite: “He shall be sacred,
he shall let the locks [pera] of the hair of his head grow long”
(Numbers : ). Just as there, a nazirite who does not specify any
other time period cuts his hair after thirty days, so too here, a
priest cuts his hair every thirty days.

 ְס ַתם:יה ְמ ַנָלן? ָא ַמר ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה
ּ וְ נָ זִ יר גּ ו ֵּפ
:נָלן? ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
ַ  ְמ.נְ זִ ירוּת ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
 ֲא ַמר.ימ ְט ִריָּ א ְּת ָל ִתין ָהוֵ י
ַּ ִ ְ ּב ג,״יִ ְהיֶ ה״
 וְ ִד ְל ָמא ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֵל
 ִאי:יה
ּ  ָלא ִל ַיר ּב ּו ְּכ ָלל! ֲא ַמר ֵל:ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
. ִּכ ְד ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת, ״ל ֹא יְ ׁ ַש ְּלח ּו ּ ֶפ ַרע״:ֲהוָ ה ָּכ ַתב
 ּ ֶפ ַרע, ״ו ֶּפ ַרע ל ֹא יְ ׁ ַש ֵּלחוּ״:ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דִּ ְכ ִתיב
.ּיש ְלחו
ַ ׁ  ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי הוּא דְּ ָלא ִל,יהוֵ י
ֱ ֶל

The Gemara asks: And a nazirite himself, from where do we
derive that he may not cut his hair for thirty days? Rav MattanaP
said: It is a principle that an unspecified naziriteshipH lasts
thirty days. The Gemara inquires: From where do we derive this
principle? The Gemara answers that the verse states: “He shall
be [yihye] sacred” (Numbers : ), and the numerical value
[gimatriya]L of yihye is thirty. Rav Pappa said to Abaye: But
perhaps this is what the Merciful One is saying in the Torah:
They should not grow their hair at all, as they must cut it every
day. Abaye said to him: If it were written: They shall not grow
long their locks, I might have explained as you originally said.
Now that it is written: “Nor suﬀer their locks to grow long,”
this indicates that they may have locks, but they may not let them
grow long.

ּ  ֲא ִפ,ִאי ָה ִכי
יל ּו ָה ִאידָּ נָ א נַ ִמי! דּ ּו ְמיָ א
יאה
ָ  ִ ּבזְ ַמן ִ ּב, ַמה ׁ ּ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן.דִּ ׁ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן
 ַאף,יאה ׁ ָש ֵרי
ָ  ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּבזְ ַמן ִ ּב,הוּא דְּ ָאסוּר
.ָה ָכא נַ ִמי

The Gemara asks: If it is so that cutting one’s hair is a necessary
preparation for the Temple service by Torah law, then even
nowadays priests should cut their hair every thirty days as
well, in case the Temple is rebuilt and they must resume their
service. The Gemara answers: This issue is similar to the prohibition concerning those who have drunk wine. Just as with
regard to those who have drunk wine, it is when one enters the
Temple that it is prohibited,H whereas when one does not enter
the Temple it is permitted to drink wine, here the same also
applies.

 ּכ ֲֹהנִים:אוֹמר ֲאנִי
ֵ :אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
 ֲא ָבל ָמה.עוֹלם
ָ ֲאסו ִּרים ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת יַ יִ ן ְל
: וַ ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י.ֶא ֱﬠ ֶ ׂשה? ׁ ֶש ַּת ָ ּקנָ תוֹ ַק ְל ָק ָלתוֹ
ְּכ ַמאן ׁ ָשת ּו ָה ִאידָּ נָ א ַּכ ֲהנֵי ַח ְמ ָרא

The Gemara questions this conclusion: But isn’t it taught in the
aforementioned baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say
that it is prohibited for all priests to drink wine at any time.
However, what can I do, as his misfortune is his advantage?
And Abaye said: In accordance with whose opinion do priests
drink wine nowadays?

HALAKHA

A king cuts his hair every day – מ ֶלךְ ִמ ְס ַּת ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ָכל יוֹם:ֶ A king
must cut his hair and groom himself every day. Furthermore, he must dress in appropriate and splendid garments,
in accordance with the verse (Isaiah 33:17) “Your eyes shall
see the king in his beauty” (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot
Melakhim UMilĥemoteihem 2:5).
A High Priest cuts his hair every Friday – ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ֵמ ֶﬠ ֶרב
ש ָ ּבת ְל ֶﬠ ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת:
ַ ׁ A High Priest must never let his hair grow
long, even if he does not enter the Temple. Rather, he must
cut his hair at least once a week, on Fridays (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:6).
A common priest once every thirty days – ּכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט ַא ַחת
ל ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם:ִ A common priest who serves in the Temple
must cut his hair at least once every thirty days (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:11).
An unspecified naziriteship – ס ַתם נְזִ ירוּת:ְ If one vows to
be a nazirite without specifying a time limit, he is a nazirite
for a period of thirty days (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nezirut 3:1).
It is when one enters that it is prohibited – יאה
ָ ִ ּבזְ ַמן ִ ּב
הוּא דְּ ָאסוּר: Just as it is prohibited for a priest to drink wine
only when he enters the Temple, it is likewise prohibited
for him to let his hair grow long only when he enters the
Temple. Some authorities claim that a priest may not let
his hair grow long even when he does not actually enter
the Temple. It is only when there is no Temple that he is
permitted to let his hair grow long (Ra’avad; Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:10).
LANGUAGE

Numerical value [gimatriya] – ימ ְט ִריָּ א
ַ ג:ּ ִ From the Greek
γεωμετρία, geometria, which means measurement or
calculation in general, although it later came to refer to
a specific type of calculation. In rabbinic literature, it also
refers broadly to mathematical calculations, and specifically
for tabulating the numerical value of the letters.

PERSONALITIES

Rav Shmuel bar Yitzĥak – רב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק:ַ A Babylonian
amora of the third generation, Rav Shmuel bar Yitzĥak was
one of Rav’s younger students. He later became a disciple of
Rav Huna. Like many of Rav Huna’s students, he immigrated to
Eretz Yisrael, apparently when he was middle-aged. Although
no statements of his in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan are recorded,
he is presented as engaged in discussion with Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
students, some of whom quote him. Rav Shmuel bar Yitzĥak’s
aggadic and halakhic statements are found both in the Babylonian Talmud and in the Jerusalem Talmud. While it is unknown

also transmitted statements in the name of Rav. Rav Mattana’s
colleague, Rav Yehuda, was also a disciple of Rav and Shmuel.
Many third-generation amora’im were Rav Mattana’s pupils, and
they transmitted statements in his name. Rav Mattana lived in
Paphunya, near Pumbedita. He was the rabbi of that town and
may also have headed a small academy there. According to a
Rav Mattana – רב ַמ ָּתנָ ה:ַ A second-generation Babylonian tradition of the ge’onim, Rav Mattana was the son of the great
amora, Rav Mattana studied with first-generation amora’im in amora Rabbi Yoĥanan of Eretz Yisrael, who had ten sons that
Babylonia. His name is possibly a shortened form of the bibli- died during his lifetime. He was sent by his father to Babylonia
cal name Matanya. He was a disciple of Shmuel, although he to study with Shmuel.
what he did for a living, it is known that his daughter married
Rabbi Hoshaya. Rav Shmuel bar Yitzĥak conducted himself with
humility and deferred to those younger than himself. He used
to dance before brides to delight them, as stated in tractate
Ketubot in the Babylonian Talmud (17a), and in tractate Pe’a in
the Jerusalem Talmud.
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From the fact that the Rabbis prohibit – ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
א ְס ִרי:ָ Some commentaries point out that Abaye himself
did not act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi, as he was a priest from the house of Eli.
It is related that Rava told Abaye’s widow that Abaye
would never drink wine (Ketubot 65a). When Abaye
asked how the priests of his day could drink wine, he
was simply referring to the prevalent custom, which he
himself did not follow (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
May the Temple be speedily rebuilt – יִבנֶ ה ֵ ּבית
ּ ָ ְמ ֵה ָרה
ה ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:ַ Some early commentaries claim that one of the
reasons that priests act in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi nowadays, in contradiction to
the majority opinion of the Rabbis, is that the decree is
based on a very far-fetched concern. Even if the Temple
were speedily to be rebuilt, the priestly watches might
be completely reorganized, or the entire priesthood
might serve together at the rededication ceremonies.
Consequently, there is no reason why it should be prohibited for a particular priest to drink wine on a certain
day on account of the watch of his ancestors during the
Second Temple period (see Meiri).

? ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא. ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ָא ְס ִרי.ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
 ו ָּב ֵﬠינַ ן ּכ ֵֹהן,יִבנֶ ה ֵ ּבית ַה ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
ּ ָ ְמ ֵה ָרה
 ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר, ָה ָכא.יכא
ָ ָה ָראוּי ַל ֲﬠ
ָּ  וְ ֵל,בוֹדה
.דְּ ִמ ַּס ּ ֵפר וְ ָﬠיֵ יל

It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. From
the fact that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits priests to drink wine, it
may be inferred that the Rabbis prohibitN it even nowadays. Why,
then, isn’t it prohibited for priests to grow their hair as well? The
Gemara explains: What is the reason for the prohibition? It is due
to the hope: May the Temple be speedily rebuilt,N and we will
require a priest who is fit for the Temple service, and there will be
none available, as they have all imbibed wine. The time that it will
take for the eﬀects of the wine to wear oﬀ will delay the Temple
service considerably. Here, however, with regard to hair, it is possible for a priest to cut his hair and be ready to enter and perform
the Temple service with minimal delay.

 ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר דְּ גָ נֵי ּפו ְּר ָּתא, ׁ ְשתוּי יַ יִ ן נַ ִמי,ִאי ָה ִכי
 דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר. ִּכ ְד ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא,וְ ָﬠיֵ יל
 דֶּ ֶרךְ ִמיל וְ ׁ ֵשינָ ה ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ִפיגִ ין:ַא ָ ּבא
 ָא ַמר ַרב:ית ַמר ֲﬠ ָל ּה
ְּ  ָלאו ִמי ִא.ֶאת ַהיַּ יִ ן
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּה
יﬠית? ֲא ָבל ׁ ָש ָתה
ִ ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ָתה ׁ ִשיעוּר ְר ִב
יﬠית ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ׁ ֶשדֶּ ֶרךְ ַמ ְט ִר ָידתוֹ
ִ יוֹתר ֵמ ְר ִב
ֵ
.וְ ׁ ֵשינָ ה ְמ ׁ ַש ַּכ ְר ּתוֹ

The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to those who have drunk wine
too, it is possible for him to sleep a little and then enter, in accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Abba, as Rami bar Abba said:
Walking a distance of a mil, and similarly, sleeping even a minimal
amount,H will dispel the eﬀect of wine that one has drunk. The
Gemara rejects this proof: Wasn’t it stated about this halakha that
Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: They taught this only
with regard to one who has drunk the measure of a quarter-log of
wine, but with regard to one who has drunk more than a quarterlog, walking this distance will preoccupy and exhaust him all the
more, and a small amount of sleep will further intoxicate him. For
this reason, it is prohibited for priests to drink wine, lest no suitable
priest will be ready for the Temple service.

,בוֹדה
ָ  ׁ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן דִּ ְמ ַח ֵּלי ֲﬠ: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ֲא ַמרRav Ashi said that there is a diﬀerent way to distinguish between
H
ֹּאש דְּ ָלא ְמ ַח ֵלי
ׁ  ּ ְפרו ֵּﬠי ר. ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ְ ּבה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ןthese two halakhot. In the case of those who have drunk wine,
. ָלא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ְ ּבה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן,בוֹדה
ָ  ֲﬠwho desecrate the Temple service, the Sages issued a decree concerning them, that priests should not drink wine even nowadays.
However, with regard to those who have long hair,H who do not
desecrate the Temple service, the Sages did not issue a decree
concerning them.
, ׁ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן:יתה
ָ  וְ ֵא ּל ּו ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְ ּב ִמ:ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ׁ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א.ֹאש
ׁ ו ְּפרו ֵּﬠי ר
 ֶא ָּלא. ״יַ יִ ן וְ ׁ ֵש ָכר ַאל ֵּת ׁ ְש ְּת״:ְּּכ ִתיב ְ ּבהו
?ֹאש ְמ ַנָלן
ׁ ּ ְפרו ֵּﬠי ר

The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: And these are the
transgressors who are punished by death at the hand of Heaven:
Priests who enter the Temple to serve who have drunk wine, and
those priests who have long hair while they serve. The Gemara asks:
Granted, those who have drunk wine are punished by death, as it
is explicitly written: “Drink no wine nor strong drink, neither you
nor your sons with you, when you enter the Tent of Meeting, that
you should not die” (Leviticus : ). However, with regard to those
priests who have long hair, from where do we derive that they are
punishable by death?

 ו ֶּפ ַרע ל ֹא,ֹּאשם ל ֹא יְגַ ֵּלחו
ָ ׁ  ״וְ ר:דִּ ְכ ִתיב
 ״וְ יַ יִ ן ל ֹא יִ ׁ ְש ּת ּו:יה
ּ  ו ְּכ ִתיב ַ ּב ְת ֵר.יְ ׁ ַש ֵּלחוּ״
.נִימית״
ִ בוֹאם ֶאל ֶה ָחצֵ ר ַה ּ ְפ
ָ  ְ ּב,ָּכל ּכ ֵֹהן
:ֹאש ִל ׁ ְשת ּויֵ י יַ יִ ן
ׁ יתק ּו ׁש ּ ְפר ּו ֵﬠי ר
ְ וְ ִא
ֹאש
ׁ  ַאף ּ ְפרו ֵּﬠי ר,יתה
ָ ַמה ׁ ּ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן ְ ּב ִמ
.יתה
ָ ְ ּב ִמ

The Gemara answers that this is as it is written: “Neither shall they
shave their heads, nor suﬀer their locks [pera] to grow long” (Ezekiel : ), and it is written immediately afterward: “Neither shall
any priest drink wine when they enter the inner courtyard” (Ezekiel : ). And in this manner the prohibition concerning those
who have long hair is juxtaposed with the prohibition concerning
those who have drunk wine, to teach the following: Just as those
who have drunk wine and perform the Temple service are subject
to death, so too, those who have long hair are punishable by death.
HALAKHA

Walking a distance of a mil and sleeping a minimal amount –
דֶּ ֶר ְך ִמיל וְ ׁ ֵשינָ ה ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא: A walk of a mil or a minimal amount of
sleep dissipates the intoxicating eﬀects of wine, provided that
only a quarter-log or less has been consumed. However, if one
has drunk more than a quarter-log of wine, sleep merely renders
him more intoxicated, and walking makes him more unsteady
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 99:2).

go beyond the altar in the Temple courtyard. If he enters and
performs the Temple service, his service is disqualified and he
is subject to death at the hand of Heaven (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:1).

Those who have long hair – ֹאש
ׁ פרו ֵּﬠי ר:ְ ּ If a priest has let his hair
grow long, it is prohibited for him to go beyond the altar in the
Temple courtyard. If he enters and serves, he is subject to death at
Those who have drunk wine – שתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן:
ְ ׁ If a priest who is fit the hand of Heaven, but his service is not disqualified (Rambam
for service in the Temple has drunk wine, he is prohibited to Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:8–9).
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,בוֹדה
ָ  ִאי ַמה ׁ ּ ְשתוּיֵ י יַ יִ ן דִּ ְמ ַח ֵּלי ֲﬠ,ו ִּמ ָּינ ּה
 ִּכי.בוֹדה! ָלא
ָ ֹאש דִּ ְמ ַח ֵּלי ֲﬠ
ׁ ַאף ּ ְפרו ֵּﬠי ר
 ֲא ָבל.יתה הוּא דְּ ִא ְתקו ּׁש
ָ  ְל ִמ,יתקו ּׁש
ְ ִא
. ָלא ִא ְתקו ּׁש,בוֹדה
ָ ְל ַאחו ֵּלי ֲﬠ

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: And from this comparison one
can also argue as follows: If so, just as those who have drunk
wine desecrate the Temple service, so too, those who have
long hair desecrate the service. The Gemara rejects this contention: No, when the two cases were juxtaposed,N it was with
regard to death that they were juxtaposed. However, as for
desecrating the Temple service, in this regard they were not
juxtaposed. Consequently, Rav Ashi’s distinction concerning
the practical application of these two halakhot still applies.

 ָהא ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
:יה
ֶ דַּ ֲא ָתא
ּ  ַמאן ֲא ָמ ָר ּה? ֲא ַמר ֵל,יְחזְ ֵקאל
 דָּ ָבר: ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א, ְו ְּל ַט ֲﬠ ִמיך
 ו ִּמדִּ ְב ֵרי,ּזֶ ה ִמ ּת ַוֹרת מ ׁ ֶֹשה ל ֹא ָל ַמ ְדנו
, ֶﬠ ֶרל ֵלב,״כל ֶ ּבן נֵ ָכר
ָּ :ַּק ָ ּב ָלה ָל ַמ ְדנו
 ָהא. ל ֹא יָבוֹא ֶאל ִמ ְקדָּ ׁ ִשי״,וְ ֶﬠ ֶרל ָ ּב ָ ׂשר
? ַמאן ֲא ָמ ָר ּה,ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי דַּ ֲא ָתא יְ ֶחזְ ֵקאל

On this issue, Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Before Ezekiel came
and stated this halakha, who said it? From where was it derived
before Ezekiel that priests may not serve with long hair? This
prohibition, which is not mentioned in the Torah, could not
have been innovated by Ezekiel, as prophets may not enact new
halakhot. Rav Ashi said to him: And according to your reasoning, there is a similar diﬃculty with that which Rabbi
Ĥisda said: This matter, that an uncircumcised priest may not
serve in the Temple, we did not learn it from the Torah of
Moses, but we learned it from the text of the tradition, i.e.,
Prophets and Writings: “No stranger, uncircumcised in heart
or uncircumcised in flesh, shall enter my Temple” (Ezekiel
: ). Before Ezekiel came, who said that it is prohibited for
an uncircumcised priest to serve?

 וַ ֲא ָתא יְ ֶחזְ ֵקאל, ְ ּג ָמ ָרא גְ ִמיר ָל ּה,ֶא ָּלא
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ְ ּג ָמ ָרא ְ ּג ִמיר.וְ ַא ְס ְמ ָכ ּה ַא ְּק ָרא
 ִּכי.יְחזְ ֵקאל וְ ַא ְס ְמ ָכ ּה ַא ְּק ָרא
ֶ  וַ ֲא ָתא,ָל ּה
,בוֹדה
ָ  ְל ַאחו ֵּלי ֲﬠ.יתה
ָ  ְל ִמ,ְ ּג ִמ ִירי ֲה ָל ָכה
.ָלא ְ ּג ִמ ִירי

Rather, you must say that it is learned as a definite tradition,
like the rest of the Oral Torah, and Ezekiel came and supported it by means of a verse in his book. He did not, however,
teach this halakha anew. Here too, with regard to a priest with
long hair, it is learned as a tradition, and Ezekiel came and
supported it by a verse. And when they learned this halakha,
they learned only that one is punishable by death; however,
with regard to desecrating the Temple service, they did not
learn this halakha.

ַּ ִ״כל ַה ָּכתוּב ִ ּב ְמ ג
ילת ַּת ֲﬠנִית דְּ ָלא
ָּ
ְ ְל ִמ
. ְל ַא ֲח ָריו מו ָּּתר״, ְל ָפנָיו ָאסוּר,יס ּ ַפד
יוֹמיָּ א דְּ ָלא ְל ִה ְת ַﬠ ָּנ ָאה
ַ  ִא ֵּלין:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
.יס ּ ַפד ְ ּבהוֹן
ְ  ו ִּמ ְקצַ ְתהוֹן דְּ ָלא ְל ִמ,ְ ּבהוֹן
,יה
ָ ְֵּמ ֵר ׁיש יַ ְר ָחא ד
ּ נִיסן וְ ַﬠד ְּת ַמנְ יָ א ֵ ּב
.יס ּ ַפד ְ ּבהוֹן
ְ  דְּ ָלא ְל ִמ.ִא ּית ַוֹקם ְּת ִמ ָידא
ֲ יה ַﬠד סוֹף
 ִא ּית ַוֹתב,מוֹﬠ ָדא
ּ ִמ ְּת ַמנְיָא ֵ ּב
.יס ּ ַפד ְ ּבהוֹן
ְ  דְּ ָלא ְל ִמ,ַח ָ ּגא דִּ ׁ ְשבו ַּﬠיָּ א

§ The mishna teaches: Any day concerning which it is written
in Megillat Ta’anit not to eulogize on that day, it is also prohibited to fast on the day before, but it is permitted to do so
on the following day. The Sages taught in Megillat Ta’anit:
These are the days on which fasting is prohibited,N and on
some of them eulogizing is prohibited as well: From the New
Moon of Nisan until the eighth of the month, the proper
sacrifice of the daily oﬀering was established, and therefore
it was decreed not to eulogize on these dates. From the eighth
of Nisan until the end of the festival of Passover, the festival
of Shavuot was restoredNB and it was likewise decreed not to
eulogize during this period.

BACKGROUND

The daily oﬀering was established…the festival of Shavuot
was restored – א…א ּית ַוֹתב ַח ָ ּגא דִּ ׁ ְשבו ַּﬠיָּ א
ִ
א ּית ַוֹקם ְּת ִמ ָיד:ִ These
commemorative days, like the others listed in Megillat Ta’anit,
are associated with the struggles of the Sages against the Sadducees and the Boethusians. Apparently these cults received
significant support from the Hasmonean kings and many
important priests who followed them.
The sacrifice of the daily oﬀering refers to the victory over
the Sadducees, who claimed that it is permitted to bring this
animal from individual gift-oﬀerings. This was a fundamental dispute, as the Sages insisted that the expenses of the
Temple sacrificial rites must be taken away from the control
of individuals, which in practice meant priests and important

persons. Instead, they said, it must be a true communal oﬀering shared by the entire community by means of the universal
donation of the half-shekel.
The restoration of the festival of Shavuot is connected to a
diﬀerent, long-standing dispute with the Boethusians, who
maintained that the phrase “On the morrow after Shabbat”
(Leviticus 23:11), which discusses the omer oﬀering, refers to
the day after Shabbat. Accordingly, they always celebrated
Shavuot on a Sunday. The Boethusians used every means
at their disposal to enforce their opinion, including bribing
witnesses and misleading the court (see Rosh HaShana 22b).
The victory of the Sages in this dispute removed a serious
obstacle to the proper observance of the Festival.

NOTES

No, when they were juxtaposed – לא ִּכי ִא ְיתקו ּׁש:ָ The commentary follows the standard text of the Talmud, that this is a rebuttal
to the objection raised against Rav Ashi’s contention that the
service of a priest who has drunk wine is disqualified, whereas
the service of a priest with long hair is not. The Gemara suggested that as an analogy is drawn between the punishments
for serving in the Temple after imbibing wine and for serving
with long hair, a similar analogy can be drawn between the two
prohibitions concerning the disqualification of the service, in
accordance with the principle that there cannot be juxtaposition
halfway, i.e., a comparison must be fully accepted with regard to
all relevant halakhot. Indeed, in the parallel passage in Sanhedrin
22b, the Gemara concludes its objection with the phrase: It is difficult, a reading also found in some manuscripts of the Gemara
here, and no resolution of the diﬃculty is oﬀered. However, in
the standard texts of this Gemara the objection is simply met
with the unexplained claim that the analogy drawn between
the two prohibitions does not extend to the disqualification of
the Temple service.
Some commentaries explain that Rav Ashi’s comments in the
continuation of the passage provide an answer to this objection
(Ritva). There it says that Ravina asks: Before Ezekiel, who said
that it is prohibited for a priest to let his hair grow long? Rav Ashi
explains that there was an oral tradition to this eﬀect going back
to Sinai, long before Ezekiel’s time. Accordingly, these verses
in Ezekiel cannot be viewed as the source of this halakha but
merely as the prophet’s formulation of an established ruling of
the Oral Law. If so, the principle that a juxtaposition cannot be
applied by half measures has no bearing on this case at all, as
the halakha of priests who let their hair grow long is not in fact
derived from the verse that features the term pera.
These are the days on which fasting is prohibited – יוֹמיָּ א
ַ ִא ֵּלין
דְּ ָלא ְל ִה ְת ַﬠ ָּנ ָאה ְ ּבהוֹן: According to most early authorities, the
prohibition against eulogizing is considered a further stringency
than the prohibition against fasting. Consequently, the prohibition against fasting applies on all the days recorded in Megillat
Ta’anit, whereas the ban against eulogies applies only on the
more festive days. Some commentaries add that fasting is a
graver violation of a commemorative day than the delivery of a
eulogy, as one who fasts suﬀers throughout the day (Ritva). Others state that as eulogies are delivered in honor of the deceased
or those who survive him, the prohibition against eulogizing
was instituted only on the more festive days mentioned in Megillat Ta’anit (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
Conversely, some commentaries maintain the opposite, that
the prohibition against fasting is a further stringency than that
of eulogizing. According to this interpretation, the delivery of
a eulogy is regarded as a greater violation of a Festival, as a
eulogy is delivered in public (Rabbeinu Efrayim, cited by Rabbi
Zeraĥya HaLevi, Ritva, and Shita Mekubbetzet). Consequently, the
prohibition against eulogizing applies on all the days recorded
in Megillat Ta’anit, whereas fasting is prohibited on only some
of the days. The standard text of the Talmud supports the opinion of the majority of the early commentaries, as the ruling of
Rabbeinu Efrayim requires a considerable number of textual
emendations.
The daily oﬀering was established…the festival of Shavuot
was restored – וֹתב ַח ָ ּגא דִּ ׁ ְשבו ַּﬠיָּ א
ַ ית
ִ
ית ַוֹקם ְּת ִמ ָיד
ִ The
ּ א…א
ּ א:
ge’onim were asked about the diﬀerence in wording between
these two decrees. Indeed, certain variants of the text use
identical expressions for the decrees. Nevertheless, the ge’onim
explained that there is a diﬀerence between the daily oﬀering, which was always sacrificed at the proper time and simply
had to be properly established as paid by the communal giftoﬀerings, and the restoration of the festival of Shavuot, whose
very date the Boethusians tried to change.
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NOTES

As the New Moon is itself a holiday – יה
ֶ ֹאש
ׁ וְ ר
ּ חוֹד ׁש ּגו ֵּפ
יוֹם טוֹב הוּא: Rashi explains that the New Moon is considered a holiday in accordance with the interpretation
of the verse: “He has called a solemn assembly [moed]
against me” (Lamentations 1:15), as a reference to the
New Moon (see 29a). The term moed is one of the biblical synonyms for a holiday. Others suggest that the
verse “And on the day of your rejoicing, and on your
appointed seasons, and on your New Moons” (Numbers
10:10) equates New Moons and the other holidays with
regard to fasting and eulogizing (Rabbi Elyakim).

נִיסן ַﬠד ְּת ַמנְ יָ א
ָ ְּ ֵמ ֵר ׁיש יַ ְר ָחא ד:ֲא ַמר ָמר
 ָל ָּמה.יס ּ ַפד
ְ  דְּ ָלא ְל ִמ. ִא ּית ַוֹקם ְּת ִמ ָידא,יה
ּ ֵ ּב
ֹאש
ׁ  וְ ר,נִיסן
ָ ימא ִמ ְּת ֵרי ְ ּב
ָ ִלי ֵמ ֵר ׁיש יַ ְר ָחא? ֵל
יה יוֹם טוֹב הוּא וְ ָאסוּר! ָא ַמר
ֶ
ּ חוֹד ׁש גּ ו ֵּפ
. ל ֹא נִצְ ְר ָכה ֶא ָּלא ֶל ֱאסוֹר יוֹם ׁ ֶש ְּל ָפנָיו:ַרב

The Gemara seeks to clarify these statements by comparing them
to the ruling of the mishna. The Master said above: From the
New Moon of Nisan until the eighth of the month, the daily
oﬀering was established, and therefore it was decreed not
to eulogize on these dates. The Gemara asks: Why do I need
Megillat Ta’anit to say: From the New Moon? Let it say: From
the second of Nisan, as the New Moon is itself a holiday,N
and it is already prohibited to eulogize on that day. Rav said:
It is necessary to mention the New Moon of Nisan only to prohibit eulogizing on the day before, in accordance with the statement in Megillat Ta’anit that fasting on the day before any of the
specified commemorative days is also prohibited.

יה יוֹם
ּ יה דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל
ּ  וְ ׁ ֶש ְּל ָפנָיו נַ ִמי – ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara asks: And with regard to the day before the New
יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְֹּאש ח ֶֹד ׁש ד
ׁ ֹאש ח ֶֹד ׁש! ר
ׁ  ׁ ֶש ִּל ְפנֵי רMoon of Nisan as well, one can derive the prohibition against
.יתא ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ִחיזּוּק
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ  ו ְּד, הוּאeulogizing on this day from the fact that it is the day before the
New Moon. Since it is prohibited to fast on the New Moon, it is
likewise prohibited on the day before. The Gemara answers that
as the New Moon is by Torah law and a Torah law requires no
reinforcement, it is permitted to fast on the previous day.
ַּ ִ ַהיָּ ִמים ָה ֵא ֶּלה ַה ְּכתו ִּבין ִ ּב ְמג:דְּ ַתנְיָא
ילת
.יהם ֲאס ּו ִרין
ֶ נֵיהם ו ְּל ַא ֲח ֵר
ֶ ַּת ֲﬠנִית – ִל ְפ
נֵיהן
ֶ  ִל ְפ,טוֹבים – ֵהן ֲאסו ִּרין
ִ ׁ ַש ָ ּבתוֹת וְ יָ ִמים
? ו ַּמה ֶה ְפ ֵר ׁש ֵ ּבין זֶ ה ָלזֶ ה.יהן מו ָּּת ִרין
ֶ ו ְּל ַא ֲח ֵר
יכין
ִ תוֹרה ֵאין צְ ִר
ָ  וְ ִד ְב ֵרי,תוֹרה
ָ ַה ָּלל ּו דִּ ְב ֵרי
סוֹפ ִרים
ְ  וְ ִד ְב ֵרי,סוֹפ ִרים
ְ  ַה ָּלל ּו דִּ ְב ֵרי.ִחיזּוּק
.יכין ִחיזּוּק
ִ צְ ִר

As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to these days that are
written in Megillat Ta’anit, it is prohibited to fast before them
and after them. However, concerning Shabbatot and Festivals,
fasting on those days is prohibited, but before them and after
them fasting is permitted. And what is the diﬀerence between
this and that? These, Shabbat and Festivals, are statements of
Torah, and statements of Torah do not require reinforcement,
whereas these days mentioned in Megillat Ta’anit are statements
of rabbinic law, and statements of rabbinic law require
reinforcement.

,וֹﬠד״
ֵ יה ַﬠד סוֹף ַה ּמ
ּ  ִמ ְּת ַמנְיָא ֵ ּב:ָא ַמר ָמר
,וֹﬠד
ֵ ימא ַﬠד ַה ּמ
ָ וֹﬠד? ֵל
ֵ ָל ָּמה ִלי ַﬠד סוֹף ַה ּמ
יה יוֹם טוֹב הוּא וְ ָאסוּר! ֲא ַמר ַרב
ֵ ו
ּ ּמוֹﬠד ּגו ֵּפ
 ָלא נִצְ ְר ָכא: ְּכ ַד ֲא ַמר ַרב:ּ ַפ ּ ָפא

§ The Master said above: From the eighth of Nisan until the

 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ָלא,ֶא ָּלא ֶל ֱאסוֹר יוֹם ׁ ֶש ְּל ָפנָיו
? ְּכ ַמאן.נִצְ ְר ָכה ֶא ָּלא ֶל ֱאסוֹר יוֹם ׁ ֶש ְּל ַא ֲח ָריו
 ֵ ּבין ְל ָפנָיו ו ֵּבין ְל ַא ֲח ָריו: דְּ ָא ַמר,יוֹסי
ֵ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
 ַמאי, ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ִת ׁ ְש ָﬠה נַ ִמי,ָאסוּר? ִאי ָה ִכי
ָ יוֹמא דְּ ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי
ָ ִא ְיריָ א דְּ ָהוֵ י
יוֹמא דְּ ִמ ּית ַוֹקם
יוֹמא דְּ ָב ַתר
ָ יה
ּ יה דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל
ּ ְּת ִמ ָידא? ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵל
,יה
ּ ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרין ו ְּת ַמנְיָא ֵ ּב

only to prohibit eulogizing on the day before. Here too, it is
necessary to mention Passover only to prohibit eulogizing on
the following day. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose
opinion is this ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei,N who said that eulogizing is prohibited both on the
day before the date recorded in Megillat Ta’anit and on the following day. The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the twentyninth of Adar too, why state specifically that eulogizing is prohibited then because it is the day before the day on which the
daily oﬀering was established? Let him derive this prohibition
from the fact that it is the day after the twenty-eighth of Adar.

יה ָא ַתת
ּ  ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ו ְּת ַמנְ יָ א ֵ ּב:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ְ ּב ׂש ְוֹר ָּתא ַט ְב ָּתא ִליהו ָּד ֵאי דְּ ָלא יְ ִﬠידוּן
 ׁ ֶש ּ ַפ ַﬠם ַא ַחת ָ ּגזְ ָרה ַמ ְלכוּת.יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ִמן
ָה ְר ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ְש ָמד ַﬠל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יַ ַﬠ ְסק ּו
 וְ ׁ ֶשיְּ ַח ְּלל ּו,נֵיהם
ֶ  וְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יָ מוּל ּו ֶאת ְ ּב,ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
ﬠ  ֶמה ָﬠ ָ ׂשה יְ ה ּו ָדה ֶ ּבן ׁ ַש ּמ ּו.ׁ ַש ָ ּבתוֹת
רוֹנִיתא
ָ וַ ֲח ֵב ָריו? ָה ְלכ ּו ונָ ְטל ּו ֵﬠצָ ה ִמ ַּמ ְט
.רוֹמי ְמצוּיִ ין ֶאצְ ָל ּה
ִ דוֹלי
ֵ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶש ָּכל ְ ּג

As it is taught in Megillat Ta’anit: On the twenty-eighth of Adar
good tidings came to the Jews, that they would not be restricted
from Torah study, and they declared this date a commemorative
day. The baraita proceeds to describe the events of this day. As on
one occasion the wicked empire, Rome, issued a decree of
apostasy against the Jews, that they may not occupy themselves
with Torah study, and that they may not circumcise their sons,
and that they must desecrate Shabbat. What did Yehuda ben
Shammua and his colleagues do? They went and sought the
advice of a certain Roman matron [matronita]L whose company
was kept by all the prominent people of Rome.

end of the festival of Passover, the festival of Shavuot was restored
and it was decreed not to eulogize. The Gemara asks: Why do I
need Megillat Ta’anit to say: Until the end of the Festival? Let it
say: Until the Festival, as it is anyway prohibited to eulogize on
the festival of Passover. Rav Pappa said that this, too, should be
explained as Rav said: It is necessary to mention the first of Nisan
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NOTES

In accordance with whose opinion, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei – יוֹסי
ֵ  ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,כ ַמאן:ְּ Some commentaries explain that the Gemara is asking why the
halakha is in accordance with the minority opinion of
Rabbi Yosei (Rashi; Shita Mekubbetzet). However, most
commentaries maintain that this statement is not a question, but a preamble to the diﬃculty that results if it is
claimed that Megillat Ta’anit is in accordance with Rabbi
Yosei’s opinion.
LANGUAGE

Matron [matronita] – רוֹנִיתא
ָ מ ְט:ַ From the Aramaic form
of the Latin matrona, meaning woman, especially an
important woman. In the time of the Mishna, many
women of the noble class admired the Jews and their
religion, and some even converted to Judaism.
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