יאין
ִ ִיכן מֹוצ
ָ  ֵמ ֵה: דִּ ְתנַן, ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאיRather, the Gemara suggests that this issue is the subject of a dispute
? אֹותֹו כו׳between these tanna’im, as we learned in that same mishna: From
where does one remove the creeping animal carcass? Rabbi Shimon
ben Nannas and Rabbi Akiva disagree whether it is removed only
from the Sanctuary, the Entrance Hall, and the area of the courtyard
between the Entrance Hall and the altar, or from the entire area of the
courtyard as well.
ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ָהא ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
 ַה ַּמ ְכנִיס ׁ ֶש ֶרץ: ָק ָס ַבר,ֵמ ֲעזָ ָרה – ָלא
 ּו ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ִמ ּכו ָּּל ּה,ַל ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש ּ ָפט ּור
. ַחּיָ יב:ֲעזָ ָרה – ָק ָס ַבר

Isn’t it the case that the two tanna’im disagree about the following:
The one who said we do not remove it from the Temple courtyard
maintains that one who brings a creeping animal carcass into the
TempleH is exempt, and there is therefore no obligation to remove it
from the courtyard on Shabbat. And the one who said that it must
be removed from the entire courtyard maintains that one who
brings a creeping animal carcass into the Temple is liable.

HALAKHA

One who brings a creeping animal carcass into the
Temple – ה ַּמ ְכנִיס ׁ ֶש ֶרץ ַל ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:ַ One who intentionally
brings a creeping animal carcass into the Temple is
subject to the punishment of karet. Even according to
the second approach in the Gemara, which states that
this opinion is not unanimous, Rabbi Akiva’s opinion is
accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat
HaMikdash 3:16).

Perek X
Daf 105 Amud a
נֵיהם ִמ ְק ָרא ֶא ָחד
ֶ  ו ׁ ְּש:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
נִימה ֵבית ה׳
ָ  ״וַ ּיָ בֹא ּו ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ִל ְפ:ּדָּ ְר ׁשו
ְל ַט ֵהר וַ ּיֹוצִ יא ּו ֵאת ָּכל ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ֲא ׁ ֶשר
יכל ה׳ ַל ֲחצַ ר ֵ ּבית ה׳ וַ יְ ַק ְ ּבל ּו
ַ ָמצְ א ּו ְ ּב ֵה
.ַה ְלוִ ּיִ ם ְלהֹוצִ יא ְלנַ ַחל ִק ְדרֹון חוּצָ ה״

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Both of them, Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas and
Rabbi Akiva, derived their opinions from the same verse: “And the
priests went into the inner part of the House of God, to cleanse it,
and they brought out all the impurity that they found in the Temple of God into the courtyard of the House of God. And the Levites
took it, to carry it out to the brook of Kidron” (II Chronicles 29:16).N

–  ִמדְּ ִא ׁ ְש ַּתנֵי ָ ּב ֲעזָ ָרה ַ ּב ְלוִ ּיִ ם: ָמר ָס ַברOne Sage, Rabbi Shimon Ben Nannas, maintains: As there was a
.יכא
ָּ  טו ְּמ ָאה ָ ּב ֲעזָ ָרה ֵלchange from the priests who removed the ritual impurity from the
inner part of the Temple to the Levites, who took over in the courtyard, this indicates that there is no obligation to remove impurity in
the courtyard, and consequently the priests are not required to do so.
יכא דְּ ל ֹא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר
ָ  ַעד ֵה: ּו ָמר ָס ַברAnd one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, maintains: Up to where it is impossible
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר, ַ ּב ְלוִ ּיִ ם – ַמ ּ ְפ ֵקי ּכ ֲֹהנִיםfor the task to be performed by the Levites, as it is prohibited for
. ַ ּב ְלוִ ּיִ ם – ּת ּו ָלא ִמ ַּט ְּמ ִאי ּכ ֲֹהנִיםLevites to enter the Sanctuary, the priests took it out. However, now
in the courtyard, where it is possible for the ritual impurity to be
removed by the Levites, the priests no longer render themselves
ritually impure, as they are prohibited from maintaining contact with
ritual impurity for any longer than necessary. That is to say, the Levites
removed it from any place where they were permitted to enter.
יכל ִל ְבנֹות
ָ נָסין ַ ּב ֵה
ִ  ַה ּכֹל נִ ְכ:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 ו ִּמצְ וָ ה,ְל ַת ֵ ּקן ו ְּלהֹוצִ יא ֶאת ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
נָסין
ִ  ִאם ֵאין ׁ ָשם ּכ ֲֹהנִים – נִ ְכ.ְ ּבכ ֲֹהנִים
.נָסין יִ ְ ׂש ְר ֵא ִלים
ִ  ֵאין ׁ ָשם ְלוִ ּיִ ם – נִ ְכ,ְלוִ ּיִ ם
–  ְט ֵמ ִאין,הֹורין – ִאין
ִ וְ ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ְט
.ָלא

The Sages taught in a baraita: It is permitted for everyone to enter
the Sanctuary to build, to repair, or to remove impurity from inside.
However, wherever possible, the mitzva is for these tasks to be performed by priests.B If no priests are available, Levites enter; if no
Levites are available, Israelites enter. In both cases, if they are ritually pure, yes, they may enter, but if they are impure, no, they may
not enter the holy place.H

, ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א ְמ ַסּיֵ ַיע ָּכ ֲהנֵי:ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
״אךְ ֶאל
ַ : ִמ ּתֹוךְ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר:דְּ ָתנֵי ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
רֹוכת ל ֹא יָ בֹא״ יָ כֹול ל ֹא יְ ה ּו ּכ ֲֹהנִים
ֶ ַה ּ ָפ
נָסין ֵ ּבין ָהאו ָּלם וְ ַל ִּמזְ ֵ ּב ַח
ִ ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי מו ִּמין נִ ְכ
ּ ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ִר
– יקו ֵּעי ּ ַפ ִחים

Rav Huna said: Rav Kahana, who was a priest, supports priestsN by
emphasizing their special sanctity. As Rav Kahana taught in a baraita: Since it is stated with regard to a priest who has a physical
blemish, “Only he shall not go in unto the veil, nor come near to the
altar, because he has a blemish, that he profane not My holy places;
for I am the Lord who sanctifies them” (Leviticus 21:23), I might have
thought that priests with blemishes may not enter the area between
the Entrance Hall and the altar to manufacture beaten platesN of
gold for the Holy of Holies.

 ִמצְ וָ ה.״א ְך״ – ִח ֵּלק
ַ :לֹומר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
נָסין
ִ ימים – נִ ְכ
ִ  ֵאין ׁ ָשם ְּת ִמ,ימים
ִ ִ ּב ְת ִמ
 ֵאין ׁ ָשם,הֹורין
ִ  ִמצְ וָ ה ִ ּב ְט.ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי מו ִּמין
, ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי.נָסין ְט ֵמ ִאין
ִ הֹורין – נִ ְכ
ִ ְט
. יִ ְ ׂש ְר ֵא ִלים – ָלא,ּכ ֲֹהנִים – ִאין



Therefore the verse teaches “only” as an expression of exclusion,
which means that there is a distinction here: Although the mitzva
should be performed with unblemished priests ab initio, if no unblemished priests are available, blemished ones may enter. Likewise,
it is the duty of ritually pure priests; if no pure priests are available,
impure ones may enter.H In both cases, if they are priests, yes, they
may enter, but if they are Israelites, no, they may not enter the holy
place. According to Rav Kahana, ritually impure priests take precedence over ritually pure Israelites.

NOTES

Impurity in the Sanctuary – טו ְּמ ָאה ֶש ַ ּב ֵה ַיכל: According
to some commentaries, this was an impurity imparted
by a corpse itself, as priests are specifically prohibited
from contracting impurity by touching a corpse (Ge’on
Ya’akov).
Supports priests – יע ָּכ ֲהנֵי
ַ ֵמ ַסּי:ְ Rashi explains that in
several places, Rav Kahana cites teachings that elevate
the status of priests above that of the rest of the people.
ּ ר:ִ The inside of the Holy
Beaten plates – יקו ֵּעי ּ ַפ ִחים
of Holies was entirely overlaid with gold plates. To lay
these golden plates, it was necessary in practice to
allow artisans, either priests or others, to enter, despite
the fact that the High Priest alone was permitted to
enter the Holy of Holies, and then only on Yom Kippur.
BACKGROUND

Sanctuary repairs – יכל
ָ תיקוּן ַה ֵה:ִּ This discussion con
cerning those suitable to enter the Sanctuary to build
and to perform repairs had numerous practical ramifica
tions, especially when the Temple was rebuilt by Herod.
While the overall structure, particularly the large outer
framework, was built relatively quickly, it took many
years, some even say generations, before all the work
was completed, as they wanted the work on the Temple
itself to be performed by priests.
HALAKHA

Who enters the Sanctuary to perform repairs – ִמי
נִ ְכנָס ַל ֵה ָיכל ְל ַת ֵ ּקן: When it is necessary to perform repairs
in the Sanctuary, the mitzva should be performed by
ritually pure, unblemished priests. If no unblemished
priests can do the repairs, blemished ones are allowed
to enter. If there are no priests available, Levites enter,
and if there are no Levites, Israelites enter. If no one is
pure, then ritually impure people may enter to perform
the repairs (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira
7:23).
Impure and blemished – ט ֵמא ו ַּב ַעל מוּם:ָ If it is neces
sary to allow either an impure priest or a blemished
one to enter to perform repairs in the Sanctuary, it is
preferable that a blemished priest enter rather than
an impure one. This ruling is based on the conclusion
elsewhere that communal impurity is only suspended,
not freely permitted. Consequently, a pure, blemished
priest takes precedence (Kesef Mishne). According to an
alternative reading, the Rambam reversed the opinions,
and ruled in accordance with Rav, contrary to his dis
ciple Rabbi Elazar (Mishne LeMelekh, in accordance with
Mabit; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira 7:23).
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NOTES

The statement of Rabbi Shimon – ד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון:ּ ִ Rabbi
Ovadya Bartenura explains that Rabbi Shimon sought to
clarify why he is so stringent in the case of the broken harp
string, despite his leniency with regard to one outside
the Shabbat boundary. His explanation is that the Sages
permit only activities prohibited by rabbinic decree, as:
From your own they grant you. Consequently, they were
lenient in the case of boundaries, where the surveyors’
measurements allow for a certain leeway, but they were
stringent in a case involving a Torah prohibition.
The conclusion of the tractate – סּיוּם ַה ַּמ ֶּס ֶכת:ִ The
Maharsha adds that although the Gemara suggests par
ticular sources for Rabbi Shimon’s statement, his teaching
basically applies to the entire tractate, according to all
opinions. In other words, the guiding principle of rabbinic
prohibitions and the leniencies granted by the Sages with
respect to their own stringencies, pertain to all the halakhot of eiruvin. Likewise, in the Tosefta and the Jerusalem
Talmud, the concluding statement is: Tongs are formed
with tongs, i.e., one set of tongs can be used to produce
many tongs. Analogously, all rabbinic decrees intended
to enhance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest were
derived from the basic principle of rest.

 ָט ֵמא ו ַּב ַעל מוּם ֵאיזֹו ֵמ ֶהן:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
 ָט ֵמא:נִ ְכנָס? ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר ַרב
.יבוּר
ּ ִבֹודת צ
ַ יש ְּת ֵרי ַ ּב ֲע
ְ ׁ  דְּ ָהא ִא,נִ ְכנָס
 דְּ ָהא, ַ ּב ַעל מוּם נִ ְכנָס:אֹומר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
.יש ְּת ֵרי ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ַילת ָק ָד ׁ ִשים
ְ ׁ ִא

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one priest is ritually
impure and another has a blemish, which of them should enter to
perform repairs? Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: The impure one should enter, as he is permitted to participate in communal service. If the entire community is ritually impure, even
impure priests may perform the service, whereas blemished priests
may not serve under any circumstances. Rabbi Elazar says: The
one with the blemish should enter, as he is permitted to eat consecrated foods, which indicates that he retains the sanctity of the
priesthood despite his blemish. The Gemara leaves this question
unresolved.

 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון.אֹומר וכו׳״
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ִמי: דִּ ְתנַ ן,יכא ָק ֵאי? ָה ָתם ָק ֵאי
ָ ֵה
ּ  ֲא ִפ,יך חוּץ ַל ְּתחוּם
יל ּו ַא ָּמה
ְ ׁ ֶש ֶה ְח ׁ ִש
:אֹומר
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון.ַא ַחת ל ֹא יִ ָּכנֵ ס
ּ ֲא ִפ
 ְל ִפי,ילו ֲח ֵמ ׁש ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה יִ ָּכנֵ ס
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ָּמ ׁשֹוחֹות ְמ ַמ ְ ּצ ִעין ֶאת ַה ִּמדּ ֹות
.ֹועים
ִ ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַה ּט

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon says: Wherever the
Sages permitted an action to you, they granted you only from your
own. The Gemara asks: With regard to Rabbi Shimon, on the basis
of what mishna did he formulate this principle? The Gemara answers: He taught this principle on the basis of the mishna there, as
we learned: With regard to one for whom it grew dark while he
was outside the Shabbat limit, even if he was only one cubit outside
the limit he may not enter the town. Rabbi Shimon says: Even if
he was fifteen cubits outside the limit, he may enter the town, because when the surveyors mark the Shabbat limit, they do not
measure precisely. Rather they position the boundary mark within
the two-thousand-cubit limit, because of those who err.

יה
ּ  וְ ָא ַמר ֵל, דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ל ֹא יִ ָּכנֵסWith regard to that which the first tanna said, i.e., that he may not
. ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון יִ ָּכנֵסenter, Rabbi Shimon said to the tanna: He may enter. His reason,
as stated, is that the limit does in fact extend that far, as any area the
Sages granted to a person was actually permitted to him by Torah
law.
.״שלּ ֹא ִה ִּתיר ּו ְלךָ ֶא ָּלא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת״
ֶׁ
 דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַּת ָּנא,יכא ָק ֵאי? ָה ָתם ָק ֵאי
ָ ֵה
:יה ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ְ ׁ :ַק ָּמא
ּ  וְ ָא ַמר ֵל,קֹוש ָר ּה
.עֹונְ ָב ּה

Rabbi Shimon further said: As they permitted to you only activities prohibited due to rabbinic decree, but not actions prohibited
by Torah law. The Gemara asks: On the basis of what teaching did
he formulate this principle? The Gemara answers: He taught it on
the basis of the mishna there, where the first tanna said with regard to a harp string in the Temple that broke on Shabbat, that one
may tie it with a knot, and Rabbi Shimon said: He may form only
a bow.N

– נִיבה דְּ ָלא ָא ֵתי ִל ֵידי ִחּיוּב ַח ָּטאת
ָ  ֲעThe reason why only forming a bow is permitted, is that it cannot
 ְק ׁ ִש ָירה דְּ ָא ֵתי ִל ֵידי ִחּיוּב,יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ  ׁ ָשר ּו ֵלlead to liability for a sin-offering, as forming a bow cannot consti.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ  ַח ָּטאת – ל ֹא ׁ ָשר ּו ֵלtute a violation of the category of the prohibited labor of tying.
Consequently, the Sages permitted it. However, with regard to
tying a knot, which can lead to liability for a sin-offering when
performed outside the Temple, the Sages did not permit it, as
Rabbi Shimon maintains that the Sages permitted only activities
whose prohibition involves a rabbinic decree.N
הדרן עלך המוצא תפילין
וסליקא לה מסכת עירובין
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