Perek VI
Daf21 Amuda

NOTES

Isn't the difficulty legitimate — m&pn xIT MK N’B]: This
sentence can be understood in two different ways. The first
is that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba posed this as a question, express-
ing his agreement with the question raised by Rabbi Ba bar
Memel. What he meant is: Is there anybody who says that
Rabbi Ba bar Memel did not ask a proper question? The
alternative is that it is an assertion that Rabbi Ba bar Memel
did not ask a good question, as in Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba's opin-
jon there is no contradiction. This is immediately explained
in the Gemara (Korban Hafida, second explanation).

A whole one-tenth in the morning and a whole one-
tenth in the evening - 3w 13 ng’bt{n mnwa ng"yt{l:
The later commentaries disagree with regard to the manner
in which this whole one-tenth of an ephah was brought.
Some suggest that the whole one-tenth was not sacrificed
in the same way as the half-tenth brought by the High
Priest himself. The High Priest would bring twelve loaves
made from one-tenth of an ephah of flour, divide them into
two, and sacrifice six loaves in the morning and six loaves
in the evening. But when a whole one-tenth of an ephah
was brought in the morning and a whole one-tenth of an
ephah was brought in the evening, twelve loaves would
be sacrificed on each occasion (Tiferet Yisrael). Others say
that the whole one-tenth was brought in the same way
as the half-tenth: in both cases six loaves were brought in
the morning and six loaves were brought in the evening,
though obviously if it was from a whole tenth, the loaves
were twice the size (Minhat Hinukh).

184

PEREK VII - 21A - X3qT1P)

2mepn K e Ky :xa 13

YI3X 127 NOK 3 Ty 30 KON
KT KT 1A 137 A 030 DY
A 133 IMiN T MY 0 XD
K3 NTNE WP - (P 1)

28T nonn

WM oY pOP 37 MK D 13
202w P2 MY e M
Pa Ayem; amws by ix

2mawn

NMR 2N3T Y KOWS KA 12
"R

pab nebw g pab nwbe
i @awn pa pa neen nme
13 ¥ ;1‘71: MY aEnm aih

2mawn

:n*& TI2MY KT PN PRI 137 MK
N3 pEntp w1 proip w
A YRR IX, 03w 3 pYnip 2w

D2WT P2 MK YRIPY MY

&5 - yniph 11 obs ob 21 N
- py¥nip e {719 "0 Xein nnn
YR N2 N

bar Ba said: Isn’t the difficulty raised by Rabbi Ba bar Memel
legitimate2"

The Gemara answers that when Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha came, he

said that Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: In

the case where the High Priest has died and not yet been replaced,
by Torah law, the griddle-cake offering comes from public funds,
as is derived from the words: “Itis a statute forever.” Rabbi Shimon

did not mean to imply otherwise. As it is not a public offering but

the High Priest’s personal one, I might have said that it should be

collected from the heirs’ property. Therefore, to ensure compli-
ance with the Torah law, the Sages instituted that it should come

from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber.

§ The mishna taught that a griddle-cake offering that was brought
in the interim between the tenures of two High Priests was not
brought in halves, morning and evening. Instead, a whole one-
tenth of an ephah was sacrificed. Rabbi Yosei said that Rabbi
Yohanan raised a dilemma: What does this mean? Is a whole
one-tenth of an ephah brought in the morning, and then a whole
one-tenth of an ephah again in the evening?" Or was a whole
one-tenth of an ephah brought in the morning, and since they
already brought one-tenth of an ephah that day, it was canceled
in the evening?

When that question was resolved for him, it gave rise to other
questions. The original question was resolved by reference to the
verse, as it is written: “This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons,
which they shall offer unto the Lord in the day when he is anoint-
ed: The tenth part of an ephah of fine flour for a meal-offering
perpetually, half of it in the morning, and half thereof in the
evening” (Leviticus 6:13). The word “perpetually” indicates that
the griddle-cake offering is always brought both in the morning
and in the evening,

A further question: What is the halakha with regard to the three

log of oil that the High Priest would bring every day together with

his griddle-cake offering, half in the morning and half in the eve-
ning? Is the halakha with regard to the oil the same, i.e., that three

log of oil were brought in the morning and three log of oil were

brought again in the evening? Or was only a log and a half
brought in the morning and another log and a half brought in

the evening?

Rabbi Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yohanan also wonders about this:
What is the halakha with regard to the two handfuls of frankin-
cense that were ordinarily brought every day together with the
High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, one with the morning offering
and the other together with the evening offering? Is the halakha
with regard to the frankincense the same as that of the griddle-
cake offering, i.e., that two handfuls of frankincense were brought
in the morning and two handfuls of frankincense were brought
again in the evening? Or was only one handful brought in the
morning and one handful brought in the evening?

Rabbi Yosei said: Didn’t they learn (18b) that the amount of
frankincense brought along with a meal-offering must be a hand-
ful by way of analogy to the handful of flour that must be taken
from a sinner’s meal-offering? This being the case, the halakha
in the issue under discussion should also be learned from the ha-
lakha governing meal-offerings in general. Just as there, when the
quantity of flour is doubled two handfuls of frankincense are re-
quired, here too, since two-tenths of an ephah are brought, the
measure of the frankincense must also be doubled, that is to say,
two handfuls are required.
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The Gemara rejects this proof: Whether the measure of frankin-
cense is doubled when a meal-offering is doubled is not complete-
ly clear: Just as there, with regard to meal-offerings in general, he
requires a resolution, i.e., he does not know the answer as to wheth-
er a double measure of frankincense is required when the quantity
of flour is doubled, so too here, with regard to the High Priest’s
griddle-cake offering, he requires a resolution as to whether a
double measure is required.

Rabbi Hizkiya addresses the previous question about the three log
of oil brought as part of the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering. He
said: Didn’t they learn that three log of oil must be brought along
with the griddle-cake offering from the daily evening offering,
as this is the measure of oil that must be brought as part of this
offering? Accordingly, just as there, in the case of the daily evening
offering the measure of oil is three log per one-tenth of an ephah
of flour, so too in the case where the griddle-cake offering is
brought from a whole one-tenth of an ephab, it is accompanied by
three log of oil both in the morning and in the evening,

The Gemara rejects this proof as well: And just as there, when the
daily meal offering is doubled he requires a resolution with regard
to the measure of oil, here too with regard to the High Priest’s
griddle-cake offering, he requires a resolution as to whether only
the original three log are brought, or whether three log are brought
for each measure of one-tenth of an ephah of flour.

§ The mishna taught that one who derives benefit from the ashes
of ared heifer is not liable for misusing property consecrated to the
Temple. Rabbi Shimon bar Nahman said in the name of Rabbi
Yonatan: By Torah law one should be liable for misusing it, i.e.,
the ashes of a red heifer, as it is consecrated to the Temple, but the
Sages decreed that one is not liable.

This, however, is difficult, as it was taught otherwise in the follow-
ing baraita: With regard to a red heifer, the verse states: “It is a
sin-offering” (Numbers 19:9), which teaches that a red heifer is
treated like a sin-offering in that one is liable for misusing conse-
crated property with it, i.e., the animal itself. Only with it, the ani-
mal itself, is one liable" for misusing consecrated property, but he
is not liable for misusing consecrated property with its ashes."
Therefore, it is clear from the baraita that by Torah law one is not
liable for misusing the ashes of a red heifer.

NOTES

With it is one liable — p’?gm A3: In the parallel passage in
the Babylonian Talmud (Menahot 51b), Tosafot write that the
word: Sin-offering was not needed to derive the that a red
heifer is subject to the halakhot of misusing consecrated
property. Rather, it was only meant to teach that there can
be further liability for misusing the red heifer even after it
had already been misused. Since a red heifer is considered
property consecrated for Temple maintenance, there was no
need to teach that it is subject to the halakhot of misuse, as
all property consecrated for Temple maintenance is subject
to those halakhot. However, it was necessary to teach that it
is subject to the halakhot of misuse after misuse, in contrast
to ordinary property consecrated for Temple maintenance for
which the first misuse already removes it from its sacred status.
This is not true of property consecrated to the altar, for there
the misuse does not remove the property from its sacred status,
and so the second misuse was also performed on consecrated
property.

Some later commentaries argue that the derivation was
needed to teach that a red heifer is subject to the halakhot of
misuse, as without it one might have thought that a red heifer
is not even considered property consecrated for Temple main-
tenance. Itis only a means for purification, and so it should be

treated like public ritual baths, which do not have the sanctity of
property consecrated to the Temple treasury (Sefat Emet; Rabbi
Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik; Korban Aharon; Hazon Ish).

As for the assumption in Tosafot that a red heifer is con-
sidered property consecrated to the Temple treasury, the
later commentaries discuss at length whether a red heifer is
considered property consecrated for Temple maintenance or
property consecrated to the altar. Some distinguish between
its status before it is slaughtered, when it has only the sanctity
of property consecrated for Temple maintenance and conse-
quently can be redeemed, and its status after it is slaughtered,
when it is considered property consecrated to the altar and
consequently can no longer be redeemed (Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev
Soloveitchik).

But he is not liable for misusing consecrated property with
its ashes — 711983 p'?gm 11 The Gemara here mentions only
the word sin-offering, but elsewhere (Menahot 52a) it brings
the full derivation, which is based on the word: It. Tosafot in
Menahot ask: Given the general principle that the ashes of
consecrated objects are permitted (Temura 34a), why is it nec-
essary to derive from the word: It, that the status of the ashes
of a red heifer differs from that of the red heifer itself, such

that by Torah law they are not subject to the halakhot of mis-
using consecrated property? They explain that the principle
applies only to cases where the burning of the consecrated
object was a case of misuse of consecrated property, so that
it reverted to a non-sacred state. In the case of a red heifer,
however, the burning of the animal is not a case of misuse
of consecrated property, and the ashes ought not to become
non-sacred. A special derivation from the word: It, is conse-
quently required to teach that they nevertheless do become
non-sacred.

Tosafot add that the special derivation might be required
for another reason: One might have thought that the ashes of
the red heifer are different from the ashes of other consecrated
property, since they come into being through a mitzva. The
nature of the red heifer is that it is designated to be reduced
to ashes through burning, and one might have thought that
its sanctity would be preserved in its ashes. Tosafot further
distinguish between other ashes, where the mitzva associ-
ated with them has already been completed, and the ashes
of a red heifer, where the mitzva associated with them has
not yet been performed, namely, to be mixed with water and
sprinkled on the ritually impure as part of the purification
process.
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Rabbi Abbahu said: Indeed, there is no liability by Torah law for
misusing the ashes of a red heifer. At first, however, the priests
would treat the sanctity of the ashes lightly and would clean
themselves [mishtakshekin]" with them and even apply them
to their wounds" as medicine. And the Sages therefore decreed
that one becomes liable for misusing consecrated property with
them, the ashes." But when they saw that the priests restrained
themselves and no longer used the ashes for anything except
purification water, the Sages reverted to the Torah law and de-
creed that one does not become liable for misusing consecrated
property if he derives benefit from a red heifer’s ashes."

§ The mishna taught, with regard to the replacements for dis-
qualified pairs of bird-offerings, that they should come from
public funds. Rabbi Yosei disagreed and said that whoever sup-
plies all the pairs of bird-offerings to the Temple must also supply,
at no extra charge, the replacements for the disqualified birds.
Having mentioned the pairs of bird-offerings, the Gemara repeats
the discussion from earlier in the chapter. The mishna there (19a)
taught that if money was found between the horn marked pairs of
bird-offerings and the horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, it
is allocated to doves for burnt-offerings, and is used exclusively
for that purpose.

The Gemara asks: If so, how does this woman, who had placed
the money for her offering in the horn marked pairs of bird-
offerings, achieve atonement? A woman who gave birth or is a
zava must bring a pair of bird-offerings, one as a burnt-offering
and the other as a sin-offering, as part of her purification process.
If that money has now been allocated to doves for burnt-offerings,
she has not completed the process.

Rabbi Yitzhak said: It is a condition of the court that whoever
supplies the Temple with the pairs of birds, he also supplies
extra birds to replace those birds that are disqualified or lost.
Therefore, in any event the woman will have brought both a burnt-
offering and a sin-offering.

NOTES

They would clean themselves [mishtakshekin] — v
ppwpawn: This word denotes washing, cleaning, and scour-
ing (see Bereishit Rabba, Vayeitzei 69:5). It may be derived from
the word shikhshukh, which is referring to moving a part of the
body or an object in water.

And apply them to their wounds — sa3 '7:9 NN Panin
jmnian: Rav Ashi (Menahot 52a) maintains that applying
ashes to a wound is permitted even though it might appear
to involve a prohibition, as the ashes may look like a tattoo
and consequently be included in the prohibition: “You shall
not make any cuttings in your flesh for the dead, nor imprint
any marks upon you” (Leviticus 19:28; Makkot 21a). This is be-
cause itis clearly evident that the ashes are being applied for
a healing purpose. However, although applying the ashes
of the red heifer on wounds was technically permitted, it
smacked of disrespect for consecrated objects (Tosafot on
Menahot 52a).

The Sages decreed that one becomes liable for misusing
with them -2 a’vgr;?xg 13: The early authorities (on Menahot
52a) disagree with regard to the nature of this decree. Some
say that when the Sages saw that people were treating the
ashes of a red heifer lightly, they decreed that the ashes are

subject to the halakhot of misusing consecrated property,
even though according to Torah law they are not subject
to these halakhot (Rashi). Others maintain that the Sages
decreed that the ashes are consecrated with sanctity that
inheres in their value. Once this consecration is in effect, one
who derives benefit from the ashes is liable by Torah law for
misusing consecrated property (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing
Rashi).

They decreed that one does not become liable...from
the ashes - m2 1’7;{7;? t&w 13 In the wake of the rabbinic
decree, not only did people stop using the ashes for medicinal
purposes, they even began to avoid using the ashes to purify
doubitful cases of ritual impurity, lest they misuse them. When
the Sages saw that their decree had undesirable consequenc-
es, they canceled it and reverted to the Torah law, according to
which the ashes of a red heifer are not subject to the halakhot
of misusing consecrated property (Rambam’s Commentary
on the Mishna, Shekalim). Later commentaries note that this
conclusion may be applied to other rabbinic decrees, so that
if the Sages issued a certain decree for some reason, and the
decree achieved its purpose so that the reason was no longer
relevant, there is room for the Sages to cancel the decree as it
is no longer needed (Korban Aharon).
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HALAKHA 1 - MISHNA The mishna discusses the ritual
purity of items found either in the Temple or in Jerusalem and its
environs, in continuation of the previous chapter’s discussion of
found money, animals, or meat. All the spittle" that is found in
Jerusalem" is ritually pure." Since neither ritually impure people
nor gentiles were commonly present in Jerusalem, the Sages de-
creed an exception to the rule that spittle that is found is ritually
impure since it presumably comes from one of those groups. This
is the case except for spittle found in the upper marketplace,
where gentiles and ritually impure Jews were likely to be present.
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.

Rabbi Yosei says: On all the other days of the year, i.e., any day
that is not on one of the three pilgrim Festivals, Passover, Shavuot,
and Sukkot, spittle that is found in the middle of the street is ritu-
ally impure, and spittle that is found on the sides of the street is
ritually pure. According to Rabbi Yosei, it was common for people
who were ritually impure to be present in the streets of Jerusalem.
They would be careful to walk in the middle of the street, while the
ritually pure who wished to remain so would walk on the sides.
Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that spittle found in the mid-
dle of the street is from one who is impure, while spittle found on
the side of the street is from one who is pure. But during the time
of the Festival, when most of the people in Jerusalem were there
for the Festival and were ritually pure, the spittle found in the
middle of the street was ritually pure, and that found on the sides
of the street was ritually impure. The difference is due to the fact
that at the time of the Festival, the ritually impure minority moves
to the sides of the streets.

The mishna continues: All the vessels that are found in Jerusalem"
on the way down into the bathhouse, wherein one purifies vessels
in aritual bath, are ritually impure, and those that are found on the
way up" are ritually pure. The mishna explains: Their descent into
the bathhouse is not by the same route as their ascent out of it, and
it can be assumed that those found on the way down have not yet
been immersed, while those found on the way up have been. This
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. However, Rabbi Yosei says: They
are all ritually pure, except for the basket, and the shovel,® and
the meritza,® which are specifically used for graves, to gather up
the bones of the dead. These tools must be presumed to be ritually
impure, but in general, vessels are presumed to be pure.

NOTES

HALAKHA

Spittle that is found in Jerusalem - px¥naq ppna
D?wa:\ The Sages decreed that on any day of the year
be5|des the pilgrim Festivals, spittle found in the middle
of the streets of Jerusalem is impure like spittle found any-
where else. However, spittle found on the side of the street
is ritually pure, since those who were vigilant about the
halakhot of ritual purity would walk on the sides of the
street in order not to be rendered ritually impure by coming
into contact with an am ha‘aretz, who was not so careful.
During the pilgrim Festivals, spittle found in the middle of
Jerusalem’s streets is ritually pure, for all the Jews are ritually
pure during the Festival and they walk down the middle
of the street. Spittle found on the sides of the streets is
impure, for those who are ritually impure are the minority,
and therefore they walk on the sides of the street. This ruling
is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei's opinion (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 13:8).

BACKGROUND
Shovel - 19*13m: This is referring to several possible tools.
When it is assooated with a basket, as it is here, it means
a shovel with a wide head and a long handle, held in both
hands, used for digging as well as the collection of bones
for burial. It was additionally used to shovel dried figs (Rashi,
Shabbat 122b). This shovel could be made of metal or wood.

Meritza — 71gyy: In modern Hebrew, a meritza is a wheel-
barrow, but thatis not what the Gemara s referring to here.
In this context, meritza means a tool similar to a pickax, also
called a dolabra, with which one could extract large stones
and then push them into place to close a burial cave.

Roman dolabras

All the spittle - m?ﬁ;l'?;:The mishna (Teharot 4:5) explains that
the Sages decreed that spittle found in the markets and streets
is ritually impure out of concern that it came from people who
were ritually impure as a result of impurity due to bodily emis-
sions, i.e., a zav, a zava, a menstruating woman, and a woman
after childbirth. Similarly, the Sages decreed that a gentile has
the impurity of a zav or zava, even though biblically there is
no ritual impurity for gentiles. The Sages also decreed that
the spittle of an am ha'aretz must be avoided, as he cannot be
expected to be careful about ritual impurity. The spittle found
in Jerusalem has a different status, as the Gemara explains.

Spittle that is found in Jerusalem is ritually pure — pp1i
i u’%m’: px¥na7: This leniency is based upon the fact
that only a minority of the people in Jerusalem were ritually
impure. In other places, the impure were presumably also a
minority; nevertheless, the Sages decreed ritual impurity on
spittle found in any other place, since there was a significant
minority who were impure (Tosafot, Avoda Zara 40b, s.v. kol
hatzelamim). In Jerusalem the impure were an insignificant

minority, as one who was classified as a zav would refrain from
entering the city. Furthermore, although a significant minority
of women were impure due to menstruation, women did not
frequent the streets and markets, as “all the glory of the king's
daughter is on the inside” (Psalms 45:14; Tiferet Yisrael).

The vessels that are found in Jerusalem — pxxnan b1
n’vww:l The mishna (Teharot 4:5) explains that the Sages
decreed that all vessels found in the markets and streets are
ritually impure, out of concern that they had been rendered
impure by contact with a corpse. The streets of Jerusalem are
an exception to this rule.

The way down ...and the way up - ngbg TMAPY T
Some explain that vessels that had already been immersed
would be positioned in a different manner than those that had
not. According to this interpretation, Rabbi Meir's statement
that their descent into the bathhouse is not the same as their
ascent out of it is referring to the vessels'position (Me'iri). Others
explain that there were two paths into the bathhouse: The en-
trance, or way down, for the impure, and the exit, or way up, for

those who had already immersed themselves. This would help
ensure that the ritually pure would avoid coming into contact
with the impure. According to this reading, Rabbi Meir’s state-
ment is referring to the distinct entrances and exits (Rosh; Rav
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura).

7

o

Ancient ritual bath in Jerusalem with two openings
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HALAKHA

The vessels that are found in Jerusalem...a knife that was
found on the fourteenth — pap...09w M2 prymaT b
WY AYIN3 NR¥IY: All the vessels that are found in Jerusa-
lem are ritually pure, even if they were found on the way down
to the place of immersion, except for vessels used to deal with
the bones of a corpse. The Sages decreed that vessels found in
Jerusalem are ritually pure except for knives used to slaughter
offerings, due to the gravity with which offerings are regarded.
However, if the knife is found on the fourteenth of Nisan, it
can be used to slaughter an offering immediately, even if the
fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, as the Sages did not
decree knives found on the fourteenth of Nisan to be ritually
impure. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei's opinion
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 13:5; Ra'avad;
Kesef Mishne).

A knife that was found...on the thirteenth — ..nx¥mRaw D
wy mg’in?;: If one finds a knife on the thirteenth of Nisan, one
sprinkles purification water on it and immerses it before using
it. According to the Ra'avad, there is no need to sprinkle it; it is
sufficient just toimmerse it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar
Avot HaTumot 13:6).

LANGUAGE
Cleaver [kofitz] - y*5ip: From the Greek komrig, kopis, a person,
tool, or machine that chops. Typically, it is a large knife used to
slice or chop up hard items.

Alarge chopping knife, or cleaver, used to cut meat
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The mishna continues with another ruling about ritual purity:
One may slaughter immediately with a knife that was found"
on the fourteenth" of Nisan, i.e., the day the Paschal lamb
is slaughtered, and need not be concerned that it is ritually im-
pure. Presumably it was immersed the day before so that it could
be used to slaughter the Paschal offering. If he found it on the
thirteenth" of Nisan, he immerses it again." Perhaps its owners
had not yet immersed it, since they still had time to do so before
the evening.

If one finds a cleaver [kofitz]," which is used to slaughter an
animal and break its bones, whether it was on this day, i.e., the
fourteenth, or on that day, i.e., the thirteenth, he immerses it
again" out of doubt. Since breaking the bones of the Paschal
lamb is prohibited, its owners would have no need for it on the
fourteenth, and it cannot be presumed that it has already been
immersed to make it ritually pure. However, if the fourteenth
occurs on Shabbat, he may slaughter with the cleaver immedi-
ately. Since immersing a vessel is prohibited on Shabbat, and
presumably the owner of the cleaver wants it to be ritually pure
on the fifteenth, one can assume that he immersed it already on

Friday, the thirteenth of Nisan. It is therefore ritually pure.

A knife that was found — nxgnaw 120: The Me'ri (Pesahim
70a) explains why the principle that vessels found in Jeru-
salem are presumed to be pure does not apply to knives:
Since most vessels are carried together in a bag or a basket,
people ensure that they are ritually pure so that they do not
render one another impure. Knives are generally not carried
together in a basket with other vessels, so it is conceivable
that one would not takes pains to ensure that a knife does
not become impure.

One may slaughter immediately with a knife that was
found on the fourteenth — LW WY TYIIND NXYDIY P30
1 A2: After immersion, a person or a vessel does not become
fully pure until the conclusion of the day upon which the
immersion took place. Until dark such a person is called a
tevul yom, i.e., one who immersed that day. By Torah law, one
who immersed himself that day does not render items fully
impure, in that they cannot subsequently render other things
impure, but he does render them unfit for consecrated use.
However, the Sages decreed that one who immersed that day
does render items impure. According to the opinion of Abba
Shaul, he confers first-degree ritual impurity, and according to
the opinion of the Rabbis, he confers second-degree impurity
(Mé'ila 8a).

A knife that was found on the fourteenth of Nisan can
be presumed to have been immersed by its owners the
day before, so that it will become ritually pure at nightfall of
the thirteenth, enabling its use in time for the slaughtering
of the Paschal lamb on the fourteenth. If the knife were found
on the thirteenth, there are no grounds for such a presump-
tion. The owners may not yet have immersed it, as there s still
time left to do so before sunset.

He immerses it again —’7’:;197_:1 miw: The Rambam explains
that this phrase means to sprinkle purification water on the
knife to remove any possible ritual impurity imparted from a
corpse, and then to immerse it. In his opinion, the instruction

NOTES

could not mean merely to immerse it again, since the moti-
vation for immersing at all is the presumption that it has not
yet been immersed.

A cleaver...whether it was on this day or on that day, he
immerses it again — '7*:;11;1;1 miw M2 M3 yeip: Since it s
prohibited to break the bones of the Paschal lamb, there is no
presumption that the cleaver was immersed in time for use
on the fourteenth. The Gemara (Pesahim 70a-b) asks: Since it
was customary to bring a Festival peace-offering along with
the Paschal lamb to ensure that there was enough meat to
satisfy the entire group, and it is permitted to break the bones
of a Festival peace-offering, why do we not presume that a
cleaver found on the fourteenth was purified in order to use
it to cut up the Festival peace-offering?

The Gemara there offers two answers: First, it answers that
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of ben Teima
that the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth takes on
some of the halakhot of the Paschal lamb and it is forbidden
to break its bones as well.

Second, the Gemara points out that even if one sub-
scribes to the Rabbis' opinion, that a Festival peace-offering
on the fourteenth is no different from any other Festival
peace-offering and its bones may be broken, there are two
overlapping doubts with regard to whether the owner of the
cleaver would sacrifice a Festival peace-offering. First, the
owner's group may not require an additional offering if it is
small enough that the Paschal lamb will suffice. Second, it is
possible that most of the populace will become impure; this
would be the case if, for example, the Nasi would die and
everyone was obligated to occupy themselves with his burial.
In such asituation, the Paschal lamb is nevertheless sacrificed,
but it is prohibited to add the Festival peace-offering, since it
may not be offered when one is impure. In such a case of two
overlapping doubts, it cannot be presumed that there would
be a Festival peace-offering and that therefore the cleaver was
immersed on the thirteenth.
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If the cleaver was found on the fifteenth of Nisan, i.e., if it was
found on the Festival itself, he may slaughter with it immediately.
The owners of the cleaver would have immersed it so that they
could use it on the fifteenth to cut up the bones of a Festival peace-
offering. If the cleaver was found attached to a knife," it is like a
knife, i.e., if it was found on the thirteenth of Nisan it is presumed
impure, and if it was found on the fourteenth he may slaughter with
it immediately, as it was certainly immersed on the day before.

GEMARA The mishna taught that according to Rabbi Meir, all
spittle that is found in Jerusalem is ritually pure, except if it were
found in the upper marketplace. With regard to this, Rabbi Avin
in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi explains: A fortress
[katzran] of gentiles was there" in the upper marketplace. The
Sages decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a zav (see
Shabbat 17b and Nidda 34a), therefore their spittle is impure. The
Roman soldiers were gentiles, so any spittle found in the upper
marketplace was presumably theirs.

The Gemara recounts an incident about this fortress. Rabbi
Hanina said: Once they were killing wild donkeys® in Jerusalem,
to feed the lions in the circus (see Menahot 103b), and the pilgrims
coming to Jerusalem to celebrate the Festival were wading in
blood up to their ankles from the large amount of blood coming
from the wild donkeys. And they came before the Sages to find
out if they had been rendered ritually impure, and they, the Sages,
did not say anything, as the blood of an animal carcass does not
render one ritually impure, even though the carcass itself does.
Where did this story take place? Rabbi Shimon bar Abba said in
the name of Rabbi Hanina: There was a gentile, i.e,, Roman,
fortress there, in the upper marketplace of Jerusalem, and that was
where they were killing the wild donkeys.

Apropos the ritual impurity of blood from an animal carcass, the
Gemara recounts that. Rabbi Simon said in the name of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi: There was an incident with regard to a mule
from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s household that died, and the Sages
ruled its blood to be ritually pure and not subject to the impu-
rity imparted by an animal carcass. On this topic, Rabbi Elazar
asked Rabbi Simon: Up to how much blood from an animal
carcass does not render one ritually impure? And he did not an-
swer him. He then went and asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi.
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, said to him: Up to the size of a quarter-
log" is ritually pure; more than that is ritually impure. And
Rabbi Elazar was annoyed that Rabbi Simon did not respond
with the halakha that the minimal size for ritual impurity is a
quarter-log, as he certainly heard it from Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi.

NOTES

Afortress [katzran] of gentiles was there — 710" 5‘57 5P
ow: An alternate explanation interprets the word katzran to
mean launderers rather than fortress. Accordingly, the upper
marketplace was populated by gentile launderers, and there-
fore any spittle found there was presumed impure, as the Sages
decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a zav (Korban
Netanel; Tiklin Haditin).

Up to the size of a quarter-log — 27 7: The opinion that a
quarter-log of the blood of an animal carcass confers ritual im-
purity is that of Beit Hillel according to Rabbi Yehuda (Eduyyot
51). A different mishna records Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira's
testimony that the blood of an animal carcass is ritually pure

(Eduyyot 8:1). The minimal measure of a quarter-log is derived
from the fact that that amount of blood, when dried, measures
approximately an olive-bulk. Ra'avad explains (Eduyyot 5:1) that
since dried blood is similar to the meat of the animal, the Sages
decreed that it imparts ritual impurity as well. They further
decreed that even in liquid form, the same amount of blood
will confer impurity. Later authorities inferred from Ra‘avad's
explanation that the blood of an animal carcass is a source of
ritual impurity only by rabbinic law. This is evident from the fact
that the minimal measure is a quarter-log. If it were the case
thatanimal carcass blood conferred impurity by Torah law, then
the minimum amount would be an olive-bulk, as an olive-bulk
is the standard minimal measure (Avi Ezri).

HALAKHA

If the cleaver were found attached to a knife — x¢¥ma
]’:D'? 1wp: If one found, whether on the Festival or not,
one knife attached to another knife, then if the state of purity
is known with regard to one of them, then the other has the
same status, be it pure orimpure. This ruling is in accordance
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot
Halumot 13:7).

BACKGROUND
Wild donkeys — niTiw: The wild donkey or onager, Equus
hemionus, is an untamed animal that lives in the desert.
Nowadays it survives mostly in the Asian deserts, and it is
often mentioned in the Bible as a symbol of freedom and
lack of inhibition.

Onager

:XDATMPIW - PEREK VIIL-21B 193



BACKGROUND

Quarter-log — 3% A unit of liquid measurement.
In Hebrew, it is literally a quarter. Unless indicated
otherwise, a quarter refers to a quarter-log. The log is
a talmudic measurement of volume equal to six egg-
bulks, which is equivalent to approximately 346 ml
according to Rabbi Hayyim Nae's standard method
of converting talmudic measurements. A quarter-log
measures approximately 86.5 ml, or slightly less than
half a cup.

The quarter-log is a standard unit of measurement
in certain matters. For example, a quarter-log is the
minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may
be recited, the amount of wine for which a nazirite is
punished for drinking, and the minimum quantity of
certain edible liquids for which one is liable for violat-
ing the prohibition against transferring objects from
one domain to another on Shabbat. A quarter-log of
blood from a corpse confers ritual impurity.

NOTES

Ritually pure in that it does not render an item sus-
ceptible to impurity — 1’1;’7;{!’?7; 7imty: A food item
does not become susceptible to ritual impurity unless
it comes into contact with water, or one of six other
liquids. The seven liquids that cause an item to become
susceptible to impurity are wine, honey, oil, milk, dew,
blood, and water (Makhshirin 6:4). Once it has come
into contact with one of these liquids, food is suscep-
tible to impurity, even if it subsequently becomes dry.
Only these seven liquids can confer susceptibility to
impurity, as it appears from the Gemara’s interpretation
of the testimony of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora that
animal carcass blood does not render food susceptible
to impurity.

HALAKHA
The blood of a creeping animal - Y 87: Blood
of a creeping animal has the same status as its flesh
and the two combine to form the requisite lentil-bulk
for ritual impurity as long as it is attached to the flesh.
This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 4:7).
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The Gemara continues: Rav Beivai was sitting and teaching this story
of the mule from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s household, in which the Sages
ruled that the blood of a carcass does not render one impure. Rabbi
Yitzhak bar Bisna said to him: Up to how much blood from an animal
carcass does not render one ritually impure? Rav Beivai said to him: Up
to a quarter-log® is ritually pure; more than that is impure. And then
he kicked him.

Rabbi Zerika said to Rav Beivai: You kicked him because he asked
you a question? He said to Rabbi Zerika: Because my mind was un-
settled, and not because he did anything wrong. As Rabbi Hanin said
in expounding the verse: “And your life shall hang in doubt before you;
and you shall fear night and day, and shall have no assurance of your life”
(Deuteronomy 28:66). “And your life shall hang in doubt before you”;
this is one who buys for himself wheat for a year, who has no financial
security with regard to the following year. “And you shall fear night and
day”; this is one who is so poor that he buys wheat from the store-
keeper abit at a time, with the attendant concern that he might not have
enough for the morrow. “And shall have no assurance of your life”;
this is one who is so poor he buys from the baker and cannot afford to
buy wheat in advance to assure even one future meal. And I rely on the
baker, i.e,, I am on this lowest level of poverty, and therefore I do not
have the presence of mind to answer his questions.

The Gemara asks: What then is the halakhic ruling regarding the ritual
impurity of the blood of an animal carcass? In response, the Gemara
quotes a mishna (Eduyyot 8:1): Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora testified
that the blood of animal carcasses is ritually pure, which implies that
it is ritually pure regardless of the amount, even more than a quarter-log.
The Gemara rejects this answer: What does the mishna mean by ritu-
ally pure? That such blood is ritually pure in that it does not render an
item susceptible to impurity." Even though blood is one of the seven
liquids that render an item susceptible to ritual impurity, the blood of
an animal carcass is not deemed blood for this purpose. Nevertheless,
with regard to conferring impurity, such blood does render some-
thing ritually impure.

The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in a mishna there (Makhshirin 6:5):
The blood of a creeping animal" confers ritual impurity, as does its
flesh? It confers impurity, but does not render an item susceptible to
impurity, and we have nothing else like it that confers impurity but
does not render something susceptible to impurity. The implication is
that the blood of an animal carcass would either both confer impurity
and render an item susceptible to impurity or do neither.

The Gemara answers: When the mishna said that we have nothing else
like it, it meant that we have nothing else like it with regard to the
measure required for this substance to confer impurity. The measure
ofboth the blood and the flesh of a creeping animal required for confer-
ring impurity is a lentil-bulk. Creeping animals are unique in this regard,
since the measures of blood and flesh that confer impurity from an ani-
mal carcass are different. An olive-bulk of flesh is sufficient to confer
impurity, while a quarter-log of blood is required. However, the Ge-
mara concludes, its blood, i.e., that of an animal carcass, nevertheless
confers impurity like its flesh.

Rabbi Yosei said: Two amora’im disputed this point, whether the
blood of an animal carcass confers ritual impurity. One said a quarter-
log of this blood renders one ritually impure, and one said that even
after contact with this blood, one remains ritually pure.

The one who said ritually impure holds like the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda as it appears in a mishna (Eduyyot s:1). Rabbi Yehuda asserts
there that this issue is the subject of a dispute between Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel. The halakha would follow the opinion of Beit Hillel,
which is that carcass blood does confer impurity. And the one who said
ritually pure holds like the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora,
who testified (Eduyyot 8:1) that the blood of an animal carcass is ritu-
ally pure. It appears that this amora interprets Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Petora’s statement literally, implying that even more than a quarter-log
of blood does not confer impurity.
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Rav Avduma of the descenders, i.e., travelers from Eretz Yis-
rael to Babylonia, bringing with them the Torah taught in Eretz
Yisrael, said to him: And it is right, that which you explained
is correct, as Rabbi Yehuda was the halakhic authority for
the house of the Nasi. Rabbi Yehuda ruled then that the blood
of the dead mule was pure only because there was less than a
quarter-log of it.

§ The mishna states that according to Rabbi Meir’s opinion, all
the spittle found in Jerusalem is pure, except for spittle found in
the upper marketplace. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Abbahu
say this in the name of Rabbi Yosei ben Hanina: The Sages did
not decree the spittle found in Jerusalem to be ritually impure?
If so, why is the spittle found in the upper marketplace ritually
impure? The Gemara answers: But wasn’t it stated with regard
to that marketplace that Rabbi Avin said in the name of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi: A fortress of gentiles was there, and since
the Sages decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a
zav, any spittle found there must be from them and therefore is
ritually impure.

The mishna also states Rabbi Yosei’s opinion that for most of the
year, all spittle found in the middle of the street was impure and
spittle found on the sides was pure; during the pilgrim Festival,
the spittle in the middle was pure and that on the sides was im-
pure. The Gemara discusses a baraita that explains this opinion:
On the rest of the days of the year, the ritually impure proceed
down the middle of the street in a group,” and the pure proceed
on the side to avoid contact that would render them impure.
And the ritually pure proceed ordinarily" and don’t warn the
ritually impure not to touch them, while the impure are the ones
who say to those who are ritually pure: Stay away. During the
period of the pilgrim Festival the ritually pure proceed in a
group in the middle of the street and the impure proceed on
the side of the street. The impure proceed ordinarily and do
not warn the ritually pure not to touch them, and the ritually
pure are the ones who say to those who are impure: Stay away,
i.e., be careful not to touch us and render us impure.

§ The mishna further states: And all the vessels that are found
in Jerusalem, if they are found on the way down to the bath-
house, where one purifies vessels in a ritual bath, they are ritu-
ally impure, and if they are found on the way up, they are ritu-
ally pure. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Abbahu say this in
the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The Sages did not decree ritual
impurity with regard to the vessels found in Jerusalem? The
Gemara answers: Since they were found on the way down to
the bathhouse, it becomes as if it had been conclusively dem-
onstrated that they are ritually impure, for one does not bring a
vessel to be immersed if it is not ritually impure.

The mishna also states that Rabbi Yosei is of the opinion that all
vessels that are found in Jerusalem are ritually pure, except for
the basket, the shovel, and the meritza, which are specifically
used for graves. The Gemara recounts that Abba Shaul, who was
agravedigger and regularly used such tools, would call them, the
tools referred to by the name meritza, fingernails [tzipporin].
The Gemara explains: The one who said to call it tzipporin did
so because this tool was similar in appearance to a fingernail,
with a sharp point. The one who said to call it a meritza, liter-
ally, a runner, did so because it is a tool with which one runs, i.e.,
moves the stone used to close the entrance to the burial cave to
the cemetery.

The mishna also states that if the cleaver is found tied to a knife,
it has the same rule as the knife with regard to ritual impurity.
The Gemara quotes: It was taught in a baraita that disagrees with
the halakha in the mishna, and in its view, if the knife were tied
to the cleaver, it has the same halakha as the cleaver, and if the
cleaver is ritually impure, the knife is also ritually impure.

HALAKHA

On the rest of the days of the year the ritually impure proceed
down the middle of the street in a group - MW NinY wwa
n'vw:vw ]’:’7‘10 pxawT: On days that are not p\\gnm Fest\vals
spltt\e found in the middle of the street is ritually impure by
decree of the Sages, as is the halakha for spittle in any other
place. However, in Jerusalem, spittle found on the sides of the
street is ritually pure. Those who were vigilant about ritual purity
would walk on the sides of the street in order to avoid contact
with an am haaretz, and presumably the spittle on the sides
comes from the ritually pure. This ruling is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar
Avot HaTumot 13:8).

NOTES
And theritually pure proceed ordinarily - ono p:_a'?tlp [l
The text of the Gemara is in accordance with that of Rav Yehuda
ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh. However, some versions of the text
have: The ritually impure proceed ordinarily, while the ritually
pure tell them to stay away. . .the ritually pure proceed ordinarily,
while the ritually impure tell them to stay away (Venice edition,
and that of Rambam, Rosh, Talmid HaRashbash, Rash Sirilio, and
the Vilna Gaon). According to that version, the warning to stay
away lest the pure be rendered impure is always the task of
whoever proceeds along the sides of the street, whether it is the
impure during the Festival or the ritually pure during the rest of
the year. Those who walk in the middle simply proceed ordinarily.
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LANGUAGE

Bench [itztabba] - xavyx: From the Greek o'tog, stoa, mean-
ing roofed colonnade or cloister. In Kiddushin 70a it refers to
a row of pillars, but also to a covering on top of such pillars,
whence developed the meaning used by the Rabbis. In the
vernacular it is anything that juts out, even a bench.

HALAKHA

A curtain that became ritually impure from a secondary
source of impurity - isnw 112 NEIR N3M: If the cur-
tain of the Temple became ritually impure from a secondary
source of ritual impurity, it is immersed in the courtyard. If it is
removed from the Temple in order to immerse it, it is brought
back inside immediately after immersion, as there is no need
to wait until dark.

If it became ritually impure from a primary source of ritual
impurity, it is immersed outside the Temple and is spread out
to dry on the rampart, as it becomes ritually pure only once
it is dark. If it is a new curtain, it is spread out to dry on the
bench so that the nation will see that its work is beautiful. This
ruling is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:18).

The curtain has the thickness of a handbreadth — n3i19
nov mMaiy: Two curtains each year were made to separate
between the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies. The curtain
was woven from four different types of yarn: Fine linen, sky-
blue wool, purple wool, and scarlet wool. Each strand was
made of six threads of each, for a total of twenty-four threads.
The curtain was woven in seventy-two looms and was one
handbreadth thick. It was forty cubits long and twenty cubits
wide. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam
Sefer Avoda Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:16).
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HALAKHA 2 - MISHNA With regard to a curtain that
became ritually impure from a secondary source of impuri-
ty, since its ritual impurity is by rabbinic law and not Torah law,
there is no need to remove it from the Temple. Rather, it is im-

mersed inside the Temple. And if it were removed to outside the
courtyard in order to immerse it, it can be brought back into the
courtyard immediately. Since it is ritually impure only by rab-
binic law, there is no need to wait until sunset before returning it.
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But if it became impure from a primary source of impurity, e.g,,
it came into contact with the carcass of one of the eight creeping
animals that confer impurity by Torah law, it is immersed outside
the courtyard and is spread out to dry on the rampart. This is the
low wall surrounding the Temple courtyard and the buildings
within it, which has a lower level of holiness than the courtyard.
The reason for this policy is because the sun needs to set on it.

Immersion does not confer ritual purity on an item that became
impure by Torah law until after the sun has set. And if this curtain
were new, it is spread out to dry on top of the bench [itztabba],'
a prominent place on the Temple Mount, so that the people will
see its craftsmanship and perceive its beauty."
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The Gemara discusses the aforementioned curtain that separated
the Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary. Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel says in the name of Rabbi Shimon the son of the dep-
uty High Priest: The curtain has the thickness of a handbreadth,"
and it is woven from seventy-two strands of yarn. And each and
every strand from those seventy-two is made from twenty-four
threads." The curtain was made from four materials: Sky-blue
wool, purple wool, scarlet wool, and fine linen, and a strand was
made up of six threads of each type of material. And with regard
to the dimensions of the curtain, its length was forty cubits, as
the height of the ceiling of the Sanctuary; and its width was twen-

ty cubits, to match the width of the entrance; and it was made
from eighty-two ten-thousands," i.e., 820,000 golden dinar. And
they used to make two new curtains every year." And the curtain
was so heavy that they needed three hundred priests to carry it
when they would immerse it."

NOTES

Twenty-four threads — poIn myaw1 oM wy: The Sages derived
that every time a verse uses the term sheish with regard to
sacred garments or cloth, that materialis linen, and each thread
of it is in turn spun from six smaller threads. As the curtain is
made up of four materials, fine linen, purple wool, scarlet wool,
and sky-blue wool, it is clearly understood, or in the Gemara’s
terminology: There is no ruling and there is no judge that can
argue otherwise, that it is woven from twenty-four threads
(Yoma 71b-72a).

And the curtain was made from eighty-two ten-thousands —
MY A Ria omen ouinen: The text follows the interpre-
tation of the Rambam that this number is referring to the cost
of the curtain. Other commentaries claim that it is referring to

the number of young girls who have not yet menstruated and

are therefore certainly ritually pure, who were needed to weave

the curtain. Weaving was traditionally women'’s work, and in the

Temple women would weave the curtain and were paid to do

so (see Commentary on tractate Tamid). According to this view,
the text should read eighty-two rivot, meaning girls, rather than

ribo, meaning ten-thousands. Some explain that the number
is referring to the number of threads that were in the curtain

(Rabbeinu Barukh).

And they used to make two new curtains every year — D'
mw Y7::1 Pwiy: Some explain that this is referring to the two

196

PEREK VIII - 21B - :X397' 11 P15

curtains that separated the Holy of Holies and the Sanctuary
in the Second Temple. These were spaced a cubit apart, and
they replaced the cubit-width dividing wall, called the amma
traksin, of the First Temple. The wall was replaced by curtains
because the Second Temple was much taller than the first (most
sources say it was one hundred cubits high, or forty cubits high
according to Rashi on Bava Batra 3a), and they could not build
a self-supporting wall that was only one cubit wide to that
height. They also could not widen the space allotted for the
wall, as the verse states, “All this [do | give you] in writing, as
the Lord has made me wise by His hand upon me, even all the
works of this pattern”(1 Chronicles 28:19), i.e., every detail in the
Temple is set by prophecy and may not be changed (Eiruvin
104a). Therefore, they made two curtains, side by side with some
space between, whose entire width was one cubit. As each
curtain was one handbreadth thick, the space between them
of four handbreadths allowed a priest to walk between them
(see Commentary on tractate Tamid). An alternate explanation
of the two curtains is that one is for the Holy of Holies and the
other for the Entrance Hall (Rashi on Hullin 9ob). Some explain
that they needed new ones each year, because the curtains
were ruined by the large quantity of smoke produced from
the incense (Rosh).

They would immerse it — i ]?'7?:-}!::7;:The early authorities
discussed the reason for this immersion. Some said that it was a

custom that the last step in the creation of a ritually pure vessel
for consecrated use was to immerse it in a ritual bath (Rosh).
Others question this explanation, as the curtain cannot become
ritually impure, since it is part of a building and not meant for
human use, and therefore it has the same status as a building,
which cannot become impure (see Sheviit 10:7).

Some explain that even though the curtain is considered
attached to the earth, it may nevertheless become impure in
that it is in one aspect a tent, as the verse says about the cur-
tain: "And you shall screen [vesakota] the Ark with the curtain”
(Exodus 40:3). In explanation of this verse, the Sages said that
the curtain should not be completely straight, but rather should
be slightly horizontal at its top. The horizontal portion of the
curtain is based on an analogy to the roofing of a sukka, which
comes from the same root as vesakota (Sukka 7b). There are con-
sequently early authorities who believe that the curtain can be
rendered impure, and they understand that this immersion took
place only when that happened (Rosh; Rashi on Hullin 9ob).

Other authorities claim that when they immersed the cur-
tain after it was woven, before hanging it, one of the weavers
became ritually impure from menstruation and inadvertently
rendered the curtain ritually impure while she worked on it (see
Commentary on tractate Tamid). Even though, as mentioned,
the weavers were young girls who did not yet menstruate, it
was not impossible that that might occur.
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GEMARA The mishna stated that every one of the strands of
yarn used to weave the curtain was made of twenty-four threads.
The Gemara explains the biblical source for this: The verse says:
“And you shall make a curtain of sky-blue wool, purple wool, scar-
let wool, and fine twined linen” (Exodus 26:37). Had the verse
about the curtain said a thread, it would mean one thread. Had it
said doubled, it would be expanded to two threads. Twisted
would be increased to three threads. Twined, which is what the
verse in fact says, must mean double that, i.e., to six threads. Since
the curtain was woven from four types of thread, i.e., sky-blue wool,
purple wool, scarlet wool, and fine linen, from here this count tells
us that each strand used in the curtain was made from twenty-four
threads.

Another opinion was taughtin a baraita: Each strand of the curtain
was made from thirty-two threads. This is how that tanna ex-
pounds the verse: Had the verse about the curtain said a thread,
it would mean one thread. Had it said doubled, it would be ex-
panded to two threads. Twisted would be increased to four
threads. Twined, which is what the verse in fact says, must mean
double that, i.e., to eight threads. Since the curtain was woven
from four types of thread, from here this count tells us that each
strand used in the curtain was made from thirty-two threads.

Another baraita taught: Each strand of the curtain was made from
forty-eight threads. That tanna expounds the verse as follows:
Had the verse about the curtain said a thread, it would mean one
thread. Had it said doubled, it would be expanded to two threads.
Wound would be increased to three threads. Twisted would be
increased to six threads. Twined, which is what the verse in fact
says, must mean double that, i.e., to twelve threads. Since the
curtain was woven from four types of thread, from here this count
tells us that each thread used in the curtain was made from forty-
eight threads.

The Gemara compares the workmanship of the curtain, which
separated the Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary, with that of
the screen, which was hung at the entrance to the Sanctuary:
One verse, about the screen, says that it is “the work of the em-
broiderer” (Exodus 26:36), and one verse, about the curtain, says
that it is “the work of the skillful workman” (Exodus 26:31)." The
Gemara explains: “The work of the embroiderer” means one
face was on both sides of the curtain; “the work of the skillful
workman” means there were two different faces, one on each side.

Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya disagreed about this: One
said that “the work of the embroiderer” means that there was an
image embroidered that could be seen from both sides, e.g,, a
lion from here, on one side, and a lion from there, on the other
side. “The work of the skillful workman” means that the lion
could be seen from here, from one side, and it was smooth with
no image from there, on the other side. And the other said: “The
work of the embroiderer” means that there was an image like a
lion from here, on one side, and smooth without an image from
there. “The work of the skillful workman” means that from each
side a different image could be seen, e.g., alion from here and an
eagle from there.

The mishna stated that the curtain was made from eighty-two
ten-thousands, i.e., 820,000 golden dinar, and that it needed
three hundred priests in order to immerse it. Rabbi Yitzhak bar
Bizna said in the name of Shmuel: Three hundred priests is
an exaggeration [guzma],' and really a much smaller number
of priests were needed. Similarly, we learned in a mishna there
(Tamid 28b) with regard to the pile of ash on the altar, that at times
there was on it as much as three hundred kor.® Regarding this,
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said in the name of Shmuel: This
is an exaggeration.

HALAKHA

The work of the embroiderer...the work of the skillful
workman - 2win wyn...opi1 7wwn: Any place in the Torah
where it says “the work of the embroiderer,"it is referring to
images made by weaving that can be seen from only one
side of the cloth. When it says “the work of the skillful work-
man,"it is referring to images that can be seen from both
sides of the cloth. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi
Nehemya’s opinion (Yoma 72b; Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:15).

LANGUAGE

Exaggeration [guzma] — Xmpa: The source of this term is
not clear. Possibly this meaning is a development of the
root gazam, meaning cut, which in turn came to mean, in
rabbinic Hebrew, a threat or an attempt to frighten. From
there, perhaps, it came to refer to any statement that is made
merely to make an impression, without being taken literally.

BACKGROUND

Kor —9i2: A kor is a measure of volume equaling 30 sea, which
is about 250 £ according to the mainstream opinion.
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NOTES

It all should be burned inside except for that which became
impure from a primary source of ritual impurity outside —'7':;1
YIN3 ANDWT IX3 KOLIYN YN 0993 778 Even though itis
prohibited by Torah law to bring a ritually impure item into the
Temple or to leave such an item there, this halakha does not
refer to impure food, including the flesh of offerings. Only an
item that became a primary source of ritual impurity, or that can
become ritually pure by immersion in a ritual bath (see Eiruvin
104b) is prohibited by Torah law from entering the Temple. The
flesh of an offering, like other foods, can never become ritually
impure beyond first-degree ritual impurity, and it also cannot
be rendered pure by immersion (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin
HaRofeh; Tiklin Haditin, citing the Vilna Gaon). However, even
though the consecrated flesh that has been rendered ritually
impure may be burned in the Temple courtyard according to
Torah law, the Sages prohibited allowing it into the courtyard
except under certain circumstances (Ra‘avad on Torat Kohanim,
Parashat Tzav, 8:6—7). The Sages disagree in the mishna as to
what those circumstances are.

Perek VI
Daf22 Amuda

HALAKHA
That became ritually impure — xww: There is a positive
commandment to burn all consecrated meats that become
ritually impure, as the verse states: "And the flesh that touches

any unclean thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt with fire”

(Leviticus 7:19). Where is it burnt? If it became ritually impure
inside, it is burnt inside, and if it became ritually impure outside,
it is burnt outside; this is the case whether it became ritually
impure from a primary source of ritual impurity or a second-
ary source of ritual impurity. This ruling is in accordance with
the view of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 19:1 and 19:6).
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HALAKHA 3 - MISHNA With regard to the flesh of offer-
ings of the most sacred order that became impure, whether it be-
came impure from a primary source of impurity or from a second-
ary source of impurity, whether it became impure inside the
courtyard or outside, it must be burned. There is a dispute among the
tanna’im with regard to where it is burned. Beit Shammai say: It all
should be burned inside the Temple courtyard, except for that
which became impure from a primary source of ritual impurity
outside," as under such circumstances, it is not appropriate to bring
itinside the Temple. Beit Hillel say: It all should be burned outside
the Temple courtyard, except for that which became ritually impure
by a secondary source of impurity inside. In such a case the flesh
need not be removed from the courtyard and is burned there.

Rabbi Elazar says: Flesh from offerings of the most sacred order that
became ritually impure from a primary source of ritual impurity,
whether it became so inside the courtyard or outside, is burned
outside. Since its ritual impurity is of the most stringent type, it is not
be brought into the courtyard, or allowed to remain there. However,
an item that became ritually impure from a secondary source of
ritual impurity, whether it became ritually impure outside or inside,
is burned inside. Since its ritual impurity is of a lenient type, it can
be brought into the courtyard in order to be burned. Rabbi Akiva
says: The place of its impurity is where its burning should occur.
Therefore, regardless of whether the source is primary or secondary,
such flesh is burned wherever it presently is."

GEMARA The opinions in the mishna, with the exception of that
of Rabbi Akiva, distinguish between impurity conferred by a primary
source and that conferred by a secondary source. The Gemara pre-
sents a dispute as to the nature of this distinction. Bar Kappara said:
The primary source of ritual impurity mentioned in the mishna is
referring to a scenario where the flesh of the offering became impure
by Torah law, and the secondary source of ritual impurity men-
tioned in the mishna is referring to impurity by rabbinic ordinance.
Rabbi Yohanan said: Both this and that, both the primary and
secondary sources of ritual impurity mentioned, refer to cases of
impurity by Torah law.

The Gemara asks: And there is a difficulty with Rabbi Yohanan’s
opinion that arises from Beit Shammai’s opinion in the mishna. It
was taught in the mishna that Beit Shammai say: It all should be
burned inside the courtyard of the Temple, except for that which
became impure from a primary source of impurity outside. In ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, what is the distinction
between a primary source of impurity outside and a secondary
source of impurity outside? After all, are not this and that, both the
flesh that became impure from the primary source and that which
became impure from the secondary source, impure by Torah law?

And is this not difficult even according to the opinion of Beit Hil-
lel2 As the mishna stated that Beit Hillel said: It all should be
burned outside the courtyard of the Temple, except for what be-
came ritually impure by a secondary source of impurity inside. In
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, what is the distinc-
tion between consecrated flesh that became ritually impure from a
secondary source of impurity inside and consecrated flesh that be-
came ritually impure from a primary source of impurity inside? Are
not this and that Torah law, and shouldn’t the principle be the same?
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