 וְ ֵאינוֹ, ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ַמ ְק ִריב אוֹנֵן: § ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןApropos the death of the wife of the High Priest, the Gemara
cites an additional baraita. The Sages taught: A High Priest sac ַמאי. ָּכל ַהיּוֹם:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.אוֹכל
ֵ
H
 ל ֹא נִצְ ְר ָכה:״כל ַהיּוֹם״? ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
ָּ rifices oﬀerings when he is an acute mourner, on the Hday of a
relative’s death, but does not eat from those oﬀerings. Rabbi
.ֶא ָּלא ַל ֲה ִביאוֹ ִמ ּתוֹךְ ֵ ּביתוֹ
Yehuda says: The entire day. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: The entire day? Rava said: This phrase is necessary only to bring him from his house.N Not only is it permitted
for the High Priest to serve in the Temple when he is an acute
mourner, but it is a mitzva to bring him from his house to serve
in the Temple for the entire day to help ease his pain.
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
עוֹמד
ֵ  ָהיָ ה: דְּ ַתנְיָא,יה
ּ ַא ּפ ֵוֹקי ַמ ּ ְפ ִקינַן ֵל
 וְ ׁ ָש ַמע ׁ ֶש ֵּמת,ח ו ַּמ ְק ִריב ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
 דִּ ְב ֵרי,בוֹדתוֹ וְ יוֹצֵ א
ָ ִיח ֲﬠ לוֹ ֵמת – ַמ ּנ
 וְ ַא ְּת. יִגְ מוֹר:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
!?יה ִמ ּתוֹךְ ֵ ּביתוֹ
ִ ְָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַמי
ּ יתינַן ֵל

Abaye said to him: Now, according to the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda, we remove the High Priest from the Temple when he is
an acute mourner, as it was taught in a baraita: If a common priest
was standing and sacrificingN an oﬀering on top of the altar
and heard that a relative of his died, he leaves his service in
the middle and exits the Temple; this is the statement of Rabbi
Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: He completes the service and then
leaves. Rabbi Yehuda rules stringently in the case of a priest who
is an acute mourner sacrificing an oﬀering. Even though the
baraita is referring to a common priest, it is reasonable to say
that the same is true with regard to a High Priest as well. Rabbi
Yehuda says that a High Priest who becomes an acute mourner
exits the Temple, and you say we bring the High Priest who is an
acute mourner from his house to serve?

HALAKHA

A High Priest sacrifices oﬀerings when he is an acute
mourner – כ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ַמ ְק ִריב אוֹנֵן:ּ A High Priest serves in the
Temple even when he is an acute mourner, and his service
is valid. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna and the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the baraita (Tosafot; Kesef Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6).
A High Priest does not eat from oﬀerings when he is an
acute mourner – אוֹכל
ֵ כ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל אוֹנֵן ֵאינוֹ:ּ Although a High
Priest serves in the Temple when he is an acute mourner, he
may not eat from the oﬀerings for that entire day (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:8).
NOTES

To bring him from his house – וֹך ֵ ּביתוֹ
ְ ל ֲה ִביאוֹ ִמ ּת:ַ Some
explain that the reason he is brought to the Temple is that
if he remains at home, there is concern that the High Priest
in his grief might touch the corpse of his relative, an act that
is prohibited.
A priest was standing and sacrificing – עוֹמד ו ַּמ ְק ִריב
ֵ היָ ה:ָ
Most of the commentaries claim that the Gemara is referring
to the High Priest (Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Ri HaLavan; Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). The author of the Me’iri agrees with
Rashi that the Gemara is referring to a common priest and
that had the Gemara been referring to a High Priest, it would
have mentioned it explicitly (Ritva explaining Rashi’s opinion).

?״כל ַהיּוֹם״
ָּ  ַמאי: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: The initial interpretation must be rejected.
What is the meaning of the phrase: The entire day?
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 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה,עוֹבד ָּכל ַהיּוֹם
ֵ לוֹמר ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ
ַ
יה ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר
ַ ׁ ֶש ָּמא י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ֹאכל
 ו ִּמי ָ ּגזַ ר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ֶש ָּמא:ַא ֲה ָבה ְל ָר ָבא
 ַאף:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ֹאכל? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
ַ י
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא ָּתמוּת,ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַא ֶח ֶרת ַמ ְת ִקינִין לוֹ
יתא ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ – ָﬠ ֵביד
ָ ְ וְ ִאי ָמי.ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
 וְ ל ֹא ָ ּגזַ ר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ֶש ָּמא,בוֹדה
ָ ֲﬠ
, ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא?! ָה ָתם:יה
ַ י
ּ ֹאכל! ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא,ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים הוּא
ָלא ָקא ָא ְכ ִלי – הוּא נַ ִמי ָלא ָא ֵתי
–  ָה ָכא דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָא ְכ ִלי.יכל
ַ ְל ֵמ
.יכל
ַ הוּא נַ ִמי ָא ֵתי ְל ֵמ

Rabbi Yehuda means to say that the High Priest does not serve
for the entire day even though the Torah allows him to do so, due
to a rabbinic decree lest he forget that he is an acute mourner and
eat consecrated food forbidden to him. Rav Adda bar Ahava said
to Rava: And did Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest he eat?N But
didn’t we learn in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The Sages
would even designate another wife for him lest his wife die?
And if his wife dies, he nevertheless performs the Temple service,
and Rabbi Yehuda did not issue a decree lest he eat. That contradicts the other statement by Rabbi Yehuda that a High Priest
may not serve for the entire day that he is an acute mourner. Rava
said to him: How can these cases be compared? There, in the
mishna, since it is Yom Kippur, when everyone does not eat, he
too will not come to eat. However, here, during the rest of the
year, when everyone eats, he too will come to eat. Therefore, a
decree was issued.

NOTES

And did Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest he eat – ו ִּמי ָ ּגזַ ר
ֹאכל
ַ ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ֶש ָּמא י:ַ In the Magen Avraham the following
question is raised: If that is indeed a concern, there should
be concern lest the High Priest forget himself and eat at any
point during the Yom Kippur service. Some answer that this
is not a legitimate concern, as the entire Yom Kippur service
would be abandoned in that case (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes).
Others explain that this is not a significant concern, since most
of the day’s oﬀerings are not eaten (Mitzpe Eitan). Yet others
explain that the concern lest an acute mourner eat sacrificial
food is greater than the concern lest the High Priest eat on
Yom Kippur. The prohibition for an acute mourner is to eat an
olive-bulk of food, whereas the prohibition on Yom Kippur is
to eat a dried fig-bulk (Ohel Moshe).

?יה ֲאנִינוּת
ּ  וְ ִכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א ִמי ָחיְ ָילא ֲﬠ ֵלThe Gemara raises a question from a diﬀerent perspective: And
 וְ ָהא ִמ ַ ּיג ְר ׁ ָשא! נְ ִהי דַּ ֲאנִינוּת ָלא ָחיֵ ילin a case like this, would the halakhic status of acute mourning
!?יט ִריד
ְ רוֹדי ִמי ָלא ִמ
ֵ  ַא ְט,יה
ּ  ֲﬠ ֵלtake eﬀect on him, considering that she is divorced? According
to Rabbi Yehuda, the High Priest must give his wife a provisional
divorce in which case she is no longer his wife and if she dies he
is no longer obligated to mourn her. The Gemara answers: Although the status of acute mourning does not take eﬀect on him,
is he not troubled over the death of his wife? Therefore, according
to Rabbi Yehuda, it is appropriate to prohibit his performance of
the service on that day.
. פרק א׳ דף יד. Perek I . 14a
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HALAKHA

The practice of the High Priest – בוֹדה
ָ ה ְר ָ ּג ַלת ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ָ ּב ֲﬠ:ַ The
Sages accustom the High Priest in the Yom Kippur service during the seven days of his sequestering. He sprinkles the blood,
burns the incense, and removes the ashes from the lamps of
the candelabrum so that he will be prepared to perform the
service on Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat
Yom HaKippurim 1:5).
The High Priest sacrifices any portion that he chooses
first – ֹאש
ׁ כ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ַמ ְק ִריב ֵח ֶלק ְ ּבר:ּ During the year, the High
Priest does not participate in the lottery like the rest of the
priests, but may perform any service that he chooses. He may
also take any portion that he chooses before the other priests
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:12).
One who intended to sprinkle purification water on an
animal – נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ַהזּוֹת ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה: If one intends to sprinkle purification water on an animal or on any object not susceptible
to impurity, and instead sprinkles on a person, the sprinkling
is invalid. The individual must dip the hyssop into the water
again and sprinkle with the appropriate intention. However,
if he intends to sprinkle on an object susceptible to impurity,
and instead sprinkles on an animal, he sprinkles again with
the water remaining on the hyssop and need not dip it into
the water again (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma
10:8; see Ra’avad, who disagrees, and Kesef Mishne).

זוֹרק
ֵ מתני׳ ָּכל ׁ ִש ְב ַﬠת ַהיָּ ִמים הוּא
,טוֹרת
ֶ ֶאת ַהדָּ ם ּו ַמ ְק ִטיר ֶאת ַה ְּק
 ּו ַמ ְק ִריב ֶאת,יטיב ֶאת ַה ֵּנרוֹת
ִ ּו ֵמ
, ו ׁ ְּש ָאר ָּכל ַהיָּ ִמים.ֹאש וְ ֶאת ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ׁ ָהר
 ׁ ֶש ּכ ֵֹהן.ִאם ָרצָ ה ְל ַה ְק ִריב – ַמ ְק ִריב
נוֹטל
ֵ ְ ו,ֹאש
ׁ ָ ּגדוֹל ַמ ְק ִריב ֵח ֶלק ְ ּבר
.ֹאש
ׁ ֵח ֶלק ְ ּבר

mishna

During all seven days of the High Priest’s
sequestering before Yom Kippur, he sprinkles the blood of the daily burnt-oﬀering, and he burns the incense,
and he removes the ashes of the lamps of the candelabrum, and he
sacrifices the head and the hind legN of the daily oﬀering. The High
Priest performs these tasks in order to grow accustomed to the
services that he will perform on Yom Kippur.H On all the other days
of the year, if the High Priest wishes to sacrifice any of the oﬀerings,
he sacrifices them, as the High Priest sacrifices any portion that
he chooses firstH and takes any portion that he chooses first.

gemara

:גמ׳ ַמאן ַּת ָּנא? ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
 דְּ ִא י ַר ִ ּבי.יבא
ָ דְּ ל ֹא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
 ָטהוֹר ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְפ ָלה:ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ָהא ָא ַמר
יכי ָﬠ ֵביד
ִ  ֵה,ָּﬠ ָליו ַהזָּ ָאה – ִט ְמ ַא ּתו
?בוֹדה
ָ ֲﬠ

The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who
taught this mishna? Rav Ĥisda said: This
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as
if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, it is difficult. Didn’t Rabbi Akiva say: With regard to a ritually pure person
upon whom a sprinkling of purification water fell, it renders him
impure? This is based on the enigmatic principle with regard to the
water of the red heifer: It purifies the ritually impure and renders
impure the ritually pure. If so, how can the High Priest perform the
Temple service? The High Priest is sprinkled with purification
water on each of the seven days of his sequestering due to the possibility that he was impure with impurity imparted by a corpse.
However, it is possible that he is ritually pure. If he is ritually pure,
the sprinkling will render him impure.

 ״וְ ִהזָּ ה ַה ָּטהוֹר ַﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא״:דְּ ַתנְיָ א
–  וְ ַﬠל ַה ָּטהוֹר,ַﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא – ָטהוֹר
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,ָט ֵמא
 ֵאין ַהדְּ ָב ִרים ַה ָּלל ּו ֲאמו ִּרין:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
.ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְד ָב ִרים ַה ְמ ַק ְ ּב ִלים טו ְּמ ָאה

As it was taught in a baraita that it is written: “And the pure person
will sprinkle it upon the impure person” (Numbers : ); this
emphasis that he sprinkles the water upon the impure person comes
to teach that if he sprinkled on the ritually impure person, that
person becomes pure; but if he sprinkled on the pure person, that
person becomes ritually impure. This is the statement of Rabbi
Akiva. And the Rabbis say: These matters are stated to teach that
it is considered sprinkling only if it is performed on items susceptible to impurity, whereas if the water was sprinkled on items not
susceptible to impurity, it is not considered sprinkling.

 נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ַהזּוֹת:ַמאי ִהיא – ְּכ ִד ְתנַ ן
 ִאם,ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה וְ ִהזָּ ה ַﬠל ָה ָא ָדם
 נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ַהזּוֹת,יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֵאזוֹב – יִ ׁ ְשנֶ ה
 ִאם,ַﬠל ָה ָא ָדם וְ ִהזָּ ה ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
.יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֵאזוֹב – ל ֹא יִ ׁ ְשנֶ ה

What is the halakhic implication of that statement? It is as we
learned in a mishna: With regard to one who mistakenly intended
to sprinkle purification water on an animal,HN which does not become impure when alive, but happened to sprinkle it upon
an impure person, if water remains on the hyssop that he used
to sprinkle the water, he should repeat the action and sprinkle
the purification water on the person to purify him. Since the first
sprinkling was onto a person, who can become impure, the water
remaining on the hyssop may be reused, and it is not disqualified
by improper use. However, with regard to one who intended to
sprinkle purification water on a person but happened to sprinkle
it upon an animal, even if water remains on the hyssop, he should
not repeat the action. Since the first sprinkling was onto an animal,
which cannot become impure, the water is disqualified by improper
use, and may not be used in a second sprinkling.

NOTES

The head and the hind leg – ֹאש וְ ֶאת ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ׁ את ָהר:ֶ These parts
are mentioned because when the sacrifice is cut into pieces,
they are removed first. Therefore, in deference to the High Priest,
it is appropriate to give those portions to him (Melekhet Shlomo).

Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para). The term: He should repeat,
can be understood in two ways: Most commentaries explain
that the priest should sprinkle a second time with the water
remaining on the hyssop; however, the Me’iri explains that
the individual dips the hyssop in the water a second time and
One who intended to sprinkle purification water on an ani- should not use the water remaining on the hyssop.
mal, etc. – נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ַהזּוֹת ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה וכו׳: There are two contraThere is also a dispute with regard to the rationale for this
dictory versions of this passage. The variant reading is: If one halakha. Rashi explains that if the purification water was used
intended to sprinkle on an animal but instead sprinkled on a to sprinkle on an animal, it is disqualified due to improper use.
person, he must repeat the sprinkling; however, if he intended However, if water is unintentionally sprinkled on a person, it is
to sprinkle on a person and sprinkled on an animal, he need not disqualified. Most commentaries are not concerned that
not repeat the sprinkling, independent of whether or not wa- the purification water was improperly used; however, there
ter remains on the hyssop (see Rabbeinu Ĥananel and Rabbi is a special halakha invalidating purification water sprinkled
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on an object not susceptible to impurity (Tosafot; Rambam’s
Commentary on the Mishna; Tosafot Yeshanim).
Based on the variant reading of the Gemara, there is a dispute whether the status of the water is determined by the
act that was performed, i.e., the sprinkling of water on an
animal, or by the intention, i.e., that one intended to sprinkle
on an animal (see Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para;
Ritva). Another approach explains that if the priest does not
sprinkle the water properly, either due to improper intention
or improper action, he becomes impure himself. Consequently,
he renders the water impure. It is thereby disqualified for use
in further sprinkling (Rabbeinu Tam; Tosafot Yeshanim; Rabbi
Shimshon of Saens).

ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – נִ ְכ ּתוֹב
 ַמאי, ״וְ ִהזָּ ה ַה ָּטהוֹר ָﬠ ָליו״:ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ַﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא:״ﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא״ – ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ַ
 ַהאי: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.ָטהוֹר וְ ַﬠל ַה ָּטהוֹר ָט ֵמא
ִל ְד ָב ִרים ַה ְמ ַק ְ ּב ִלין ט ּו ְמ ָאה ה ּוא
;חוֹמר הוּא
ֶ ָ ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא – ַקל ו.דַּ ֲא ָתא
ִאם ַﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא ָטהוֹר – ַﬠל ַה ָּטהוֹר
!?ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן

The Gemara analyzes the basis of the dispute: What is the reason for the
opinion of Rabbi Akiva? Instead of writing: And the pure person will
sprinkle it upon the impure person, let the Merciful One write in the
Torah: And the pure person will sprinkle it upon him, and it would be
clear that it is upon the aforementioned impure person. What is taught
by the phrase: Upon the impure person? Learn from it that if he sprinkled on the impure person, that person becomes pure; but if he sprinkled
on the pure person, that person becomes impure. And the Rabbis say
with regard to that phrase: It comes to teach that it is only considered
sprinkling if it is performed on items susceptible to impurity. However,
here, with regard to sprinkling purification water on a pure person, it is
derived through an a fortiori inference that he remains ritually pure:N If
the water falls on the impure person, he is pure; if the water falls on the
pure person, all the more so is it not clear that he remains pure?

:וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ׁ ְשלֹמֹה
חוֹקה
ָ ״א ַמ ְר ִּתי ֶא ְח ָּכ ָמ ה וְ ִה יא ְר
ָ
 ַההוּא ַל ַּמזֶּ ה וְ ַל ַּמזִּ ין: – וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.ִמ ֶּמ ּנִי״
.ﬠ ָ ּב ֶהן – ָט ֵמא ֵ וְ נוֹג,ָﬠ ָליו – ָטהוֹר

And Rabbi Akiva would respond to that a fortiori inference: That is what
King Solomon said: “I said I would become wise, but it eludes me”
(Ecclesiastes : ). According to tradition, even Solomon in his great
wisdom could not understand the contradictory nature of the sprinkling
of purification water that purifies an impure person and impurifies a pure
person. And the Rabbis ascribe Solomon’s bewilderment to a diﬀerent
aspect of the halakha: The one who sprinkles the water and the one
upon whom one sprinkles the water are pure; but one who touches the
water unrelated to sprinkling is impure.H

 ״ ּו ַמזֵּ ה ֵמי:ּו ַמזֶּ ה ָטהוֹר?! וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
.ﬠ ֵַה ִּנדָּ ה יְ ַכ ֵ ּבס ְ ּבגָ ָדיו״! ַמאי ַמזֶּ ה – נוֹג
!ﬠ״ ֵ וְ ָהא ְּכ ִתיב ״נוֹג,״מזֶּ ה״
ַ וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
– ﬠ ֵ נוֹג,יבוּס ְ ּבגָ ִדים
ּ  ַמזֶּ ה – ָ ּב ֵﬠי ִּכ:וְ עוֹד
.ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ִּכ ּבוּס ְ ּבגָ ִדים

The Gemara asks: Is the one who sprinkles the water actually pure? Isn’t
it written: “He who sprinkles the purification waters will wash his
clothes, and he who touches the purification waters will be unclean until
evening” (Numbers : )? The Gemara responds: What is the meaning
of the term: He who sprinkles? It means: He who touches.N But isn’t it
written: He who sprinkles? And isn’t it written in the same verse: And
he who touches? And furthermore, in that verse, one who sprinkles
requires washing of his clothes, indicating a more severe level of impurity, whereas one who touches does not require washing of his clothes.
Apparently, when it is written: He who sprinkles, it is not referring to one
who touches.

 וְ נִ ְכ ּתוֹב.נוֹשא
ׂ ֵ –  ַמאי ַמזֶּ ה,ֶא ָּלא
 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ְּכ ִתיב,נוֹשא
ׂ ֵ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 דְּ ָב ִﬠינַ ן:ַמזֶּ ה? ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
.ׁ ִשיעוּר ַהזָּ ָאה

Rather, the Rabbis assert: What is the meaning of: He who sprinkles?
It refers to one who carries the purification water.H The Gemara asks: But
if so, let the Merciful One write: One who carries; what is the reason
that he who sprinkles is written if the reference is to carrying? The Gemara answers: This use of the term sprinkling to depict carrying teaches
us that in order to become impure from carrying purification water, one
must carry the measure required for sprinkling.H

יכה
ָ נִיחא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַהזָּ ָאה צְ ִר
ָ ָה
 ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַהזָּ ָאה ֵאין,ׁ ִשיעוּר
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָ צְ ִר
ָּ יכה ׁ ִשיעוּר – ַמאי ִא
ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַהזָּ ָאה ֵאין צְ ִר ָיכא
 ֲא ָבל,ׁ ִשיעוּר – ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי ַא ַ ּג ָ ּבא דְּ גַ ְב ָרא
 ַּכ ָּמה יְ ֵהא: דִּ ְתנַן.ְ ּב ָמנָ א צְ ִר ָיכה ׁ ִשיעוּר
יהא ְּכ ֵדי ַהזָּ ָאה – ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיִּ ְט ּבוֹל
ֵ ִָ ּב ֶהן ו

The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who said that
sprinkling requires a minimum measure of water, as then the concept
of a measure required for sprinkling has meaning. However, according to
the one who said that sprinkling does not require a minimum measure
of water,H what can be said? There is no concept of a measure required
for sprinkling. The Gemara answers: Even according to the one who said
that sprinkling does not require a minimum measure of water, that applies only to the measure of purification water that must be sprinkled on
the back of the impure man; any amount will suﬃce. However, in the
vessel into which one dips the hyssop in order to sprinkle the water, a
certain measure of water is required, as we learned in a mishna: How
much water should be in the vessel so that it will be equivalent to the
measure required for sprinkling? It must be equivalent to the measure
required to dip

NOTES

A pure person upon whom they sprinkled purification water – טהוֹר ׁ ֶש ִהזּ ּו ָﬠ ָליו:ָ The question was
raised that even according to the Rabbis, who hold
that a pure person is not rendered impure by the
sprinkling of purification waters, once the water was
sprinkled upon him, he carries or touches the water
and that should render him impure. Some explain
that water sprinkled upon a person is not considered
contact that renders one impure. Others explain that
once he was sprinkled with the water, the water was
disqualified due to improper use and therefore no
longer renders one impure.
He who sprinkles means he who touches – ַמאי
מזֶּ ה – נוֹגֵ ַﬠ:ַ Tosafot ask how could the Sages say that
the one who performs the sprinkling is ritually pure,
contrary to the plain meaning of the verse. They
propose that when the Torah says: And the pure
person will sprinkle it upon the impure person, it
means that the pure person remains pure even after
sprinkling (Tosefot HaRosh; Tosafot).

HALAKHA

One who touches the purification water becomes impure – ﬠ ֵנוֹג
ב ֵמי ַח ָּטאת ָט ֵמא:ּ ְ One who touches purification water for a purpose
other than sprinkling becomes impure until the evening. His garments do not become impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para
Aduma 15:1).

The measure required for sprinkling – שיעוּר ַהזָּ ָאה:
ִ ׁ Purification
water renders one who touches or carries it impure only if there is
a certain measure of water, suﬃcient to dip the tops of the stems
of the hyssop branch into the water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Para Aduma 15:1).

One who carries the purification water – נוֹשא ְ ּב ֵמי ַח ָּטאת:
ׂ ֵ One
who carries purification water for a purpose other than sprinkling
becomes impure, as do his clothes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Para Aduma 15:1).

Sprinkling does not require a minimum measure of water – ַהזָּ ָאה
אין צְ ִר ָיכה ׁ ִשיעוּר:ֵ There is no minimum measure of purification water
required to purify an impure person; any measure suﬃces (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:8).
. פרק א׳ דף יד. Perek I . 14a
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NOTES

Removing the ashes from the lamps – ה ָט ַבת ַה ֵּנרוֹת:ֲ The commentaries and legal authorities dispute whether this term
connotes merely clearing the ashes and wicks and cleaning
the lamps, or if the primary purpose of this service is in fact
lighting those lamps in which oil remained to burn the rest of
the day (Ramban on Exodus 27:20). Burning the remaining oil
prepares the lamps for relighting at the end of the day.
Who is the tanna who taught the mishnayot in tractate
Tamid – מאן ְּתנָ א ָּת ִמיד:ַ Tosafot Yeshanim ask why Rav Huna
concluded that the tanna who taught the mishnayot in tractate
Tamid was Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, and answer that Rav
Huna knew that Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa was involved
in the discussion of the matters of that tractate. However,
only once the baraita was cited was it was clear that tractate
Tamid was not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon
Ish HaMitzpa. Indeed, it is common that although most of a
given tractate is in accordance with the opinion of a certain
tanna, there may nevertheless be several unattributed opinions that are in accordance with a diﬀerent tanna (see Tosefot
Ri HaLavan).

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר. וְ יַ זֶּ ה,עוֹלין
ִ אשי גִ ְב
ֵ ׁ ָר
בוֹדה
ָ  ְד ָﬠ ֵביד ֲﬠ,יבא
ָ ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
ָ ֵּת
, וְ ָט ֵביל,יה
ָ יה
ּ  ו ְּל ַפנְיָא ַמדּ ּו ֲﬠ ֵל,יוֹמא
ּ ּכו ֵּּל
.וְ ָﬠ ֵביד ַה ֲﬠ ֵרב ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש

the tops of the stems of the hyssop branch into the water and
sprinkle it. Apparently, even according to the one who said that
there is no minimum measure of water in the vessel there is a
minimum measure for sprinkling. Abaye said: Even if you say
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Akiva, who said that the purification water impurifies the pure,
the diﬃculty can be resolved: The High Priest performs the
Temple service for the entire day on each of the seven days of
sequestering, and toward the evening the priests sprinkle the
purification water upon him. Even if he was pure and the sprinkling rendered him impure, he immerses immediately and observes the requirement to wait until sunset, at which point he
is purified and prepared to serve the next day.

טוֹרת ּו ֵמ ִטיב ֶאת
ֶ ״ ּו ַמ ְק ִטיר ֶאת ַה ְּק
ישא וַ ֲה ַדר
ָ ׁ טוֹרת ְ ּב ֵר
ֶ  ַא ְל ָמא ְק.ַה ֵּנרוֹת״
ּ ׁ  ִמי ׁ ֶשזָּ ָכה ְ ּב ִד:ּ ו ְּר ִמינְ הו,נֵ רוֹת
ח ישוּן ִמזְ ֵ ּב
 ו ִּמי ׁ ֶשזָּ ָכה,נוֹרה
ָ  ו ִּמי ׁ ֶשזָּ ָכה ַ ּב ְּמ,נִימי
ִ ַה ּ ְפ
!טוֹרת
ֶ ַ ּב ְּק

§ The mishna teaches that on each of the seven days the High

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa – ר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ִא ׁיש ַה ִּמצְ ּ ָפה:ַ This Sage
is mentioned in talmudic literature only a few times. It is known
that he was a contemporary of Rabban Gamliel the Elder and
lived when the Temple stood. Based on the Gemara here, he
was apparently responsible for the preliminary arrangement
of the mishnayot of one of the tractates that was edited and
augmented by later Sages.

Priest burns the incense and removes the ashes from the
lamps.N Apparently, incense is burned first, and then the lamps
are cleaned. And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a
mishna in tractate Tamid that discusses the lottery in which the
priests performing the various tasks that constitute the morning
Temple service are selected. That mishna first mentions the one
who was privileged to be selected to perform removal of the
ashes from the inner altar, and then the one who was privileged to be selected to remove the ashes from the lamps of the
candelabrum, and only then does it deal with the one who is
privileged to be selected burn the incense. According to that
mishna, removing ashes from the candelabrum precedes the
burning of the incense.

 ַמאן ְּתנָ א ָּת ִמיד – ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
 וְ ָהא ִא ּ ְיפ ָכא.ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ִא ׁיש ַה ִּמצְ ּ ָפה הוּא
 ָ ּבא לוֹ ְל ֶק ֶרן ִמזְ ָר ִחית: דִּ ְתנַן,יה
ּ ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַן ֵל
 ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ִבית,נוֹתן ִמזְ ָר ָחה צָ פוֹנָ ה
ֵ – צְ פוֹנִית
,רוֹמה
ָ ָּנוֹתן ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ָבה ד
ֵ – רוֹמית
ִ ְּד

Rav Huna said: Who is the tanna who taught the mishnayot in
tractate Tamid?N It is Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa,P who disagrees with the tanna of the mishna here. The Gemara asks: But
didn’t we learn the opposite, as we learned in the mishna in
tractate Tamid: The priest sprinkles the blood of the daily oﬀering on the altar.H He comes to the northeast corner of the altar
and sprinkles once on the northeast corner. From there he
proceeds to the southwest corner and sprinkles once on the
southwest corner.

 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ִא ׁיש ַה ִּמצְ ּ ָפה:וְ ָתנֵי ֲﬠ ָל ּה
נוֹתן
ֵ – ְמ ׁ ַש ֶּנה ְ ּב ָת ִמיד; ִמזְ ָר ִחית צְ פוֹנִית
נוֹתן
ֵ – רוֹמית
ִ ְּ ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ִבית ד,ִמזְ ָר ָחה צָ פוֹנָ ה
!רוֹמה
ָ ָּנוֹתן ד
ֵ ְ וְ ַא ַחר ָּכך,ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ָבה

And it was taught in the Tosefta concerning this mishna: Rabbi
Shimon Ish HaMitzpa changes the sprinkling of the blood of
the daily oﬀering relative to the sprinkling of blood of all other
burnt-oﬀerings. He agrees with the first tanna with regard to the
first sprinkling of the blood; the priest comes to the northeast
corner and sprinkles once on the northeast corner. However,
when he proceeds to the southwest corner he does not sprinkle
once as he would when oﬀering a burnt-oﬀering; rather, he
sprinkles on the west side of the altar and then sprinkles on the
south side. Since the disputing opinion is that of Rabbi Shimon
Ish HaMitzpa, apparently the unattributed opinions in the mishnayot in tractate Tamid are not the opinions of Rabbi Shimon
Ish HaMitzpa.

 ַמאן ְּתנָ א ֵס ֶדר:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRather, there must be a diﬀerent resolution to the contradiction
between the mishna here and the one in tractate Tamid. Rabbi
.יוֹמא – ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ִא ׁיש ַה ִּמצְ ּ ָפה הוּא
ָ
Yoĥanan said: Who is the tanna who taught the Yom Kippur
service in tractate Yoma? It is Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa,
and tractate Tamid is in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis who disagree with him.
HALAKHA

Sprinkling the blood of the daily oﬀering – זְ ִר ַיקת דַּ ם
ה ָּת ִמיד:ַ The sprinkling of the blood of the daily oﬀering,
like that of the burnt-oﬀering, is performed in the following manner: The priest takes blood from the bowl and
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sprinkles it first at the northeast corner, then at the southwest corner, intending in each instance that the blood will
reach both sides (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh
HaKorbanot 5:6).

: דִּ ְתנַ ן,יוֹמא
ָ יוֹמא ַא ֵּס ֶדר
ָ וְ ָר ֵמי ֵס ֶדר
 ִמי,זוֹרק
ֵ  ִמי,וֹחט
ֵ ּ ַפיִ יס ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי – ִמי ׁש
 ו ִּמי ְמ ַד ׁ ּ ֵשן ֶאת,נִימי
ִ ח ַה ּ ְפ ְמ ַד ׁ ּ ֵשן ִמזְ ֵ ּב
. ו ִּמי ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ֵא ָב ִרים ַל ֶּכ ֶב ׁש,נוֹרה
ָ ַה ְּמ
טוֹרת ּבוֹא ּו
ֶ  ֲח ָד ׁ ִשים ַל ְּק:ישי
ִ ׁ ּ ַפיִ יס ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִל
!ּוְ ָה ִפיסו

The Gemara raises a contradiction from one mishna in tractate Yoma against another mishna in tractate Yoma, as we
learned in a mishna: The second lotteryH conducted daily
among the priests determined the following: Who slaughters
the daily morning oﬀering; who sprinkles its blood; who removes the ashes from the inner altar; and who removes the
ashes and burnt wicks from the candelabrum; and who takes
the limbs of the daily oﬀering up to the ramp to be burned
later. Following the second lottery the priests dispersed, and
they later reconvened for the third lottery. Before the third
lottery, the appointee declared: Let only those priests who are
new to oﬀering the incense come and participate in the lottery for the incense. Apparently, removing the ashes from the
lamps of the candelabrum preceded the burning of the incense,
which contradicts the mishna here.

 ָּכאן – ַ ּב ֲה ָט ַבת: ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָא: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: This is not diﬃcult.N Here, the mishna is discussN
 ָּכאן – ַ ּב ֲה ָט ַבת ָח ֵמ ׁש, ׁ ְש ֵּתי נֵ רוֹתing the removal of the ashes from two lamps, which is performed
aft
er
the
burning
of
the
incense;
there,
the mishna of
.נֵ רוֹת
the lotteries is discussing the removal of the ashes from five
lamps,N which precedes the burning of the incense. As will be
explained, the priest attends to five lamps first, and after a break,
he attends to the final two lamps.
טוֹרת ַמ ְפ ִסיק ְלהוּ? וְ ָהא
ֶ ימ ָרא דְּ ִב ְק
ְ ְל ֵמ
,יה דִּ גְ ָמ ָרא
ּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְמ ַסדֵּ ר ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ָכה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
 ָלא:ְ ּב ַדם ַה ָּת ִמיד ַמ ְפ ִסיק ְלהוּ! ָא ְמ ִרי
–  ָהא,ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ַה ִהיא – ְל ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל
יטיב ֶאת ַה ֵּנרוֹת
ִ ֵ ל ֹא י: דְּ ַתנְיָא.ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ֶא ָּלא יַ ְק ִטיר וְ ַא ַחר,וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ יַ ְק ִטיר
 ֵמ ִטיב:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל.יטיב
ִ ֵָּכךְ י
.וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ַמ ְק ִטיר

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the burning of the incense
interposes between attending to the first five lamps and attending the last two? But when Abaye related the order of the
daily priestly functions in the name of tradition, didn’t he
state that it was the sprinkling of the blood of the daily oﬀering that interposed between the five lamps and the two, not
the burning of the incense? The Sages say in response: This is
not diﬃcult. That sequence cited by Abaye is in accordance
with the opinion of Abba Shaul, whereas this sequence cited
in the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis,
as it was taught in a baraita: One should not remove the ashes from the lamps and then burn the incense; rather one
should burn the incense and then remove the ashes from
the lamps. Abba Shaul says: One removes the ashes from
the lamps and then burns the incense.H The diﬀerent sources
reflect the dispute cited in the baraita.

:ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
יטיבוֹ ֶאת ַה ֵּנרוֹת״
ִ ״ב ּב ֶֹקר ַ ּב ּב ֶֹקר ְ ּב ֵה
ַּ
 ַמאי ָק ָא ַמר: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן.וַ ֲה ַדר ״יַ ְק ִט ֶיר ָּנה״
– ַר ֲח ָמנָ א

The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of
Abba Shaul? It is as it is written: “Every morning when
he removes the ashes from the lamps, he shall burn it” (Exodus : ), and then it is written: “He shall burn it” (Exodus
: ). First the lamps are cleaned, and only then is the incense
burned. And how do the Rabbis, who hold that the incense
was burned first, interpret this verse? They say: What is the
Merciful One saying?

HALAKHA

The second lottery – פיִ יס ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי:ַ ּ Thirteen priests were chosen in
the second lottery in the Temple. The one who was chosen in
the lottery slaughters the daily morning oﬀering, the priest next
to him receives the blood, and so on, following the sequence of
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:6).
Burning the incense and removing the ashes from the lamps –
ה ְק ָט ָרה וַ ֲה ָט ָבה:ַ The priest privileged to burn the incense enters
first, followed by the priest privileged to remove the ashes from
the candelabrum and clean the two lamps, in accordance with
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin
UMusafin 6:4).
NOTES

Abaye said this is not diﬃcult –  ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א:א ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י:ָ Tosafot explain that based on the formulation of the Gemara, Abaye is not
suggesting an entirely new solution but accepts Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
opinion, adding to and refining it. He does so because it is clear
from tractate Tamid that there is an alternative opinion with regard
to the order of the oﬀerings as well as the two lamps. Therefore, it
is possible to resolve only the contradiction between this mishna
and the mishna in the second chapter (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot
HaRosh).
Here the mishna is discussing the removal of the ashes from
two lamps – כאן – ַ ּב ֲה ָט ַבת ׁ ְש ֵּתי נֵ רוֹת:ָּ Tosafot ask: Why does the
mishna list the lighting of the two lamps, which is performed
later, rather than the lighting of the five lamps, which is performed
earlier? Apparently Tosafot and other sources hold that failure to
remove the ashes from the five lamps does not invalidate the
service and may even be performed by a non-priest. Therefore,
the High Priest did not perform that service (Mishĥat Aharon).
The removal of the ashes from five lamps – ה ָט ַבת ָח ֵמ ׁש נֵ רוֹת:ֲ
When the priest arrived he would discover that several of the
lamps had been extinguished. However, according to tradition, at
least one lamp, the western lamp, remained burning. This is why
that lamp and the one next to it were only rekindled or cleaned
after the ashes were removed from the other five (Rabbi Elyakim).

Perek I
Daf 15 Amud a
.טוֹרת
ֶ ְ ּב ִﬠידַּ ן ֲה ָט ָבה ְּת ֵהא ַמ ְק ַטר ְק
״בין ָה ַﬠ ְר ַ ּביִ ם״
ּ ֵ ,ימא ָה ִכי
ָ דְּ ִאי ָלא ֵּת
 ״ו ְּב ַה ֲﬠלוֹת ַא ֲהרֹן ֶאת ַה ֵּנרֹת:דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ֵ ּבין ָה ַﬠ ְר ַ ּביִ ם יַ ְק ִט ֶיר ָּנה״ ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
ישא ַמ ְד ִליק נֵ רוֹת וַ ֲה ַדר ַמ ְק ִטיר
ָ ׁ דִּ ְב ֵר
ימא
ָ טוֹרת ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבין ָה ַﬠ ְר ַ ּביִ ם?! וְ ִכי ֵּת
ֶ ְק
״מ ֶﬠ ֶרב ַﬠד
ֵ :ָה ִכי נַ ִמי – וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
– ּב ֶֹקר״

It means: At the time of the removal of the ashes you shall
burn the incense, and no later. As, if you do not say so but
explain that the phrase: He shall burn the incense, at the end
of the verse means after cleaning the lamps, then with regard
to the burning of the afternoon incense, with regard to which
it is written: “And when Aaron lights the lamps in the afternoon he shall burn it” (Exodus : ), in this case too, does it
mean that initially the priest lights the lamps and only then
burns the afternoon incense? And if you say indeed, that is
so, wasn’t the following taught in a baraita with regard to the
verse: “Aaron and his sons will set it in order to burn from
evening until morning before the Lord; it shall be a statute
forever throughout their generations on behalf of the children
of Israel” (Exodus : )?
. פרק א׳ דף טו. Perek I . 15a
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