Perek II
Daf 23 Amud a
נוֹטר ַּכ ָּנ ָח ׁש – ֵאינוֹ ַּת ְל ִמיד
ֵ ְנוֹקם ו
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ
 ״ ל ֹא ִת ּקוֹם וְ ל ֹא: – וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב.ָח ָכם
.ִת ּטוֹר״ – ַההוּא ְ ּב ָממוֹן הוּא דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ימה וְ ֵאיזוֹ ִהיא
ָ  ֵאיזוֹ ִהיא נְ ִק:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ילנִי
ֵ  ַה ׁ ְש ִא: ָא ַמר לוֹ,ימה
ָ נְ ִט ָירה? נְ ִק
 ְל ָמ ָחר ָא ַמר לוֹ. ָלאו: – ָא ַמר לוֹ, ַָמ ָ ּג ְלך
 ֵאינִי: ַה ׁ ְש ִא ֵילנִי ַק ְרדּ ו ְּּמךָ ! ָא ַמר לוֹ:הוּא
 ְּכ ֶד ֶרךְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִה ׁ ְש ַא ְל ַּתנִי – זוֹ, ַָמ ׁ ְש ִא ְילך
.ימה
ָ ִהיא נְ ִק

who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a snakeHN
when insulted is not considered a Torah scholar at all, as it is
important to uphold the honor of Torah and its students by reacting harshly to insults. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written explicitly in the Torah: “You shall not take vengeance nor bear any
grudge against the children of your people” (Leviticus : )?
The Gemara responds: That prohibition is written with regard
to monetary matters and not personal insults, as it was taught in
a baraita: What is revenge and what is bearing a grudge? RevengeH is illustrated by the following example: One said to his
fellow: Lend me your sickle, and he said: No. The next day he,
the one who had refused to lend the sickle, said to the other
person: Lend me your ax. If he said to him: I will not lend to
you, just as you did not lend to me, that is revenge.

 ַה ׁ ְש ִא ֵילנִי:וְ ֵאיזוֹ ִהיא נְ ִט ָירה? ָא ַמר לוֹ
 ְל ָמ ָחר ָא ַמר. ל ֹא:יה
ּ ַק ְרדּ ו ְּּמךָ ! ָא ַמר ֵל
, ֵה ָיל ְך: ַה ׁ ְש ִא ֵילנִי ֲחלו ְּקךָ ! ָא ַמר לוֹ:לוֹ
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִה ׁ ְש ַא ְל ַּתנִי – זוֹ ִהיא, ְמוֹתך
ָ ֵאינִי ְּכ
.נְט ָירה
ִ

And what is bearing a grudge?H If one said to his fellow: Lend
me your ax, and he said: No, and the next day he, the one who
had refused to lend the ax, said to the other man: Lend me your
robe; if the first one said to him: Here it is, as I am not like you,
who would not lend to me, that is bearing a grudge. Although
he does not respond to his friend’s inconsiderate behavior in kind,
he still makes it known to his friend that he resents his inconsiderate behavior. This baraita shows that the prohibition relates
only to monetary matters, such as borrowing and lending.

 ַה ּנ ֱֶﬠ ָל ִבין:וְ צַ ֲﬠ ָרא דְּ גו ָּפא ָלא? וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָא
וֹמ ִﬠין ֶח ְר ּ ָפ ָתן וְ ֵאינָ ן
ְ  ׁש,עוֹל ִבין
ְ וְ ֵאינָ ן
עוֹשין ֵמ ַא ֲה ָבה ּו ְ ׂש ֵמ ִח ין
ִׂ
,יבין
ִ ְמ ׁ ִש
:אוֹמ ר
ֵ
יה ן ַה ָּכתוּב
ֶ ְ ּביִ ּס ּו ִרין – ֲﬠ ֵל
!אוֹה ָביו ְּכצֵ את ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש ִ ּבגְ בו ָּרתוֹ״
ֲ ְ״ו

The Gemara asks: But does the prohibition against vengeance
really not relate also to matters of personal anguish suﬀered by
someone? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Those who are insulted
but do not insult others, who hear themselves being shamedN
but do not respond, who act out of love for God, and who remain happy in their suﬀering, about them the verse states:
“They that love Him be as the sun when it goes forth in its
might” ( Judges : ).N This baraita shows that one should forgive
personal insults as well as wrongs in monetary matters.

HALAKHA

Who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a
snake – נוֹטר ַּכ ָּנ ָח ׁש
ֵ ְנוֹקם ו
ֵ ש ֵאינוֹ:
ֶ ׁ It is befitting a Torah scholar
to forgive one who insults him in private. However, if he was
insulted publicly, he should avenge the insult and bear a
grudge like a snake for the sake of the Torah’s honor (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 7:13).
Revenge – ימה
ָ נְ ִק: One who takes revenge against his fellow violates a negative mitzva. Revenge is defined as a case
where one is wronged by another and he then retaliates
in kind for the injustice; for example, if one person did not
want to lend another an object, and the second person in
return does not lend something to the first (Rambam Sefer
HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 7:7).
Bearing a grudge – נְט ָירה:
ִ One who bears a grudge of hatred
against one’s fellow violates a negative mitzva. Bearing a
grudge is defined as a case where one maintains hatred
toward his fellow and reminds him that he had once acted
inappropriately toward him; e.g., if one’s fellow refused to
lend him an object, and the second person then reminds
the first of this when he lends something to him (Rambam
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 7:8).

NOTES

Who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a
snake – נוֹטר ַּכ ָּנ ָח ׁש
ֵ ְנוֹקם ו
ֵ ש ֵאינוֹ:
ֶ ׁ Some commentaries explain
the comparison to a snake as follows: A snake does not attack
its victim out in the open but waits for the appropriate time to
do so. Similarly, the Torah scholar, while he is permitted to retain
a grudge against one who has insulted him, should not act on
his feelings but should wait until the perpetrator is punished
by divine providence, when he will see his anguish avenged
(Me’iri). Others explain that just as a snake does not benefit from
biting his victim, a Torah scholar too should not derive personal
pleasure from taking revenge (Iyyei HaYam).

Rattlesnake preparing to attack, with drops of venom on its teeth

Those who are insulted…who hear themselves being
shamed – וֹמ ִﬠין ֶח ְר ּ ָפ ָתן
ְ ין…ש
ׁ ה ּנ ֱֶﬠ ָל ִב:ַ Some commentaries interpret the diﬀerence between these two terms as follows: Being
insulted refers to hearing an insult directly from the oﬀender,
while hearing oneself being shamed refers to one overhearing
something disparaging that was not addressed to him personally (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto).
They that love Him be as the sun when it goes forth in its
might – אוֹה ָביו ְּכצֵ את ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש ִ ּבגְ בו ָּרתוֹ
ֲ ְו: This choice of expression
may be based on the story of the moon complaining at having to share the sky with sun (see Ĥullin 60b), whereupon the
moon was diminished in brightness. In contrast, since the sun
heard itself being insulted but did not react, it was rewarded
by having its original brightness maintained. This accounts for
the metaphor of the bright, rising sun in this context (Me’iri).
. פרק ב׳ דף כג. Perek II . 23a
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HALAKHA

Whoever forgoes his reckonings with others for injustices
done to him – כל ַה ַּמ ֲﬠ ִביר ַﬠל ִמדּ ָוֹתיו:ָּ It is a worthy attribute
to forgive insults, and if one forgoes his reckonings with
others for injustices done to him, the heavenly court in turn
forgoes punishment for all his sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda,
Hilkhot Deot 7:7).
The priests may not extend the third finger or the thumb –
יאין ל ֹא ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש וְ ל ֹא גּ וּדָּ ל
ִ ִאין מוֹצ:ֵ At the time of a lottery each
priest extends one or two fingers. If one of them extends
three, all three are counted. However, one may not extend
a thumb, due to concern for cheaters (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:3). The Rambam had a variant
text of this Gemara, as is found in some manuscripts of the
Talmud, which reads shalosh, three, instead of shalish, third
finger (Leĥem Mishne). With regard to counting the three
fingers, the Rambam is apparently basing his opinion on
this Gemara together with the Jerusalem Talmud, which has
a diﬀerent explanation of the extension of multiple fingers
(Leĥem Mishne).

 וְ ָה ָא ַמר.יה
ּ ֵ יה ְ ּב ִל
ָ ְל
ּ יב
ּ עוֹלם דְּ נָ ֵקיט ֵל
– וֹתיו
ָ ּ ָּכל ַה ַּמ ֲﬠ ִביר ַﬠל ִמד:ָר ָבא
ַמ ֲﬠ ִב ִירין לוֹ ַﬠל ָּכל ּ ְפ ׁ ָש ָﬠיו! דִּ ְמ ַפיְּ יס ּו
.יה ו ִּמ ּ ַפיֵּ יס
ּ ֵל

The Gemara responds that the prohibition against taking vengeance
and bearing a grudge indeed applies to cases of personal anguish;
however, actually, the scholar may keep resentment in his heart,N
though he should not act on it or remind the other person of his
insulting behavior. The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rava say: With
regard to whoever forgoes his reckonings with others for injustices done to him,H the heavenly court in turn forgoes punishment
for all his sins? The Gemara answers: Indeed, even a scholar who
is insulted must forgive insults, but that is only in cases where his
antagonist has sought to appease him, in which case he should allow himself to be appeased toward him. However, if no apology has
been oﬀered, the scholar should not forgive him, in order to uphold
the honor of the Torah.

יאין ַא ַחת אוֹ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם״
ִ ִ § ״ו ָּמה ֵהן מוֹצThe mishna describes that the lottery between competing priests
N
 ַא ַחת,יאין
ִ ִ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם מוֹצ. וכו׳is conducted by the priests extending their fingers for a count. And
the
mishna
elaborated:
And
what
fi
ngers
do
they
extend
for
the
!?ִמ ָ ּב ֲﬠיָ א
lottery? They may extend one or two fingers, and the priests do not
extend a thumb in the Temple. The Gemara asks: Now that the
mishna states that the priest may extend two fingers, is it necessary
to state that they may also extend one finger?
–  ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָּכאן:ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
–  ַא ַחת: וְ ָה ַתנְיָא.חוֹלה
ֶ  ָּכאן ְ ּב,ְ ּב ָב ִריא
 ַ ּב ֶּמה,יאין
ִ ִ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם – ֵאין מוֹצ,יאין
ִ ִמוֹצ
 ֲא ָבל,דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמ ּו ִרים – ְ ּב ָב ִריא
ּ חוֹלה – ֲא ִפ
,יאין
ִ ִיל ּו ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם מוֹצ
ֶ ְ ּב
 וְ ֵאין מוֹנִין,יאין ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
ִ ִוְ ַהיְ ִח ִידין מוֹצ
.ָל ֶהן ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת

Rav Ĥisda said: This is not diﬃcult. Here, when the mishna speaks
of extending one finger, it is referring to a healthy person, who has
no diﬃculty extending just one finger without extending a second
one. There, when the mishna mentions two fingers, it is referring to
a sick person, for whom it is diﬃcult to extend a single finger at a
time.N And so it was taught in a baraita: They may extend one
finger, but they may not extend two. In what case is this statement
said? It is said in reference to a healthy person; however, a sick
person may extend even two fingers. And the sick priests who sit
or lie alone, separately from the other priests, extend two fingers,
but their two fingers are counted only as one.

:וְ ֵאין מוֹנִין לוֹ ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת? וְ ָה ַתנְיָ א
יאין ל ֹא ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש וְ ל ֹא גּ וּדָּ ל
ִ ִֵאין מוֹצ
–  וְ ִאם הוֹצִ יא ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש,ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָה ַר ָּמ ִאים
 וְ ל ֹא עוֹד, ּגוּדָּ ל – ֵאין מוֹנִין לוֹ,מוֹנִין לוֹ
!יﬠ ]א ָּלא[ ׁ ֶשלּ ֶוֹקה ִמן ַה ְממו ֶּּנה ַ ּב ּ ָפ ִק
ֶ

The Gemara asks: And are the sick priest’s two fingers really counted as only one? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: The priests may not
extend the third finger, i.e., the middle finger, or the thumb,NH together with the index finger, due to concern for cheaters. One who
sees that the count is approaching him might intentionally extend
or withdraw an extra finger so that the lottery will fall on him. But
if he does extend the third finger it is counted for him. This is
because the third finger cannot be stretched very far from the index
finger, so that it is easily recognizable that both fingers are from the
same person, and this is not taken as an attempt to cheat. If he extends his thumb, however, it is not counted for him, and moreover
he is punished with lashes administered by the person in charge
of the pakia.N The implication of the baraita is that when the third
finger is extended along with the index finger, both fingers are
counted.

. ַמאי מוֹנִין לוֹ – נַ ִמי ַא ַחתThe Gemara answers: What does the baraita mean when it says that
if the priest extended his middle finger along with his index finger,
it is counted for him? It also means, as stated earlier, that the two
fingers are counted as one.

NOTES

The scholar may keep resentment in his heart – יה
ּ דְּ נָ ֵקיט ֵל
יה
ּ ֵ ב ִל:ּ ְ The scholar keeps his hatred in his heart, hoping that
ּ יב
God will avenge him (Me’iri; Ritva). Rashi explains that the scholar does not protest when someone else avenges the scholar’s
honor. Rashi’s point clarifies the criticism voiced earlier by the
Gemara against Saul for waiving his honor, because he stopped
others from avenging his honor against those who had disparaged him, as described in I Samuel 11:12–13 (Rabbi Yoshiya
Pinto).
The lottery in the Temple – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ַה ּ ַפיִ יס ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:ַ The Tosefta
and the commentaries describe the lottery procedure. The
priests stood in a circle and the appointee removed one priest’s
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turban to show that the count started from him. He picked
a large number, and some say a diﬀerent person suggested
the number, to prevent the appointee fixing the lottery for
the benefit of a friend. The appointee then began counting
fingers. The priest on whom the last number fell won the
lottery.

extend and withdraw, and a priest following the count can
thereby put out or retract his thumb to manipulate the final
result (Rambam).

The person in charge of the pakia – יﬠ
ַ ה ְממ ּו ֶּנה ַ ּב ּ ָפ ִק:ַ
According to the Jerusalem Talmud, this appointee was in
charge of tearing strips oﬀ the worn-out priestly garments to
A healthy and a sick person – חוֹלה
ֶ ב ָב ִריא ְ ּב:
ּ ְ The Rambam make them into wicks, in accordance with the original underreverses the two cases and states that a healthy person extends standing of Abaye recorded in this Gemara. Some commentaries write that this oﬃcer performed both tasks, producing the
two fingers and a sick person extends only one.
strips of garments to be used as both wicks and whips. This
resolves the contradiction between the Gemara here and the
The priests may not extend…the thumb – יאין… ּגוּדָּ ל
ִ ִאין מוֹצ:ֵ
The reason they may not extend his thumb is that it is easy to Jerusalem Talmud (ge’onim; Peirush Kadmon).

 ַמאי. ַמ ְד ָרא:יﬠ? ָא ַמר ַרב  ַמאי ּ ָפ ִקThe baraita mentions lashes administered by the person in charge
יﬠי
ֵ ַ ַמ ְט ָר ָקא דְּ ַטיּ: ַמ ְד ָרא? ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאof the pakia. What is a pakia? Rav said: It is a madra. However,
.יה
ֵ ׁ  דִּ ְפ ִסיק ֵרthe meaning of that term also became unclear over time, so the
ּ יש
Gemara asks: What is a madra? Rav Pappa said: It is a whip
[matraka]L used by the Arabs, the end of which is split into
several strands. That is the pakia mentioned above, which was used
for punishing the priests.
, ֵמ ֵר ׁיש ֲה וָ ה ָא ִמינָ א:ֲא ַמ ר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
יבאי ְממ ּו ֶּנה ַﬠל
ָ ״בן ֵ ּב
ּ ֶ :ָהא דִּ ְתנַ ן
: ְּכ ִד ְתנַ ן,יﬠ״ – ָא ִמינָ א ּ ְפ ִת ָיל ָתא ַה ּ ָפ ִק
ינֵיהן
ֶ ִָמ ְ ּב ָל ֵאי ִמ ְכנְ ֵסי ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ו ֵּמ ֶה ְמי
. ו ָּב ֶהן ָהי ּו ַמ ְד ִל ִיקין,יﬠין
ִ ֵמ ֶהן ָהי ּו ַמ ְפ ִק
 וְ ל ֹא עוֹד:ֵּכיוָ ן דִּ ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠנָ א ְל ָהא דְּ ַתנְיָא
– יﬠ ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ּל ֶוֹקה ִמן ַה ְממו ֶּּנה ַ ּב ּ ָפ ִק
.יﬠ – נַ גְ דָּ א  ַמאי ּ ָפ ִק:ָא ִמינָ א

Apropos this discussion, Abaye said: At first I would say as follows:
When we learned in a mishna that ben Beivai was in charge of the
pakia, I would say that it means that he was in charge of producing
wicks, as we learned in another mishna: They would tear [mafkia]
strips from the priests’ worn-out trousers and beltsH and make
wicks out of them, with which they lit the lamps for the Celebration
of Drawing Water. But once I heard that which is taught in the
previously cited baraita: And moreover, he is punished with lashes
administered by the person in charge of the pakia, I now say:
What is a pakia? It is lashes. Ben Beivai was in charge of corporal
punishment in the Temple.

עוֹלין
ִ ְנֵיהן ׁ ָשוִ ין וְ ָרצִ ין ו
ֶ ״מ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ׁ ְש
ַ
 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן.ַ ּב ֶּכ ֶב ׁש״
,עוֹלין ַ ּב ֶּכ ֶב ׁש
ִ ְנֵיהן ׁ ָשוִ ין וְ ָרצִ ין ו
ֶ ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ׁ ְש
ָק ַדם ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן ְלתוֹךְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת ׁ ֶשל
.נָטל ַס ִּכין וְ ָת ַקע לוֹ ְ ּב ִל ּבוֹ
ַ – ֲח ֵבירוֹ

§ It was taught in the mishna: An incident occurred where both of

,ָﬠ ַמד ַר ִ ּבי צָ דוֹק ַﬠל ַמ ֲﬠלוֹת ָהאו ָּלם
 ׁ ִש ְמעוּ! ֲה ֵרי, ַא ֵחינ ּו ֵ ּבית יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:וְ ָא ַמר
״כי יִ ָּמצֵ א ָח ָלל ָ ּב ֲא ָד ָמה
ֵ הוּא
ִּ :אוֹמר
 ָאנ ּו ַﬠל ִמי,וֹפ ֶטיךָ ״
ְ וְ יָ צְ א ּו זְ ֵקנֶיךָ וְ ׁש
ְל ָה ִביא ֶﬠגְ ָלה ֲﬠרו ָּפה? ַﬠל ָה ִﬠיר אוֹ
.ַﬠל ָה ֲﬠזָ רוֹת? ָ ּגע ּו ָּכל ָה ָﬠם ִ ּב ְב ִכיָּ ה

The Tosefta continues: Rabbi TzadokP then stood up on the steps
of the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary and said: Hear this, my
brothers of the house of Israel. The verse states: “If one be found
slain in the land... and it be not known who had smitten him; then
your Elders and your judges shall come forth and they shall measure…and it shall be that the city which is nearest to the slain man…
shall take a heifer” (Deuteronomy : – ). And the Elders of that
city took that heifer and broke its neck in a ritual of atonement. But
what of us, in our situation? Upon whom is the obligation to bring
the heifer whose neck is broken? Does the obligation fall on the
city, Jerusalem, so that its Sages must bring the calf, or does the
obligation fall upon the Temple courtyards, so that the priests must
bring it? At that point the entire assembly of people burst into
tears.

ָ ּבא ָא ִביו ׁ ֶשל ִּתינוֹק ו ְּמצָ אוֹ ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא
, ֲה ֵרי הוּא ַּכ ּ ָפ ַר ְת ֶכם: ָא ַמר.ְמ ַפ ְר ּ ֵפר
.נִט ְמ ָאה ַס ִּכין
ְ  וְ ל ֹא,וַ ֲﬠ ַדיִ ין ְ ּבנִי ְמ ַפ ְר ּ ֵפר
יהם ָט ֳה ַרת ֵּכ ִלים
ֶ ְל ַל ֶּמ ְדךָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ׁ ָשה ֲﬠ ֵל
:אוֹמר
ֵ  וְ ֵכן הוּא.יוֹתר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים
ֵ
]ה ְר ֵ ּבה
ַ נַשה
ֶ ּ ׁ ״וְ גַ ם דָּ ם נָ ִקי ׁ ָש ַפ ְך ְמ
]את[ יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם
ֶ ְמאֹד[ ַﬠד ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִמ ֵּלא
.ּ ֶפה ָל ֶפה״

The father of the boy, i.e., the young priest who was stabbed, came
and found that he was still convulsing. He said: May my son’s
death be an atonement for you. But my son is still convulsingN
and has not yet died, and as such, the knife, which is in his body,
has not become ritually impure through contact with a corpse. If
you remove it promptly, it will still be pure for future use. The Tosefta
comments: This incident comes to teach you that the ritual purity
of utensils was of more concern to them than the shedding of
blood. Even the boy’s father voiced more concern over the purity
of the knife than over the death of his child. And similarly, it says:
“Furthermore, Manasseh spilled innocent blood very much, till
he had filled Jerusalem from one end to another” ( Kings : ),
which shows that in his day as well people paid little attention to
bloodshed.

ימא דִּ ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת
ָ ֵהי ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ָק ֵדים? ִא ֵיל
דָּ ִמים – ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ַא ׁ ּ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים ָלא
?ּ ַא ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה ַרגְ לוֹ ַּת ִּקינו,יסא
ָ ַָּת ִּקינ ּו ּ ְפי
.נִש ְ ּב ָרה ַרגְ לוֹ ָק ֵדים
ְ ׁ ְֶּא ָּלא ד

The Gemara asks: Which incident came first, the one about the
broken leg reported in the mishna or the one about the slain priest
in the Tosefta? If we say that the incident of bloodshed came first,
this raises a problem: Now, if in response to a case of bloodshed
they did not establish a lottery but continued with the running
competition, can it be that in response to an incident of a priest’s
leg being broken they did establish a lottery? Rather, we must say
that the case in which the priest’s leg was broken in the course of
the race came first, and as the mishna states, the establishment of
the lottery was in response to that incident.

the priests were equal as they were running and ascending on the
ramp, and one of them shoved the other and he fell and his leg was
broken. The Sages taught in the Tosefta: An incident occurred
where there were two priests who were equal as they were running
and ascending the ramp. One of them reached the four cubits
before his colleague, who then, out of anger, took a knife and
stabbed him in the heart.

LANGUAGE

Whip [matraka] – מ ְט ָר ָקא:ַ From the Arabic  ِﻣﻄْ َﺮﻗَﺔ, miţraqah,
meaning a staﬀ or strap used to strike.
HALAKHA

Worn-out priestly garments – ב ָל ֵאי ִ ּבגְ ֵדי ּכ ֲֹהנִים:ּ ְ The wornout trousers and belts of the priests are made into wicks for
the Celebration of Drawing Water, and their tunics were
made into wicks for the candelabrum (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:6; see Kesef Mishne, who explains
the distinction).
PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Tzadok – ר ִ ּבי צָ דוֹק:ַ The reference is apparently to
Rabbi Tzadok the priest, who, in his later years, was one of
the greatest Sages of Israel at the time of the destruction of
the Temple. It is said that he fasted frequently over the period of forty years prior to the destruction of the Temple as
a plea that the Temple not be destroyed. The leader of that
generation, Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Zakkai, held him in such
high regard that he requested of the emperor Vespasian
to procure a special doctor to care for him, since he had
become so emaciated by his fasts. Several sources attest
to his expertise in engineering and mathematics.
Rabbi Tzadok’s son, Rabbi Elazar ben Rabbi Tzadok, was
one of the great scholars of the subsequent generation,
respected in the house of the Nasi of the Sanhedrin. Rabbi
Elazar often cites customs of his father’s house and of the
house of the Nasi.
However, some say that the Rabbi Tzadok mentioned
here lived much earlier than the Rabbi Tzadok known from
the time of the Temple.
NOTES

Convulsing – מ ַפ ְר ּ ֵפר:ְ The father meant that the knife
should be removed from his son’s heart to prevent it from
becoming impure, even though that would hasten his
death (Ritva).
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NOTES

A random event – א ְק ַראי:ַ The Sages believed that it was not
merely losing the race that caused the attack, but that there
was some previous enmity between the two priests that led
to it (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

יסא – ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת
ָ ָוְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ַת ִּקינ ּו ּ ְפי
עוֹל ם
ָ  ְל,ַמאי ֲﬠ ִב ְיד ַּתיְ יה ּו ? ֶא ָּלא
ּ ָ  ּו ֵמ ִﬠ.דִּ ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים ָק ֵדים
יק ָרא
 ֵּכיוָ ן, ַא ְק ַראי ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא:ָסב ּור
– דְּ ָחזֵ י ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִמ ֵּמ ָילא ֲאת ּו ִל ֵידי ַס ָּכנָ ה
.יסא
ָ ַָּת ִּקינ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן ּ ְפי

The Gemara asks: If the running competition was abolished immediately after the incident of the broken leg and a lottery was
instituted to replace it, once they established the lottery, what
were they doing still running to within the four cubits in the
incident that led to the priest’s murder? Rather, actually, it is
necessary to return to the approach suggested earlier, that the case
involving bloodshed came first. Initially, the Sages thought that
it was merely a random, i.e., isolated, event,N and because it was
extremely unlikely for a murder to happen again they did not
abolish the competition due to that incident. Then, once they
saw that in any event the priests were coming to danger, as one
of them was pushed and broke his leg, the Sages established a
lottery.

ָﬠ ַמד ַר ִ ּבי צָ דוֹק ַﬠל ַמ ֲﬠלוֹת ָהאו ָּלם
 ַא ֵחינ ּו ֵ ּבית יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ִש ְמע ּו ֲה ֵרי:וְ ָא ַמר
״כי יִ ָּמצֵ א ָח ָלל ָ ּב ֲא ָד ָמה״
ֵ הוּא
ִּ אוֹמר
ֲאנַ ן ַﬠל ִמי ְל ָה ִביא ַﬠל ָה ִﬠיר אוֹ ַﬠל
 וִ ירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם ַ ּבת ַא ּתוֹיֵ י ֶﬠגְ ָלה.ָה ֲﬠזָ רוֹת
 ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דְּ ָב ִרים:ֲﬠרו ָּפה ִהיא? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
: וְ זוֹ ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן,נֶ ֶא ְמר ּו ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם

The Gemara returns to the incident of the slain priest and discusses several details of it. It was related that Rabbi Tzadok stood
up on the steps of the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary and said:
Hear this, my brothers of the house of Israel. The verse states:
“If one be found slain in the land, etc.” But what of us, in our
situation? Upon whom is the obligation to bring the heifer whose
neck is broken? Does the obligation fall upon the city, Jerusalem,
or does the obligation fall upon the Temple courtyards? The
Gemara asks: Is Jerusalem subject to bringing a heifer whose
neck is broken? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Ten things were
said about Jerusalem to distinguish it from all other cities in Eretz
Yisrael, and this is one of them:

: וְ עוֹד.יאה ֶﬠגְ ָלה ֲﬠרו ָּפה
ָ ֵאינָ ּה ְמ ִב
נוֹדע ִמי ִה ָּכהוּ״ ְּכ ִתיב – וְ ָהא
ַ ״ל ֹא
 ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַה ְר ּבוֹת.ּנוֹדע ִמי ִה ָּכהו
ַ
.ִ ּב ְב ִכיָּ ה

Jerusalem does not bring a heifer whose neck is broken.H The
reason for this is that the halakha of the heifer whose neck is
broken applies only to land that was apportioned to a specific tribe
of the Jewish people. Jerusalem alone was not divided among the
tribes, but was shared equally by the entire nation. And furthermore, it is written that the heifer whose neck is broken is brought
when “it be not known who had smitten him,”N and here, in the
case of the slain priest, it was well known who had smitten him.
Rather, one must conclude that Rabbi Tzadok invoked the halakha of the heifer whose neck is broken not because it actually
applied in this case but only in order to arouse the people’s grief
and to increase weeping.N

ָ ּבא ָא ִביו ׁ ֶשל ִּתינוֹק ו ְּמצָ אוֹ ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא
 ֲה ֵרי הוּא ַּכ ּ ָפ ַר ְת ֶכם: ָא ַמר,ְמ ַפ ְר ּ ֵפר
וַ ֲﬠ ַדיִ ין ְ ּבנִי ַקיָּ ים ]כו׳[ ְל ַל ֶּמ ְדךָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ׁ ָשה
יוֹתר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ִפיכוּת
ֵ יהם ָט ֳה ַרת ֵּכ ִלים
ֶ ֲﬠ ֵל
 ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִא,דָּ ִמים
ימא
ָ ְ ֲא ָבל ָט ֳה ַרת ֵּכ ִלים ִּכ ְד ָקי,הוּא דְּ זַ ל
 אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים,ימא
ָ ְָקי
ימא ֲא ָבל ָט ֳה ַרת ֵּכ ִלים
ָ ְימא ָקי
ָ ְִּכ ְד ָקי
?ִהיא דַּ ֲח ִמ ָירא

In relating the above incident the Tosefta said: The father of the
boy came and found that he was still convulsing. He said: May
my son’s death be an atonement for you. But my son is still alive,
etc. This incident comes to teach you that the ritual purity of
utensils was of more concern to them than the shedding of
blood. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Should one conclude from this comment that bloodshed had become trivialized
in their eyes but their concern for purity of utensils remained
where it was originally, meaning that while they cared less than
they should have about murder, they did not exaggerate the importance of purity of utensils; or perhaps their concern for bloodshed remained where it was originally, but their concern for
purity of vessels had become too strict, to the extent that its
importance was exaggerated beyond concern for human life?

נָסיב ָל ּה ַּת ְלמו ָּדא
ֵ  ִמדְּ ָקא:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
נַשה״ – ׁ ְש ַמע
ֶ ּ ׁ ״וְ גַ ם דָּ ם נָ ִקי ׁ ָש ַפ ְך ְמ
, ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים ה ּוא דְּ זַ ל: ִמ ָּינ ּה
.ימא
ָ ְימא ָקי
ָ ְוְ ָט ֳה ַרת ֵּכ ִלים ִּכ ְד ָקי

The Gemara answers: Come and hear an answer to the dilemma:
Since the Tosefta adduces a biblical teaching from the verse,
“Furthermore, Manasseh spilled innocent blood,” conclude
from this that it was bloodshed that had become trivialized,N
and the importance of purity of utensils remained where it had
been.

Perek II
Daf 23 Amud b
HALAKHA

Jerusalem does not bring a heifer whose neck is broken –
יאה ֶﬠגְ ָלה ֲﬠרו ָּפה
ָ אינָ ּה ְמ ִב:ֵ If a corpse is found near Jerusalem and
the assailant is unknown, the city of Jerusalem is not required
to bring a heifer whose neck is broken. This is because the
city was not apportioned to any of the tribes, as the Gemara
teaches here and in tractate Bava Kamma (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira 4:14; Kesef Mishne).
NOTES

And furthermore it is written that the heifer whose neck is
broken is brought when it be not known who had smitten
him – נוֹדע ִמי ִה ָּכה ּו ְּכ ִתיב
ַ וְ עוֹד ל ֹא: This is the main question of
the Gemara: The ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken is
not applicable at all here, where the identity of the murderer
is known. The first question, on the other hand, is not a very
compelling one, as the question of whether or not Jerusalem
was apportioned among the tribes is a matter of dispute, as
discussed previously (daf 12a; Ritva).
To increase weeping – ל ַה ְר ּבוֹת ִ ּב ְב ִכיָּ ה:ְ Rabbi Tzadok did not
mean to imply that that halakha of the heifer whose neck is
broken applied here but to point out a logical argument to
the people: In the case of the heifer whose neck is broken, the
culprit is unknown, and yet the residents of the nearest town
must gain atonement for the killing; all the more so when a
deliberate murder takes place right in the Temple, those in
charge must take responsibility for what has happened (Ritva).
It was bloodshed that had become trivialized – ׁ ְש ִפיכוּת דָּ ִמים
הוּא דְּ זַ ל: The description of Manasseh’s violence took place
during the First Temple, and the episode under discussion
happened in the Second Temple. Nevertheless, through his
callousness Manasseh desensitized the people of Jerusalem
to murder and is therefore blamed for the lax attitudes toward
killing in later times (Ritva).
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וְ ָל ַב ׁש ְ ּבגָ ִדים ֲא ֵח ִרים... ״ו ָּפ ׁ ַשט: § ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara returns to the mitzva of removing the ashes from
וֹמ ַﬠנִי ְּכ ֶד ֶרךְ יוֹם
ְ  וְ הוֹצִ יא ֶאת ַהדֶּ ׁ ֶשן״ – ׁשthe altar and associated issues. The Sages taught in a baraita: The
לוֹב ׁש
ֵ ְקוֹד ׁש ו
ֶ וֹשט ִ ּבגְ ֵדי
ֵ ׁ  ׁ ֶש ּפ, ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּריםTorah states, after describing the removal of the ashes: “And he
shall put oﬀ his garments, and put on other garments, and carry
.ִ ּבגְ ֵדי חוֹל
the ashes out of the camp to a clean place” (Leviticus : ). I might
understand from here that this change of garments is a mitzva to
change into a diﬀerent kind of garment, similar to the change of
garments performed on Yom Kippur, when the High Priest changes back and forth from gold clothes to white clothes. Here, too, the
Torah requires that he remove his sacred garments and put on
non-sacred garments.N
 ״ו ָּפ ׁ ַשט ֶאת ְ ּבגָ ָדיו וְ ָל ַב ׁש:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ּל
ְ ּבגָ ִדים ֲא ֵח ִרים״ – ַמ ִּק ׁיש ְ ּבגָ ִדים ׁ ֶש ֵוֹב ׁש
– קוֹד ׁש
ֶ  ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ִ ּבגְ ֵדי,וֹשט
ֵ ׁ ִל ְבגָ ִדים ׁ ֶש ּפ
.קוֹד ׁש
ֶ ַאף ָּכאן ִ ּבגְ ֵדי

The baraita continues: To teach us otherwise, the verse states:
“And he shall put oﬀ his garments, and put on other garments,”
thereby juxtaposing the garments he puts on to the garments
he takes oﬀ. This indicates that just as there, the garments he
removes, i.e., those in which he had performed the mitzva of removal of the ashes, are sacred garments, so too here, the clothes
he puts on to take the ashes out of the camp are sacred garments.H

– ״א ֵח ִרים״
ֲ לוֹמר
ַ ִאם ֵּכן ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד
״א ֵח ִרים
ֲ :אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ּ ְפחו ִּתין ֵמ ֶהן
ימד ַﬠל ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי מו ִּמין
ֵּ וְ הוֹצִ יא״ – ִל
.ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִרין ְלהוֹצִ יא ַהדֶּ ׁ ֶשן

If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: Other garments,
which implies that the second set of garments is diﬀerent from the
first? It means they are of lower quality than the first set of garments. Rabbi Eliezer says a diﬀerent interpretation of the words:
Other garments. The verse states: “And put on other garments,
and carry the ashes out of the camp,” in which the Hebrew juxtaposes the words “other” and “carry out.” This teaches that priests
with physical blemishes, who are considered others in that they
are not eligible to perform sacred tasks, are eligible to carry out
the ashes.

,״א ֵח ִרים״ – ּ ְפח ו ִּתין ֵמ ֶהן
ֲ :ָא ַמר ָמר
 דְּ ָתנָ א דְּ ֵבי.ִּכ ְד ָתנָ א דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
 ְ ּבגָ ִדים ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשל ָ ּב ֶהן ְק ֵד ָרה:ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
.ְל ַר ּבוֹ – ל ֹא יִ ְמזוֹג ָ ּב ֶהן ּכוֹס ְל ַר ּבוֹ

The Gemara now explains the baraita in detail. The Master said
in the baraita: The words: Other garments, teach that they are to
be of lower quality than the garments worn during the removal
of the ashes. This is in accordance with what was taught in the
school of Rabbi Yishmael, as it was taught in the school of
Rabbi Yishmael: Clothes worn by a servant as he was cooking
food for his master that became soiled in the process should not
be worn by him when he pours a cup for his master, which is a
task that calls for the servant to present a dignified appearance.
Similarly, one who performs the dirtying task of carrying out the
ashes should not wear the same fine clothes worn to perform
other services.

– לוֹקת ְ ּבהוֹצָ ָאה
ֶ  ְּכ ַמ ֲח:ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ֶ ָּכךְ ַמ ֲח
:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי.לוֹקת ַ ּב ֲה ָר ָמה
 ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ֲה ָר ָמה – דִּ ְב ֵרי,לוֹקת ְ ּבהוֹצָ ָאה
ֶ ַמ ֲח
.בוֹדה ִהיא
ָ ַה ּכֹל ֲﬠ

The baraita taught that Rabbi Eliezer derived from the word other
that blemished priests are eligible for the task of carrying out the
ashes, while the first tanna derived a diﬀerent teaching from those
words. The Gemara clarifies the scope of the dispute between the
first tanna and Rabbi Eliezer. Reish Lakish said: Just as there is a
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the first tanna with regard to
carrying the ashes out of the camp, so too, there is a dispute with
regard to the removal of the ashes from the altar.N Rabbi Eliezer
maintains that the removal of the ashes may also be performed by
blemished priests, while the first tanna disagrees. But Rabbi
Yoĥanan said: The dispute is only with regard to carrying the
ashes out of the camp, but all agree that the removal of the ashes
is a bona fide Temple service that cannot be performed by
blemished priests.

NOTES

Similar to the change of garments performed on Yom
Kippur, that he remove his sacred garments and put
on non-sacred garments – וֹשט ִ ּבגְ ֵדי
ֵ ׁ  ׁ ֶש ּפ,ְּכ ֶד ֶרךְ יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים
לוֹב ׁש ִ ּבגְ ֵדי חוֹל
ֵ ְקוֹד ׁש ו:
ֶ The comparison to Yom Kippur as
explained here is not without flaws, as Rashi’s lengthy explanation suggests. The wording implies that on Yom Kippur there is a change from sacred garments to non-sacred
garments. Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains the Gemara’s point
diﬀerently: It is referring to the end of Yom Kippur, when
the day’s services are complete and the High Priest changes
from his sacred garments to his personal clothes.
Removal of the ashes and carrying them out – ֲה ָר ָמה
וְ הוֹצָ ָאה: There are several diﬀerent opinions in the commentaries with regard to these two activities, both according to the view of Rabbi Eliezer and that of the first
tanna, based on an analysis of the approaches of Rabbi
Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish as well as on the Jerusalem Talmud’s version of the debate. According to the Rambam, the
conclusion is that garments of lesser quality are worn for
both removal of the ashes from the altar and for carrying
them out of the camp. Others maintain that the removal
of the ashes is a bona fide service and calls for the regular
priestly garments, while clothes of lesser quality are used
when the ashes are carried out of the camp. There is yet
another approach that holds that both acts are performed
in garments of lesser quality, but that carrying out the
ashes was performed in garments of even more inferior
quality than those worn to remove the ashes from the altar
(Me’iri; see Siaĥ Yitzĥak).
HALAKHA

Clothes worn by the priest during removal of the ashes –
בגָ ִדים ׁ ֶשלּ ֵוֹב ׁש ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ְּתרו ַּמת ַהדֶּ ׁ ֶשן:ּ ְ The priest who removes
the ashes from the altar does not wear his regular priestly
garments but wears those of slightly lesser quality (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:10). Commentaries on the Rambam discuss this assertion, since
the Gemara, when calling for garments of inferior quality,
is dealing with carrying the ashes out of the camp, not
removing them from the altar (see Kesef Mishne, Leĥem
Mishne, and Mishne LaMelekh).

 ִאי: ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש? ָא ַמר ָל ְךThe Gemara explains: What is the reason behind the opinion of
ָבוֹדה ִהיא – יֵ ׁש ְלך
ָ  ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ֲﬠReish Lakish? Reish Lakish could have said to you: If it enters
?בוֹדה ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ֵּכ ִלים
ָ  ֲﬠyour mind that the removal of the ashes is a bona fide Temple
service, you are faced with the following diﬃculty: Do you have
any Temple service that may be performed with only two garments rather than the full set of four vestments worn by the
priests? In the Torah’s description of the garments worn to remove
the ashes it says: “And the priest shall put on his linen garment,
and his linen trousers shall he put on his flesh” (Leviticus : ).
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HALAKHA

Conform to his exact size – כ ִמדָּ תוֹ:ְּ A priest’s sacred
garments must fit him precisely and should not be too
short nor too long (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 8:4).
The trousers precede the other garments – נָסיִ ם
ַ ִמ ְכ
קוֹד ִמים ִל ׁ ְש ָאר ְ ּבגָ ִדים:
ְ When a priest dons his sacred vestments he begins by putting his trousers on, before the
other garments (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 10:1).

 ַ ּג ֵּל י ַר ֲח ָמ נָ א ִ ּב ְכתוֹנֶ ת:יוֹח נָ ן
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd what is the explanation for Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion? In fact,
.נָסיִ ם – וְ הוּא ַהדִּ ין ְל ִמצְ נֶ ֶפת וְ ַא ְבנֵט
ַ  ו ִּמ ְכthe priest is required to wear all four priestly garments. The Merciful One reveals in the Torah that the priest must wear the tunic
and the trousers like any other service so that one would not think
that taking out the ashes may be performed in regular, non-sacred
clothes. Once the Torah has made this point and mentioned these
two specific garments, the same is true for the other two garments
as well, i.e., the mitre and the belt.
– ״מדּ וֹ״
ִ ״מדּ וֹ ַבד״
ִ – ?ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ָהנֵי
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן:נְסי ַבד״ – ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְיָא
ֵ ״מ ְכ
ִ ,ְּכ ִמדָּ תוֹ
– קוֹדם ַל ִּמ ְכנָ ַסיִ ם
ֵ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ֵהא דָּ ָבר
.נְסי ַבד יִ ְל ַ ּב ׁש ַﬠל ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״
ֵ  ״ו ִּמ ְכ:ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר

The Gemara asks: If the Torah requires all four garments and mentions the tunic and trousers only as examples, what is diﬀerent
about these two that the Torah mentioned them in particular?
The Gemara answers that these two particular garments were
mentioned in order to teach certain halakhot. The Torah refers to
the tunic as “his linen garment,” with the words “his garment”
[middo], indicating that the tunic must conform to his exact sizeH
[middato] and should fit the priest perfectly. As for the words
“linen trousers,” they come to teach that which was taught in a
baraita: From where is it derived that as the priest gets dressed no
garment should precede the trousers? As it is stated: “And his
linen trousers shall he put on his flesh,” which implies that the
trousers should be donned when the priest has nothing but his flesh,
i.e., when he has no other garments on him yet.H

יה
ּ  ִ’מדּ וֹ׳ ְּכ ִמדָּ תוֹ – ִמדְּ ַא ּ ְפ ֵק: וְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁישThe Gemara asks: And with regard to Reish Lakish, who maintains
 ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ֵהא דָּ ָבר. ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ִ ּב ְל ׁשוֹן ִ’מדּ וֹ׳that these two garments are mentioned because they are the only
two that the priest wears when removing the ashes, from where
.״ﬠל ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״ נָ ְפ ָקא
ַ נָסיִ ם ֵמ
ַ קוֹדם ַל ִּמ ְכ
ֵ
does he derive these two halakhot? The Gemara answers: The halakha that his linen garment, i.e., the tunic, must be according to
his size is derived the fact that the Merciful One uses the expression “his garment,” i.e., his fitted garment, in the Torah, rather than
calling it by its usual name, tunic. And the halakha that no garment
should precede the trousers when the priest dresses is derived
from the fact that the Torah added the phrase “on his flesh.”
Let us say that the dispute between Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish La״ﬠל ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״ ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד
ַ :נֵימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
ָ
kish is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. As it was taught in
לוֹמר ״יִ ְל ַ ּב ׁש״ – ְל ָה ִביא ִמצְ נֶ ֶפת וְ ַא ְבנֵט
ַ
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ַל ֲה ָר ָמהa baraita that the Torah states: “And the priest shall put on his linen
garment, and his linen trousers shall he put on his flesh” (Leviticus
: ). The words “shall he put on” seem superfluous, since these
same words were already stated earlier in the verse. Therefore, the
Torah could have suﬃced with saying: “And linen trousers on his
flesh.” What is the meaning when the verse states: “Shall he put
on”? This extra expression comes to include the donning of the
mitre and the belt, which are not mentioned here explicitly, for the
removal of the ash; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda.
 ְל ַר ּבוֹת ִ ּבגְ ֵדי ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל:אוֹמר
ֵ וֹסא
ָ ּ ַר ִ ּבי דRabbi Dosa says: The extra expression comes to include the per. ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִירין ְלכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט, ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּריםmissibility of the High Priest’s clothes that he wears on Yom Kippur, which are linen garments identical to those of the common
priest, to teach that they are acceptable to be used afterward by
common priests in their service. In other words, the expression
teaches that the High Priest’s garments need not be permanently
retired from service after Yom Kippur, unlike the opinion of another Sage, as will be explained below.
: ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְּת ׁשוּבוֹת ַ ּבדָּ ָבר; ֲח ָדא:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
דְּ ַא ְבנֵ טוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ל ֹא זֶ ה הוּא
 ְ ּבגָ ִדים: וְ עוֹד,ַא ְבנֵ טוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט
ׁ ֶש ִּנ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּמ ׁ ְש ָּת ָ ּב ֶה ן ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה ֲח מ ּו ָרה
 ַמה,ִּת ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהן ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ַק ָּלה? ֶא ָּלא
– לוֹמר ״יִ ְל ַ ּב ׁש״
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: There are two refutations against
Rabbi Dosa’s interpretation: One is that the belt of the High Priest
that he wears on Yom Kippur is made only of linen and is not identical to the belt of the common priest, which, in Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi’s opinion, is made of wool and linen. Therefore, it is impossible for the High Priest’s Yom Kippur garments to be used by a
common priest. And furthermore, with regard to garments that
you used to perform the services of the most severe sanctity, i.e.,
the services performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, can it
be that you will then use them to perform services of lesser sanctity by a common priest? Instead of this, a diﬀerent interpretation
must be said. What, then, is the meaning when the verse states the
superfluous words “shall he put on”?

