NOTES

יוֹחנָ ן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ָ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ִמ ּנַיִ ין ׁ ֶש ַאף ִמ ְק ָרא ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָשה:יוֹחאי
ַ ֶ ּבן
ֹאמר מ ׁ ֶֹשה
ֶ  ״וַ יּ:לוֹמר
ַ ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב? ַּת ְלמוּד
– ֶאל ָה ֵﬠ ָדה זֶ ה ַהדָּ ָבר ֲא ׁ ֶשר צִ ָּוה ה׳״
.יבוּר ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב
ּ ֲִּא ִפילּ ּו ד

Rabbi Yoĥanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai:
From where is it derived that even failure to read the Torah
portion of the inauguration invalidates the inauguration?N The
verse states: “And Moses said to the assembly: This is the matter [davar] that God has commanded to be done” (Leviticus
: ), teaching that even failure to perform the recitation [dibbur]
of the Torah portion to the people invalidates the inauguration.

Even failure to read the Torah portion of the inauguration
invalidates the inauguration – אף ִמ ְק ָרא ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָשה ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב:
ַ Some
commentaries suggest that the Gemara has returned to the
matter of Yom Kippur and states that the High Priest would read
the relevant passages from the Torah on that day. According to
that reading of the text, like the other details, the halakha on
Yom Kippur is derived from the inauguration (Rabbi Elyakim).

!?ישן
ָ ׁ ישן? ֵּכיצַ ד ִה ְל ִ ּב
ָ ׁ ֵּכיצַ ד ִה ְל ִ ּב
 ֵּכיצַ ד:ַמאי דַּ ֲה וָ ה ֲה וָ ה! ֶא ָּלא
ישן ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא? ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא
ָ ׁ ַמ ְל ִ ּב
נַ ִמי – ִל ְכ ׁ ֶשיָּ בוֹא ּו ַא ֲהרֹן ו ָּבנָיו ּומ ׁ ֶֹשה
!ִﬠ ָּמ ֶהם

§ Apropos the inauguration of the priests, the Gemara asks: How,

What was, was – מאי דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֲהוָ ה:ַ The commentaries explain that
this question is raised in the Gemara when there is a good answer
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

i.e., in what order, did Moses dress Aaron and his sons in the
priestly vestments? The Gemara wonders: In what order did he
dress them? That is an irrelevant question, as what was, was.N
The order in which Moses dressed the priests has no practical
ramifications. Rather, the question must be: How will Moses
dress the priests in the future,N following the resurrection of the
dead, when the Temple service will be restored? The Gemara
rejects this question as well: In the future, too, when Aaron and
his sons will come and Moses will be with them, he will know
the proper sequence, and there is no point to raising the question.

?יס ַ ּבר ְק ָר ֵאי
ְ ישן ְל ִמ
ָ ׁ  ֵּכיצַ ד ִה ְל ִ ּב:ֶא ָּלא
,יוֹחנָן
ָ ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ָ ּב ּה ְ ּבנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא וְ ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ַחד, ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך ָ ּבנָיו:ַחד ָא ַמר
. ַא ֲהרֹן ו ָּבנָיו ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת:ָא ַמר

Rather, the question is: How did Moses dress them? The Gemara seeks to explain the versesN on this topic, as they appear
somewhat contradictory. The Gemara responds: The sons of
Rabbi Ĥiyya and Rabbi Yoĥanan disagree with regard to this
matter. One said: Moses dressed Aaron first and afterward
Moses dressed his sons; and one said: Moses dressed Aaron and
his sons simultaneously, i.e., consecutively from one to the next,
without interruption, to avoid changing the order prescribed in
the verses.

 ִ ּב ְכתוֹנֶ ת ו ִּמצְ נֶ ֶפת ּכו ֵּּלי:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך
ואה ו ֵּבין ָ ּב ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיָּ ה
ָ  דְּ ֵבין ַ ּב ַ ּצ ָּו,ָ ּבנָיו
 ַמאן, ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ָ ּב ַא ְבנֵט.ַא ֲהרֹן ָק ֵדים
:דְּ ָא ַמר ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ָ ּבנָיו – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
״וַ יַּ ְחגּ וֹר אוֹתוֹ ָ ּב ַא ְבנֵט״ וַ ֲה ַדר ְּכ ִתיב
 ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַמר.אוֹתם ַא ְבנֵט״
ָ ״וַ יַּ ְחגּ וֹר
:ַא ֲהרֹן ו ָּבנָיו ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
 ו ְּל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַא ֲהרֹן.אוֹתם״
ָ ״וְ ָחגַ ְר ָּת
 ״וַ יַּ ְחגּ וֹר: ָה ְּכ ִתיב,ו ָּבנָיו ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת
 ״וַ יַּ ְחגּ וֹר:אוֹתוֹ ָ ּב ַא ְבנֵט״ וַ ֲה ַדר ְּכ ִתיב
!אוֹתם ַא ְבנֵט״
ָ

Abaye said: With regard to the tunic and mitre everyone agrees
that Moses dressed Aaron and afterward his sons, as both in
the portion of the command concerning the inauguration and
in the portion of the implementation, mention of Aaron precedes mention of his sons. When they disagree, it is with regard
to the belt. The Gemara elaborates. The one who said: Moses
dressed Aaron and afterward his sons derives it from that which
is written: “And he girded him with the belt” (Leviticus : ),
and then it is written: “And he girded them with belts” (Leviticus : ).B Moses first dressed Aaron in all of the garments, including the belt, and then Moses dressed Aaron’s sons. And the
one who said: Moses dressed Aaron and his sons, simultaneously derives it from that which is subsequently written: “And
gird them with belts, Aaron and his sons” (Exodus : ), indicating that Moses girded them all with belts simultaneously. The
Gemara asks: And according to the one who says: Moses dressed
Aaron and his sons simultaneously, isn’t it written: He girded
him with the belt, and then it is written: He girded them with
belts, clearly indicating that he dressed Aaron and then his sons?

How will Moses dress the priests in the future? – ישן
ָ ׁ ֵּכיצַ ד ַמ ְל ִ ּב
ל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא:ֶ Apparently, this indicates that following the resurrection of the dead, it will be necessary to consecrate the first
priests to serve then as well as the Temple and its vessels (Rav
Shmuel Strashun).
To explain the verses – ל ִמ ְס ַ ּבר ְק ָר ֵאי:ְ It has been suggested that
this question is tied to another dilemma (6a) raised with regard
to whether the belt of the common priest was fashioned from
fine blue or purple linen. If these dilemmas are linked, there is a
practical dimension to this question (Aguda).
BACKGROUND

And he girded them with belts – אוֹתם ַא ְבנֵט
ָ וַ יַּ ְחגּוֹר: The image
below depicts priests waiting to receive the garments worn
during their service in the Temple. On the right a priest girds the
belt on another priest.

Priests in the dressing chamber in the Temple

Perek I
Daf 6 Amud a
 ַההוּא ַא ְבנֵטוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל: ְ ָא ַמר ָלךThe Gemara answers that he could have said to you: That verse
. ל ֹא זֶ ה הוּא ַא ְבנֵטוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹטcomes to teach that the belt of the High Priest is not the belt of
the common priest. It is explicit in the Torah that the belt of the
High Priest is made of fine blue and purple linen. On the other
hand, the Torah does not state the materials used in the belt of
the common priest, which was in fact linen like the rest of the
garments of the common priest. And still one can say that Aaron
and his sons were dressed simultaneously.
. פרק א׳ דף ו. Perek I . 6a
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It is necessary only to state that Moses girded Aaron
first – יכא דְּ ַא ְקדִּ ים
ָ לא צְ ִר:ָ Some commentaries suggest
that the verse is phrased in the plural to teach that had
Moses dressed the sons before Aaron unwittingly or
intentionally, that would not have invalidated the ritual
(Peirush Kadmon).
Why do the Sages remove him – ישין
ִ ׁ ל ָּמה ַמ ְפ ִר:ָ The Gemara is posing this question according to the opinions
of both Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish. According to
Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion, the priests could return home
at night and accomplish the same objective. According
to Reish Lakish’s approach that the sequestering was to
separate him from his wife, six days would have suﬃced
(see Jerusalem Talmud; Siaĥ Yitzĥak).
Why did he withdraw from his house, i.e., his wife –
מ ֵ ּביתוֹ ָל ָּמה ּ ֵפ ֵיר ׁש:ִ Rashi writes that the question is: Why
doesn’t his wife join him in the Parhedrin chamber?
Others, citing Rashi, suggest that the question is: Why
doesn’t the High Priest return home to his wife each
evening (Tosafot Yeshanim, citing Rabbeinu Yitzĥak;
Tosefot HaRosh, citing the Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan, who
cited his father-in-law, Rashi). Yet others explain that the
suggestion is that his wife should accompany him for
companionship but not for intimacy. Even if he forgets
and has relations with her, he can still purify himself the
next day (Tosefot Rid).
She will be found to be in a situation of uncertainty
as to whether or not she has the halakhic status of a
menstruating woman – וְ ִת ָּמצֵ א ְס ֵפק נִדָּ ה: The Maharsha
asks: Why did the Gemara say that the concern is lest the
woman enter into a state of uncertainty, and not lest she
become a menstruating woman with regard to whom
there is no uncertainty? Tosafot in tractate Nidda and
Tosafot Yeshanim address this point and claim that in
order for the woman to have the status of a menstruating woman with regard to whom there is no uncertainty,
menstruation must begin at the precise moment of the
relations, which is unlikely. In contrast, the possibility
that the wife would become a menstruating woman
sometime after engaging in relations is more realistic.
HALAKHA

Why do the Sages remove the High Priest from his
house – ישין ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ִמ ֵ ּביתוֹ
ִ ׁ ּﬠ ַמ ְפ ִר מדּ ו:ַ The High Priest is
removed from his house and separated from his wife
seven days before Yom Kippur, lest she be found to be
a menstruating woman and render him impure during
that week (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom
HaKippurim 1:3).
Retroactive impurity from menstruation – טו ְּמ ַאת נִדָּ ה
ל ַמ ְפ ֵר ַﬠ:ְ A woman who impurifies retroactively does not
render one who had relations with her impure for seven
days. His legal status is that of one who came into contact with a menstruating woman and he is impure for
one day, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
in their dispute with Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8; Kesef Mishne).

,ו ְּל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך ָ ּבנָיו
אוֹתם ַא ְבנֵ ט״! ָא ַמר
ָ  ״וְ ָח גַ ְר ָּת:וְ ָה ְּכ ִתיב
 ַההוּא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן ַא ְבנֵטוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן: ְָלך
.ָ ּגדוֹל זֶ ה ּו ַא ְבנֵטוֹ ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט

The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said that Moses
dressed Aaron first and then his sons, is it not written: “And you
will gird them with belts,” indicating that they were girded simultaneously? The Gemara responds that he could have said to you:
That verse teaches us that the belt of the High Priest is identical to
the belt of the common priest. Both of them were from fine blue
and purple linen. Therefore, although the Torah distinguishes between the girding of the belts, as Moses dressed Aaron before he
dressed Aaron’s sons, there was a common command to make both
belts, indicating that they were made of the same material.

אוֹתם״
ָ ״וַ יַּ ְח גּ וֹר אוֹתוֹ ַא ְבנֵ ט״ ״וַ יַּ ְח גּ וֹר
 ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך:ָל ָּמה ִלי? ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
 ו ְּב ַבת ַא ַחת ִמי ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה? ָלא.ָ ּבנָיו
. דְּ ַא ְקדִּ ים,יכא
ָ צְ ִר

The Gemara asks: If they are identical, why do I need both the verse:
“And he girded him with a belt,” and the verse: “And he girded
them”? The Gemara explains: Learn from it that Moses dressed
Aaron first and then dressed his sons. The Gemara asks: And can
you find a situation where Moses could have girded Aaron and his
sons simultaneously? The Gemara explains: It is necessary only
to state that Moses girded Aaron firstN and then proceeded to gird
his sons in order of their significance. After girding Aaron he did not
dress Aaron in any other garments before girding his sons.

?ישין
ִ ׁ  ָל ָּמה ַמ ְפ ִר.ישין ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל״ וכו׳
ִ ׁ ״מ ְפ ִר
ַ § After a long digression in which many peripheral issues were ad ִאי ְל ַר ִ ּבי,ישין?! ִּכ ְד ָק ָא ְמ ִרינָ ן
ִ ׁ  ָל ָּמה ַמ ְפ ִרdressed, the Gemara returns to interpreting the mishna. It was
taught in the mishna: The Sages would remove the High Priest
 ִאי ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ִּכ ְד ִאית,יה
ָ
ּ יוֹחנָן ִּכ ְד ִאית ֵל
from his house to the Chamber of Parhedrin. The Gemara asks: Why
!יה
ּ  ֵלdo the Sages remove him?NH The Gemara asks in astonishment:
Why do the Sages remove him? It is as we stated above: Whether
it is according to Rabbi Yoĥanan, as per his opinion: Sequestering
of the High Priest is derived from the sequestering prior to the inauguration; or whether it is according to Reish Lakish, as per his
opinion: Sequestering of the High Priest is derived from sequestering at Sinai, the answer is clear. What is the point of the Gemara’s
question?
, ִמ ֵ ּביתוֹ ָל ָּמה ּ ֵפ ֵיר ׁש? ַּתנְ יָ א: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמרThe Gemara explains: This is what the Gemara is saying. Why did
N
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא ִּת ָּמצֵ א:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ְ ּב ֵת ָירהhe withdraw from his house, i.e., his wife? The Gemara explained
why
he
must
be
removed
to
a
special
location;
but why doesn’t his
.יה
ָ  וְ יָ בֹא ָﬠ ֶל,ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ְס ֵפק נִ דָּ ה
wife join him? It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira
says: It is due to the concern lest his wife be found to be in a situation of uncertainty as to whether or not she has the halakhic status
of a menstruating woman, and he will have relations with her and
become impure.
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא יָ בֹא:יﬠי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן?! ֶא ָּלא
ֵ  ַא ּט ּו ִ ּב ְר ׁ ִשThe Gemara asks in astonishment: Is that to say that we are dealing
. וְ ִת ָּמצֵ א ְס ֵפק נִ דָּ ה, ַﬠל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹwith wicked people? Will the High Priest, aware of the uncertain
status of his wife, have relations with her? Rather, rephrase the
statement: It is due to the concern lest he have relations with his
wife and then she be found to be in a situation of uncertainty as to
whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating
woman.N In a case where blood is found on the sheets after the
couple engaged in relations, and there is uncertainty as to whether
or not the High Priest had relations with his wife while she had the
halakhic status of a menstruating woman, the status of the High
Priest is one of uncertain impurity.
–  ְּכ ַמאן:יה דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ ֲא ָמרו ָּה ַר ָ ּבנַן ַק ֵּמ
 נִ דָּ ה ְמ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת: דְּ ָא ַמר,ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
 ֵאין נִ דָּ ה: ָהא ָא ְמ ִרי, דְּ ִאי ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.וֹﬠ ָל ּה
ֲ ּב
!וֹﬠ ָל ּה
ֲ ְמ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת ּב

24

Perek I . 6a . .פרק א׳ דף ו

The Sages stated the following assumption before Rav Ĥisda: In
accordance with whose opinion is that a reason for concern? It is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: A menstruating woman who found blood on the sheets within twentyfours after having relations, creating uncertainty with regard to her
status when she engaged in relations, renders the man who had
with relations with her retroactively impure.H As, if it were in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, it is diﬃcult: Didn’t they
say that a woman with regard to whom there is uncertainty as to
whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating woman does not render the man who had with relations with her
retroactively impure. Therefore, the High Priest need not leave his
wife during the week prior to Yom Kippur.

ּ  ֲא ִפ:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ימר ּו
ְ יל ּו ֵּת
יה
ּ  ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֲﬠ ֵל,ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
,דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ַחר ַא ַחר
.יה
ּ ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַחד ַא ַחר – מוֹד ּו ֵל

Rav Ĥisda said to the Sages: Even if you say that the mishna is
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Akiva with regard to retroactive impurity only
in a case where blood was discovered on the sheets long afterward, after there was time for the woman to leave the bed and
bathe and only then discover the blood. Due to the time that
elapsed, the Rabbis hold that there is no way to prove a connection between when the woman menstruated and when they engaged in relations. However, if the blood was found merely afterward, the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Akiva that she renders the
man retroactively impure.

וֹﬠל נִדָּ ה
ֵ  ּב: ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה, ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: Learn from it that one who is impure because
.טוֹבל ַ ּביּוֹם
ֵ ְ ֵאינוֹ ְּכנִ דָּ ה וhe had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a menstruating woman in terms of the time of immersion. Unlike the
woman, who immerses after nightfall following the seventh day
after her menstruation ceased, such a man may immerse on the
seventh day and need not wait for nightfall. Therefore, if a High
Priest has relations with his wife just before he is sequestered and
there is uncertainty as to whether she has the halakhic status of a
menstruating woman, the seventh day of his impurity occurs on
Yom Kippur eve. He immerses himself that day and completes the
purification process at nightfall. This allows him to enter the
Temple to perform the Yom Kippur service.
ימת
ַ  ֵא,וֹﬠל נִ דָּ ה ְּכנִ דָּ ה
ֵ דְּ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ּב
יכי ָﬠ ֵביד
ִ  ְל ָמ ָחר ֵה,ָט ֵביל – ְ ּב ֵל ְיליָ א
!בוֹדה? וְ ָהא ָ ּב ִﬠי ַה ֲﬠ ֵרב ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש
ָ ֲﬠ
וֹﬠל נִ דָּ ה
ֵ  ּב:ֶא ָּלא ָלאו ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
.ֵאינוֹ ְּכנִ דָּ ה

As, if you say that one who is impure because he had relations
with a menstruating woman is like a menstruating woman in
terms of the time of immersion, when does he immerse? He may
immerse only at night after seven complete days. Since that night
is Yom Kippur, how can he perform the Yom Kippur service the
next day,? Isn’t he required to wait for sunset following his immersion to complete the purification process? Until then his
status is that of one who immersed that day, who may not serve
in the Temple until the nightfall following his immersion. Rather,
must one not conclude from it that one who is impure because
he had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a menstruating woman in terms of the time of immersion? He immerses on the seventh day, Yom Kippur eve, and at nightfall he
may serve in the Temple.

ּ  ֲא ִפ:ימי ִמ ְּנ ַה ְרדְּ ָﬠא ָא ַמר
יל ּו
ִ ַרב ׁ ִש
וֹﬠל נִ דָּ ה ְּכנִ דָּ ה – דְּ ַמ ְפ ָר ׁ ִשינַן
ֵ ימא ּב
ָ ֵּת
יﬠת
ַ יה ׁ ָש ָﬠה ַא ַחת ָסמ ּו ְך ִל ׁ ְש ִק
ּ ֵל
.ַה ַח ָּמה

Rav Shimi from Neharde’a says: Even if you say that one who is
impure because he had relations with a menstruating woman
is like a menstruating woman with regard to the time of immersion, the High Priest is not removed from his house at night.
Rather, we sequester him one hour just before sunset on the
eighth day prior to Yom Kippur, slightly before the start of the
seven-day period, leaving seven full days to count prior to Yom
Kippur. Although he is removed from his house more than seven
days prior to Yom Kippur, that slight addition is not suﬃcient to
have the period considered eight days.

 ָּכל ַחיָּ ֵיבי ְט ִבילוֹת ְט ִב ָיל ָתן:ית ִיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection to the opinion that one who is
.יוֹל ֶדת – ְט ִב ָיל ָתן ַ ּב ַּליְ ָלה
ֶ ְ נִ דָּ ה ו, ַ ּביּוֹםimpure because he had relations with a menstruating woman
!וֹﬠל נִ דָּ ה – ָלא
ֵ  ּב, נִ דָּ ה – ִאיןimmerses at night: With regard to all those obligated in immersions, their immersion is during the day. The exceptions are a
menstruating woman and a woman after childbirth, whose
immersion is at night. It can be learned by inference: With regard
to a menstruating woman, yes, she immerses at night; with
regard to one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman, no, he does not immerse at night.
. וְ ָכל דְּ ָא ֵתי ֵמ ִר ּבוּיָ יא, נִ דָּ הThe Gemara rejects that proof because the term menstruating
woman in that baraita includes the woman and everyone whose
inclusion in the impurity is derived from her status. The understanding is that a man who has relations with a menstruating
woman assumes her impurity, and therefore his immersion would
be identical to hers.
. פרק א׳ דף ו. Perek I . 6a
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The halakhic status of one who is impure due to a seminal
emission is like that of one who came into contact with a
creeping animal – ב ַﬠל ֶק ִרי ְּכ ַמ ַ ּגע ׁ ֶש ֶרץ:
ּ ַ The Gemara in tractate
Pesaĥim explains that the two cases have an additional feature
in common. One who comes into contact with a creeping animal
becomes impure whether the contact was unwitting, intentional,
or due to circumstances beyond his control. The same is true for a
man who experiences a seminal emission, whether unwittingly or
due to circumstances beyond his control (Rosh; Ritva).

וֹﬠל
ֵ  ּב, ַ ּב ַﬠל ֶק ִרי ְּכ ַמ ַ ּגע ׁ ֶש ֶרץ:ית ִיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises another objection: The halakhic status of
? ַמאי ָלאו – ִל ְט ִב ָילה. נִדָּ ה ִּכ ְט ֵמא ֵמתone who is ritually impure due to a seminal emission is like
N
. ְלטו ְּמ ָא ָתן, ל ֹאthat of one who came into contact with a creeping animal,
whereas the legal status of one who is ritually impure because
he had relations with a menstruating woman is like that of
one who became impure with ritual impurity imparted by a
corpse. The Gemara asks: What, does the baraita not mean that
one who had relations with a menstruating woman is like one
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse in terms of immersion, which he may perform during the day? The Gemara rejects that conclusion. No, the baraita is merely comparing the
duration of their impurity. One who experiences a seminal
emission is impure for one day, like one who came into contact
with a creeping animal; one who has relations with a menstruating woman is impure for seven days, like one impure with impurity imparted by a corpse.
 טו ְּמ ָא ָתן?! ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א ְּכ ִתיב ְ ּבהוּ! ַהאיThe Gemara wonders: For what purpose would the baraita
 וְ ַהאי,יה
ּ  ט ּו ְמ ַאת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּבcome to teach the duration of their impurity? The Torah ex!יה
ּ  טו ְּמ ַאת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּבplicitly writes the durations of their impurity. This, one impure
with impurity imparted by a corpse, has impurity of seven days
written in his regard; and similarly, that, one who is impure
because he had relations with a menstruating woman, has impurity of seven days written in his regard. There is no need for
the baraita to derive a matter explicitly written in the Torah
from another matter explicitly written in the Torah.

Perek I
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Actually, the baraita is referring to the duration of their impurity – עוֹלם ְלטו ְּמ ָא ָתן
ָ ל:ְ The Gemara in tractate Pesaĥim suggests
an additional novelty: The two cases are similar with regard to
their banishment from the camp and the places that they may
not enter (Rosh; Tosafot).
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? ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ִל ְט ִב ָיל ָתןRather, must it not be that the baraita is equating them with
regard to their immersion, in that both one who has relations
with a menstruating woman and one impure with impurity
imparted by a corpse immerse during the day?
יפא
ָ  ֵס,עוֹל ם ְל ט ּו ְמ ָא ָתן
ָ  ְל,ל ֹא
 ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ָחמוּר ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו:יה
ָ ִאצְ ְט ִר
ּ יכא ֵל
ּמוֹשב
ָ ׁ וֹﬠל נִ דָּ ה ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַט ֵּמא ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ו
ֵ ּב
אוֹכ ִל ין
ָ
 ְל ַט ֵּמ א,ְ ּבט ּו ְמ ָא ה ַק ָּל ה
.ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין

The Gemara rejects that conclusion. No; actually, the baraita is
referring to the duration of their impurity.N Although there is
nothing novel in that equation, it was necessary for the tanna
to teach the latter clause of the baraita: However, in one sense,
the case of one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman is more severe than one impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse. One who is impure because he
had relations with a menstruating woman transmits impurity
through lying on a bed or sitting on a chair, even if he never
came into direct contact with the chair or the bed. He renders
the bed or chair impure with a mild form of impurity. He
confers upon them first-degree ritual impurity status, suﬃcient
only to render foods and liquids impure. One impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse transmits impurity by means of
direct contact.

 ַהזָּ ב: דְּ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא,ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ּבוֹﬠל
ֵ צוֹר ַﬠת ו
ַ צוֹרע וְ ַה ְמ
ָ וְ ַהזָּ ָבה וְ ַה ְמ
 נִ דָּ ה,נִ דָּ ה ו ְּט ֵמא ֵמת – ְט ִב ָיל ָתן ַ ּביּוֹם
.יוֹל ֶדת – ְט ִב ָיל ָתן ַ ּב ַּליְ ָלה! ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא
ֶ ְו

Come and hear an additional proof that Rabbi Ĥiyya taught:
For the zav and the zava and the leper and the female leper,
and one who had relations with a menstruating woman, and
one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse,
their immersion is during the day. For a menstruating woman and a woman after childbirth, their immersion is at night.
The Gemara concludes that this baraita is indeed a conclusive
refutation of the opinion of Rav Shimi from Neharde’a, who
said that one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman immerses at night.

וְ ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה ַמ ְפ ִר ׁישוֹ ִמ ּט ּו ְמ ַאת
!ישה ּו ִמ ּט ּו ְמ ַאת ַה ֵּמת
ֵ ׁ  ַה ְפ ִר,ֵ ּביתוֹ
ָא ַמר ַרב ַּת ְח ִל ָיפא ֲאבו ּּה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
 זֹאת:יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ָ )בר ַּת ְח ִל
ַּ
ּ יפא( ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ֶ
אוֹמ ֶרת ״טו ְּמ ַאת ַה ֵּמת הו ְּּת ָרה ִהיא
.יבוּר״
ּ ִַ ּבצ

ימא ״טו ְּמ ַאת
ָ  ֲא ִפ ּיל ּו ֵּת:ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמר
ַה ֵּמת דְּ חוּיָ ה ִהיא ַ ּבצִ ּבוּר״ – טו ְּמ ַאת
 ט ּו ְמ ַאת ֵ ּביתוֹ,יחא
ָ ַה ֵּמת ָלא ׁ ְש ִכ
.יחא
ָ ׁ ְש ִכ

With regard to the sequestering of the High Priest, the Gemara
asks: And before you remove himN from the potential of impurity of his house, remove him from the potential of the more
severe impurity imparted by a corpse.N The Sages should have
instituted an ordinance prohibiting visitors to the High Priest lest
one die while in his chamber and render him impure. Rav Taĥlifa,
father of Rav Huna bar Taĥlifa,P said in the name of Rava:
That is to say that impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted
in cases involving the public.N In cases where the public is involved, impurity imparted by a corpse does not prevent the Temple service from being conducted. Since the service of the High
Priest on Yom Kippur is a service involving communal oﬀerings,
impurity imparted by a corpse does not invalidate the service.
Ravina said: Even if you say that impurity imparted by a corpse
is merely overriddenN in public and not completely permitted,
the idea that the High Priest is not removed from the potential of
impurity imparted by a corpse can be understood. Impurity imparted by a corpse is uncommon. The likelihood that one visiting
the High Priest will suddenly die is minimal. In contrast, impurity of his house is common, as uncertainty with regard to his
wife’s status as a menstruating woman could arise at any moment.

: ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר, טו ְּמ ַאת ַה ֵּמת, ִא ְּית ַמרThere is an amoraic dispute with regard to the eﬀect of impurity
: וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ָא ַמר,יבוּר
ּ ִ הו ְּּת ָרה ִהיא ַ ּבצimparted by a corpse on the conduct of the Temple service. It was
.יבוּר
ּ ִ דְּ חוּיָ ה ִהיא ַ ּבצstated with regard to impurity imparted by a corpse that Rav
Naĥman said: It is permitted in cases involving the public; e.g.,
when a majority of the Jewish people is impure, the service of a
ritually pure priest is not preferable to that of an impure priest.
The Temple service proceeds as though there was no impurity at
all. And Rav Sheshet said: Impurity imparted by a corpse is
merely overridden in cases involving the public,H and service
performed by a ritually pure priest is preferable.
הוֹרין ְ ּב ַההוּא
ִ ֵה ָיכא דְּ ִא ָּיכא ְט ֵמ ִאין ו ְּט
ֵ ּבית ָאב – ּכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
 ִּכי. ְט ֵמ ִאין ָלא ָﬠ ְב ִדי,הוֹרין ָﬠ ְב ִדי
ִ דִּ ְט
הוֹרין
ִ ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְל ַא ֲהדו ֵּרי ו ְּל ַא ּתוּיֵ י ְט
.ִמ ֵ ּבית ָאב ַא ֲח ִרינָ א

The Gemara restricts the scope of the dispute. In a case where
there are both ritually impure and pure priests in that patrilineal
family tasked with serving in the Temple on that day, everyone,
even Rav Naĥman, agrees that the pure priests serve and the
impure priests do not serve.N When they disagree, it is with regard to a case where the entire patrilineal family is impure. Is it
necessary to seek out and bring pure priests from a diﬀerent
patrilineal family belonging to the same priestly watch, who are
tasked with serving in the Temple on a diﬀerent day that week?

,יבוּר
ּ ִיתר ִהיא ַ ּבצ
ֵּ  ֶה: ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמרRav Naĥman said: The prohibition against performing the Tem דְּ חוּיָ ה: וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ָא ַמר. וְ ָלא ְמ ַהדְּ ִרינַןple service in a state of impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted
. ו ְּמ ַהדְּ ִרינַן,יבוּר
ּ ִ ִהיא ַ ּבצin cases involving the public, and we do not need to seek out
other priests. Since the Torah permitted the performance of the
Temple service by priests impure with impurity imparted by a
corpse, it is completely permitted and it is as though the service
is performed in purity. Rav Sheshet said: The prohibition of
impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involving the public, and wherever possible we seek out ritually pure
priests.
יכא
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵה:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ יכא דְּ ִא
ָּ  ִאSome say that the dispute is slightly diﬀerent: Even in a case
הוֹרין ו ְּט ֵמ ִאין ְ ּב ַההוּא ֵ ּבית ָאב ּ ָפ ֵליג
ִ  ְטwhere there are both ritually pure and ritually impure priests
, ָﬠ ְב ִדי נַ ִמי ְט ֵמ ִאין, ַרב נַ ְח ָמן וְ ָא ַמרin that patrilineal family, Rav Naĥman disagreed with Rav
Sheshet and said that the priests serve even when they are impure,

NOTES

Before you remove him – ﬠד ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה ַמ ְפ ִר ׁישוֹ:ַ Many early and
later commentaries wondered about this question. The Gemara should not have asked why he is separated from his wife,
but rather why he should not also be separated from impurity
imparted by a corpse. Some explain that the Gemara is in fact
asking: Why suggest that the separation is due to concern
with regard to impurity from his wife, when it could have
been explained that the separation is due to concern with
regard to impurity imparted by a corpse (Tosefot Ri HaLavan)?
This question is especially diﬃcult because if the High Priest
is sequestered due to concern that someone might die in his
presence, all the more so would it be necessary to separate
him from his wife (Rav Shmuel Strashun).
Remove him from the potential of more severe impurity
imparted by a corpse – ישה ּו ִמ ּטו ְּמ ַאת ַה ֵּמת
ֵ ׁ ה ְפ ִר:ַ Rashi explains
that the concern is that a visitor might die in the High Priest’s
chamber. Many commentaries question this explanation because that scenario is extremely unlikely, and because it is clear
that the tanna is not concerned about potential death since he
holds that a replacement wife need not be appointed lest the
first wife die. Others counter that while it is unlikely that any
single visitor might suddenly die, the High Priest will be receiving many guests in the course of the week, and that increases
the likelihood that one will die (Gevurat Ari). Others explain that
the concern is that a priest impure with impurity imparted by
a corpse will render the High Priest impure through contact
(Rav Yonatan of Lunel; Tosafot Yeshanim). Finally, the possibility
that the High Priest might be exposed to impurity imparted
by a corpse is less likely in the Temple than it is in his house
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan).
Impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted in cases involving the public – יבוּר
ּ ִטו ְּמ ַאת ַה ֵּמת הו ְּּת ָרה ִהיא ַ ּבצ: In this case, a
High Priest who became impure would proceed to perform
the Yom Kippur service even though his replacement remains
pure (Peirush Kadmon).
Permitted and overridden – הו ְּּת ָרה ו ְּדחוּיָ ה: The diﬀerence
between these two approaches extends beyond the immediate discussion of purity and impurity. The essence of the
problem is this: When a specific prohibition is overridden in a
particular case, does it mean that the status of the prohibition
is as though it does not exist? Or is the prohibition merely not
observed due to an unusual circumstance, in which case one
must avoid violating the prohibition to whatever degree possible? Two cases where this question applies pertain to Shabbat: Oﬀerings on Shabbat and saving a life on Shabbat. The
question is whether all prohibitions are permitted, or whether
one must ensure to whatever degree possible that he performs
only those actions essential to sacrificing the oﬀering or saving
the life (see Beit Yosef, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328).
The impure priests do not serve – ט ֵמ ִאין ָלא ָﬠ ְב ִדי:ְ This would
be so even if the impure priests were more prominent and
worthy. They are not among those who enter the lottery to
perform service that day (Ritva).
PERSONALITIES

Rav Taĥlifa, father of Rav Huna bar Taĥlifa – ַרב ַּת ְח ִל ָיפא ֲאבו ּּה
דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר ַּת ְח ִל ָיפא: This attribution of a father to his son is
employed when the father is less prominent than his son and
there are other Sages with the same first name. In order to
identify Rav Taĥlifa in this case, the Gemara refers to him by
mentioning his well-known son.

HALAKHA

Impurity imparted by a corpse is merely overridden in cases
involving the public – יבוּר
ּ ִטו ְּמ ָאה דְּ חוּיָ ה ַ ּבצ: Even though
communal oﬀerings are oﬀered by impure priests, this does
not mean that the impurity is permitted, but rather that it is
overridden in exigent circumstances. Therefore, if there are impure and pure priests in the same patrilineal family, one seeks
out the pure priests even if they are in the minority, and even

brings them from other patrilineal families. The Rambam rules
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet, following the
principle that the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in ritual matters. Apparently, other amora’im maintain that
impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involving the public, as does the tanna, Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:14–16 and Kesef Mishne there).
: פרק א׳ דף ו. Perek I . 6b

27

