NOTES

And why was karet administered to one’s sister excluded –
וְ ָל ָּמה יָ צָ את ָּכ ֵרת ַ ּב ֲאחוֹתוֹ: The principle here is: A matter that
was included in a generalization but was explicitly excluded
in order to teach a halakha, was not excluded to teach
only concerning the specific matter at hand; it was rather
excluded in order to teach concerning an entire generalization. In other words, an exception written with regard to one
detail applies to the entire generalization. See Tosafot, who
explain this slightly diﬀerently.

 ָּתנֵינָ א ֵאין ֵ ּבין: ָא ְמ ִרי ֵ ּבי ַרב:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ְל ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשזֶּ ה זְ דוֹנוֹ
 וְ ִאם.יכ ֵרת
ָּ ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם וְ זֶ ה זְ דוֹנוֹ ְ ּב ִה
!יתא – ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם ִהיא
ָ ִא

Rava said that the Sages of the school of Rav said: We learned:
The diﬀerence between Yom Kippur and Shabbat is only that
in this case, Shabbat, its intentional desecration is punishable at
the hand of Man; and in that case, Yom Kippur, its intentional
desecration is punishable with karet. And if the statement of
Rabbi Ĥananya ben Gamliel is so, in both this case, Shabbat, and
that case, Yom Kippur, the punishment is at the hand of Man.

, ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ִהיא:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
.יכא
ָּ  ַמ ְלקוֹת ְ ּב ַחיָּ ֵיבי ְכ ִריתוֹת ֵל:דְּ ָא ַמר
 ַחיָּ ֵיבי ְכ ִריתוֹת:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק,דְּ ַתנְיָא
–  וְ ָל ָּמה יָ צָ את ָּכ ֵרת ַ ּב ֲאחוֹתוֹ,ִּ ּב ְכ ָלל ָהיו
.ְלדוֹנָ ּה ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ְלקוֹת

Rav Naĥman said: There is no proof from here that Rabbi
Ĥananya ben Gamliel’s colleagues disagree with him, as in accordance with whose opinion is this mishna taught? It is according
to the opinion of Rabbi Yitzĥak, who said: There are no lashes
in cases of those liable to receive karet, as it is taught in a baraita
that Rabbi Yitzĥak says: All those liable to receive karet in cases
of incest were included in the principle: “For whoever shall
commit any of these abominations, even the persons that commit
them shall be cut oﬀ from among their people” (Leviticus : ).
And why was karet administered to one’s sister excludedN from
this verse and mentioned independently (Leviticus : )? It
is to sentence her to the punishment of karet and not to the
punishment of lashes. This serves as a paradigm; wherever one
is liable to receive karet, there are no lashes.

–  זֶ ה,ימא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרRav Ashi said: Even if you say that the mishna is according to
ּ ַ  וְ זֶ ה – ִﬠ,יקר זְ דוֹנוֹ ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם
ּ ַ  ִﬠthe opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yitzĥak and
יקר זְ דוֹנוֹ
.יכ ֵרת
ָּ  ְ ּב ִהhold that there are lashes even in cases where there is liability
for karet, there is no proof that Rabbi Ĥananya ben Gamliel’s
colleagues disagree with him. The mishna can be understood
as follows: In this case, Shabbat, the primary punishment for
its intentional desecration is at the hand of Man; and in that
case, Yom Kippur, the primary punishment for its intentional
desecration is with karet. If, however, he was flogged, he is
exempt from karet.

Perek I
Daf 8 Amud a
NOTES

Utensils that one uses in preparation of food – עוֹשין
ׂ ִ ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש
אוֹכל נֶ ֶפ ׁש
ֶ ב ֶהן:
ּ ָ In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that
there is a distinction to be made between utensils in which
food is prepared, e.g., a sieve and a sifter, which would be
prohibited to one who is prohibited by vow from deriving
benefit from another’s food; and vessels in which food is
merely placed, e.g., cups and plates, which are permitted
even to that person.

mishna

The diﬀerence between one for whom
מתני׳ ֵאין ֵ ּבין ַה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ
benefit from another is forbidden by
,יסת ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ַ ְלמוּדָּ ר ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ַמ ֲא ָכל ֶא ָּלא דְּ ִר
vow and one for whom benefit from another’s food is forbidden
.אוֹכל נֶ ֶפ ׁש
ֶ עוֹשין ָ ּב ֶהן
ׂ ִ  וְ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ֵאיןby vow is only with regard to stepping foot on his property, and
with regard to borrowing utensils from him that one does not
use in the preparation of food, but for other purposes; as those
two benefits are prohibited to the former, but permitted to the
latter.H
עוֹשין ָ ּב ֶהן
ׂ ִ גמ׳ ָהא ְל ִﬠנְ יַ ן ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש
.אוֹכל נֶ ֶפ ׁש – זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין
ֶ

gemara

The Gemara infers that with regard to
the matter of utensils that one uses in
preparation of food,N both this, one who vowed that any benefit
is forbidden, and that, one who vowed that benefit from food is
forbidden, are equal. It is prohibited for both to derive benefit
from utensils used in the preparation of food.

HALAKHA

One prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from another
and one prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from
another’s food – ה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ ְלמוּדָּ ר ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ַמ ֲא ָכל:ַ One for
whom it is prohibited to derive benefit from another’s possessions is prohibited to pass through his friend’s property, even
if it does not shorten his path (Taz; Shakh). He may not even
go through his friend’s fields during the summer, when people
typically overlook trespassing in their fields. Likewise, he may
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not borrow any vessel from his friend. If he is prohibited by
vow from deriving benefit from another’s food, it is prohibited
to eat his food. If one said: Benefit from your food is prohibited
for me, he may not eat the food; however, he may use vessels
used in preparation of the food. If he said: Benefit that leads
to food is prohibited for me, he may neither eat the food nor
benefit from any vessel that is typically rented (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 221:1).

!ינָשי
ֵ ׁ  ָהא ָלא ָק ְפ ִדי ֱא:יסת ָה ֶרגֶ ל״
ַ  ״דְּ ִרThe mishna stated that for one for whom benefit from another is
,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאforbidden by vow, stepping foot on the latter’s property is prohibited.
N
. וִ ּיתוּר ָאסוּר ְ ּבמוּדַּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה: דְּ ָא ַמרThe Gemara asks: What benefit is that? Aren’t people not particular
about other people treading on their property? Rava said: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna taught? It is the opinion of
Rabbi Eliezer, who said: Overlooking is prohibitedN in the case
of one for whom benefit is forbidden by vow. For one for whom
benefit from another is forbidden by vow, benefit is forbidden even
in matters with regard to which one is typically not particular and
overlooks others’ use of his property, e.g., stepping foot on it.

mishna

The diﬀerence between animals consecrated
מתני׳ ֵאין ֵ ּבין ָנְד ִרים ִל ָנְדבוֹת ֶא ָּלא
to the Temple as vow oﬀerings and animals
 וּנְ ָדבוֹת,ׁ ֶש ַה ְּנ ָד ִרים ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריו ָּתן
consecrated as gift oﬀerings is onlyN that in the case of vow oﬀerings,
. ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריו ָּתןif they died or were lost before being sacrificed on the altar, one is
obligated in the responsibility to replace them, and in the case of
gift oﬀerings, if they died or were lost, one is not obligated in the
responsibility to replace them.H
״בל ְּת ַא ֵחר״ – זֶ ה
ּ ַ גמ׳ ָהא ְל ִﬠנְ יַ ן
.וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין

gemara

The Gemara infers that with regard to the
matter of the prohibition: Do not be slackB
to pay one’s pledges, both this, a vow oﬀering, and that, a gift oﬀering,
are equal. If one delayed bringing either a vow oﬀering or a gift
oﬀering, he violates the prohibition.

״ה ֵרי
ֲ אוֹמר
ֵ  ֵאי זֶ ה ּו נֶ ֶדר – ָה:ְּתנַן ָה ָתם
אוֹמר
ֵ  ֵאיזוֹ ִהיא ָנְד ָבה – ָה.עוֹלה״
ָ ָﬠ ַלי
 ּו ַמה ֵ ּבין נְ ָד ִרים.עוֹלה״
ָ ״ה ֵרי זוֹ
ֲ
 ֵמת ּו אוֹ נִ גְ נְ ב ּו אוֹ,ִלנְ ָדבוֹת? נְ ָד ִרים
, נְ ָדבוֹת,ָא ְבד ּו – ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריו ָּתן
ֵמת ּו אוֹ נִ גְ נְ ב ּו אוֹ ָא ְבד ּו – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב
,ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריו ָּתן

We learned in a mishna there: Which is the case of a vow oﬀering?
It is one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt-oﬀering.
Which is the case of a gift oﬀering?H It is one who says: This animal
is a burnt-oﬀering. And what is the diﬀerence between a vow oﬀering and a gift oﬀering? With regard to vow oﬀerings, if the animals
died or were stolen or were lost, the one who vowed is obligated in
the responsibility to replace them, as he undertook to bring a burntoﬀering and he is not absolved of his obligation until he brings the
oﬀering. With regard to gift oﬀerings, however, if the animals died or
were stolen or were lost, the one who vowed is not obligated in
the responsibility to replace them.

ֵּ ְמנָ ָהנֵי ִמ
 ״וְ נִ ְרצָ ה לוֹ:ילי? דְּ ָתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ֶאת:אוֹמר
ֵ ְל ַכ ּ ֵפר ָﬠ ָליו״ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 וְ ֶאת ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ,ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ָליו ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריוּתוֹ
.ָﬠ ָליו ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ֲח ָריוּתוֹ

The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The
Gemara answers: It is as the Sages taught in a baraita with regard to
a burnt-oﬀering, that the verse states: “And it shall be accepted for
him to make atonement upon him” (Leviticus : ).N Rabbi Shimon
says: That which is incumbent upon him, i.e., which he accepted as
a personal obligation, he does not bear responsibility to replace it
if it died or was stolen; however, that which is not incumbent upon
him, i.e., that which he did not accept as a personal obligation but
which he designated as an oﬀering, he does not bear responsibility
to replace it.

HALAKHA

Vow oﬀerings and gift oﬀerings – נְד ִרים ו ָּנְדבוֹת:
ָ What is
the diﬀerence between a vow oﬀering and a gift oﬀering?
If one designated an animal for an oﬀering by means of
a vow, and the animal was lost or died, he is obligated to
replace it. If one designated an animal as a gift oﬀering,
saying: This is an oﬀering, if the animal dies or is lost, he is
not obligated to replace it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 14:5).
Which is the case of a vow oﬀering…which is the
case of a gift oﬀering – ר…איזוֹ ִהיא ָנְד ָבה
ֵ אי זֶ ה ּו נֶ ֶד:ֵ If one
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an oﬀering, or:
It is incumbent upon me to bring the value of a certain
object as an oﬀering, that is a vow oﬀering. However, if
one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring this animal, or:
It is incumbent upon me to bring the value of this object,
that is a gift oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh
HaKorbanot 14:4).
BACKGROUND

Do not be slack – בל ְּת ַא ֵחר:ּ ַ The source for this prohibition
is Deuteronomy 23:22. One violates the prohibition when
he fails to fulfill his commitment before three pilgrim Festivals pass from the time it was pledged. The prohibition
applies to all obligatory oﬀerings, tithes, gifts, and pledges
to the Temple treasury. Moreover, this prohibition also
applies to pledges to charity and the like, which must also
be honored within the same period of time.

 ַמאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּברThe Gemara asks: From where may that conclusion be inferred from
״ﬠ ַלי״ – ְּכ ַמאן
ָ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָא ַמר:ימי
ִ ִּ ַא ְבדthe verse? Rabbi Yitzĥak bar Avdimi said: Since he said it is incum.יה דָּ ֵמי
ּ  דְּ ָט ֵﬠין ַא ַּכ ְּת ֵפbent upon me to bring a burnt-oﬀering, he is considered as one who
bears it upon his shoulders. The expression: Upon me, indicates an
assumption of responsibility to bring an oﬀering.
NOTES

Aren’t people not particular – ינָשי
ֵ ׁ הא ָלא ָק ְפ ִדי ֱא:ָ Ostensibly,
benefit is limited to situations where, due to friendship, one
allows a friend to use his property; he would not allow just
anyone to do so. However, stepping foot on one’s property, with
regard to which people are typically not particular, might not
constitute benefit (Rid).
Overlooking is prohibited – וִ ּיתוּר ָאסוּר: Standard cases where
people typically overlook benefit accrued by others are when
the weight of produce on the scales is slightly more than the
amount for which a customer paid, or allowing the customer to
keep a peruta of change (Meiri).
The diﬀerence between vow oﬀerings and gift oﬀerings is
only – אין ֵ ּבין ָנְד ִרים ִל ָנְדבוֹת ֶא ָּלא:ֵ See Tosafot, who question why
the mishna does not mention other diﬀerences between a vow

oﬀering and a gift oﬀering. Tosafot in tractate Bava Kamma (62b)
cite additional answers. One is that the mishna is referring to a
bird brought as a burnt-oﬀering, with regard to which there are
no other diﬀerences between the two. A second answer is given
according to the Rashba, who explains that despite the formulation: The diﬀerence is only, the mishna does not presume to
define all of the diﬀerences between the items compared. Rather,
the comparison is concerning the specific issue of responsibility.
That approach solves several comments of later authorities, who
noted additional diﬀerences.
To make atonement upon him – ל ַכ ּ ֵפר ָﬠ ָליו:ְ Apparently, this is
derived from the meaning of the term: Upon him, which is an
expression of personal responsibility. The Ritva explains that it
is derived from the fact that the term: Upon him, is superfluous
in this context.
. פרק א׳ דף ח. Megilla . Perek I . 8a

237

NOTES

Emissions of the zav – ר ִאיּוֹת ַהזָּ ב:ְ The emissions of the
zav are incidents in which he experienced a discharge,
whether on consecutive days, or several times in one
day. This is not true regarding a zava, where the number
of emissions is dependent on the number of days in
which there is a blood flow and not the number of
times that there is a flow.
The diﬀerence between a zav…is only – …ֵאין ֵ ּבין זָב
א ָּלא:ֶ In the Jerusalem Talmud it is noted that there are
additional diﬀerences between a zav who experienced
two emissions and one who experienced three emissions. A zav who experienced two emissions, unlike
one who experienced three emissions, must ascertain whether it was caused by outside circumstances
beyond his control. The answer there is that the mishna
follows the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who requires
examination for one who experienced three emissions.
See the Jerusalem Talmud for an additional answer that
resolves the question according to all opinions.
According to the Rashba this is not diﬃcult, as the
mishna here is discussing the diﬀerence between the
zav who experienced two emissions and one who
experienced three; it is not defining what is considered
an emission (see Hagahot Porat Yosef ).
From his emission, some with the status of a zav –
מזּוֹבוֹ ִמ ְקצָ ת ִזָבין:ִ This is derived from understanding the
letter mem in the word mizovo as meaning from, i.e.,
limiting the scope of the halakha. Therefore, there are
certain cases where a zav requires atonement and cases
where he does not.
HALAKHA

Emissions – ר ִאיּוֹת:ְ The status of one who experiences
one emission of a zav is that of one who experienced a
seminal emission. If one experiences two emissions, he
is a zav, and must count seven days clean of emissions,
and immerse in spring water to become pure. If one
experiences three emissions, he is obligated to bring
an oﬀering in order to complete his purification. The difference between a zav who experiences two emissions
and one who experiences three emissions is only that
the zav who experiences three emissions is obligated
to bring an oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot
Meĥusrei Kappara 2:6).

רוֹאה ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת
ֶ מתני׳ ֵאין ֵ ּבין זָב ָה
.רוֹאה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ֶא ָּלא ָק ְר ָ ּבן
ֶ ְל

mishna

ּמוֹשב ו ְּס ִפ ַירת
ָ ׁ גמ׳ ָהא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ו
.ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין

gemara

ֵּ ְמנָ ָהנֵי ִמ
ימאי
ַ  ַר ִ ּבי ִס:ילי? דְּ ָתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
, ָמנָ ה ַה ָּכתוּב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ו ְּק ָראוֹ ָט ֵמא:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ָהא ֵּכיצַ ד? ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם.ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ו ְּק ָראוֹ ָט ֵמא
. וְ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן,ְלטו ְּמ ָאה
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The Gemara infers that with regard to the
matter of transmitting ritual impurity to a
surface designated for lying and a surface designated for sitting, and
similarly with regard to the counting of seven days clean of emissions
so that he may immerse in a ritual bath as part of the purification
process, both this, i.e., one who experienced two emissions, and that,
one who experienced three emissions, are equal.

The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The
Gemara answers: It is as the Sages taught in a baraita that Rabbi Simai
says: The verse enumerated two emissions: “When any man has an
emission out of his flesh, due to his emission he is impure” (Leviticus
: ), and it called the zav impure. Another verse enumerated three
emissions: “And this shall be his impurity in his emission: Whether
his flesh runs with his emission, or his flesh be stopped from his emission, it is his impurity” (Leviticus : ), and it too called him impure.
How so? If he is impure after two emissions, for what purpose does
the Torah mention three? It is to teach: Two emissions to establish
impurity and three to render him liable to bring an oﬀering.

, ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְלטו ְּמ ָאה וְ ל ֹא ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן:ימר
ַ  וְ ֵאThe Gemara raises an alternative. And say instead: Two emissions to
 ַﬠד: ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן וְ ל ֹא ְלטו ְּמ ָאה! ָא ַמ ְר ָּתestablish impurity but not to render him liable to bring an oﬀering;
. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָר ָאה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ָר ָאה ׁ ְש ַּתיִ םthree emissions to render him liable to bring an oﬀering, but not to
establish impurity. The Gemara rejects this: That is impossible, as you
can say that until he experienced three emissions, he already experienced two, and therefore he is impure in the case of three emissions
as well.
, ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן וְ ל ֹא ְלטו ְּמ ָאה:ימר
ַ וְ ֵא
, ְׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַאף ְלטו ְּמ ָאה! ָלא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתך
 ״וְ ִכ ּ ֶפר ָﬠ ָליו ַה ּכ ֵֹהן ִל ְפנֵי ה׳:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
יאין ָק ְר ָ ּבן
ִ ִמזּוֹבוֹ״ – ִמ ְקצָ ת זָ ִבין ְמ ִב
 ָהא.יאין ָק ְר ָ ּבן
ִ ו ִּמ ְקצָ ת זָ ִבין ֵאין ְמ ִב
–  ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם,ֵּכיצַ ד? ָר ָאה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ֵמ ִביא
.ֵאינוֹ ֵמ ִביא

BACKGROUND

Discharge – זוֹב: The discharge of a zav is apparently
the discharge of the modern-day condition of gonorrhea. After one contracts the disease, pus begins to discharge from his sexual organ, followed by a discharge of
mucous. In the Tosefta and the Gemara, the diﬀerences
between a seminal emission and the emission of a zav
are delineated.
The severe impurity of the zav and his exacting
purification process are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus
15:1–15) and in the Mishna (tractate Zavim). Although a
woman can also contract this disease, a fact acknowledged in the Talmud, only a male becomes impure with
the symptoms of a zav. A woman becomes impure with
the impurity of a zava by experiencing a flow of blood
not during her menstrual period.

The diﬀerence between a zav who experiences two emissionsNH of a pus-like discharge
from his penis and one who experiences three emissions is onlyN
that the zav who experienced three emissions is obligated to bring
an oﬀering after he recovers, in order to complete his purification
process.B

The Gemara raises a diﬀerent alternative. And say instead: Two emissions to render him liable to bring an oﬀering, but not to establish
impurity; three emissions to establish impurity as well. The Gemara
answers that this suggestion cannot enter your mind, as it is taught
in a baraita that the verse states: “And the priest shall make atonement for him before the Lord from his emission” (Leviticus : ).
The preposition “from” that precedes the words “his emissions” indicates that some with the status of a zavN bring an oﬀering and some
with the status of a zav do not bring an oﬀering. How so? If he
experienced three emissions, he brings an oﬀering; if he experienced
two emissions, he does not bring an oﬀering.

, ָר ָאה ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם – ֵמ ִביא: אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלאThe baraita suggests: Or perhaps, it means nothing other than that
 ַﬠד: ָר ָאה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ֵאינוֹ ֵמ ִביא? ָא ַמ ְר ָּתif one experienced two emissions, he brings an oﬀering; if he
. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָר ָאה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ָר ָאה ׁ ְש ַּתיִ םexperienced three emissions, he does not bring an oﬀering. The
Gemara rejects this: That is impossible, as you can say that until he
experienced three emissions, he already experienced two, and therefore he is obligated to bring an oﬀering in the case of three emissions
as well.
יך
ְ  וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִר,ימאי
ָ יך דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִס
ְ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ימאי – ֲהוָ ה
ָ  דְּ ִאי ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִס.״מזּוֹבוֹ״
ִ
.״מזּוֹבוֹ״
ִ  ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ָא ִמינָ א ִּכי קו ׁ ְּשיַ ין
,״מזּוֹבוֹ״ – ָלא יָ ַד ֲﬠנָ א ַּכ ָּמה ְר ִאיּוֹת
ִ וְ ִאי
.ימאי
ָ ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִס

The Gemara comments: It was necessary to cite the proof of Rabbi
Simai based on the number of mentions of the word emissions in
the two verses, and it was necessary to cite the proof from the words:
From his emission. As if the diﬀerence between two and three
emissions was derived from the statement of Rabbi Simai, I would
have said in accordance with our question: Perhaps one who experiences two emissions brings an oﬀering, and one who experiences three
emissions is impure and brings an oﬀering. Therefore, it teaches us:
From his emission. And if the diﬀerence between two and three
emissions was derived from the term: From his emission, I would
not have known how many emissions render him liable to bring an
oﬀering, only that some with the status of a zav are not required to
bring an oﬀering. Therefore, it teaches us the proof cited by Rabbi
Simai.

 ״וְ ִכי,״מזּוֹבוֹ״ ִל ְד ָר ׁ ָשא
ִ : וְ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּתThe Gemara asks: And now that you said that the term: From his
?יה
ּ  יִ ְט ָהר ַהזָּ ב ִמזּוֹבוֹ״ ַמאי דָּ ְר ׁ ַש ְּת ֵ ּבemission, is exclusionary and comes for derivation, what do you
derive from the verse: “And when the zav is cleansed from his
emission” (Leviticus : )?
 וְ ִכי יִ ְט ַהר:יה ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְ יָ א
ּ ָ ַההוּא ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
]מזּוֹבוֹ[ וְ ל ֹא
ִ ״מזּוֹבוֹ״
ִ ,ַהזָּ ב – ִל ְכ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְפסוֹק
ימד ַﬠל זָ ב
ֵּ ״מזּוֹבוֹ וְ ָס ַפר״ – ִל
ִ .ִמזּוֹבוֹ וְ נִ גְ עוֹ
.ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת ׁ ֶש ָּטעוּן ְס ִפ ַירת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה

The Gemara answers: That verse is needed to derive that which was
taught in a baraita. It is written: “And when the zav is cleansed
from his emission, then he shall count to himself seven days for his
purification” (Leviticus : ), when his emissions cease. The baraita
infers from the term: From his emission, that he needs to be cleansed
only from his emission, but not from his emission and his leprosy.
If one was both a zav and also had leprosy, he need not wait until
he is asymptomatic of his leprosy before counting seven clean days.
Rather, he counts seven clean days, and after the leprosy symptoms
cease, he immerses for both impurities. “From his emission, then he
shall count”: This teaches concerning a zav who experienced two
emissions, that he too requires a count of seven clean days.

– ּמוֹשב
ָ ׁ  ִאם ְמ ַט ֵּמא ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ו: וַ ֲהל ֹא דִּ ין הוּאThe baraita continues: But in order to derive that halakha, the verse
!? ל ֹא יְ ֵהא ָטעוּן ְס ִפ ַירת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠהis unnecessary, as isn’t it only logical? If a zav who experienced two
emissions renders a surface designated for lying and a surface designated for sitting ritually impure and all strictures of a zav apply to
him, wouldn’t he require a count of seven clean days to become
purified?

Perek I
Daf 8 Amud b
 ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַּט ְּמ ָאה,יח וֹמ ֶרת יוֹם ְּכנֶ גֶ ד יוֹם״ ּת ִוֹכ
ֶ ״ש
ׁ A woman who observes a clean day for one day or two days that she
H
מוֹשב וְ ֵאינָ ּה ְט ע ּונָ ה ְס ִפ ַירת
ָ ׁ  ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ּוexperiences a discharge will prove that this is not the case. This refers
. ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠהto a woman who experienced one or two days of bleeding not during
her menstrual period and is required to wait one day without any
further discharge of blood before immersion in a ritual bath. This is
significant because she renders a surface designated for lying and a
surface designated for sitting ritually impure, and nevertheless she
does not require a count of seven clean days to become purified.
 ׁ ֶש ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי,וְ ַאף ַא ָּתה ַאל ִּת ְת ַמ ּה ַﬠל זֶ ה
ּמוֹשב ל ֹא יְ ֵהא ָטעוּן
ָ ׁ ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַּט ֵּמא ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ו
״מזּוֹבוֹ
ִ :לוֹמר
ַ  ַּת ְלמ ּוד,ְס ִפ ַירת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה
ימד ַﬠל זָ ב
ֵּ  ִל,וְ ָס ַפר״ – ִמ ְקצָ ת זוֹבוֹ וְ ָס ַפר
.ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת ׁ ֶש ָּטעוּן ְס ִפ ַירת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה

And you too should not then be surprised that this zav, although
he renders a surface designated for lying and a surface designated for
sitting ritually impure, he does not require a count of seven clean
days to become purified. Therefore, the verse states: “From his emission, then he shall count,” meaning that even a partial zav is obligated in the mitzva of: Then he shall count. This teaches concerning
a zav who experienced two emissions, that he too requires a count
of seven clean days.

 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ַהאי:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ב
ּ
ֵ
י
ב
ּ
ֵ
ר
ַ
מ
ְ
ִּד
״מזּוֹבוֹ״
ִ
,יה זָ ב ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת
ּ
יה זָ ב
ִ ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ַהאי
ּ ״מזּוֹבוֹ״ דִּ ְמ ַמ ֵﬠט ֵ ּב
?ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת

Rav Pappa said to Abaye: What is diﬀerent about this verse that
states: “From his emission,” which is interpreted to include a zav
who experienced two emissions in the obligation to count seven
clean days; and what is diﬀerent about that verse that states: “From
his emission,” which is interpreted to excludeN a zav who experienced two emissions from the obligation to bring an oﬀering? Why
is the identical term interpreted once as inclusionary and once as
exclusionary?

 ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ַהאי ְל ַמעו ֵּטי:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 וְ ִכי.ֵיה
ְ ׁ הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא – ִל
ּ יש ּתוֹק ְק ָרא ִמ ּינ
וֹמ ֶרת יוֹם ְּכנֶ גֶ ד
ֶ  ָא ְתיָ א ִמדִּ ינָ א – ׁש:ימא
ָ ֵּת
.יח יוֹם ּת ִוֹכ

Abaye said to him: If it enters your mind to say that this instance of
the term: “From his emission,” comes to exclude a zav who experienced two emissions from the obligation to count seven clean days,
let the verse remain silent and omit the term, as there would have
been no basis to include a zav who experienced two emissions in that
halakha. And if you would say that this can be inferred logically, a
woman who observes a day for a day will prove that there is no
correlation between ritual impurity transmitted to a surface designated for lying and a surface designated for sitting, and the obligation
to count seven clean days.

HALAKHA

A woman who observes a clean day for one day
or two days that she experiences a discharge –
וֹמ ֶרת יוֹם ְּכנֶ גֶ ד יוֹם
ֶ ש:ׁ A lesser zava, who observes a
clean day for one or two days of discharge, also
renders vessels impure through contact, and transmits ritual impurity to a surface designated for lying
and a surface designated for sitting, rendering them
a primary source of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:1–2).
NOTES

What is diﬀerent about this verse…which is
interpreted to include…and what is diﬀerent about that verse…which is interpreted to
exclude – …ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ַהאי…דִּ ְמ ַר ֵ ּבי…ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ַהאי
דִּ ְמ ַמ ֵﬠט: This does not mean that the term: From
his emission, could be understood inclusively or
exclusively, as in both possibilities suggested by
the Gemara it is exclusionary. According to one
possibility, it comes to exclude a zav. According to
the other possibility, it comes to minimize the number of emissions required, thereby increasing the
number of those who enter under the rubric of zav.
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HALAKHA

A quarantined and a confirmed leper – צוֹרע מו ְּס ָ ּגר
ָ ְמ
וּמו ְּח ָלט: The halakhot of a quarantined leper and a confirmed leper are equal with regard to their impurity;
however, the quarantined leper is not obligated to
let his hair grow wild and to rend his garments. The
only diﬀerence between the purification process of a
quarantined leper and that of a confirmed leper is that
the confirmed leper must shave the hair on his entire
body and bring the birds (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Tzara’at 10:10).

״מזּוֹבוֹ״
ִ יה
ּ ָ  ַהאי ִמ:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
יכ ּתוֹב ְק ָרא ״וְ ִכי
ְ וְ ל ֹא ִמ ִּנגְ עוֹ – ִאם ֵּכן ִל
?״מזּוֹבוֹ״ ָל ָּמה ִלי
ִ ,יש ּתוֹק
ְ ׁ יִ ְט ַהר ַהזָּ ב״ וְ ִל
ימד ַﬠל זָ ב ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ִאיּוֹת ׁ ֶש ָּטעוּן
ֵּ ִל
.ְס ִפ ַירת ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה

צוֹרע
ָ צוֹרע מו ְּס ָ ּגר ִל ְמ
ָ מתני׳ ֵאין ֵ ּבין ְמ
.ימה
ָ יﬠה ו ְּפ ִר
ָ מו ְּח ָלט ֶא ָּלא ּ ְפ ִר

And if you would say that this term: From his emission, is needed to
derive a diﬀerent exclusion, i.e., that he counts seven days when he is
clean from his emission and not from his leprosy and therefore it
was necessary to write this term, that is not so. As if it were so, then
let the verse write: “And when the zav is cleansed” and let the verse
remain silent and omit the term, and it would have been clear that
even one aﬄicted with leprosy counts seven clean days once he is
cleansed from his emission. Why then do I need the term: From his
emission? Rather, it must be understood as an inclusionary term that
teaches concerning a zav who experienced two emissions, that he
too requires a count of seven clean days.

mishna

The diﬀerence between a quarantined leper,
i.e., one examined by a priest who found his
symptoms to be inconclusive, and who must therefore remain in
isolation for a period of up to two weeks waiting to see if conclusive
symptoms develop; and a confirmed leper,HN i.e., one whose symptoms were conclusive and the priest declared him an absolute leper,
is only with regard to letting the hair on one’s head grow wild and
rending one’s garments. A confirmed leper is obligated to let the
hair on his head grow wild and rend his garments; a quarantined
leper is not.N

ְ ֵאין ֵ ּבין ָטהוֹר ִמ ּתוֹךְ ֶה ְס ֵ ּגר ְל ָטהוֹר ִמ ּתוֹךThe diﬀerence between a leper purified from quarantine, whose
: ֶה ְח ֵלט ֶא ָּלא ִּתגְ ַל ַחת וְ צִ ּ ֳפ ִריםsymptoms never became conclusive, and a leper purified from a
state of confirmed leprosy is only with regard to shaving the hair on
all his body and bringing birds as a purification oﬀering, which are
obligations incumbent only upon the confirmed leper.
ּח ]וְ טו ְּמ ָאה[ – זֶ ה גמ׳ ָהא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ׁ ִשילּ ו
.וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין

ֵּ ְמנָ ָהנֵי ִמ
ילי? דְּ ָתנֵי ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר
 ״וְ ִט ֲהרוֹ ַה ּכ ֵֹהן:יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ יִ צְ ָחק ַק ֵּמ
– ִמ ְס ּ ַפ ַחת ִהיא וְ ִכ ֶ ּבס ְ ּבגָ ָדיו וְ ָט ֵהר״
ּ ָ ימה דְּ ֵמ ִﬠ
.יק ָרא
ָ יﬠה ו ְּפ ִר
ָ ָטהוֹר ִמ ּ ְפ ִר

gemara

The Gemara infers that with regard to the
matter of expulsion, from all three camps in
the encampment of the Israelites in the desert and from the walled
cities in Eretz Yisrael, and the ritual impurity of a leper: Both this,
the quarantined leper, and that, the confirmed leper, are equal.N

The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The
Gemara answers: It is as Rav Shmuel bar Yitzĥak taught in a baraita
before Rav Huna. It is written with regard to a leper who was purified
from quarantine: “The priest shall pronounce him clean: It is but
a scab, and he shall wash his clothes and be purified [vetaher]”
(Leviticus : ). The word vetaher is not in the future tense, which
would indicate that from that point he is purified; it is rather in the
present tense, indicating that at the outset, even before the priest’s
pronouncement, he was pureN in the sense that he was exempt from
the initial obligation of letting the hair on his head grow wild and
rending his garments, as those obligations are incumbent exclusively
upon the confirmed leper.
NOTES

A quarantined and a confirmed leper – צוֹרע מו ְּס ָ ּגר וּמו ְּח ָלט
ָ מ:ְ
There are additional diﬀerences between these two statuses of
leper that are not mentioned in the mishna, but are suggested
elsewhere. Here too, the opinion of the Rashba and Ritva that
despite the phrasing of the mishna, it does not presume to enumerate all of the diﬀerences between the categories in question,
applies.

birds and sprinkle its blood. Then the leper shaves all the hair on
his body and on the eighth day, he brings a special purification
oﬀering.

With regard to the matter of expulsion…both this and that are
equal – ּח…זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין ל ִﬠנְיַ ן ׁ ִשילּ ו:ְ The Meiri asks: If that is the case,
what is the meaning of the term: Quarantined? If it is meant literally, the understanding would be that he must be quarantined in
The halakhot of the leper – צוֹרע
ָ דִּ ינֵי ְמ: The halakhot of the leper a specific place. The explanation is that perhaps the quarantined
are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus, chapters 13–14) and the Mishna leper is required to remain quarantined in a house outside the
in tractate Nega’im. Essentially, one who detects a leprous lesion three camps. The ge’onim explain that the term musgar does not
on his skin goes to a priest, who quarantines him for seven days. mean quarantined; it means that they would frame the lesion
If the lesion has grown darker, he is pure, and if it has not, he is with paint, in order to ascertain at the end of the week whether
quarantined for an additional seven days. If the lesion did not or not it had spread.
grow, he is pure. If it spread, he is a confirmed leper.
ּ ָ טהוֹר ֵמ ִﬠ:ָ Rashi explains that
The impurity of the leper is a severe impurity. Not only is it pro- At the outset he was pure – יק ָרא
hibited for him to enter places that are sacred, it is also prohibited this is derived from the term veyit’har, which is descriptive: After
for him to enter walled cities, and he must remain outside the he immerses and washes his clothes, he is pure. In contrast, the
three camps. He renders items ritually impure through contact term vetaher is present perfect, meaning that he remains pure.
and through lifting, and he renders impure the contents of a However, the Rid disagrees, and explains that vetaher means from
house that he enters. When the lesion heals, the leper brings two this point forward. Therefore, it would mean that he is completely
birds, a cedar branch, and a hyssop, and they slaughter one of the pure in the sense that he had never been impure at all.
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 ַ ּג ֵ ּבי זָ ב, ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה:יה ָר ָבא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to him: However, if that is so, i.e., that vetaher means that
 ״וְ ִכ ֶ ּבס ְ ּבגָ ָדיו וְ ָט ֵהר״ ָה ָתם ַמאי: דִּ ְכ ִתיבone is somewhat pure at the outset, then with regard to a zav, as it
ּ ָ  וְ ָט ֵהר ֵמ ִﬠis written: “And he shall wash his clothes, and bathe his flesh in
?יכא
ָּ יק ָרא ִא
running water, and he shall be clean [vetaher]” (Leviticus : ),
there, what sense of: And he shall be clean, at the outset is there
in that case? Up until that point, the zav was ritually impure in every
sense.
 ָטהוֹר ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס: ֶא ָּלאRather, vetaher means that he is now pure from rendering earthNH
 ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ָה ַדר ֲחזֵ י ל ֹא ְמ ַט ֵּמא, ְ ּב ֶה ֵיסטenware vessels impure through movement. There is a halakha
– ﬠ  ְל ַמ ְפ ֵרthat a zav renders a vessel impure if he causes it to be moved, even
though he did not come into direct contact with it, even if the opening of the vessel is smaller than a fingerbreadth. The verse teaches
that once the zav is purified through counting and immersion, he
no longer renders vessels impure in that manner. The novelty here
is that even if he then experiences another emission, he does not
render the vessels impure retroactively. This emission is unrelated
to the previous emissions. Therefore, upon experiencing the emission, the zav is not retroactively considered to have been ritually
impure the entire time, even after immersion. Rather, since he
counted seven clean days and immersed, the legal status of this
latest emission is that of a new emission.
]ה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא
ָ  ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ָטהוֹרHere too, with regard to the leper, vetaher means that the quaran![יאה ְל ַמ ְפ ֵר ַﬠ
ָ  ְ ּב ִבtined leper is now pure from retroactively rendering the contents
of a house impure by his entrance into the house. If someone
with inconclusive symptoms of leprosy was quarantined and then
declared ritually pure, and subsequently conclusive symptoms of
leprosy developed, he is not considered to have been a leper from
the time of the original quarantine, in which case the contents of
any house he entered from that point would be rendered impure
retroactively. Rather, once he was purified, he was absolutely pure.
These subsequent conclusive symptoms are unrelated to the previous inconclusive symptoms. Therefore, the proof adduced by Rav
Shmuel bar Yitzĥak is no proof.
ּﬠ ֲא ׁ ֶשר  ״וְ ַה ָ ּצרו: ֵמ ָה ָכא,ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
,ּבוֹ ַה ֶּנגַ ע״ – ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָ ה ְ ּבגוּפוֹ
יָ צָ א זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָה ְ ּבגוּפוֹ ֶא ָּלא
.ְ ּביָ ִמים

Rather, Rava said that the halakha that a quarantined leper is
exempt from the obligation to let his hair grow and to rend his
clothing is derived from here. It is written: “And the leper in whom
[bo] the plague is, his clothes shall be rent, and the hair of his head
shall grow wild” (Leviticus : ), indicating that only one whose
leprosy is dependent on the state of his body, in whom the plague
is, is obligated to let his hair grow wild and to rend his garments.
This excludes that leper whose leprosy is not dependent solely on
the state of his body, but rather on the passage of days, as he is
obligated to wait seven days.

״כל יְ ֵמי
ָּ  ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֲא ׁ ֶשר ַה ֶּנגַ ע ּבוֹ יִ ְט ָמא״ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ
ּ ְּתל ּויָ ה ְ ּב ג ּופוֹ ה ּוא דְּ ָט ע ּון ׁ ִש
,ח יל ּו
וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָ ה ְ ּבגוּפוֹ – ֵאין ָטעוּן
.ּח ׁ ִשילּ ו

Abaye said to him: However, if that is so, then also with regard to
the verse: “All the days during which the plague shall be in him
[bo] he shall be impure” (Leviticus : ), say one whose leprosy
is dependent on the state of his body requires expulsion from the
camp, and one whose leprosy is not dependent solely on the state
of his body, but rather on the passage of days, does not require
expulsion.

 ֵאין: ָה ִכי נַ ִמי – וְ ָהא ָק ָתנֵי:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
צוֹרע מו ְּח ָלט
ָ צוֹרע מו ְּס ָ ּגר ִל ְמ
ָ ֵ ּבין ְמ
ּח  ָהא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ׁ ִשילּ ו,ימה
ָ יﬠה ו ְּפ ִר
ָ ֶא ָּלא ּ ְפ ִר
!יאה – זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין
ָ ו ְּל ַט ּמוּיֵ י ְ ּב ִב

And if you would say: Indeed that is so, but isn’t it taught in the
mishna: The diﬀerence between a quarantined leper and a confirmed leper is only with regard to letting the hair on one’s head
grow wild and rending one’s garments? And it is inferred that with
regard to the matter of expulsion and the capacity of a leper to
render impure the contents of a house by entry into the house,
both this, the quarantined leper, and that, the confirmed leper,
are equal.

NOTES

Now pure from rendering earthenware vessels impure
through movement – יסט
ֵ טהוֹר ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס ְ ּב ֶה:ָ
The Rambam rules in accordance with this opinion, meaning that after immersion the zav will render impurity
retroactively if he again sees an emission on that day.
However, the immersion is eﬀective, as it prevents the
zav from rendering earthenware vessels impure through
movement retroactively. Since that form of impurity is
unique to the zav and is alluded to in the previous verse,
it is specifically from that impurity that he is purified. Some
question why the Rambam does not issue a similar ruling
with regard to the impurity caused to the contents of a
house that the leper enters, as that is also impurity unique
to the leper (Rishon LeTziyyon).
HALAKHA

Now pure from rendering earthenware vessels impure
through movement – יסט
ֵ טהוֹר ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס ְ ּב ֶה:ָ
Once a zav and a zava immerse on the seventh day of
their impurity, they no longer render earthenware vessels
impure through movement. Even if they experienced an
additional emission, they render impurity retroactively
only to a surface designated for lying and a surface designated for sitting (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei
Mishkav UMoshav 5:9).

״כל יְ ֵמי״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ָּ  ״יְ ֵמי״:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to him: There is a diﬀerent source for the obligation to
.ּח צוֹרע מו ְּס ָ ּגר ְל ׁ ִשילּ ו
ָ  ְמexpel the quarantined leper from the camp. The verse could have
stated: The days during which the plague shall be upon him. Instead
the verse states: All the days, to include a quarantined leper in the
obligation of expulsion from the camp, like a confirmed leper.
: פרק א׳ דף ח. Megilla . Perek I . 8b
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NOTES

One whose leprosy is dependent on healing – ִמי
ש ָ ּצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָ ה ִ ּב ְרפוּאוֹת:
ֶ ׁ In the Jerusalem Talmud, this is
derived from the language of the verse: “This shall be the
law of the leper on the day of his purity” (Leviticus 14:2).
The obligation to bring an oﬀering is incumbent upon a
leper who is purified in one day, one who is healed of his
leprosy. A quarantined leper must wait seven days, even
if the lesion heals before the conclusion of that period.
The diﬀerence between Torah scrolls and phylacteries
and mezuzot – בין ְס ָפ ִרים ִל ְת ִפ ִּלין ו ְּמזוּזוֹת:ּ ֵ The later authorities (Rishon LeTziyyon and others) comment that there
are many additional diﬀerences between the halakhot
of phylacteries and the halakhot of a Torah scroll. The
Rashba and Ritva explain that despite the phrasing of
the mishna, it does not presume to enumerate all of the
diﬀerences between the categories in question (Rabbeinu
Yehonatan; Meiri).

 ִּתגְ ַל ַחת וְ צִ ּ ֳפ ִרים ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא,ִאי ָה ִכי
 ֵאין ֵ ּבין ָטהוֹר ִמ ּתוֹךְ ֶה ְס ֵ ּגר:ל ֹא? דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
וֹך ֶה ְח ֵלט ֶא ָּלא ִּתגְ ַל ַחת
ְ ְל ָטהוֹר ִמ ּת
!וְ צִ ּ ֳפ ִרים

The Gemara asks: If that is so, what is the reason that a quarantined
leper is not obligated in shaving the hair on all his body and bringing birds as a purification oﬀering as part of his purification process?
As it teaches in the mishna: The diﬀerence between a leper purified from quarantine, whose symptoms never became conclusive,
and a leper purified from a state of confirmed leprosy, is only
with regard to shaving the hair on all his body and bringing birds
as a purification oﬀering.

 וְ יָ צָ א ַה ּכ ֵֹהן ֶאל: ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ִמחוּץ ַל ַּמ ֲחנֶ ה וְ ִה ֵּנה נִ ְר ּ ָפא נֶ גַ ע ַה ָ ּצ ַר ַﬠת״
 יָ צָ א זֶ ה,ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָ ה ִ ּב ְרפוּאוֹת
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָצ ַר ְﬠ ּתוֹ ְּתלוּיָ ה ִ ּב ְרפוּאוֹת ֶא ָּלא
.ְ ּביָ ִמים

Abaye said that the verse states: “And the priest shall go out of
the camp, and the priest shall look, and behold, if the plague of
leprosy is healed in the leper” (Leviticus : ), then the purification
process that includes shaving and bringing birds commences. This
indicates that these halakhot apply to a confirmed leper whose
leprosy is dependent on healing,N to exclude that leper whose
leprosy is not dependent solely on healing but rather on the
passage of days. Even if his symptoms are healed, he is pure only at
the conclusion of the seven days of quarantine.

HALAKHA

Phylacteries and mezuzot – ת ִפ ִּילין ו ְּמזוּזוֹת:ְּ Phylacteries
and mezuzot may be written only in Ashurit (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 1:19).
A Hebrew verse in the Bible that one wrote in Aramaic
translation – מ ְק ָרא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָתבוֹ ַּת ְר ּגוּם:ִ The scroll on which an
Aramaic verse is written in Hebrew, or a Hebrew verse
is written in Aramaic, or a verse is written in the ancient
Hebrew script, does not render the hands impure. It does
so only if the scrolls are written in Ashurit, on parchment,
with ink (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTumot 9:7).

mishna

The diﬀerence between Torah scrolls, and
מתני׳ ֵאין ֵ ּבין ְס ָפ ִרים ִל ְת ִפ ִּלין ו ְּמזוּזוֹת
phylacteries and mezuzot,NH in terms of
,ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ַה ְּס ָפ ִרים נִ ְכ ָּת ִבין ְ ּב ָכל ָל ׁשוֹן
the manner in which they are written, is only that Torah scrolls
 ו ְּת ִפ ִּלין ו ְּמזוּזוֹת ֵאינָ ן נִ ְכ ָּתבוֹת ֶא ָּלאare written in any language, whereas phylacteries and mezuzot
. ַא ׁ ּשו ִּריתare written only in Ashurit,B i.e., in Hebrew and using the Hebrew
script.
 ַאף:אוֹמר
ֵ
יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלRabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Even with regard to Torah
 ַ ּב ְּס ָפ ִרים ל ֹא ִה ִּתיר ּו ׁ ֶשיִּ ָּכ ְתב ּו ֶא ָּלאscrolls, the Sages permitted them to be written only in Greek.
: יְ וָ ונִיתTorah scrolls written in any other language do not have the sanctity
of a Torah scroll.
תוֹפ ָרן ַ ּב ִ ּג ִידין ו ְּל ַט ֵּמא ֶאת
ְ גמ׳ ָהא ְל
.ַהיָּ ַדיִ ם – זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ׁ ָשוִ ין

:״ו ְּס ָפ ִרים נִ ְכ ָּת ִבין ְ ּב ָכל ָל ׁשוֹן״ וכו׳
 וְ ַת ְר ּגוּם, ִמ ְק ָרא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָתבוֹ ַּת ְר ּגוּם:ּו ְּר ִמינְ הו
 ו ְּכ ָתב ִﬠ ְב ִרי – ֵאינוֹ,ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָתבוֹ ִמ ְק ָרא
 ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ְכ ְּת ֶבנּ ּו ִ ּב ְכ ָתב,ְמ ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַהיָּ ַדיִ ם
! ו ִּב ְדיוֹ, ַﬠל ַה ֵּס ֶפר,ַא ׁ ּשו ִּרית

gemara

The Gemara infers that with regard to the
matter of stitching the sheets of parchment
with sinews, and with regard to rendering the hands of one who
touches them impure, both this, Torah scrolls, and that, phylacteries and mezuzot, are equal. The Sages issued a decree rendering the
hands of one who touches sacred scrolls impure with second-degree
ritual impurity.

The mishna stated: Torah scrolls are written in any language. And
the Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita: A Torah scroll
containing a Hebrew verse in the Bible that one wrote in Aramaic
translation,H or a verse written in Aramaic translation that one
wrote in the Hebrew of the Bible, or either that was written in
the ancient Hebrew script and not in Ashurit, renders the hands
impure only if one writes it in Ashurit script, on a parchment
scroll, and in ink. Apparently, contrary to the mishna, a scroll
written in a language other than Hebrew is not sacred.

; ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: This is not diﬃcult.

BACKGROUND

Ashurit – א ׁ ּשו ִּרית:
ַ The Hebrew script currently in use is called
by the Sages: Ashurit, in contrast to the ancient Hebrew script
[Ivrit] used by the Samaritans. The Sages disagreed as to why
the script is called Ashurit. Some explained that it is because
the Jews brought it with them when they returned from the
Babylonian exile, which included Assyria. Others explain that it is
from the word happiness [osher] or directness [yosher], meaning
an esthetic, straightforward script. The ancient Hebrew script is
still used by Samaritans today. The image depicts a street sign
from Holon, Israel, which has a Samaritan community. The top
line of the sign is written in Ashurit and the bottom line in Ivrit.
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Street sign with ancient Hebrew script

