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reason that the Merciful One writes: “You may not eat” (Deuter-
onomy 12:17), to establish the consumption of second-tithe produce
outside Jerusalem as a prohibition.

The Gemara challenges: But still, it is a general prohibition, as all
three types of second tithe are included in a single command. The
Gemara explains: If so, that one receives only one set of lashes, let
the verse say: You may not eat them within your gates, as a previous
verse already stated “your tithes” (Deuteronomy 12:11). Why do I
need the verse to specify: “The tithe of your grain, of your wine,
and of your oil”? This serves to designate a prohibition and the
punishment of lashes for the consumption of each and every type
of produce.

§ Rabbi Yitzhak says: One who eats bread, parched grain, and
fresh stalks" before the omer offering has been sacrificed is flogged
with three sets of lashes, as it states: “And you shall eat neither bread,
nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks until this day itself, until you
have brought the offering of your God; it s a statute forever through-
out your generations in all your dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). The
Gemara raises a difficulty: But one is not flogged for transgressing
ageneral prohibition. The Gemara answers: Itis different here, as
the verses are superfluous; the verse did not need to specify these
three types of grain products.

The Gemara tries to ascertain which terms are superfluous. Let the
verse say “bread,” and we will derive the halakha of parched grain
and fresh stalks from that of bread. The Gemara questions this
suggestion: This derivation can be refuted: What is unique about
bread? Itis unique in that it has an increased obligation with regard
to halla, which is separated only from the dough of bread, not from
parched grain and fresh stalks not made into dough.

The Gemara further suggests: Let the verse write only “parched
grain,” and let it not write bread or fresh stalks, and we will derive
the halakha of bread and fresh stalks from that of parched grain. The
Gemara responds: The halakha of bread cannot be derived from
that of parched grain due to the fact that parched grain is in its
unadulterated form, whereas bread is not in its unadulterated
form, i.e., it has been fully processed, and therefore it can be main-
tained that only produce that has not been changed is prohibited
before the omer. Likewise, the halakha of fresh stalks cannot be
derived from that of parched grain due to the fact that parched
grain has an increased obligation with regard to meal offerings, as
the omer meal offering is of parched grain, whereas fresh stalks do
not have an increased obligation with regard to meal offerings.

The Gemara further suggests: Let the verse write only “fresh stalks,”
and we will derive the halakha of bread and parched grain from
that of fresh stalks. The Gemara responds: This derivation can be
refuted: What is unique about fresh stalks? They are unique in that
they have not changed from their original state at all. The Gemara
states: Clearly, the halakha of two of these types cannot be derived
from the halakha of any one of the others. But let us derive the
halakha of one of them from the halakha of the other two.

HALAKHA

One who eats bread, parched grain, and fresh stalks, etc. —’7:1!41
"o '7m:1 ”77 nn’? One who eats an olive-bulk of bread from the
new produce before the omer offering has been sacrificed, and an
olive-bulk of parched grain, and an olive-bulk of fresh stalks, and was
forewarned separately with regard to each, is liable to receive three
sets of lashes. Although the prohibition: “And you shall eat neither

have brought the offering of your God” (Leviticus 23:14), is a general
prohibition, there is a tradition that each of these items is considered
a separate prohibition with regard to the liability to receive lashes,
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 103, and see Radbaz there, and
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 18:3).

bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks until this day itself, until you
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The Gemara elaborates: Let the verse not write bread, and let us
derive its halakha from that of parched grain and fresh stalks. The
Gemara responds: This derivation can be refuted: What is unique
about parched grain and fresh stalks? They are unique in that rela-
tive to bread, which has been fully processed, they are in their
unadulterated form. The Gemara suggests: Let the verse not write
fresh stalks, and let us derive its halakha from the halakha of bread
and parched grain. The Gemara responds: This derivation can be
refuted: What is unique about bread and parched grain? They are
unique in that they have an increased obligation with regard to
meal offerings.

The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yitzhak could say to you: Let the
verse not write parched grain, and let us derive its halakha from
the halakha of bread and fresh stalks. What would you say to
refute this? If you refute it by saying: What is unique about bread?
It is unique in that it has an increased obligation with regard to
halla, the example of fresh stalks will prove that this is not a deci-
sive factor, as the obligation of halla does not apply to it and yet it
is prohibited before the omer. And if you would refute the deriva-
tion due to the fact that fresh stalks differ from parched grain, as
they have not changed from their original state, the case of bread
will prove that this is not the key factor, as it has changed from its
original state and yet it is prohibited. Therefore, one is flogged for
each type, as the verse is superfluous.

The Gemara objects: But why not say that for the consumption of
parched grain, whose mention is superfluous, one is separately
liable to receive one set of lashes, whereas for eating all the rest of
them, i, bread and fresh stalks, one is liable to be flogged with
only one set of lashes, as they are prohibited by a general prohibi-
tion? The Gemara explains: If so, and the halakha of parched grain
is unique, let the verse write: Bread, fresh stalks, and parched
grain; alternatively, let it write: Parched grain, bread, and fresh
stalks. Why does it write the example of parched grain in between
the others? This is what the verse is saying: One who eats bread is
liable to receive the punishment given for eating parched grain,
and likewise one who eats fresh stalks is liable to receive the
punishment given for eating parched grain.

§ Rabbi Yannai says: A verbal analogy® should never be lightly
regarded in your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet
for consuming meat of an offering that was sacrificed with the
intent to consume it after its appointed time [ piggul]" is one of
the fundamental principles of the Torah, and the verse taught it
only through a verbal analogy.

The Gemara explains that this is as Rabbi Yohanan says that Zavda
bar Levi teaches: It is stated there, with regard to meat of an offer-
ing left over after the appointed time for its consumption [notar]:
“But everyone who eats it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 19:8),
and it is stated here, with regard to intent to consume an offering
after its appointed time: “And the soul that eats it shall bear his
iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18). Just as there the punishment for eating
notar is karet, so too here, the punishment for eating piggul is karet.

BACKGROUND

Verbal analogy — mw m: This is a fundamental talmudic prin-
ciple of biblical interpretation, appearing in all standard lists of
exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase appears in two
places in the Torah, and a certain halakha is stated in one of these
places, one may infer on the basis of a verbal analogy that the
same halakhot apply in the other case as well. Consequently, the
inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on verbal,
rather than conceptual, similarity. For example, the Torah states
that those convicted of certain types of sorcery “shall be put to
death; they shall stone them with stones; their blood shall be upon

them” (Leviticus 20:27). Since this verse uses the expression “Their
blood shall be upon them” when speaking of death by stoning, the
Talmud infers by verbal analogy that in all cases where this expres-
sion is used, capital punishment should be inflicted by stoning.
Usually, inferences can be drawn through verbal analogy only if
the identical word or phrase appears in both of the verses being
compared, although a verbal analogy may occasionally be drawn
even if the words being compared are not identical, provided that
their meanings are similar.

HALAKHA

Piggul, etc. = "> 545'9: With regard to any offering
that was rendered piggul, i.e., it was sacrificed with
the intent to consume it after its appointed time, one
who intentionally eats an olive-bulk of it is liable to
receive karet. If he did so unwittingly he must bring a
sin offering. Itis a tradition that the verse: "And if any
of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings is
at all eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted,
neither shall it be imputed unto him who sacrifices
it; it shall be an abhorred thing, and the soul that eats
of it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), is referring
to one who intends at the time of its sacrifice that
it should be eaten on the third day (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:2 and Kesef
Mishne there).
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Rabbi Simai says: A verbal analogy should never be lightly
regarded in your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet
for consuming notar," from which it is derived that one is punished
with karet for partaking of piggul, is one of the fundamental prin-
ciples of the Torah, and the verse taught it only through a verbal
analogy.

What is this verbal analogy? One derives by verbal analogy of the

word “sacred” in Leviticus and the word “sacred” in Exodus that

the verse: “But everyone who eats it shall bear his iniquity,” is dis-
cussing notar. This verse states: “But everyone who eats it shall

bear his iniquity, because he has profaned the sacred thing of the

Lord” (Leviticus 19:8), and it is written: “You shall burn the left-
overs [notar] in fire; they are not to be eaten, for they are sacred”
(Exodus 29:34). Just as the verse in Exodus is referring to notar, the

same is true of the verse in Leviticus.

Abaye says: A verbal analogy should never be lightly regarded in
your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet for engaging
in intercourse with one’s daughter born from the woman he raped
is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah," and the verse
taught it only through a verbal analogy.

Abaye elaborates: This is as Rava says: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi
said to me that this halakha is derived by a verbal analogy between
the unusual form “they [henna)” and “they [henna),” written with
regard to the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with one’s
daughter born from the woman he raped. As it is written: “The
nakedness of a woman and her daughter...you shall not take her
son’s daughter, or her daughter’s daughter, to uncover her naked-
ness: They [henna] are near kinswomen” (Leviticus 18:17). And it is
stated: “The nakedness of your son’s daughter, or of your daughter’s
daughter; for they [henna] are your own nakedness” (Leviticus
18:10). This latter verse is interpreted as referring to one’s grand-
daughter from the woman he raped (see Yevamot 97a). The verbal
analogy teaches that although one’s daughter from the woman he
raped is not mentioned in the verse, she too is included with one’s
granddaughter, just as a daughter and a granddaughter are equated
in Leviticus 18:17.

Furthermore, the punishment for this transgression of intercourse
with one’s daughter from the woman he raped is derived from a
verbal analogy between: “It is lewdness” (Leviticus 18:17), which is
written with regard to engaging in intercourse with both a woman
and her daughter, and the same term “lewdness” that appears else-
where, which teaches that the transgressor is liable to be put to death
by burning. As it is stated: “And if a man take with his wife also her
mother, it is lewdness; they shall be burnt with fire, both he and
they” (Leviticus 20:14). This teaches that death by burning is the
punishment for engaging in intercourse with both a woman and her
daughter, and the same applies to intercourse with one’s daughter
from the woman he raped, due to the verbal analogy of henna and
henna linking the two cases.

Rav Ashi says: A verbal analogy should not be lightly regarded
in your eyes, as the list of those who are liable to be put to death
by stoning is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah, and
the verse taught it only through a verbal analogy.

Notar — 35i2: With regard to one who eats an olive-bulk of a
sacrificial animal’s flesh that was left over after the appointed time
forits consumption, if he did so intentionally he is liable to receive
karet, and if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin offering
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:10).

Intercourse with one’s daughter born from the woman he
raped is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah —
70 9% 177 17 inDuKn A3 If one engaged in licentious

HALAKHA
intercourse with a woman and she bore him a daughter, that
girl is forbidden to him as his daughter. Although the Torah does
not state: You shall not uncover the nakedness of your daughter,
nevertheless, as it prohibits one’s daughter’s daughter, it did not
mention the daughter herself. This prohibition applies by Torah
law, not rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 2:6; see Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:2 and Sefer HaMitzvot,
prohibition 336).
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This is as it is taught in a baraita that it is stated here, with regard
to engaging in intercourse with specific relatives: “Their blood shall
be upon them” (Leviticus 20:11-16), and it is stated with regard
to a necromancer and a sorcerer: “Their blood shall be upon
them” (Leviticus 20:27). Just as there, the verse specifies that a
necromancer and a sorcerer are executed by stoning, so too here,
with regard to one who engages in intercourse with those relatives,
they are executed by stoning.

§ The mishna’s list of prohibitions for whose unwitting violation
one must bring a sin offering includes one who blends the anoint-
ing oil" according to the specifications of the oil prepared by Moses
in the wilderness (see Exodus 30:22-33). The Sages taught in a
baraita: One who blends the anointing oil to learn how it was
prepared or to transfer it to the community for them to use in the
Temple is exempt. But if he blends the anointing oil in order to
apply it to his body he is liable. And one who applies" to his body
the oil prepared by another is exempt, because he is liable for
applying the oil to his body only if he uses the anointing oil that
was prepared by Moses alone, in accordance with the verse: “Or
whoever puts any of it upon a stranger” (Exodus 30:33), which is
referring to that specific oil.

The Master said earlier: One who blends the anointing oil to learn
how it was prepared or in order to transfer it to the community
for them to use in the Temple is exempt. The Gemara asks: From
where do we derive this? The Gemara answers: This is derived via
averbal analogy from the term: “Its composition” (Exodus 30:32),
written with regard to the oil and the term: “According to its com-
position” (Exodus 30:37), written with regard to the incense. And
itis written with regard to the incense in that verse: “You shall not
prepare for yourselves,” from which it is inferred that it is incense
prepared for yourselves that is prohibited, but if one prepares it
to transfer it to the community" he is exempt. With regard to
the anointing oil as well, one who blends it to transfer it to the
community is exempt.

The Gemara objects: But in light of this verbal analogy, let the case
ofincense return and let us derive it from that of the anointing oil:
Justas with regard to the anointing oil, when one blends it in halves,
i.e, not all the specified amount at once, he is exempt, so too, with
regard to the incense, when one blends it in halves he should be
exempt. Why, then, does Rava say: In the case of incense that one
blended in halves," he is liable, whereas with regard to anointing
oil that one blended in halves," he is exempt?

HALAKHA

One who blends the anointing oil — jpwi ny owan: With
regard to one who blends the anointing oil according to the
exact specifications and the precise measure of the oil prepared
by Moses in the wilderness, if he did so intentionally he is liable
to receive karet; if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin
offering. This applies only if he blended it in order to apply it to a
person’s body, but if he did so to learn how it was performed or
to give it to others he is exempt, as stated in the baraita (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:4).

And one who applies - 7om: With regard to one who applies an
olive-bulk of the anointing oil, whether he applied it to himself
or to others, if he did so intentionally he is liable to receive karet;
if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin offering. One is
liable only for applying the anointing oil prepared by Moses, as
stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik-
dash 1:5-6).

To transfer it to the community - 1%::';"7 1'1?17:'?: If one prepared
incense to learn how it was prepared or to transfer it to the
public, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik-
dash 2:10).

Incense that one blended in halves - g Anwsw mvp: With
regard to one who prepares incense from the eleven substances
stated to Moses at Sinai and in accordance with the weight men-
tioned in the Torah, even if he did not prepare the entire amount
but only one-half or one-third, if he did so intentionally he is
liable to receive karet; if he acted unwittingly he must bring a
fixed sin offering, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Kelei HaMikdash 2:9).

Anointing oil that one blended in halves — pfgl:l'? nwsY Y
One who blends anointing oil in order to apply it is liable only
if he prepared it according to the exact specifications and the
precise measure of the oil prepared by Moses in the wilderness.
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:4).
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BACKGROUND

Pure myrrh [mor deror] - 7177 7: Rav Se‘adya Gaon,
followed by the Rambam, identifies the moras musk
perfume. Most commentaries maintain it refers to
myrrh, mira in Aramaic, murru in Akkadian, and simi-
larly in Greek and Latin. Myrrh was known in ancient
times throughout the entire region of the Middle
East. It was extracted from the resin of trees of the
Commiphora genus, which grow in West Africa and
eastern India, one of the most common of which
is the C. myrrha. Myrrh was also used for medicinal
purposes, as well as in Egypt for embalming.

Some claim that the name mor alludes to its
bitter, mar, taste. As for deror, Targum Onkelos
translates it as pure. Others early commentaries
explain similarly that it is an expression of freedom
(see Leviticus 25:10), i.e,, a substance released from
admixture and impurities (Rabbeinu Yona Ibn Janah;
Radak).

Myrrh trees

Cassia [kidda) - m1p: In the Septuagint, kidda is
translated as cassia, which accords with the state-
ments of Targum Onkelos and the commentaries on
the Torah. This apparently refers to Cinnamomum
cassia, a tall tree whose height extends up to 10 m,
native to East Asia, where it is grown for its bark,
flower buds, and the oil that is extracted from it. The
Ramban (Commentary on the Torah, Exodus 30:24)
identifies it as the Indian tree Aquilaria agallocha, a
tall tree with a wide trunk that contains very fragrant
sap. Josephus writes that it is the iris. The Iris foren-
tina, a species of iris, is used to produce perfume.

Aromatic cinnamon [kinnemon besem] — 123p
owa: Many commentaries identify this as the bark
of the cinnamon tree, similar to cassia. This tree s
from the Lauraceae family, found in tropical regions,
including India. It grows up to a height of 10 m and
was well known in Eretz Yisrael in the mishnaic
period. Some say it refers to a similar tree with a dif-
ferent thickness of bark. Others claim the reference
is to the outer and inner barks of that tree: The outer
barkis called kinnamon while the inner bark is called
kaneh, calamus, as it curls up and has the appear-
ance of a stick [kaneh] during its drying process. The
Ramban holds that kinnamon is Andropogon nardus,
afragrant plant from the Graminae family. This plant
grows in eastern Asia, but there are similar, rare spe-
cies that grow in Eretz Yisrael.
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The Gemara answers that Rava could say to you: With regard to
the anointing oil it is written: “Neither shall you prepare any like
it according to its composition” (Exodus 30:32), which indicates
that it is oil prepared precisely like it that is prohibited, but with
regard to preparing half of it, one may well do so. By contrast, with
regard to incense, as it is written: “And the incense that you shall
prepare, according to its composition you shall not prepare for
yourselves” (Exodus 30:37), which teaches that any act of preparing
of this incense is prohibited, as it is possible to burn a portion, half
of the maneh that must be prepared, in the morning, and a portion
in the afternoon.

§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The anointing oil contains pure
myrrh® weighing soo shekels," cassia® of 500 shekels, aromatic
cinnamon® of 500 shekels, and aromatic calamus of 250 shekels. It
is found that all of them together amount to 1,750 shekels.

The Gemara expresses surprise at the statement of the baraita: Does
the tanna come to teach us the tally? Why is it necessary for the
baraita to state the sum of the amounts? The Gemara answers that
this is difficult for the tanna: Since the verse states: “And of aro-
matic cinnamon half so much, two hundred and fifty, and of aro-
matic calamus two hundred and fifty” (Exodus 30:23), one might
say that the weight of aromatic calamus is like that of aromatic
cinnamon: Just as half of the amount of aromatic cinnamon is two
hundred and fifty, so too, the verse means that half of the amount
of aromatic calamus is two hundred and fifty, which would mean
that the sum total is two thousand.

The Gemara asks: But why not say that it is indeed so, that the total
weight of calamus is five hundred? The Gemara answers: If so, let
the verse write: And of aromatic cinnamon and of aromatic cala-
mus half so much and half so much, two hundred and fifty. The
fact that the verse employs the term “half so much” only with regard
to cinnamon indicates that their weights were different.

Rav Pappa said to Abaye: When one weighs these substances,
does he weigh the ingredients with a slight surplus,” so that they
tip the scales, or does he weigh the ingredients with precision?
Abaye said to him that the Merciful One writes: “Of each there
shall be a like weight” (Exodus 30:34), which indicates a precise
measure, and you say it is possible that one weighs the ingredients
with a surplus? The Gemara raises a difficulty: But doesn’t Rabbi
Yehuda say: The Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of
surpluses” that should be added. Evidently, there is a surplus
involved in these measures.

HALAKHA

With a slight surplus, etc. - 11375713: Moses prepared the anoint-
ing oil in the wilderness in the follovvmg manner: He took a weight
of five hundred holy shekels from each of myrrh, cinnamon, and
cassia, and two hundred and fifty of calamus. When the Torah states:

Pure myrrh weighing five hundred shekels — nixn wnr 7177

The Rambam writes with regard to myrrh, mor: Mor s the congealed

blood of an Indian undomesticated animal, which is a well-known

spice used by people everywhere (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik-
dash 1:3). He is referring to musk. The Ra'avad comments: | do not
accept that they would bring into the Sanctuary the blood of any
undomesticated animal in the world, certainly not that of a non-
kosher undomesticated animal (see Ramban's Commentary on the
Torah, Exodus 30:23).

NOTES

“And of aromatic cinnamon half so much, even two hundred and
fifty” (Exodus 30:23), it means that this cinnamon is weighed twice,
each time by two hundred and fifty shekels (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:2).

The Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of surpluses —
NiYI2T LTI KIT I ITRT: Some explain: God knows the amount
of reward He will give to those who add a surplus (Shita Mekubbetzet,

citing Kuntres). Alternatively, it means that God knows the Jews

add a surplus of their own when they weigh for the Sanctuary, and

therefore He did not find it necessary to command them to so do

(Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak). Others explain: God

knows exactly how much surplus should be added, but did not
require one to weigh out this precise amount (Rabbeinu Gershom

Meor HaGola).
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Rather, one certainly weighs with a surplus, and this is what Rav
Yehuda says: With regard to aromatic cinnamon, why does one
bring half of its total of five hundred, i.e., two hundred and fifty
at one time, and two hundred and fifty at one time? Since its
entire amount is five hundred, let him bring five hundred all at
once. Conclude from the fact that one brings aromatic cinnamon
at two separate times that there is a surplus involved in this
measure, i.e., one must add a little each time he weighs the cinna-
mon, and the Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of
surpluses.

The Gemara asks: But according to Rav Yehuda’s opinion, what is
the meaning of the phrase: “Of each there shall be a like weight”?
Ravina said: It means that one should not place a weight of one
ingredient against the weight of another ingredient and weigh in
this manner. In other words, after weighing one of the ingredients
one may not weigh another ingredient against that one; rather, each
ingredient must be weighed independently against the scales.

The Sages taught in a baraita: How did they prepare the anointing
oil that Moses prepared in the wilderness? They would cook the
roots of the spices in it; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda.
Rabbi Yosei said to him: But that amount of oil is not sufficient
even to apply to the roots,? as they would absorb the oil; how, then,
could the roots be cooked in it? Instead, how did they act? They
brought the roots and boiled them" in water and the fragrant
substance would rise to the top, and one poured the anointing oil
on the water,® and the oil would absorb the fragrance and retain it,
and later he removed the oil [vekipeho]* from off the top and place
it in its flask. This is how the anointing oil was prepared.

Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Yosei:

BACKGROUND

That amount of oil is not sufficient even to apply to the

roots — P PN PP ]ﬂD’?z As the Gemara enumerates here,

the total weight of the roots was 1,750 shekels. Opinions are
divided as to the exact weight of the biblical shekel. According
to the gebnim and the Rambam it was equivalent to 14.2 g, while
according to Rashi it was 11.75 g. Therefore, according to the
Rambam the total weight of the roots comes to 24.850 kg, while
according to Rashi, it comes to 20.562 kg. Although there is a
range of opinion with regard to the size of the log, and therefore
twelve log of oil could be between 3.6 and 7.2 £, it is clear that
according to all opinions this quantity of oil was insufficient to
pour over all the roots.

They brought the roots and boiled them, etc. — Wi AR
=) nw’ww How did Moses prepare the anointing oil? First,
he ground each substance separately, and then mixed all the
required species in clear water until the fragrance was extracted
in the water. Afterward he placed a hin of olive oil on the water

HALAKHA

One poured the anointing oil on the water — e rn’w Py
AR This method of Rabbi Yosei's, which the Rambam rules
is the halakha, is the accepted manner over the generations
for creating aromatic oils, even to this day. One cooks or soaks
in water the plant from which the fragrance is extracted. At

this stage the odor-producing agent, generally an etheric oil,

becomes concentrated and emerges. Since it weighs less than
the water it floats on top. One then spreads any type of oil over
the water so that the fragrant substance is absorbed in it. This
type of compound of fragrant oil is used for various perfumes.

until it absorbed all the fragrance from the spices, and then
cooked it all on the fire until the water dissipated and only the
oil remained. This oil was placed in a flask where it was kept for
use over the generations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 1:2).

LANGUAGE
Removed it [kipeho] - in2*p: Apparently, the verb kapah is
used here in a similar manner to kafa, meaning to remove
the uppermost layer that covers an item from above, e.g.,
from a cooked dish or a congealed dish. Here too, it means
to remove the layer of oil that is floating above the water.



Perek I
Dafs Amudb

BACKGROUND
Log - a19: This is the basic liquid measure used by
the Sages. It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs,
one-quarter of a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a se.
A range of modern opinions estimates this volume at
300-600 ml.

Seven days of inauguration — o 2 nyaw: This
term refers to the week of preparation after the con-
struction of the Tabernacle was complete. During these
days the structure and its utensils were sanctified for
service, as were Aaron and his sons. The Tabernacle was
raised on the first day of the Hebrew month of Nisan in
the second year following the exodus from Egypt. For
seven days prior to that, from the twenty-third to the
twenty-ninth of Adar, Aaron the High Priest and his
sons entered the courtyard of the Tabernacle. There the
men and the items were anointed with the specially
prepared oil. Offerings were sacrificed to mark the
consecration of the Tabernacle. On each of the seven
days Moses assembled the structure, immersed the
men in a ritual bath, and dressed them in their priestly
vestments.

LANGUAGE
Numerical value [gimatriya] — x¢ywms: Derived from
the Greek yewpetpia, geometria, which means mea-
surement or calculation in general, although the term
was later designated for a specific type of calculation,
geometry. In rabbinic literature it refers also to math-
ematical calculations in general, although it is most
commonly used with regard to tabulating the numeri-
cal values of the letters in a word.
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And was just one miracle performed with the anointing oil? But
many miracles were performed with it, from its initial prepara-
tion to its end. He explains: Its initial preparation was only the
measure of twelve log,® and even so the Tabernacle and its vessels
were anointed with it, and likewise Aaron and his sons were
anointed with it all the seven days of inauguration,® and High
Priests and kings were anointed with it throughout the genera-
tions, and yet despite the reduction in the amount of oil during its
preparation process, as well as its multiple uses throughout history,
it all remains intact for its use in the future.

Rabbi Yehuda adds that this is as it is stated: “This [zeh] shall be
asacred anointing oil to Me throughout your generations” (Exo-
dus 30:31). The word zeh has a numerical value [bigimatriya]" of
twelve, which teaches that the original twelve log of oil that existed
at the outset are extant throughout all the generations. If so, i.e., if
such miracles were performed in connection with the oil, it is no
wonder that its initial preparation was miraculous.

The Sages taught in a baraita: “And Moses took the anointing oil,
and anointed the Tabernacle and all that was in it and sanctified
them” (Leviticus 8:10). Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to the
anointing oil that Moses prepared in the wilderness, many
miracles were performed with it, from its initial preparation to
its end. Its initial preparation was only twelve log; consider how
much of it a cauldron absorbs from what is cooked inside it, and
how much of it the roots of the plants absorb, how much of it
the fire burns, and yet the Tabernacle, and its vessels, and Aaron,
and his sons were all anointed with it all seven days of the
inauguration.

The baraita adds: And High Priests and kings were anointed with
it and even a High Priest, the son of a High Priest, requires
anointing with the oil. But one does not anoint a king, the son
of a king. And if you say: If so, for what reason did they anoint
King Solomon, who was the son of King David? It was due to the
dispute" over the throne instigated by his older brother Adonijah,
who attempted to usurp the monarchy. And similarly Joash, son of
Ahaziah, was anointed king (see 11 Kings 11:12) due to the threat of
Athaliah, his paternal grandmother, who attempted to seize the
monarchy for herself (11 Kings 11:1-3). And Jehoahaz, son of Josiah,
was anointed as king (11 Kings 23:30) due to the competition from
Jehoiakim, his brother, who was two years older than his brother,
i.e., Jehoahaz. Ordinarily the older brother succeeds the father, but
Jehoahaz was more worthy of the throne.

HALAKHA

And High Priests and kings were anointed with it, etc. — i3
=) n’:'7m n"?ﬁ'u ouii2meny: Only High Priests, a priest anointed
for war, and kmgs from the house of David are anointed with
the anointing oil. Even a High Priest who is the son of a High
Priest requires anointing, notwithstanding the fact that his father
was anointed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash

17, 412).

Due to the dispute — n71’7nu n8n: A king who is the son of a
king is not anointed, as the monarchy is inherited. Nevertheless,
if there was a dispute involved in the succession, the chosen king
is anointed in order to remove the controversy and publicize that
this individual is the king. The halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 111 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim
UMilhemoteihem 1:7, 11-12).
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The Gemara clarifies several aspects of this baraita. The Master said
earlier: And even a High Priest, the son of a High Priest, requires
anointing. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this hala-
kha? It is derived from a verse, as it is written: “And the anointed
priest that shall be in his stead from among his sons” (Leviticus
6:15). Let the verse say merely: The priest that shall be in his stead
from among his sons. What is taught by the addition of the term

“anointed”? This teaches us that even when the new High Priest

is from among the sons of the previous High Priest, only that
priest who is anointed with oil is the High Priest, but if he is not
anointed with oil he is not the High Priest.

The Master said earlier: But one does not anoint a king, the son

of a king. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this hala-
kha? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said that this is as it is written: In order

that he may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and his sons, all

the days in the midst of Israel (see Deuteronomy 17:20). The men-
tion of a king’s sons teaches that the kingdom is an inheritance,"™

which does not need to be confirmed by anointing.

The baraita further taught: And for what reason did they anoint
King Solomon? Due to the dispute over the throne instigated by
his older brother Adonijah. The Gemara asks: From where do we
derive that in a situation where there is a dispute the new king
requires anointing, and the current king cannot simply grant the
kingship as an inheritance to whomever he desires? Rav Pappa
said that the verse states: “He and his children in the midst of
Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:20). At a time when there is peace in
Israel" the monarchy transfers smoothly to the king’s son, but not
when there is a dispute.

It was taught in a baraita: Also Jehu, son of Jehoshaphat, son of
Nimshi, was anointed by Elisha the prophet only due to the dis-
pute with Joram, son of Ahab, who was the incumbent king,
against whose reign Jehu rebelled (see 11 Kings 9:1-6). The Gemara
asks: Why is it necessary to state this reason? Let the tanna of the
baraita derive that Jehu required anointing due to the fact that he
was the first king of his lineage, as Jehu was not the son of a king.
The Gemara answers: The baraita is incomplete, and this is what
itis teaching:® One anoints the kings of the house of David with
the anointing oil, but one does not anoint the kings from the
kingdom of Israel. And if you say: For what reason did Elisha
anoint Jehu, son of Jehoshaphat, son of Nimshi? This was due to
the dispute with Joram, son of Ahab.

The Master said earlier: One anoints the kings of the house of
David with the anointing oil, but one does not anoint the kings
of Israel. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha?
It is derived from a verse, as it is written with regard to the anoint-
ing of David: “Arise, anoint him; for this is he” (1 Samuel 16:12).
This king, i.e., any king from the house of David, requires anoint-
ing, but another king, i.e., from the kingdom of Israel, whose kings
were not descendants of the house of David, does not require
anointing.

NOTES

He and his sons all the days teaches that the kingdom is an
inheritance — &1 71Ny OV 77; W w3 This indicates that, in
contrast to the position of a king, the position of High Priestis not an
inheritance, which is why the son of a High Priest requires anointing.
The commentaries likewise write with regard to the High Priest: Itis
not given to him as an inheritance but because he is found worthy
by God (Meiri). Others maintain that the position of the High Priest
is an inheritance, as is every appointment of authority over the
community (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:20; see
Hatam Sofer, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 12).

Ata time when there is peace in Israel - Y3 obww i The
commentaries explain: This is not comparable to property inheri-
tance. Rather, the monarchy is a privilege granted to the king from
the people for their benefit. Therefore, whenever the appointment
is against the wishes of the people or a significant portion of them,
the right of inheritance is nullified and the appointment of a king
is handed over to the entire community, via their spiritual leaders,
i.e, the Sanhedrin (Responsa Mishpetei Uziel, Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
Dea 42).

HALAKHA

It is an inheritance — &1 7@ When a king is
anointed he acquires the monarchy for himself and
his sons forever, as it is stated: “In order that he
may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and his
sons in the midst of Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:20). If
the heir to the throne was a minor when the king
passed away, the monarchy is kept for him until he
grows, as Jehoiada did for Joash. Sons also inherit
the position of the High Priest or any position of
authority over the Jewish people (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:20 and Sefer Shofe-
tim, Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 1:7; Shulhan
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 245:22).

BACKGROUND

The baraita is incomplete and this is what it is
teaching — 2np *>m ®BMM *1EM: This method
of explanatlon is often found in the Gemara. The
addition introduced by the Gemara is an elabo-
ration upon that which is written in the baraita,
based on various difficulties raised in the Gemara
that render the presented formulation incoherent
or inconsistent with another authoritative source.
The addition provides the necessary clarification.

191X P10 KARETOT - PEREK I SB 4§



BACKGROUND

Pure balsam [afarsema dakhya] - w137 XRDIOK:
According to many scholars, afarsema ‘which
is the same as the tzori that is mentioned in the
Torah, is identified with balsam. This is apparently
the Commiphora opobalsamum, a bush or short
tree, 3-5 m in height. The tree has extremely thin
branches, complex leaves, and small, white flowers.

The highest-quality balsamic perfume is sap that
drips in small amounts from the ends of the stems.
However, a more efficient means of extracting the
essence of the plantis by boiling the branches. After
a certain period of time, the water mixed with the
sap evaporates, leaving a sticky residue that can
be used for medicinal purposes, as incense, or as
fragrant oil.

During the Second Temple period, the finest
balsam grew in the Jordan Valley. It was so highly
valued that it was literally worth its weight in gold.

Balsam leaves and twigs

HALAKHA
With pure balsam oil - 37 x979%3: Only kings
from the house of David are anointed with the
anointing oil. Kings of Israel were anointed with
balsam oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik-
dash 1:7, 11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim
UMilhemoteihem 1:10).

Filled the place of his fathers — vniax oipn NE?;{::
When a king or anyone who holds a position of
authority over the Jewish people dies, his son is
established in his place, with the elder son getting
precedence. This applies if the son is worthy of
fulfilling his father's place with respect to wisdom
and fear of God (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 1:11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim
UMilhemoteihem 1:10).
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The Master said earlier that Jehu was anointed due to the dispute
with Joram. The Gemara asks: And due to the dispute with Joram,
son of Ahab, will we misuse consecrated property by anointing
someone unnecessarily with the anointing oil, which is called “a
sacred anointing oil” (Exodus 30:31)? After all, kings of the king-
dom of Israel do not require anointing. The Gemara answers: This
is as Rav Pappa said with regard to Jehoahaz: They anointed
him with pure balsam® oil," rather than with the anointing oil.
Here too, Elisha anointed Jehu with pure balsam oil, not the
anointing oil.

It was further stated in the baraita: And Jehoahaz, son of Josiah,
was anointed due to the competition from Jehoiakim, his brother,
who was two years older than him. The Gemara asks: And was
Jehoiakim in fact older than Jehoahaz? But isn’t it written: “And
the sons of Josiah: The firstborn Johanan, the second Jehoiakim,
the third Zedekiah, the fourth Shallum” (1 Chronicles 3:15); and
Rabbi Yohanan says: The one who is called Johanan in that verse
is also called Jehoahaz, and the one who is called Zedekiah is the
same as the one called Shallum. If so, Jehoahaz is the eldest son,
not Jehoiakim. Why, then, was it necessary to anoint Jehoahaz?

The Gemara answers: Rather, Jehoiakim was actually older than
Jehoahaz. And why does the verse call Jehoahaz the firstborn?
This is referring to the fact that Jehoahaz was the firstborn with
regard to the monarchyj i.e., he became king first. The Gemara
asks: And do we establish the younger son as king before the
older son? But isn’t it written with regard to Jehoshaphat: “And
he gave the kingdom to Jehoram, because he was the firstborn”
(11 Chronicles 21:3)? The Gemara answers: Jehoram was one who
filled the place of his fathers," i.e., he was fit to serve as king, and
therefore as he was firstborn he received the kingship, whereas
Jehoiakim was deemed unworthy of the honor, despite being the
oldest among his brothers.

The Master said earlier: The one who is called Shallum is also
called Zedekiah. The Gemara objects: But the Torah counts
these individuals in a row, i.e., one after the other, as 1 Chronicles
3:15 mentions the first, second, third, and fourth sons. This indi-
cates that they are different people. The Gemara answers: Shallum
and Zedekiah are in fact one and the same, and what is the reason
the verse calls Zedekiah the third? The reason is that he is
third of the sons, i.e., the third in order of birth. And what is the
reason the verse calls Shallum the fourth? The reason is that he
is fourth to the kingship, because Jeconiah reigned before
him. How so? Initially Jehoahaz reigned, and afterward Jehoia-
kim reigned, and afterward Jeconiah reigned, and afterward
Zedekiah reigned. Accordingly, Zedekiah, called Shallum, was
fourth to the kingship.

The Sages taught in a baraita: The one who is called Shallum is
also called Zedekiah, and why was he called Shallum? Because
he was perfect [shalem] in his good deeds. Alternatively, he was
called Shallum because in his days the kingdom of the house of
David was completed [shalam], as he was the last king in the
Davidic dynasty. And what was his true name? Mattaniah was his
name, as it is stated: “And the king of Babylonia made Matta-
niah, his father’s brother, king in his stead, and changed his
name to Zedekiah” (11 Kings 24:17).

The baraita explains: Why did the king of Babylonia, Nebuchad-
nezzar, call him by the name Zedekiah? The reason is that Nebu-
chadnezzar said to him: God will justify [ yatzdik] the judgment

over you if you rebel against me, as it is stated with regard to

Nebuchadnezzar and Jehoiachin: “And brought him to Babylon”
(11 Chronicles 36:10), and with regard to Zedekiah it is stated:

“And he also rebelled against King Nebuchadnezzar, who had

made him swear by God” (11 Chronicles 36:13).
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§ The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the statement that
Jehoahaz was anointed: And was there anointing oil in the days of
Jehoahaz? But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Yoma 2:15) that
from when the Ark was sequestered, along with it was sequestered
the jar of manna that was next to it (see Exodus 16:33), and the
flask of the anointing oil, and Aaron’s staff with its almonds and
blossoms (see Numbers 17:23).

The baraita continues: And also sequestered with the Ark was the

chest that the Philistines sent as a gift to the God of Israel after

they captured the Ark and were stricken by several plagues, as it is

stated: “And put the jewels of gold that you return to Him for a

guilt offering, in a coffer by its side, and send it away that it may go”
(1 Samuel 6:8). And who sequestered the Ark? Josiah, king of Judah,
sequestered it, as it is stated: And the king said to the priests: Put

the sacred Ark in the house that Solomon, the son of David, king of
Israel, built (see 11 Chronicles 35:3).

And Rabbi Elazar says: How do we know that all these items needed
to be sequestered together with the Ark? The halakha that the jar of
manna was to be kept with the Ark is derived through a verbal anal-
ogy between the words “there” and “there.” The word “there” is
stated with regard to the Ark: “Where I will meet with you there”
(Exodus 30:6), and it is also stated with regard to the manna: “And
put there” (Exodus 16:33).

The halakha that the anointing oil was to be kept together with the
Arkis derived through a verbal analogy between the words “genera-
tions” and “generations.” This term is stated with regard to the jar
of manna: “To be kept throughout your generations” (Exodus 16:33),
and also with regard to the anointing oil: “This shall be a sacred
anointing oil to Me throughout your generations” (Exodus 30:31).

Finally, the halakha that Aaron’s staff was to be kept together with
the Ark is derived through a verbal analogy between the terms “to
be kept” and “to be kept.” This term is stated with regard to the jar
of manna, and also with regard to Aaron’s staff: “To be kept there, for
a token against the rebellious children” (Numbers 17:25). All these
items, which are connected through these verbal analogies, including
the anointing oil, were kept by the side of the Ark, and therefore they
were sequestered together with the Ark. If so, how was Jehoahaz
anointed with the anointing oil? Rav Pappa said: They did not
anoint Jehoahaz with the anointing oil, but with pure balsam.

§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One anoints the kings by placing
the oil around the head in a shape similar to a crown, and one
anoints the High Priests by placing the oil upon the head in the
shape similar to chi. In explanation of this statement, Rav Menashya
says: It is placed in a shape similar to the Greek letter chi," which
looks like the letter X. It is taught in one baraita: First, one pours
oil on the head of the High Priest, and afterward one places oil
between his eyelashes. And it is taught in another baraita: First,
one places oil between his eyelashes, and afterward one pours oil
on his head. The baraitot contradict each other.

The Gemara explains: This is a matter of dispute between tanna’im,
as there is a tanna who says: Anointing between his eyelashes is
preferable to pouring on the head and therefore comes first, and
there is a tanna who says that pouring on the head is preferable to
anointing between his eyelashes, and therefore comes first. What is
the reasoning of the one who says that pouring on the head is
preferable? As it is stated: “And he poured of the anointing oil
upon Aaron’s head and anointed him to sanctify him” (Leviticus
8:12), which indicates that pouring is first, followed by anointing.
And as for the one who says that anointing between his eyelashes
is preferable to pouring on the head and precedes it, he holds that
anointing is preferable in that its use is increased, i.e., it is performed
on the service vessels, whereas pouring is not mentioned with
regard to the service vessels.

LANGUAGE

Chi - %3: The shape of this letter, X, is not found
in the Hebrew alphabet, and therefore the Sages
explained the manner of the application of the
anointing oil by means of the Greek letter. Over
the generations, when Greek was no longer in
use and when very few people knew the Greek
script, various other shapes were suggested. These
include an inverted letter kaf (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:9), an inverted letter nun
(Rashi's commentary on Exodus 29:2), and the let-
ter tet (Rashi on Menahot 74b; Rabbeinu Gershom
Meor HaGola).
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BACKGROUND

Gihon - 1im: Hezekiah's tunnel leads from the
Gihon Spring to the Siloam pool.

yo.

Aqueduct leading to the Siloam pool
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But according to the opinion that
anointing is preferable, isn’t it written: “He poured,” and ulti-
mately: “He anointed” (Leviticus 8:12)? The Gemara explains
that this is what the verse is saying: What is the reason for “he
poured”? This action was made possible due to the fact that he
had already: “Anointed him to sanctify him.” In other words, the
pouring came after the anointing, which is the primary act.

The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “It is like the
precious oil upon the head descending upon the beard; the
beard of Aaron, that descends upon the collar of his garments”
(Psalms 133:2). Two drops of anointing oil shaped like pearls
hung from Aaron’s beard. Rav Kahana says it is taught: When
Aaron would speak his beard would move, and these drops would
miraculously rise and sit on the roots of his beard, so that they
would not fall to the ground. And with regard to this matter
Moses, our teacher, was concerned, thinking: Perhaps, God
forbid, I misused the anointing oil by pouring too much, which
resulted in these two additional drops.

A Divine Voice emerged and said: “It is like the precious oil
upon the head, descending upon the beard; the beard of Aaron,
that descends upon the collar of his garments, like the dew of
the Hermon that comes down upon the mountains of Zion”
(Psalms 133:2-3). This comparison serves to teach: Just as the

Hermon’s dew is not subject to misuse of consecrated property,
as itis not consecrated but can be used by all, so too, the anointing

oil that descends upon Aaron’s beard is not subject to misuse

of consecrated property.

And still Aaron himself was concerned, thinking: Perhaps
Moses did not misuse consecrated property but I misused
the oil, as the additional oil is on my body and I derive benefit
from it. A Divine Voice emerged and said to him: “Behold how
good and how pleasant it is for brothers to dwell together in
unity” (Psalms 133:1). Just as your brother Moses did not misuse
consecrated property, so too, you did not misuse consecrated

property.

§ The Gemara cites a baraita which discusses the anointing of
kings. The Sages taught: One may anoint kings only next to a
spring. This is done as a fortuitous sign, so that their kingdom
should continue uninterrupted just as the waters of the spring
flow uninterrupted throughout the year. As it is stated with regard
to the coronation of Solomon in the days of King David: And the
king said to Benaiah: Take with you the servants of your lord,
and cause Solomon my son to ride upon my own mule, and bring
him down to Gihon.® And let Zadok the priest and Nathan the
prophet anoint him there king over Israel (see 1 Kings 1:33-34).
The Sages derived from here that all kings should be anointed near
a spring.

Parenthetical to this matter of performing an act as a fortuitous
sign, the Gemara cites that which Rav Ami says: One who
desires to know if he will live through this current year or not
should bring a lit candle during those ten days between Rosh
HaShana and Yom Kippur and hang it in a house through which
wind does not blow, and he should watch it carefully: Ifits light
continues he shall know that he will live out his year.

And one who desires to conduct business and wants to know
if his business will succeed or not should raise a rooster. If the
rooster gets fat and beautiful he shall know that the venture
will succeed.

This one who wishes to leave on a journey and wants to know
whether he will return to his home should enter a dark house.
Ifhe sees
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the reflection [bavua]' of a reflection of his reflection he shall
know that he will return and come to his home. The Sages say
about this: And this is nothing, i.e., one should not practice these
divinations, as perhaps he will become despondent if he does not
see the positive sign and his fortune will turn bad, and this itself
will result in his failure.

Abaye said: Now that you have said that a sign is a substantial
matter, a person should be accustomed to eat, at the start of the
year," gourd,® fenugreek,®leeks, beets,® and dates, as each of these
grow and multiply quickly, which is a good omen for the deeds of
the upcoming year.

With regard to positive omens, Rav Mesharshiyya said to his sons:

When you want to go to study in the presence of your teacher,
initially study the mishnayot and then ascend before your teacher.
And when you sit before your teacher, see your teacher’s mouth,"

asitis stated: “And your eyes shall see your teacher” (Isaiah 30:20).
And when you learn a halakha, learn near a source of flowing water,
as just as the water flow continues, so too, your learning should

continue.

LANGUAGE

Reflection [bavua] — m¢122: Linguists believe this word is
an alternate form of the biblical expression bavat ayin (see
Zechariah 2:12), which means both pupil [ishon] of the eye and
child, as an ishon also means a small man [ish]. This is similar
tothe Arabic §s5s, bubu’, and has parallels in other languages,
e.g, the Latin pupilla, an orphaned girl. The term bavua was
originally used to refer to the reflection of a figure in one’s
eye, and eventually became used more generally to refer to
any reflection of an image, e.g., in water or from a mirror.

HALAKHA ————
To eat at the start of the year - xnw W'ﬁ;*p’?: One should
accustom oneself to eat foods on Rosh HaShana whose
names allude to goodness and blessings, as a good omen,
as stated by Abaye. Upon eating fenugreek [rubbiyya) one
should recite: May it be Your will that our merits increase
[yirbul. For leeks [karti], one recites: May it be Your will that
our enemies be cut off [yikhretu). For beets [silka): That our
enemies be removed [yistalku]. For gourd [kara]: That our
sentence be torn [yikra] and our merits read [yikaru] before
You. The commentaries add that there is a custom to eat a
sweet apple dipped in honey (Rema, citing Tur), with the
recitation: That You renew us for a sweet year (Abudirham),
and this is an accepted practice. Some eat pomegranates
and recite: May it be Your will that our merits increase like
the pomegranate. The Mordekhai adds that it is also custom-
ary to eat fatty meats and an array of sweet foods (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 583:1).

See your teacher’s mouth - 113317 H*pﬂb'? a1 When teach-
ing his students, a rabbi should sit at the head with the
students surrounding him like a crown, so that they can
all see and hear their teacher. This is in accordance with
Rav Mesharshiyya's instruction to his sons (Rambam Sefer
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
De'a 246:9, and see Beur HaGra there).

BACKGROUND

Gourd [kara] - x1p: Also called the bottle gourd or Lagenaria
vulgaris, the kara is a leafy summer vegetable. Usually it grows
extended on the ground, but at times it is trellised on trees. The
greenish-white gourd produced by the plant is 40-50 cm long
and 25-30 cm wide and shaped like a jug or a bottle. The young
fruit is generally eaten cooked and its seeds are commonly
consumed alongside dessert.

-\

v

-
-
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Fenugreek [rubbiyya] — x#a: According to Rashi, rubbiyya is
the same as tiltan. In the language of the Sages, tiltan refers to
what is today called fenugreek, Trigonella foenum-graecum, a
plant less than 1 m in height from the legume family. Its stalks
are hollow and furry, with triangular, light-green leaves and
white flowers. The fruit is contained in thin pods, up to 15 cm in
size, which contain flat seeds roughly s mm in size. Fenugreek is
usually cultivated for its seeds, which are edible and used in the
preparation of many seasonings as well. Its young stalks are also
used as seasoning. It originates from the Mediterranean, but is
now cultivated in many places. In previous eras it was also used
medicinally as a cure for various illnesses; nowadays it is used in
this fashion mainly in the case of animals. In various countries
the stalks of fenugreek are used as fodder as well as fertilizer. The
plantis typically cultivated and is grown in heavy soil, although
a wild strain has also developed in certain regions.

Fenugreek leaves, seeds, and pods

Bottle gourd

Beet leaves

Beets [silka] - KE‘?*;: Beets, Beta vulgaris cicla, are a common,
garden-variety vegetable from the Chenopodiaceae family.
Growing annually, their large, succulent leaves, which reach
15-20 cm in length, are edible and have a similar taste to spin-
ach. Each time a portion of beet leaves are trimmed they grow
back larger. Today, the leaves are also used as bird feed.
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LANGUAGE

Garbage piles [kilkei] - 'p_'?',?: An alternative
version of this word is kik/i. It is an Aramaic word
meaning garbage, a place where one throws
ruined items. The city garbage heap was a field
in the city or to its side, which was mainly used
as a place for throwing junk rather than waste.
Therefore, it was possible that people could be
found there once in a while.

Palaces [apadnei] - 19%: This term, which also
appears in the Bible (Daniel 11:45), is from the Old
Persian apadana. It was also borrowed by other
languages in ancient times, and it means a man-
sion, a fortified house, or an elegant structure.

Fish [gildana] - Ng'-j'?’a: Some maintain this
is from the Greek xeAt8cv, khelidon, whose
meanings include a species of flying fish. In the
terminology of the Sages it is apparently a name
for various types of fish, big and small.

Kutha —wnma: Kutha, or kutah in Hebrew, was a
food used to flavor bread or to whet the appetite.
It was popular in Babylonia, which is why it is
often called Babylonian kutah. It was made from
moldy bread; whey, i.e,, the leftover liquid after
separating cheese from milk; and salt.

NOTES

And not in the palaces of Pumbedita — N’ZI
K137 779K: Rashi explains that this is
because the inhabitants of Pumbedita were
bandits and thieves. Others state that the people
of Pumbedita were not as educated as those
of Mata Mehasya (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor
HaGola).

Itis better to eat rotten fish than kutha which
uproots and tosses rocks [ramei keifei] —
392 077 xrman Yovmb 81 Ky a0k In
similar vein, the Gemara elsewhere states that
Babylonian kutha blocks the heart, blinds the
eyes, and weakens the body (Pesahim 42a).
Some explain that ramei keifei means tall [ram]
and impressive buildings or castles. In other
words, it is better to eat inexpensive fish than
kutha, which is a dish of the wealthy and the
nobility (Rashi on Horayot 12a).
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Rav Mesharshiyya gave his sons additional advice: It is better for
you to dwell on the garbage piles [akilkei]" of the city Mata
Mehasya® and not to dwell in the palaces [apadnei] of the city
Pumbedita."® It is better to eat rotten fish [gildana]' than high-
quality kutha," which uproots and tosses rocks" from their places,
i.e, it is a very spicy, powerful flavoring.

The Gemara further discusses the issue of anointing and good
omens. Hannah said in her prayer after her son Samuel was born:
“And Hannah prayed and said: My heart exults in the Lord,
my horn is exalted in the Lord” (1 Samuel 2:1). The Gemara notes
that Hannah said: “My horn is exalted,” and she did not say: My
jug is exalted. With regard to David and Solomon, who were
anointed with oil from a horn, this was a good omen for them,
and their kingships lasted. But with regard to Saul and Jehu, who
were anointed with oil from a jug, their kingships did not last.

§ The mishna included in its list of those liable to receive karet:
One who blends the incense" according to the specifications of
the incense used in the Temple service, for purposes other than
use in the Temple. The Sages taught in a baraita: One who blends
the incense in order to teach himselfhow to prepare it or in order
to transfer it to the community is exempt from liability. But if
he prepares it in order to smell it he is liable to receive karet, as it
is stated: “He who prepares it in order to smell it shall be cut off
from his people” (Exodus 30:38). And one who actually smells
the incense mixture is exempt from the punishment of karet and
from bringing a sin offering; but he has misused consecrated
property, and is therefore liable to bring a guilt offering if he acted
unwittingly.

The Gemara asks: And is there the prohibition of misuse of con-
secrated property with regard to smell? But doesn’t Rabbi Shi-
mon ben Pazi say that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says in the
name of bar Kappara: With regard to exposure to the sound," or
to the sight, or to the smell of consecrated items, including incense,
these are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated

property?

HALAKHA

One who blends the incense, etc. — 131 NP M owani: One
who blends the incense in order to teach himself how to prepare it
or to transfer it to the community is exempt. If he prepares it in order
to smell it he is liable to receive karet. One who actually smells the
incense mixture has misused consecrated property but he is exempt
from karet, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 2:10).

Mata Mehasya — xyprnxnm: A small town near Sura, Mata Mehasya
was the home of Rav Ashi, and the Talmud was edited there. In later
times, Sura and Mata Mehasya apparently merged, becoming a
single town.

Pumbedita — x712ma: A city on the Euphrates River, northwest of
Neharde’a, Pumbedita was an important center of the Babylonian
Jewish community for many generations. As early as the Second Tem-
ple period Pumbedita was called the Diaspora, as it was considered
the center of Babylonian Jewry. After the destruction of Neharde'a,
some Sages from its academy relocated to Pumbedita, and from
that point on Torah study continued there without interruption until
the end of the geonic period. The Sages of Pumbedita were par-
ticularly known for their acumen. The most prominent heads of the
Pumbedita academy were its founder Rav Yehuda, followed by Rabba,
Rav Yosef, Abaye, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, Rav Zevid, and Rafram bar
Pappa. The Pumbedita academy was very prominent in the geonic
period as well, often overshadowing the academy in Sura. During this
period, the academy was moved from the city of Pumbedita to Bagh-
dad, although it continued to be called the Pumbedita academy. The
last prominent heads of the Pumbedita academy were the renowned
geonim Rav Sherira Gaon and his son, Rav Hai Gaon.

BACKGROUND

Sound, etc. - '1:1'71',7: With regard to sound and sights in the Temple,
and the smell of the incense after the pillar of smoke has risen, one
may not benefit from them ab initio, but if he does so he is exempt,
in accordance with the opinion of bar Kappara. If he smells it while
its pillar of smoke rises, he is liable to receive punishment for misuse
of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:16).

Map of central Babylonia showing location of Mata Mehasya and Pumbedita
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The Gemara answers: With regard to exposure to the smell of the
incense, the following distinction applies: The smell of the incense
that is emitted when the spices are placed on the coals on the altar
is subject to the prohibition, since this is the manner in which the
mitzva is performed. By contrast, the smell emitted after the flame
catches and the column of smoke rises" is not subject to the pro-
hibition of misuse of consecrated property. The reason is that its
mitzva has already been performed, and you have no case in which
an item is at the stage after its mitzva has already been performed
and yet one is liable for its misuse.

The Gemara asks: And why not say that misuse of consecrated
property applies to an item whose mitzva has been already per-
formed? But there is the case of the daily removal of the ashes of
the offerings from the altar, whose mitzva has been performed, as
the offerings have been burnt, and yet one who uses the ashes is
liable for misusing the ashes, as derived from the verse: “And the
priest shall put on his linen garment, and his linen breeches shall he
put upon his flesh; and he shall take up the ashes of what the fire has
consumed of the burnt offering on the altar, and he shall put them
beside the altar” (Leviticus 6:3).

The Gemara answers: This case does not disprove the principle,
since the halakhot of the removal of the ashes" and the priestly
vestments" of white linen worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur
are two verses that come as one, i.e., to teach the same matter, and
there is a principle that any two verses that come as one do not
teach their common aspect to apply to other cases. In other words,
if a halakha is stated twice with regard to two separate cases, this
halakha applies only to those cases. Had the Torah wanted to teach
that this halakha applies to all other relevant cases as well, it would
have mentioned it only once, and other cases would be derived
from there. The fact that two cases are mentioned indicates they are
exceptions.

The Gemara comments: The fact that the Torah mentions this hala-
kha twice works out well according to the opinion of the Rabbis,
who maintain that the priestly vestments worn by the High Priest
on Yom Kippur require interment. But according to the opinion of
Rabbi Dosa, what can be said? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse
states: “And Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting, and shall
take off the linen garments, which he put on when he went into the
sacred place, and he shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23). This
phrase teaches that his vestments require interment. Although
their use for the mitzva has been completed, it is prohibited to derive
benefit from these garments. This is the opinion of the Rabbis.

Rabbi Dosa says: These priestly vestments may no longer be used
by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, but they are fit for use by an
ordinary priest, as they are similar to those worn by ordinary priests
on a daily basis. Rabbi Dosa adds: And what is the meaning when
the verse states: “And he shall leave them there”? This teaches that
the High Priest may not use them on another Yom Kippur. Accord-
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, only one verse teaches there is
misuse of consecrated property with regard to an item that has
already been used for performing its mitzva. Therefore, one should
derive a principle from the verse discussing the removal of the ashes.

HALAKHA

The removal of the ashes — w1 nn: One is liable for mis- The priestly vestments — 1713 733: The vestments of the High
using the ashes of the external altar, whether he did so before  Priest that have worn out require interment, as do the white
or after they were removed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei  vestments he has worn once for the Yom Kippur service, in accor-

HaMikdash 2:14).

dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil-
khot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5).

NOTES

The smell emitted after the flame catches and the col-
umn of smoke rises, etc. — 131 inpn :15:!1'110 MNP
The Gemara in tractate Pesahim (26a) indicates that with
regard to sound and sight there is at least a prohibition
by rabbinic law against performing an action that allows
one to benefit from consecrated property through these
senses. In the Jerusalem Talmud (Sukka 5:3) it is indicated
that this is not a prohibition even by rabbinic law.
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HALAKHA

The blending of the incense, etc. - 151 NYp DW':
The incense comprises eleven ingredients, whose
weights are as follows: Balm, onycha, galbanum, and
frankincense each weigh seventy maneh. Myrrh, cas-
sia, spikenard, and saffron each weigh sixteen maneh.
Costus weighs twelve maneh, aromatic bark three
maneh, and cinnamon nine maneh. This is a total of
368 maneh. How is the incense blended? One brings
nine kav of Kersannah lye, in which one rubs the
onycha, and then soaks the onycha in twenty-one
kav of strong Cyprus wine or very strong, old white
wine. Next, he finely grinds each ingredient on its own.
Finally, he adds a quarter-kav of Sodomite salt, and a
minimum amount of Jordan amber and smoke raiser
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3—5
and Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 8:10).
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The Gemara answers: One cannot derive a general principle from

this case, because the removal of the ashes and the halakha of the

heifer whose neck is broken, from which one may not derive ben-
efit after that rite has been performed, are two verses that come as

one, and any two verses that come as one do not teach their com-
mon aspect to apply to other cases. The Gemara elaborates: What

is the case of the removal of the ashes? As it is taught in a baraita:

The verse states: “And he shall put them beside the altar” (Leviti-
cus 6:3). This teaches that they require interment. What is the case

of the heifer whose neck is broken? As it is taught in a baraita: The

verse states: “And they shall break the heifer’s neck in the valley”
(Deuteronomy 21:4). This teaches that such heifers require

interment.

The Gemara adds: And even according to the one who says that
two verses that come as one do teach their common aspect to
apply to other cases, here they certainly do not teach that misuse
of consecrated property applies to items whose mitzva has been
performed. This is due to the fact that there are two terms indicat-
ing exclusions with regard to these halakhot, limiting this halakha
to those cases. With regard to the removal of the ashes it is writ-
ten: “And he shall putit.” The word “it” teaches that in this particu-
lar case, yes, there is misuse of consecrated property, but with regard
to any other matter this prohibition does not apply. With regard
to the heifer whose neck is broken it is written: “The heifer that
had its neck broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6). The word “the” indi-
cates that with regard to the heifer that had its neck broken, yes,
but with regard to any other matter the prohibition of misuse of
consecrated property does not apply.

§ The Sages taught in a baraita: How is the blending of the

incense" performed? Balm," and onycha," and galbanum, and

frankincense, each of these by a weight of seventy maneh, i.e.,
seventy units of one hundred dinars. Myrrh, and cassia, and spike-
nard, and saffron, each of these by a weight of sixteen maneh.
Costus by a weight of twelve maneh; three maneh of aromatic bark;

and nine maneh of cinnamon. Kersannah lye of the volume of nine

kav; Cyprus wine" of the volume of three se and three more kav,
a half-ses. If one does not have Cyprus wine he brings old white

wine. Sodomite salt is brought by the volume of a quarter-kav.
Lastly, a minimal amount of the smoke raiser," a plant that causes

the smoke of the incense to rise properly. Rabbi Natan says: Also

a minimal amount of Jordan amber."

NOTES

The blending of the incense, balm, etc. - "1 "¥71 NP OW':
This baraita first lists the eleven main ingredients of the incense, by
weight of maneh, which is one hundred dinars, or roughly 400 g.
The total weight is 368 maneh. According to Rashi, this is the sacred
maneh, which was double the regular maneh (see Bekhorot 5a).
Those substances that are listed by volume, i.e., by the kavand sea,
are not the main ingredients of the incense.

Balm and onycha - ig*¥m »1%7: Balm is the nataf, or stacte,
mentioned in Exodus 30:34, while onycha is called shehelet in that
verse. With regard to the source for the requirement to add the
other ingredients, see 6b.

Cyprus [kafrisin] wine — Pp9p »: The translation follows the
opinion that this is referring to the name of a place. Rashi maintains
that this wine is produced from the fruit of the caper [kafrisin].

The smoke raiser - jwy n’?gr;:Th\'s herb was known only to a few
people, in particular the Avtinas family, as mentioned on Yoma
38a. The herb would cause the incense smoke to rise vertically in

a straight line. The smoke raiser was used to fulfill an allusion from
a verse that deals with the Yom Kippur service: “For | appear in the
cloud upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2). The Sages derived from
here that the incense of the entire year must form a cloud over
the Ark. Some later authorities maintain that the smoke raiser is
an essential ingredient in the incense, and one is liable to receive
death at the hand of Heaven for preparing the incense without
it, despite the fact that it is not listed in Exodus 30:35 among the
ingredients of the incense (see Yoma 53a; Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3 and Mishne LaMelekh there).

Jordan amber [kippat hayyarden] - 1117 n*2: Rashi here
explains that this refers to a plant that grows on the banks of the
Jordan River. In his commentary on Bava Kamma 82b, Rashi states
this is a rose with a fragrant odor; see also Siddur Rashi 433. Others
explain it is the excrement of a fish (cited by Shita Mekubbetzet).
The Rambam maintains it is amber. According to some commen-
taries, the amber was also used to rub the onycha, as was the
Kersannah lye (Tosafot).
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And if one placed honey in the incense he has disqualified it, as it
is stated: “For you shall make no leaven, nor any honey, smoke as an
offering made by fire unto the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). If he omitted
any one of its spices" he is liable to receive death at the hand of
Heaven." Rabbi Shimon says: The balm mentioned here is nothing
other than a resin" exuded from the balsam tree, not the bark of
the tree itself. The Kersannah lye mentioned is not part of the
ingredients of the incense itself, but it is necessary as one rubs the
onycha in it so that the onycha should be pleasant. Likewise, the
Cyprus wine is required as one soaks the onycha in it so that it
should be strong. And urine is good for this purpose, but one does
not bring urine into the Temple"" because it is inappropriate.

The Gemara comments: This final ruling supports the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who says with regard to a verse
that discusses the incense: It is sacred, it shall be sacred to you (see
Exodus 30:36-37), that this teaches that all of its actions should be
performed only in the sacred area” of the Temple.

The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Shekalim 4:6):
With regard to one who consecrates all his possessions" without
specifying for what purpose, they are consecrated for Temple main-
tenance. And if among them there were items suitable for use as
communal offerings, which may not be used for the maintenance
of the Temple but only for sacrificial purposes, what is done with
those items to remove their consecration for Temple maintenance
so that they can be properly consecrated for sacrificial use? They are
given to Temple artisans as their wages, and they are thereby
desacralized. They can then be consecrated again for their proper
purpose.

The Gemara analyzes the mishna: These items that are suitable
for use as communal offerings, what are they? If they are domesti-
cated animals and undomesticated animals, the tanna taught the
halakha with regard to them later in that same mishna. Likewise,
if they are wines, oils, and flours, the tanna taught them in that
mishna as well. Rather, is it not referring to incense consecrated by
a private individual? If so, this would mean that one can prepare and
consecrate incense outside the Temple.

NOTES

If he omitted any one of its spices he is liable to receive death
at the hand of Heaven - 7 a»i mnno 5;7; nny e The
same applies if the appropriate measure of any of the ingredients
was lacking (Siddur Rashi 433). Some commentaries maintain one
is liable only for omitting the eleven main ingredients (Beit Yosef
on Orah Hayyim 583). It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud (Yoma
4:5) that if one did not place salt in the incense, or if he omitted
the smoke raiser, he is likewise liable to receive death at the hand
of Heaven. The Mishne LaMelekh addresses this at great length on
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3.

The Sefer HaHinnukh (110) writes that one is liable to receive
death at the hand of Heaven merely for preparing the incense in
this manner, whereas the Rambam contends he is liable to receive
death at the hand of Heaven only for burning such incense (see
Exodus 30:9). The commentaries note that the Torah does not
explicitly mention death at the hand of Heaven for this transgres-
sion (see Mahari Kurkus and Radbaz). According to some, the
liability to receive death at the hand of Heaven applies only on Yom

Kippur when the High Priest enters the Holy of Holies, as indicated
by the verse: “That he come not at all times into the holy place
within the veil, before the Ark Cover which is upon the ark; that
he will not die” (Leviticus 16:2). The reason is that if the incense is
improperly prepared the High Priest’s entrance is considered to be
for naught. It is possible that the halakha with regard to incense
all year round is derived from that of Yom Kippur (Siddur Rashi,
based on Yoma 53a).

One does not bring urine [mei raglayim] into the Temple — px
W’g[»;:'y nﬁp_ ¥ 1PoM31: Some commentaries maintain this is not
referring to actual urine but to waters of a spring that were called
by this name because they were foul (Siddur Rashi). Alternatively,
the expression mei raglayim, which literally means waters of
the feet, refers to the fact that the priests would wash their feet
in those waters (Siddur Roke'ah). Another explanation is that it
refers to a type of plant by this name (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing
Tosafot).

HALAKHA

If he omitted any one of its spices — '7;)_3 nny e
7mnp: If one placed any amount of honey in the
incense he has disqualified it, and if he burns this
incense in the Sanctuary he is liable to receive lashes. If
he omitted any one of its spices, he is liable to receive
death at the hand of Heaven, as this is considered a
foreign incense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh
HaKorbanot 2:8 and Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 5:2; see
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:25).

The balm mentioned here is nothing other than a
resin, etc. - ") MY N'?t___c 0% *¥7: The nataf men-
tioned in the Torah (Exodus 30:34) is a resin exuded
from the wood of the resinous balsam tree. The
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the first
tanna, not Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:4, and see Kesef
Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there).

One does not bring urine into the Temple - px
wpnb o1 m pousn: Urine may not be brought
into the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh
HaKorbanot 8:10).

All of its actions should be performed only in the
sacred area — &7pa N’?t___c i §5 meyn '7;: All aspects
of the blending of the incense must be performed
inside the Temple courtyard, and the ingredients
belong to the Sanctuary. One who blends the incense
from non-sacred ingredients or in a non-sacred vessel
has disqualified it. The halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina (Ram-
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 2:6).

One who consecrates all his possessions, etc. —
121 vE22 wrpRi: When someone consecrates all his
possessions without specifying for what purpose,
and they include incense or one of its ingredients,
these should be given to the Temple artisans as their
wages in a procedure like that performed with the
leftover incense. This follows the two explanations of
the mishna stated by the Gemara, the first of which
also appears in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer
Hafla'a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim s:0, and see
Mishne LaMelekh there).
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HALAKHA

Leftover incense — mivpi1 wnin: Leftover incense was
treated in the same manner as leftover animals that
had been designated as daily offerings. When the
month of Nisan arrived, the Temple treasurers desa-
cralized these items using money that was meant to
pay the wages of the artisans who worked in the Tem-
ple. That money was then used for the replenishing of
the altar, and the artisans took the leftover incense as
their wages. The Temple treasury then repurchased
the incense from the artisans with funds from the new
collection of the chamber. The incense could then be
brought, as it had been purchased with the collection
of the current year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 4:12).

368 maneh, etc. — 151 M MY WY NiKD (ﬁ'?!g?:
The total weight of the ingredients of the incense is
368 maneh. Three hundred and sixty-five of these
correspond to the days of the solar year. The extra
three maneh are ground very finely on Yom Kippur eve
and the High Priest brings and burns from them the
handful required on Yom Kippur. Whatever is unused
over the course of the year is given to the artisans
for their wages (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 2:3).
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Rabbi Oshaya said: The mishna is referring to that incense which
is given to the Temple artisans as their wages, i.e., the incense was
prepared in the sacred place and was desacralized when it was given
to the artisans, who subsequently consecrated it. As it is taught in
amishna (Shekalim 4:5): The leftover incense" from one year could
not be used the following year, as it had been purchased with the
shekels collected for the previous year. What would they do with
itin order to render it usable? The Temple treasurers would remove
an amount of it equal to the value of the wages of the artisans
who worked in the Temple. And they would then desacralize that
incense by transferring its sanctity to the money owed the artisans.
They would then give the incense to the artisans as their wages.
And finally, they would return and purchase the incense from the
artisans with funds from the new collection of shekels.

Rav Yosef objects to this explanation: How can the mishna in
Shekalim 4:6 be interpreted as referring to artisans who consecrated
leftover incense? With regard to all leftovers the tanna teaches:
They would return and purchase the incense from the artisans with
funds from the new collection of shekels, as stated in the mishna
earlier. And yet here, in tractate Shekalim, the tanna does not teach
this clause, indicating that it is not speaking of incense paid to the
artisans and repurchased from them.

Rather, Rav Yosef says: The mishna is referring to one of the ingre-
dients of the incense, which an individual consecrated when it is
not in the Temple. It is not speaking of incense that has already been
blended, as this action may be performed only in the sacred area, as
claimed by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina.

The Sages taught in a baraita: The incense was prepared from
ingredients amounting to the weight of 368 maneh," i.e., 368 units
of one hundred dinars. Of these, 365 of them correspond to the
days of the solar year. The additional three maneh are those from
which the High Priest would bring in to the Sanctuary his handful
required on Yom Kippur (see Leviticus 16:12), and the rest, i.e., the
incense that was not used over the course of the year, was given to
the artisans as their wages.

This is as it is taught in the aforementioned mishna (Shekalim 4:5):
With regard to the leftover incense, what would they do with it?
The Temple treasurers would remove an amount of it equal to the
value of the wages of the artisans who worked in the Temple. And
they would then desacralize that incense by transferring its sanctity
to the money owed to the artisans. They would then give the
incense to the artisans as their wages. And finally, they would
return and purchase the incense from the artisans with funds from
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber.

§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The leftover of the incense, from
the three extra maneh each year, would accumulate so that once
every sixty or every seventy years they would blend the incense
for the new year by halves, i.e., they required only half the usual
amount, and the other half would come from the leftover incense.
Therefore, a private individual who blended incense by halves in
order to smell it is liable for violating the prohibition: “And the
incense that you shall prepare, according to its composition you
shall not prepare for yourselves, it shall be to you sacred for the Lord”
(Exodus 30:37). This is the statement of Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel, who said it in the name of the deputy High Priest.
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel added: But I did not hear the same
with regard to the blending of one-third or one-quarter of the
amount of the incense. And the Rabbis say: Every day one would
prepare incense for the day according to its composition," i.e., in
the appropriate ratio for each ingredient, and he would bring it in
the Sanctuary and burn it on the golden altar.

The Gemara comments: This opinion of the Rabbis supports the
opinion of Rava, as Rava says: With regard to the anointing oil that
one blended in parts," i.e., in any amount, in order to apply it to the
skin, he is exempt, but if one blended the incense to smell it, even in
parts, he is liable, as it is written: “And the incense that you shall
prepare, according to its composition you shall not prepare for your-
selves” (Exodus 30:37). This teaches that any incense of the amount
that you prepare for the Sanctuary is prohibited, as it is possible to
burn a portion, i.e., one-half of the maneh that must be prepared, in
the morning, and a portion in the afternoon.

The Sages taught in a baraita: They would return the incense" to the
mortar to regrind it twice a year; in the summer they would place
it scattered so that it should not grow moldy, while in the rainy
season it was kept piled, in order that its scent should not dissipate.
Andwhen one would grind the incense he would say: Crush well,"*"
well crush; this is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Yohanan.

And as for the extra three maneh of incense from which the High
Priest would bring in his handful required on Yom Kippur, one
would place it in the mortar on Yom Kippur eve and grind it thor-
oughly so that the incense should be extra fine. As it is taughtin a
baraita: The verse states, with regard to the incense on Yom Kippur,
that it shall be: “Finely ground aromatic incense” (Leviticus 16:12).
What is the meaning when the verse states this? Isn’t it already
stated with regard to all incense: “And you shall grind some of it
finely” (Exodus 30:36)? Why must the verse state “finely ground”?
This teaches that on Yom Kippur one must grind the incense more,
in order that it should be extra fine.

The Master said earlier: When one would grind the incense he

would say: Crush well, well crush. The Gemara notes that this sup-
ports the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan says: Just
as speech is detrimental to wine, and therefore no words were

spoken during its preparation, so too, gentle speech is beneficial to

the preparation of the spices of the incense.

§ Rabbi Yohanan says: The eleven ingredients of the incense were
stated by God to Moses at Sinai, as not all of them are specified
in the verses. Rav Huna said: What is the verse from which it is
derived? “Take for you spices, stacte, and onycha, and galbanum;
spices with pure frankincense” (Exodus 30:34). The plural form of
the phrase: “Take for you spices” is referring to two ingredients;

“stacte, and onycha, and galbanum” are three ingredients; this results

in a total of five; and the other mention of “spices” indicates that
there are another five, i.e., that one should double the previous total,
and this results in a total of ten. And finally, “pure frankincense” is
one, and this results in a total of eleven.

HALAKHA

Every day one would prepare incense for the day according to
its composition, etc. — 131 ANN>NL3 [pD OF 5::1 If one blends
the incense for the Temple in the correct ratio a Mttle atatimeitis
valid, even if he prepared a portion in the morning and a portion in
the afternoon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:8).

That one blended in parts — mcxns inwsw: One who prepares the
incense from the proper ratio of its eleven ingredients in order to
smell it is liable, even if he did not blend the entire amount but only
one-half or one-third. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:9, and see
Mahari Kurkus there).

They would return the incense — RN Py ¥i1: Twice a year the
incense would be returned to the mortar. In the summer it would be
scattered so that it would not grow moldy, and in the rainy season
they would pile it so that its scent would not dissipate, as stated in the
baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:7).

Say crush well, etc. — 131 2Ly P71 1MIX: When grinding the ingre-
dients of the incense one says: Crush well, well crush, as he grinds
and mixes the ingredients, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:5).

NOTES
Say crush well — 2w P77 MIK: According to
the Rambam, the grinder states this formula
during the preparation of the incense. Moreover,
some explain that he is saying to the object: Be
crushed well (Siddur Rashi). Rashi here states that
the overseer instructs the grinder to crush well.

BACKGROUND

When one would grind the incense he would
say crush well — 201 P77 MK priw xw>:
Many explanations have been suggested for
this practice. Some claim that sound waves are
beneficial for the mixture or for the fragrance.
Others contend that this is a rhythmical chant
that aids the steady grinding of the spices or that
helps the two individuals holding the pestle to
work as a team. Some read the text here slightly
differently, so that instead of: Speech is beneficial
to the preparation of the spices [labesamim), it
states: Speech is beneficial to those preparing
the spices of the incense [labasamim).
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BACKGROUND

A generalization and a detail and a generalization —
’75:1 v l7’7: When a generalization in the Torah is
fo\lowed by one or more details, and they, in turn, are
followed by another generalization, the application of
the halakha under discussion is limited to items some-
what similar to the detail. For example, the Torah states
with regard to money used to redeem the second tithe:
“You shall spend the money on whatever you desire; on
cattle, sheep, wine, strong drink, or whatever you wish
(Deuteronomy 14:26). The Talmud derives that tithe
money may be spent only on items somewhat similar
to the items detailed in the verse: Cattle, sheep, wine,
and strong drink. The resulting principle is that one may
spend the tithe money on items that derive sustenance
from the ground even if they did not actually grow
from the ground.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But why not say the first mention of
“spices” is a generalization; “stacte, and onycha, and galbanum,”
is a detail; and when the verse repeats “spices” it is then general-
ized again. This is the hermeneutical principle of: a generalization,
and a detail, and a generalization,® and therefore you may deduce
that the verse is referring only to items similar to the detail: Just
as the detail is explicit in that it is referring to an item whose
smoke rises and its scent diffuses, so too, it includes any item
whose smoke rises and its scent diffuses.

And if you would say: If that is so, that this is a generalization, and
a detail, and a generalization, then let the verse write only one
detail of the three; the fact is that indeed [la’i]," all the details are
necessary. As, if the Torah had written merely “stacte,” Iwould say
that spices from a type of tree, yes, they may serve as ingredients
of the incense, but spices grown from the ground, no, they may
not serve this purpose. It is due to that reason that the verse wrote
“and onycha.” And if the Torah had written only “and onycha,” I
would say that spices grown from the ground, yes, they may serve
as ingredients of the incense, but spices from a type of tree, one
might say no, they may not serve this purpose. It is due to that
reason that the verse wrote “stacte.”

The Gemara concludes its rejection of the suggested resolution: And
as for the mention of galbanum, this comes for itself, i.e., one
would not otherwise have included this ingredient, because unlike
the other spices its smell is foul. Consequently, all these details are
necessary, and therefore it is possible to expound the verse as a
generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, which means that
the difficulty remains: How is it derived that there were eleven
spices? The Gemara answers: If so, that the verse is a generalization,
and a detail, and a generalization, there is no need for the first men-
tion of “spices,” as one could derive the generalization from the
phrase “Take for you.”

The Gemara raises another difficulty: How is it derived from the
verse that there are eleven spices? But why not say that the last
mention of “spices” signifies two ingredients, just like the first
mention of “spices”? The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse write

“spices” and “spices” together, and afterward let it write “stacte,

and onycha, and galbanum.” The fact that the second mention of

“spices” is written after all those specified ingredients indicates that

its number corresponds to the total of all of them.

The school of Rabbi Yishmael teaches in a baraita: The first men-
tion of “spices” is a generalization; “stacte, and onycha, and gal-
banum,” is a detail; and when the verse repeats “spices” it then
generalized again. This is a generalization, and a detail, and a
generalization, and you may deduce that the verse is referring
only to items similar to the detail: Just as the detail is explicit in
that it is referring to an item whose smoke rises and its scent
diffuses, so too, it includes any item whose smoke rises and its
scent diffuses.

The baraita continues: Or perhaps it is only that the second gener-
alization is in the same category as the first generalization, and the
second detail is in the same category as the first detail. You must
say that this is not the case; consequently, you cannot learn in
accordance with the last version, but rather you must learn in
accordance with the first version.

LANGUAGE

Indeed [/a®i] - "25'?: The root of this term and its meaning have
not been sufficiently clarified. According to Rashi it means in truth
or indeed. Some maintain the word is a shortened form of the
Hebrew expression lo hi or the Aramaic phrase /a hai, both mean-
ing: Not so. Alternatively, it is a shortened form of the Aramaic

in the Talmud in a dispute between Sages. The Arukh claims it is
a compound of two words: The Aramaic la and the Greek vidg,
huios, meaning son. If so, the word /aei would mean: No, my son.
In any event, the expression introduces an inescapable conclu-
sion, that the statement that follows must be accepted as true.

expression kelapei laya, just the opposite, and which often appears
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The Gemara clarifies the latter clause of the baraita. The Master said:
Or perhaps it is only that the second generalization is in the same
category as the first generalization, and the second detail is in the
same category as the first detail. You must say that this is not the
case; consequently, you cannot learn in accordance with the last
version, but rather you must learn in accordance with the first ver-
sion. The Gemara asks: What is the difficulty alluded to here by the
baraita? The Gemara explains that this is what is difficult to the
tanna: Let us say that the last mention of “spices” is referring to two
ingredients, just as the first mention of “spices” is referring to two
ingredients. The tanna then answered as we answered earlier, that
if so, let the verse write: Spices, spices, stacte, and onycha, and
galbanum, in that order.

The Gemara further asks: And what is the meaning of the sugges-
tion: The second detail is in the same category as the first detail?
The Gemara answers that this is what is difficult to the tanna: Since
it is derived by the principle of a generalization, and a detail, and a
generalization that all items similar to those specified in the verse
are included, as stated earlier that spices from types of trees are
derived from the mention of stacte and spices grown from the
ground are derived from the mention of onycha, one might say as
follows: Let them also learn from the mention of pure frankin-
cense, which includes one aspect, i.e., that one should include an
item whose scent diffuses, even though its smoke does not rise.

The Gemara continues: The tanna then said that this cannot be the
case, as if so, let the verse write “pure frankincense” in the middle,
between the two mentions of “spices,” alongside stacte, onycha, and
galbanum, and then one would derive this halakha from it. Since
the frankincense is mentioned after the second mention of “spices,”
it is not part of the generalization, detail, and generalization.

The Gemara questions this claim: If the verse were to write “pure
frankincense” in the middle, there would be twelve ingredients in
the incense, as that ingredient would also be included in the dou-
bling of the second mention of “spices.” The Gemara explains: If so,
that frankincense is meant to be one of the details, let the verse
write “pure frankincense” in the middle and “galbanum” at the
end, after the second mention of “spices.” Since the verse placed
frankincense at the end, one cannot derive halakhot from it as a
detail. Reish Lakish says" that this halakha can be derived from
the word incense itself: What is the meaning of the term incense
[ketoret]? It means an item that produces smoke [ koter] and rises.

Rav Hana bar Bizna says that Rabbi Shimon Hasida says: Any fast
that does not include the participation of some of the sinners of
the Jewish people" is not a fast, as the smell of galbanum is foul®
and yet the verse lists it with the ingredients of the incense. Abaye
says that this is derived from here: “It is He Who builds His upper
chambers in the heavens and has established His bundle on the
earth” (Amos 9:6), i.e., when the people are united as a bundle,
including their sinners, they are established upon the earth.

BACKGROUND

The smell of galbanum is foul - 1 nrj’}ng;'?g: Galbanumisa [
resin prepared from any of several species of plants of the Ferula
genus, particularly from the Ferula galbaniflua, which grows in
Syria and northward. This resin is occasionally used for medicinal
purposes. The smell of the galbanum is unpleasant. Nevertheless,
it is an essential ingredient of the incense. Similarly, ingredients
that do not have a pleasant odor themselves are sometimes used
in the manufacture of perfumes, in order to accentuate certain
smells or for the way they blend with other components.

Ferula galbaniflua

—  NOTES
Reish Lakish says — w"’p‘? ¥ Apparently, Reish
Lakish does not derive the ingredients of the incense
from the verse or from the hermeneutical principle of
a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization. In
his opinion, the eleven ingredients are not a halakha
transmitted to Moses at Sinai. Rather, ketoret, the term
forincense, alludes to the spices that would produce the
intended effect. It is likewise stated in the midrash (Shir
HaShirim Rabba 3:5) that the Sages examined the matter
and found nothing better for the incense than these
eleven ingredients (see Ramban’s Commentary on the
Torah, Exodus 30:34).

HALAKHA

Any fast that does not include some of the sinners of
the Jewish people — Y1 wiwisn 7 pxw mawn ba:
There is a custom for the prayer leader on the night of
Yom Kippur to recite the formula: With the agreement of
God and with the agreement of the community, in the
Heavenly council and in the council of man, we give leave
to pray with the transgressors among us. This is based
on the statement of Rabbi Shimon Hasida here (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 619:1).
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HALAKHA
To animals or vessels...to gentiles or to corpses —
n'nu51 n’i:'ﬂ n'5:1 17:1:'7 One who applies the anoint-
ing oil on an animal, or on a vessel, or on a gentile, oron
acorpse is exempt, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:6).

To kings or to priests, etc. — 13 tm"!:’ﬁ cv:’vn'v One
who places anointing oil on the head (Radbaz) of a king
or High Priest who has already been anointed is exempt.
By contrast, one who intentionally applies an olive-
bulk of the anointing oil to his skin is liable to receive
karet. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda. Some maintain that one who applies
any amount of oil is liable (Ra‘avad), but the Rambam
apparently maintains that since it is stated that placing
applies only with regard to an olive-bulk, the halakha of
applying is derived from that of placing (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:10, and see Kesef Mishne
and Mahari Kurkus there).

NOTES

And how much oil must one apply to his skin and be
liable — 2913 %711 730 1221: The Beer Sheva notes that the
wording of the Gemara is not precise, as it seems from
the continuation of the discussion that the dispute is
only with regard to placing the anointing oil on someone,
not applying it to the skin. He suggests that the text of
the Gemara should be emended so that it reads: And
how much oil must one place and be liable (see also
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:5, 10 and
Kesef Mishne there).

So too the act of placing - MRy Ax: It is clear in the
Gemara that applying the oil, sikha in Hebrew, is a sepa-
rate act from placing the oil, netina in Hebrew. Yet the
Gemara does not define these two terms. The Arukh
LaNer suggests that applying the oil means one puts
the oil on his skin and then rubs it, while placing the oil
means that he merely pours the oil on his skin but does
not rub it into his body. He notes that there is a difficulty
with the mishna, as the punishment of karet is stated
in the verse in the context of placing the oil, while the
mishna on 2a writes that one is punished with karet for
applying the oil.
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§ The mishna includes in its list of those liable to receive karet: And
one who applies the anointing oil to his skin. The Sages taught in
a baraita: One who applies the anointing oil to animals or vessels
is exempt, and one who applies it to gentiles or to corpses" is
exempt. The Gemara objects: Granted, one is exempt in the case
of animals and vessels, as it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person
it shall not be applied” (Exodus 30:32), and animals and vessels
are not the flesh of a person. It is also clear why one is exempt if he
applies it to a corpse, as once someone has died, the body is called
a corpse and not a person. But if one applies anointing oil to gen-
tiles why is he exempt? Aren’t they included in the meaning of the
term person [adam]?

The Gemara explains: Indeed they are not. As it is written: “And
you My sheep, the sheep of My pasture, are people [adam]” (Eze-
kiel 34:31), from which it is derived that you, the Jewish people, are
called adam, but gentiles are not called adam.

The Gemara raises an objection based on a verse discussing captives
taken during the war against Midian. Butisn’t it written: “And the
people [nefesh adam] were sixteen thousand” (Numbers 31:40).
This indicates that gentiles are also referred to as adam. The Sage
who was asked this said to the questioner: That term serves to
exclude, i.e., to distinguish between the people who were taken
captive and the animals that were taken as spoils of war, which are
also mentioned in that verse.

The Gemara raises another difficulty: But isn’t it written: “And
should I not have pity on Nineveh, that great city, wherein are
more than one hundred and twenty thousand people [adam] who
cannot discern between their right hand and their left hand, and
also much cattle” (Jonah 4:11). The inhabitants of Nineveh were
gentiles. The Gemara answers: That term serves to exclude them
from the animals mentioned in the verse.

And if you wish, say instead a different reason why one who applies
anointing oil to gentiles is exempt. This is as a tanna teaches before
Rabbi Elazar: Anyone included in the obligation not to apply
anointing oil to himself or others is likewise included as subject to
the prohibition of: It shall not be applied, i.e,, it is prohibited to
apply the oil to him. And anyone not included in the obligation
not to apply anointing oil to himself or others is not included as
the object of: It shall not be applied. Only Jews are included in the
prohibition against applying the anointing oil.

It is taught in another baraita: One who applies the anointing oil
to animals or vessels, or to gentiles or on corpses, is exempt. If
one applies the anointing oil to kings or to priests" after they had
already been anointed, Rabbi Meir deems him liable and Rabbi
Yehuda deems him exempt. And how much oil must one apply to
his skin and be liable?" Rabbi Meir says: Any amount. Rabbi
Yehuda says: An olive-bulk. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But
doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda say that he is entirely exempt? The Gemara
answers: When Rabbi Yehuda deems him exempt that is with
regard to applying oil to kings and priests, whereas in the case of
an ordinary person Rabbi Yehuda deems him liable.

The Gemara asks: Concerning what matter do Rabbi Meir and

Rabbi Yehuda disagree? Rav Yosef says that they disagree con-
cerning this issue: Rabbi Meir holds that this halakha is based on

the fact that it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person it shall not

be applied” (Exodus 30:32), and it is written: “Or whoever places

any of it upon a stranger, he shall be cut off from his people” (Exo-
dus 30:33). The wording of the prohibition teaches with regard to

the liability to receive karet: Just as the act of applying the oil to the

skin prohibited by the verse refers to the application of any amount,
as there is no specific measure stated in this regard, so too, the

act of placing" the oil mentioned with regard to karet refers to

any amount.
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And Rabbi Yehuda holds: We derive the halakha of placing [netina]
that is stated here, which is upon a stranger, i.e, one upon whom
there is no mitzva to place the anointing oil, from the halakha of
giving [netina] in general. Just as giving in general is with the
amount of an olive-bulk, so too, placing anointing oil upon a
stranger is with the amount of an olive-bulk. The principle that
giving [netina] in general is with the amount of an olive-bulk is
derived from the verse: “And if a man eats a sacred thing in error then
he shall add a fifth part in addition to it, and shall give [venatan] to
the priest the sacred item” (Leviticus 22:14). This verse is referring
to an item given for eating, and the minimum amount that must be
consumed for an act to be considered eating is an olive-bulk. Rav
Yosefadds: But with regard to the mitzva of applying the oil in order
to anoint kings and priests, everyone agrees it is accomplished with
any amount.

And Rav Yosef further says: With regard to what matter do Rabbi
Meir and Rabbi Yehuda disagree in the case of kings and priests
who had already been anointed? Rabbi Meir holds that since it is
written: “Or whoever puts any of it upon a stranger,” and right now
the king and priest are strangers because the mitzva to anoint them
no longer applies, they are included in the prohibition. And Rabbi
Yehuda holds: For the purposes of this prohibition we require that
the individual in question be a stranger from his beginning to his
end, and the king and priest were initially not strangers.

Rav Ika, son of Rav Ami, said: And Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda
both follow their lines of reasoning, as it is taught in a mishna
(Terumot 7:2):

With regard to the daughter of a priest who married an Israelite"
and then unwittingly partook of teruma,® she pays the principal, as
a thief would, as she partook of teruma to which she owns no rights.
But she does not pay the additional one-fifth payment, which is the
fine paid by an Israelite who partakes of teruma unwittingly (see
Leviticus 22:14). This is because she is not completely disqualified
from the priesthood, since if she becomes widowed or divorced
without having borne children she will again be permitted to partake
of teruma. And if she commits adultery her death penalty is admin-
istered by burning, as is the halakha with regard to the daughter of
a priest (see Leviticus 21:9).

By contrast, if she married one of those who are unfit for her
to marry due to his lineage, thereby disqualifying herself from
the priesthood for the future, she pays the principal and the addi-
tional one-fifth payment, and her death is by strangulation, as is the
halakha with regard to Israelite women. This is the statement of
Rabbi Meir.

And the Rabbis say: In both this case and that case, whether she
was married to an Israelite or to one unfit for her to marry, she pays
the principal but she does not pay the additional one-fifth payment,
and her death is by burning, as she previously had the status of a
daughter of the priesthood. This opinion of the Rabbis is presumably
that of Rabbi Yehuda, who is usually the disputant of Rabbi Meir.
As explained with regard to the anointing of a king, Rabbi Yehuda
requires that the individual in question must have the status of a
stranger, i.e., not a High Priest or a king, from beginning to end.

HALAKHA

The daughter of a priest who married an Israelite —
'7;;11‘_4737? nxew 172 n32: If the daughter of a priest is mar-
ried to an Israelite, or is disqualified from partaking of
teruma due to forbidden sexual intercourse, and she par-
took of teruma, she is liable to pay the principal but not the
additional one-fifth payment. If she committed adultery
she is liable to be put to death by burning, whether her
husband was an Israelite or a priest, or even a mamzer, a
Gibeonite, ora man to whom she is forbidden by a prohibi-
tion. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:12 and
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:3).

BACKGROUND

Partook of teruma - ma1N3 n’?;rg: Teruma may be con-
sumed only by a priest and the members of his household.
These include his wife, his sons, his unmarried daughters,
his non-Jewish slaves, and his animals. When the daugh-
ter of a priest marries an Israelite or a Levite she may no
longer partake of teruma. In the event that she becomes
widowed or divorced from him, she returns to her father’s
house and she may continue to partake of teruma in cer-
tain circumstances. If the one she married is forbidden
to her, she falls into the halakhic category of a zona and
will never be permitted to partake of teruma again (see
Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:7).

191X P50 - KARETOT - PEREK1-7A  §9



HALAKHA

A High Priest who took from the anointing oil, etc. - jii>
=il 220} mwn'vu:w%'l:. If a High Priest took an olive-bulk
from the anointing oil that was placed upon his head for the
purpose of anointing him and placed it on his stomach, he
is liable to receive karet. The Ra'avad maintains he is liable
regardless of the amount used (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil-
khot Kelei HaMikdash 1:10, and see Kesef Mishne and Radbaz
there).

May rub against, etc. — 131 i3 '7;\_1]:]?_:: If a priest applied
teruma oil to himself, the Israelite son of his daughter or any
other Israelite may then rub himself upon the oil (Rambam
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 11:8 and Kesef Mishne there).
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Rav Yosef'said the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda
applies to the placing of the anointing oil, and it is explained by
those answers that we answered earlier, that according to Rabbi
Meir one is liable for the placing of any amount, as the verse uses an
expression of applying, whereas according to Rabbi Yehuda one is
liable only if one places oil that is the volume of an olive-bulk. But
with regard to placing in general, e.g., the prohibition not to place
frankincense on the meal offering of a sinner (see Leviticus 5:11),
everyone agrees one is liable for placing only the volume of an
olive-bulk.

The Gemara discusses the matter itself: A tanna teaches a baraita
before Rabbi Elazar: Anyone included in the obligation not to
apply anointing oil to himself or others is likewise included as the
object of: It shall not be applied, i.e,, it is prohibited to apply the
oil to him. And anyone not included in the obligation not to apply
anointing oil to himself or others is not included as the object of:
It shall not be applied. Rabbi Elazar said to that tanna: You are
saying well, as it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person it shall not
be applied [lo yisakh]” (Exodus 30:32), and you read into the verse:
Lo yasikh, he shall not apply it to others. This dual reading indicates
that one who is commanded not to apply the oil is the same as
the one upon whom it is prohibited to apply the oil, as stated by
the tanna.

§ Rav Hananya taught a halakha before Rava: From where is it
derived with regard to a High Priest who took from the anointing
oil" that is on his head and placed it on his stomach; from where
isit derived that he is liable? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated:
“Upon the flesh of a person it shall not be applied” (Exodus 30:32).
Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: What is different between
this case and that which is taught in a baraita: In the case of a priest
who applied teruma oil to himself, the Israelite son of his daughter
may rub against [mitaggel]" this oil without concern that he
might be deriving benefit from teruma?

Rav Ashi said to him: There, with regard to teruma oil, it is written:

“They will die through it if they profane it” (Leviticus 22:9), and
since the priest has already profaned the oil" by using it, it is con-
sidered profaned. But with regard to the anointing oil it is written:

“For the consecration of the anointing oil of His God is upon him”
(Leviticus 21:12). The Merciful One calls it anointing oil even at

this stage, to teach that even though it is upon the High Priest it is

not considered profaned, and instead remains sacred.

LANGUAGE

Rub against [mitaggel] —’75:9::11_2: The term mitaggel is used by
the Sages in reference to applying a substance not by means of
one’s hands but by transfer from one body to another, typically
through rounded [ma‘agaliyot] movements. When one wished
to apply a substance to his back, he would pour oil on some

Since the priest has already profaned the oil — m4%hmT jv3:

Rashi explains: Since the priest has already used the oll, it is
considered nullified and is no longer an item from which deriv-
ing benefitis prohibited, similar to an offering whose mitzva has
been performed (see also Minhat Hinnukh 108). Others explain
that the Gemara is referring to a priest who applied teruma
oil on his daughter’s Israelite son, which is prohibited, and it
is only for that reason that the son may rub himself against
it. By contrast, the oil was not placed on the High Priest in a

NOTES

sort of surface, generally marble or a leather mattress, and rub
against it. Alternatively, he would pour the oil on his body and
then rub himself against the surface (see Tosefta, Terumot 10:10
and Tosefta, Shevi'it 4.9).

prohibited manner, and therefore if the High Priest applies it
to his stomach he is liable (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola).

Some claim that an Israelite may rub against the teruma oil
in this case because the prohibition against applying teruma oil
is by rabbinic law (Tosafot on Yoma 773, citing Rabbeinu Tam).
Others contend that the reason the Israelite may rub against
the teruma oil is because the oil has been rendered repulsive
and unfit for use (Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma 81a; see Rabbeinu
Hayyim HaKohen there).
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§ The mishna teaches: For any of these prohibitions, one is liable
to receive karet for its intentional violation and to bring a sin offer-
ing for its unwitting violation. And for violation in a case where it is
unknown to him whether he transgressed, he is liable to bring a
provisional guilt offering. The Gemara notes that the mishna further
teaches: This is the halakha for all the transgressions listed above
except for one who defiles the Temple, i.e., he enters the Temple
while ritually impure or renders its consecrated items ritually
impure." The Gemara asks: From what halakha does the tanna
exclude these cases? After all, one who enters the Temple while
impure or renders its consecrated items impure is also liable to
receive karet. The Gemara answers: This is what the mishna is teach-
ing: Except for one who defiles the Temple or renders its conse-
crated items ritually impure, as he does not bring a provisional
guilt offering.®

The Gemara suggests: And let the mishna also teach: Except for
one who sinned and Yom Kippur passed,” as he too does not bring
a provisional guilt offering. Reish Lakish said: When the tanna
teaches these exceptions he is referring to those cases where there
is a sin and nevertheless the Merciful One exempts him from
bringing a provisional guilt offering. By contrast, in a case where
Yom Kippur passed, there is no remaining sin, as Yom Kippur
atoned for him, i.e., for his sin.

Rabbi Yohanan said: The mishna is referring to one who rejects
the atonement of Yom Kippur," who says: Yom Kippur does not
atone for one’s sins. In this situation Yom Kippur does not atone for
him, which means that if he retracted from his sinful ways after
Yom Kippur he is required to bring a provisional guilt offering.
Therefore, it cannot be listed in the exceptions stated in the mishna.
The Gemara notes: And Reish Lakish does not explain the mishna
in this manner, as he maintains that even with regard to one who
rejects its atonement, Yom Kippur atones for his sins.

The Gemara notes: And their dispute is with regard to the issue that
is the subject of the dispute between later amora’im: Concerning
one who says: My sin offering, which is sacrificed for me, should
not atone for me," Abaye said: This sin offering does not atone for
him. Rava said: It atones for him. The Gemara explains: In a case
where he said: I do not want it to be sacrificed," everyone agrees
that it does not atone for him, as it is written: “He shall bring itin
accordance with his will” (Leviticus 1:3), which indicates that if the
offering is brought against his will it is not effective. Where they
disagree is when he says: The sin offering should be sacrificed but
it should not atone for me. Abaye said: It does not atone for him,
as he said that it should not atone for him. Rava said: It does atone
for him, as once he says it should be sacrificed, the atonement
comes by itself.

The Gemara notes: And Rava retracted his opinion, as it is taught
in a baraita: One might have thought that Yom Kippur atones for
those who repent and for those who do not repent. The baraita
elaborates: And there is alogical inference to negate this assertion:
Just as a sin offering and a guilt offering atone, and likewise Yom
Kippur atones, just as a sin offering and a guilt offering atone only
for those who repent, so too, Yom Kippur atones only for those
who repent.”

BACKGROUND

Provisional guilt offering - ?1’713 ow: The provisional quilt offer-
ing is mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:17-19). The Torah itself
does not specify the transgression for which one is liable to bring
this offering. It is a tradition of the Sages that a provisional guilt
offering is brought for an uncertain sin whose definite perfor-

offering. As long as it remains unknown whether or not one
committed the transgression, he must bring a provisional guilt
offering. If it subsequently became known to him that he defi-
nitely sinned, at this stage he brings a sin offering. The details of
this offering are discussed later in this tractate.

mance renders the unwitting sinner liable to bring a fixed sin

HALAKHA

Except for one who defiles the Temple or renders its
consecrated items ritually impure, etc. — xawRR YN
151 w1 wpn: One who unwittingly renders the
Temple or its consecrated items ritually impure must
bring a sliding-scale offering. Consequently, if he is
uncertain whether he entered the Temple or ate conse-
crated food in a state of ritual impurity he does not bring
a provisional guilt offering. This follows the principle that
one does not bring a fixed sin offering for a transgression
for which one does not bring a provisional guilt offering
upon its uncertain violation (Rambam Sefer Korbanot,
Hilkhot Shegagot 1:3).

One who sinned and Yom Kippur passed - 12y m
Do o 1’7213: If one was obligated to bring a provi-
sional guilt offering for an uncertain sin and Yom Kippur
passed before he sacrificed the offering, he is exempt
from bringing it, as Yom Kippur atones for his sins. See
the mishna on 25a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot
Shegagot 3:9).

One who rejects the atonement of Yom Kippur —
vyan: With regard to one who rejects Yom Kippur, ie,,
he believes it does not atone for his sins, Yom Kippur
does not atone for him. Therefore, if he was obligated
to bring a provisional guilt offering and Yom Kippur
passed while he rejected its import, the day does not
atone for him, and when he repents after Yom Kippur he
must sacrifice the provisional guilt offering. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:10, and see
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 607:6, and in the comment of Rema).

One who says, my sin offering should not atone
for me —nxwn ’7? 93 N IRiRT: A sin offering and
quilt offering atone only for those who repent and
believe in their atonement. They do not atone for one
who rejects it. How s0? If one brings a sin offering or guilt
offering and says or thinks it does not atone, even if it
was properly sacrificed he has not achieved atonement.
When he repents from this rejection he must bring his
sin offering or guilt offering again (Rambam Sefer Kor-
banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:10).

He said, | do not want it to be sacrificed — X5 1%
29p: In a case where one says: | am responsible for
the sin offering or guilt offering of so-and-so, if the latter
agrees then the first individual sacrifices the offerings
and the one who was obligated thereby achieves atone-
ment. If he does not agree then the offering does not
atone for him. This is based on the Gemara in Arakhin
21b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot
14:10).

Only for those who repent — pawa by x': With regard
to those who bring a sin offering or a guilt offering for
their intentional or unwitting transgression, they achieve
atonement only if they repent and confess. Likewise,
Yom Kippur atones only for those who repent and con-
fess.The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot
Teshuva 12, and see Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 607:6, and in the comment of Rema).
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The baraita rejects this opinion: No, if you said this is the halakha
with regard to a sin offering and a guilt offering, which do not
atone for intentional sins as they do for unwitting sins, shall you
also say that this is the halakha with regard to Yom Kippur, which
does atone for intentional sins as it does for unwitting sins? Yom
Kippur effects atonement even in cases where offerings do not. And
since it is the case that the atonement of Yom Kippur is far-reaching
in that it atones for intentional sins as it does for unwitting sins, it
follows that it may atone both for those who repent and for those
who do not repent. To dispel this notion, the verse states: “Yet on
the tenth day of this month it is Yom Kippur” (Leviticus 23:27). By
means of the word “yet,” the verse divided and limited the atone-
ment of Yom Kippur so that it atones only for those who repent.
This concludes the baraita.

The Gemara analyzes this baraita. What is the meaning of: Those
who repent and those who do not repent? Shall we say those who
repent are those whose transgressions were unwitting, whereas
those who do not repent are those whose transgressions were
intentional? This cannot be the case, as the baraita teaches: No, if
you said this is the halakha with regard to a sin offering and a guilt
offering, which do not atone for intentional sins as they do for
unwitting sins. Since the baraita is referring to the concepts of inten-
tional and unwitting sins in this clause, the categories of those who
repent and do not repent must have another meaning.

Rather, the category of those who do not repent is like that which
Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one unwittingly ate forbidden
fat and separated an offering for this sin, and became an apostate"
and subsequently retracted his apostasy, nevertheless, since the
offering was rejected from being sacrificed while he was an apostate,
it shall remain rejected. Accordingly, the baraita is suggesting that
the same applies to one who became an apostate and Yom Kippur
passed: Even if he retracts his apostasy, the following Yom Kippur
should not atone for his transgression.

The Gemara rejects this interpretation: Granted, the offering is
rejected from the altar, and therefore it cannot be sacrificed at a later
stage. But the man himself is fit for atonement, and he can bring
another sin offering. The Gemara suggests another interpretation
of the baraita: Rather, it must be that the category of those who
repent is referring to one who says: My sin offering should atone
for me, and the category of those who do not repent is referring
to one who says: My sin offering should not atone for me. The
Gemara comments: Conclude from the baraita that a sin offering
does not atone for one who states beforehand: My sin offering
should not atone for me, in contradiction of the earlier statement
of Rava. Since Rava was aware of this baraita, he must have retracted
his opinion.

HALAKHA

Ate forbidden fat...and became an apostate, etc. — 5;5 the same applies if the owner was disqualified from bringing

"3 '1@13!{«";1“‘:’21:1: If one sinned unwittingly and set aside his
sin offering, and then became an apostate before repenting,
the same animal can be sacrificed as his sin offering when he
repents. The reason is that animals are not rejected from being
sacrificed, and just as in a case where the animal developed a
temporary blemish and once healed was rendered fit again,

an offering and subsequently became fit again. The halakha
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan but
in accordance with the opinion of Rav, who maintains that
living animals are not permanently rejected (Rambam Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:8, and see Lehem Mishne and Kesef
Mishne there).
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The Gemara continues its analysis of this baraita by comparing
it to another baraita. And the Sages raise a contradiction: One
might have thought that Yom Kippur shall atone only for one who
fasted on it and did not perform labor on it and declared it a holy
convocation." With regard to one who did not fast on it, or per-
formed labor on it, or did not declare it a holy convocation, one
might have thought that Yom Kippur shall not atone for him. To
counter this the verse states: “Yet on the tenth day of this seventh
month it is Yom Kippur” (Leviticus 23:27); the additional emphasis
of “itis” serves to teach that the day atones in any case. The ruling of
this baraita disputes the one cited earlier, which states that Yom Kip-
pur atones only for those who repent, and both are unattributed
baraitot in the Sifra.® They are difficult, as they contradict each other.

Abaye said: This is not difficult. This first baraita is the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda, and that second baraita is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi in accordance with his own opinion. As it is taught in a
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: For all transgressions that
are stated in the Torah, whether one repented or whether one did
not repent, Yom Kippur atones.

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi continues: This is the halakha except for one
who divests himself of the yoke of God, by denying His existence,
and one who impudently reveals facets of the Torah in a manner
that departs from their true meaning, and one who nullifies the
covenant of the flesh, i.e., circumcision. With regard to these, if one
repented, Yom Kippur atones, and if not, Yom Kippur does not
atone. This indicates that according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi, Yom Kippur atones even if one did not repent.

Rava said: Both this baraita and that baraita are the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi in accordance with his own opinion, that Yom Kip-
pur atones even for those who do not repent, but even Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi concedes that with regard to the transgressions of violating
Yom Kippur itself, e.g., if one ate or performed labor on Yom Kippur,
that Yom Kippur does not atone for those transgressions. He must
necessarily concede this point, as if you do not say so, then according
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, with regard to the punishment of karet
for transgressing the prohibitions of Yom Kippur, since each and
every hour of the day atones for one’s sins, how can you find the
application of karet in this case?

The Gemara questions this proof: And what is the difficulty? Per-
haps you find a case where he performed labor the entire night of
Yom Kippur and died at dawn, as in such a case there was no day-
time of Yom Kippur, which is the part of Yom Kippur that effects
atonement, to atone for him. The Gemara asks: That works out well
with regard to the punishment of karet for transgressing at night; but
with regard to karet for transgressing at daytime, how can you find
these circumstances, i.e., how can he be liable to receive karet for
transgressing in the day?

The Gemara responds: And what is the difficulty? Perhaps while
eating bread he choked on a chunk of meat he ate with it, and died,
as there was not enough time in the day after his transgression to
atone for him. Alternatively, it is referring to a case where he per-
formed labor close to sunset; alternatively, it is referring to a case
where as he was performing labor, the hoe with which he was work-
ing cut his thigh and he died, as in these cases too there was no time
in the day after his transgression to atone for him, either because it
was no longer Yom Kippur or because he died immediately.

Sifra — x9D: The Sifra s a halakhic midrash on the book of Leviti-
cus. Also cal\ed Torat Kohanim, it is a tannaitic interpretation whose
authorship, or more specifically editorship, is uncertain. It has tradi-
tionally been ascribed to Rav, which explains another title for this
work: The Sifra of the School of Rav. Rav also taught this halakhic

BACKGROUND

midrash extensively, and its study became standard among the
Sages to the extent that it is the most frequently cited work of hal-
akhic midrash in the Talmud. The material in the Sifra apparently
reflects the rulings of the school of Rabbi Akiva. Anonymous opinions
in this work are attributed to Rabbi Yehuda bar Ilai.

NOTES

Declared it a holy convocation - X1pn X7
w1ip: This means he sanctified the day in his
prayers by reciting the formula: He Who sanctifies
the Jewish people and Yom Kippur (Rashi). Others
explain he sanctified the day by wearing clean
garments (Tosafot, based on Shabbat 119a). Alter-
natively, he refrained from performing labor due
to the sanctity of the day, whereas the reference
to one who did not declare it a holy convocation
means he refrained from performing labor merely
due to laziness (Tosafot on Shevuot 133, citing Rab-
beinu Tam). Yet others explain that one who did
not declare it a holy convocation means he dis-
puted the determination of the court with regard
to the date of Yom Kippur (Shita Mekubbetzet).
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HALAKHA

One who blasphemes [megaddef] - 4731: One who
curses God while pronouncing one of His names that
may not be erased is called a megaddef and is liable
to receive karet (see Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot
Avoda Zara 2:7). If he did so unwittingly, he does not
bring a sin offering because he did not perform an
action. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of the Rabbis. Furthermore, one who says that an object
of idol worship is a god is considered a megaddef even
if he did not worship it. Both a megaddef and an idol
worshipper are liable to stoning and are then hanged,
if there are witnesses and they were forewarned (Ram-
bam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 2:6—7 and Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2).
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§ The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: The halakha is the same,
i.e., there is no obligation to bring a sin offering, even with regard
to the one who blasphemes, as it is stated with regard to the sin
offering: “You shall have one law for him who performs the action
unwittingly” (Numbers 15:29), excluding one who blasphemes, as
he does not perform an action but sins with speech. The Gemara
asks: What caused the Rabbis to specify: Even one who blas-
phemes, as he does not perform an action? Why do the Rabbis
mention this explanation?

The Gemara explains: The Rabbis heard that Rabbi Akiva teaches
in his list of those who must bring a sin offering a necromancer, and
he does not teach a sorcerer in his list, and therefore they said to
him: What is different about a sorcerer that he does not bring
an offering? It must be due to the fact that his transgression does
not involve an action. If so, with regard to the sin of one who
blasphemes as well, it does not involve an action.

The Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:1): One who unwittingly
blasphemes brings an offering, since karet is stated with regard
to it. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the verse states:
“Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin” (Leviticus 24:15), as
the Gemara will explain. The Gemara asks: And is it an established
principle that wherever it is written karet with regard to a mitzva,
one who violates it unwittingly brings an offering? But there is the
case of the mitzva of the Paschal offering, and the mitzva of cir-
cumcision, as the punishment of karet is written for failing to
perform them, and yet one does not bring an offering for failing
to perform these mitzvot unwittingly.

The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: One
who unwittingly blasphemes" brings an offering, since its punish-
ment of karet comes, i.e., is written, in a place where the Torah
discusses an offering, i.e., karet is mentioned in a passage that dis-
cusses a sin offering (see Numbers 15:27—31). This is the statement
of Rabbi Akiva, as he maintains: Since the verse should have
written karet in general, i.e., without connecting it to bringing
an offering, and yet this karet is written in a place where the
Torah discusses an offering, conclude from it that the unwitting
blasphemer brings an offering for his transgression.

The Gemara analyzes the next clause of the baraita: And the verse
states: “Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin” (Leviticus
24:15). The Gemara explains: Here we arrive at the opinion of the
Rabbis," and this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying to the Rabbis: You
say that the transgression of one who blasphemes does not involve
an action, as what is the case of one who blasphemes? It is one who
blesses, i.e., curses, the Name, i.e., God. But if so, then concerning
the punishment of karet that is written: “That person blasphemes
the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off [venikhreta] from among his
people” (Numbers 15:30), for what purpose does it come, if not to
render him liable to bring an offering?

Here we arrive at the opinion of the Rabbis, etc. - [g;'f? XX
131: The commentary on the text follows the opinion of Rabbeinu
Gershom Meor HaGola. Rashi accepts a different version of the
Gemara, according to which the megaddef mentioned in the
verse is not a blasphemer, as maintained by Rabbi Akiva, but an

NOTES

idol worshipper, which accords with the later opinion of Rabbi
Elazar ben Azarya. According to Rashi’s interpretation, when the
Rabbis in the mishna refer to megaddef they are using Rabbi
Akiva's terminology, despite the fact that they do not agree with
his definition.
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The Rabbis say to him: It comes to give the punishment of karet to
one who curses God, in order to teach that the phrase: “Shall bear
his sin,” written in the verse: “Whoever curses his God shall bear
his sin” (Leviticus 24:15), is referring to karet, so that one can derive
by verbal analogy that an individual who was obligated to bring a
Paschal offering for the second Pesah and did not do so is likewise
liable to receive karet. As it is written with regard to one who
curses God: “Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin,” and it is
written with regard to one who was obligated to bring a Paschal
offering for the second Pesah" and did not do so: “That man shall
bear his sin” (Numbers 9:13). Just as there, with regard to one who
curses God it is referring to the punishment of karet, so too here,
with regard to the Paschal offering it is referring to the punishment
of karet.

With regard to one who blasphemes, the Sages taught in a baraita:

The verse states: “That person blasphemes [megaddef]" the Lord”
(Numbers 15:30). Isi ben Yehuda says: This is like a person who

says to another: You cleaned [geirafta] the bowl and rendered it

lacking," i.e., the transgression of blasphemy is so severe that it is

compared to one who does actual damage to God. Isi ben Yehuda

maintains that the case of the blasphemer is identical to that of one

who blesses, i.e., curses, the Name, i.e.,, God, which is a particularly

severe transgression.

Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says that this is like a person who says
to another: You cleaned the bowl and removed its contents, but
did not render it lacking, i.e., the transgression of blasphemy is not
compared to one who does actual damage to God. Rabbi Elazar ben
Azarya maintains that the case of the blasphemer is the same as
that of an idol worshipper, which is a less severe transgression.

This dispute as to the nature of the transgression of the blasphemer

is taught in another baraita: “That person blasphemes the Lord”
(Numbers 15:30), and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: The verse is

speaking of an idol worshipper. And the Rabbis say: The verse

comes only to give the punishment of karet to one who blesses,
i.e., curses, the Name, i.e., God.

There are some women who bring a sin
MISHNA 5

offering of a woman after childbirth" and
the offering is eaten by the priests." And there are some women
who bring a sin offering but it is not eaten." And there are some
women who do not bring a sin offering at all.

The mishna elaborates: The following women bring a sin offering
and it is eaten by the priests: One who miscarries a fetus with a
form similar to a domesticated animal, one who miscarries a fetus
with a form similar to an undomesticated animal, or one who
miscarries a fetus with a form similar to a bird; this is the statement
of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: She does not bring a sin
offering unless the fetus has the form of a person.

HALAKHA

Karet...with regard to the second Pesah — 2@ npoa..m3:
With regard to one who unwittingly or due to circumstances
beyond his control did not sacrifice the Paschal offering on
Passover, if he intentionally neglected to sacrifice the Paschal
offering on the second Pesah he is liable to receive karet (Ram-
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2, and see Ra'avad
and Kesef Mishne there).

Bring a sin offering of a woman after childbirth and the
offering is eaten by the priests — '7;;9] 127 nixean: If a
woman bears a child or suffers a miscarriage and becomes
ritually impure with the impurity of childbirth, she must bring

the offering of a woman after childbirth and her sin offering is
eaten. If she does not become ritually impure she is exempt
from bringing the offering. With regard to one who miscarries a
fetus that looks like a type of domesticated animal, an undomes-
ticated animal, or a bird, if its face is like that of a person then it
is considered a child and the woman is rendered ritually impure
with the impurity of childbirth. If it does not have a human face
itis not like a child and she is not rendered impure. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Issurei Bia 10:8—9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 194:3).

LANGUAGE

Blasphemes [megaddef] - q73m: Megaddef means to curse
or blaspheme. Apparently, it can also refer to the act of
cleaning a bow! with wide, sweeping hand motions. This
term eventually became associated with one who pas-
sionately questions a perspective, as though he uses an
exaggerated sweeping motion to indicate his incredulity
at the opposing opinion (Gebnim). The Arabic root Gus,
jdf, conveys both meanings of the word.

NOTES

Like a person who says to another, you cleaned the
bowl and rendered it lacking — i1an> mixg o782
AMPM AWpA A9 The commentary on the text fol-
lows the opinion of Rashi, who says that the expression:
Rendered it lacking, refers to the bowl itself, i.e., it is as
though the blasphemer harms the bow! itself, which is not
the case with regard to an idol worshipper, who does not
say anything about the name of God. Others explain to the
contrary, that the expression: Rendered it lacking, means
the blasphemer did not remove all the food, but left a little
remaining. According to this opinion, the sin of blasphemy
is less severe than idol worship, which leaves nothing on
the plate, i.e., one denies God entirely.

There are some women who bring the offering of a
woman after childbirth —37p nix*an w: A woman who
gives birth to a son is ritually impure for seven days. If she
gives birth to a daughter she is impure for fourteen days.
This is followed by thirty-three days in the case of a male
and sixty-six days for a female, during which she remains
ritually pure even if there is a flow of blood. The Torah obli-
gates a woman to bring her offerings on the forty-first or
eighty-first day, specifically a burnt offering and a sin offer-
ing. A wealthy woman brings a lamb for a burnt offering
and a young pigeon or turtledove for a sin offering, while a
poor woman brings two turtledoves or two young pigeons,
one for a burnt offering and one for a sin offering. Only
after she sacrifices her offering is her purification process
complete and is she permitted to partake of sacrificial food
(see Leviticus 12:1-6).

There are some women who bring a sin offering but it is
not eaten — '7;:53 2111277 Nixean w3z This s referring to
cases of uncertainty, as the mishna proceeds to explain. It
is not merely an optional offering that serves to render her
permitted to partake of sacrificial food if she so chooses.
Rather, she is obligated to bring an offering in such cases
of uncertainty. This is derived from a verse which com-
pares this offering to the provisional guilt offering, which
by definition is brought in cases of uncertainty (Rashi; see
Nazir 29a).

191X P - KARETOT - PEREK1- 7B 6§



NOTES
Placenta - Nf?n_ﬂ: A placenta itself is not a fetus, but there
is a principle that every placenta has a child (Nidda 26a).
Even if the placenta was cut open and no fetus is found, it
is assumed that the fetus which was present has liquefied
(Rashba in Torat HaBayit 7:6).

BACKGROUND

Woman who gives birth by caesarean section — Xx#
1917: In ancient times these operations were not commonly
performed on humans, but were occasionally performed
to save a baby whose mother was about to die in child-
birth. The Sages during the mishnaic period indicate that
operations of this kind were performed on living women,
who survived and even became pregnant again and bore
additional children.
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With regard to a woman who miscarries a sandal fetus, i.e., one that
has the form of a flat fish; or if she miscarries the placenta;" or an
amniotic sac in which tissue developed; or a fetus that emerged
cut, i.e,, in pieces; and likewise a Canaanite maidservant, owned
by a Jew, who miscarried;" in all these cases she brings a sin
offering and it is eaten by the priests.

And these women bring sin offerings but their sin offerings are not
eaten: One who miscarries and does not know the nature of what
she miscarried; and two women who miscarried," in a case where
one miscarried a fetus of a type for which a woman is exempt from
bringing an offering and the other one miscarried a fetus of a type
for which a woman is liable to bring an offering, and they do not
know which miscarried which type. Rabbi Yosei said: When is their
sin offering not eaten? It is when both women went to different
places within the Temple to bring their offerings, e.g., this woman
went to the east and that woman went to the west. But if both of
them were standing together, both of them together bring one sin
offering, and it is eaten.

These women do not bring a sin offering: A woman who miscarries
an amniotic sac full of water," or one full of blood, or one full of
different colors; and likewise a woman who miscarries a fetus with
aform similar to fish, or grasshoppers, or repugnant creatures, or
creeping animals; and a woman who miscarries on the fortieth
day of her pregnancy; and a woman who gives birth by caesarean
section.® Rabbi Shimon deems a woman liable to bring a sin
offering in the case where she gives birth by caesarean section.
G E M A From where do we derive that in the case

of a Canaanite maidservant, owned by a
Jew, who miscarried, she brings a sin offering and it is eaten? As the
Sages taught in a baraita: The passage discussing the halakhot of a
woman following childbirth begins with the verse: “Speak to the
children of Israel, saying: If a woman conceives and gives birth to
a male” (Leviticus 12:2). From this verse I have derived only that
the full-fledged children of Israel are included in these halakhot;
from where do I derive that a convert and a Canaanite maidser-
vant are also included in these halakhot? The verse states “awoman,”
which includes other women.

HALAKHA

A woman who miscarries a sandal fetus or the placenta, etc. —
" Kf?’!p iN'?ﬂYgg n'ggrg:j: If a woman miscarried a fetus in the

form of a flat fish which has a face, or if she miscarries the

placenta, or an amniotic sac in which tissue developed, i.e,, the

form of a person was very thin and not clearly discernable, and

likewise if her fetus emerged cut, i.e., in pieces, she isimpure by

the ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth, and she brings

an offering and that offering is eaten (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:2, 6,12, 14).

A Canaanite maidservant owned by a Jew who miscarried -
n’?’smg Answ: Gentile slaves are susceptible to the ritual impu-
rity of a gonorrhea-like discharge [zival, a menstruating woman,
and a woman after childbirth, like full-fledged Jews (Rambam

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10).

A woman who miscarries and one does not know. ..and two
women who miscarried, etc. — ¥7# X n'__?grgtl...n’wg e
=) w'mm___a": If a woman experiences a miscarriage but does not
know what she miscarried, she observes the ritual impurity
status of a woman who gave birth to a female, even if she was
not presumed to be pregnant. She brings the offerings of a
woman who miscarries, but her sin offering is not eaten. The
reason is that a sin offering of a bird which is brought due to
uncertainty is burned, as she might not be liable, which would
mean that this bird slaughtered in the Temple courtyard was
non-sacred and it is prohibited to derive benefit from its carcass.
Similarly, with regard to two women who had miscarriages, one

of whom is exempt from bringing the offering while the other
is liable, and it is unknown which woman experienced which
miscarriage, each of them brings the offerings of a woman who
miscarries, due to the uncertainty, and neither of their sin offer-
ings is eaten. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
the first tanna, according to the explanation in Rambam'’s Com-
mentary on the Mishna that this tanna disagrees with Rabbi
Yosei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:7).

A woman who miscarries an amniotic sac full of water, etc. —
om N'?g Y nﬁ?@gz With regard to a woman who miscar-
ries an amniotic sac full of water, or full of blood, or full of differ-
ent colors; and likewise a woman who miscarries a fetus with

a form similar to fish, or grasshoppers, or repugnant creatures,
or creeping animals; and similarly a woman who miscarries on

the fortieth day of her pregnancy, there is no concern that any

of these might be a fetus, and therefore she is pure from the

ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth and is exempt from

bringing an offering (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei

Bia10:2, 4, 5:15).

A woman who gives birth by caesarean section - 917 Xy
A woman who gives birth by caesarean section does not have
the ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth. She observes
neither the days of impurity nor the days of purity. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:5).
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the special emphasis in
the mishna: And likewise a Canaanite maidservant? Why does
the mishna deem it necessary to write this halakha? The Gemara
answers: It might enter your mind to say that when we say: With
regard to any mitzva in which a woman is obligated a Canaanite
slave is also obligated in that mitzva, this statement applies with
regard to a matter that is the same for a man and for a woman. But
with regard to the offerings of a woman after childbirth, which is
a category that applies to women but does not apply to men, one
might say a Canaanite maidservant is not obligated to bring these
offerings. It is for this reason the mishna taught the case of a
Canaanite maidservant.

§ The mishna teaches: These women bring a sin offering but their
sin offerings are not eaten. It then teaches that in a case where one
miscarried a fetus of a type for which a woman is exempt from
bringing an offering and the other one miscarried a fetus of a type
for which a woman is obligated to bring an offering, Rabbi Yosei
maintains that if both are standing together they bring one offering
together. The Gemara asks: What exactly do they do? The two of
them bring one definite burnt offering, and a sin offering of a bird
due to uncertainty, and they each stipulate that if she is obligated
to bring the sin offering the animal is hers, and if not then it belongs
to the other woman.

The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yosei of the opinion that a stipula-
tion is effective in the case of a sin offering? But didn’t we learn in
amishna (23a): With regard to a situation where one of two women
unwittingly ate a piece of forbidden fat and is obligated to bring a
sin offering, but it is unknown which woman, Rabbi Shimon says:
They both bring one sin offering together, and Rabbi Yosei says:
They do not both bring one sin offering together. Evidently, Rabbi
Yosei is not of the opinion that a stipulation is effective with regard
to a sin offering.

Rava said: Rabbi Yosei concedes that a stipulation is effective with
regard to one who has not yet brought an atonement offering to
complete the purification process, as is the case concerning a woman
after childbirth. And likewise, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael
to Babylonia he said that Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Yosei con-
cedes with regard to one who has not yet brought an atonement
offering that a stipulation is effective.

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this difference between
the sin offering of one who has not yet brought an atonement offer-
ing and standard sin offerings? The Gemara answers: There, with
regard to a sin offering brought for a transgression, the man requires
definite awareness of his transgression for him to be obligated to
bring a sin offering, as it is written: “If his sin, which he has sinned,
be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28). Therefore, in the case where
one of two women ate forbidden fat, they do not bring a sin offering
together and stipulate that it should be for whichever of them ate
the forbidden fat. But here, with regard to a woman after a miscar-
riage, when these women bring their sin offering they do so only in
order to become permitted in the consumption of sacrificial food,
and therefore the stipulation is effective.

The Gemara cites a proof that this distinction is in fact the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei: As it is taught in the latter clause of that mishna
that Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to any sin offering that comes
as atonement for a sin," two people do not bring it together. This
indicates that if a sin offering does not atone for a sin, two people
can bring it together.

Any sin offering that comes as atonement for a sin — nmgn’?;
N?lj’?xg 2w If two individuals brought a single sin offering
together for their sins, it is not sacrificed for the sake of both of
them. Rather, one waits until it develops a permanent blemish,

HALAKHA

at which point it is sold, and the proceeds are divided between
them for the purchase of a sin offering for each. The halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:4).

TAT'K P - KARETOT - PEREK I* 7B

67



68  KARETOTPEREKI-7B- 171K

2R AL 13113 RN Y DX
2[iymw 1377 NEYY N 91T KEDI
73p) DY NP W 2P L TN
- KT NI DY DY 013 - 190

o1 g

3 90 131 0K 2NV KD 3T
W - 79N W 03 TN s
YR OipEn Tomy

- ) D iKY Aoend N0
o971 VI 2T 10 1S Y 3
P

xaw xn oxow mab Yo a oy
M) DI D TR DI YK
&b axmwh 5 e o

deaey

onyox ox K5 oxow ma o v
A (20 T D0 o b3
T3 13 037 N N e
5w 7 onine 1ixY nhsna vaxn
73 NI KT WY T M)

27

o nysnn x5m Shi ma b roy
PSR nawa v e e ooy
WAy N T M) KoY

13w NIMIAR A3

§ The mishna teaches: And these women do not bring a sin offer-
ing, and among them are a woman who gives birth by caesarean
section. Rabbi Shimon deems a woman liable to bring an offering
in a case where she gives birth by caesarean section. The Gemara
asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Shimon? Reish Lakish said that
the verse states: “But if she bears a girl” (Leviticus 12:5). The term

“she bears” is superfluous in the context of the passage, and it serves
to include another type of birth, and what is it? This is a birth by
caesarean section.

The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what is their reasoning?

Rabbi Mani bar Pattish said that their ruling is derived from the

verse: “If a woman conceives [tazria] and gives birth to a male”
(Leviticus 12:2). The word tazria literally means to receive seed,
indicating that all the halakhot mentioned in that passage do not

apply unless she gives birth through the place where she receives

seed, not through any other place, such as in the case of a caesarean

section.

MISHNAA woman who gives birth to a daughter

counts fourteen days during which she is
ritually impure. That is followed by sixty-six days during which she
remains ritually pure even if she experiences a flow of blood. The
Torah obligates a woman to bring her offering on the eighty-first
day (see Leviticus 12:1-6). If the woman miscarries another fetus
before that day, she is not required to bring an additional offering.
In the case of a woman who miscarries a fetus on the night of; i.e.,
preceding, the eighty-first day," Beit Shammai deem her exempt
from bringing a second offering and Beit Hillel deem her liable
to bring a second offering.

Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: What is different between the
night of the eighty-first and the day of the eighty-first? If they are
equal with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, i.e., the blood
flow of this woman on the eighty-first night renders her ritually
impure and all the standard strictures of ritual impurity apply to her,
will the two time periods not be equal with regard to liability to
bring an additional offering as well?

Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: No, there is a difference between

that night and the following day. If you said with regard to a woman

who miscarries on the eighty-first day that she is obligated to bring

an additional offering, this is logical, as she emerged into a period

that is fit for her to bring her offering. Would you say the same

with regard to a woman who miscarries on the night of the eighty-
first day, where she did not emerge into a period that is fit for her

to bring her offering, as offerings are not sacrificed at night?

Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Butlet the case of a woman who
miscarries on the eighty-first day that occurs on Shabbat prove
that this distinction is incorrect, as she did not emerge into a
period that is fit for her to bring her offering because individual
offerings are not sacrificed on Shabbat, and nevertheless she is
obligated to bring an additional offering.

HALAKHA

A woman who miscarries on the night of the eighty-first day —  of the eightieth day are included in the first birth, and she brings

) ouine 11&7? n'zgr;a: If a woman gives birth to or miscarries
one or many children, she brings one set of offerings for all of
them, provided she gave birth to them all before completion
of her term of impurity. How so? If she gave birth to a daughter,
any miscarriages she has from the day of the birth until the end

only one offering. If she gives birth, becomes pregnant again, and
miscarries on the night of the eighty-first day after her previous
birth, she must bring a separate offering for that miscarriage. The
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:8).
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