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DIGEST

This thesis is a study of chapter two of B. Abodah
Zarah. The purpose was to learn about the rabbinic attitude
towards non-Jews, and to understand some of the concerns,
feelings, perceptions, and fears that were held by the
rabbis regarding Jewish-Gentile relations. Also, a complete
chapter of Talmud (consisting of thirty-eight pages) was
selected in order to analyze Talmudic style, argumentation,
and logic.

The second chapter of Abodah Zarah deals primarily
with Jewish association with Gentiles. It discusses food and
utensils of non-Jews that Jews may and may not use. From this
material it becomes clear that there was extensive interaction
between Jews and Gentiles in the first centuries of the com-
mon era. In order to understand some of the reasons for re-
stricting and controlling these relations, the Mishnayoth
and the Amoraic comments on them have been studied and ana-
lyzed in detail. As an aid, a scheme or outline of the rab-
binic material follows each topic discussed in the Gemara.
These schemes shed light on the method of argumentation in
the Talmud, and assist the reader to folldow the"Gemara as it
discusses various topics. Moreover, they help the reader

understand the relationship between statements and subjects
mentioned in the discussions.
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An attempt has been made to determine shifts in

concerns and emphases between the Tannaitic and Amoraic per-
icds with respect to the prohibitions restricting Jewish
interactions (on both business and social levels) with non-
Jews. In the concluding chapter, a summary of my findings

is presented. The themes that run throughout the chapter are
discussed, and I point out the various concerns of the Tannaitic
and Amoraic authorities, and the different ways they treat

the topics discussed.

In both the introduction and conclusion I discuss
some of the opinions of scholars about the causes of anti-
Jewish feelings in the period of the Mishnah and Talmud. It
is hoped that this thesis, being a study of a part of the
halakhic literature of that era, helps explain how the
rabbinic authorities felt about Jewish~Gentile relations,

and how they perceived the need for Jewish separation from

the peoples among .whom they .lived. . .
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INTRODUCTION
One of the tensions in the Babylonian Talmud is found

in the attitude it expresses towards Gentiles. On the one
hand, in all matters of human relations--business and social--
they are to be treated exactly like Jews. As Dr. Lauterbach
wrote, "The Jewish religion teaches that in all activities
of social welfare works, in acts of mutual helpfulness be-
tween man and man and of kindness to neighbors, the gentile
should be included as well as the Jew.“l Therefore, we
find in the Talmud that non-Jews are to share in the gifts
of the poor, and they are to be supported together with the
Jewish poor. Jews are to visit and attend the sick among
the Gentiles, bury their dead, and comfort their mourners.
Protection must be offered by Jews for a Gentile's property,
and they are to be treated fairly in business transactions.
Jews are to have regard for the honor and human dignity of
the non-Jew. Laws such as these, wrote Lauterbach,

are commanded to the Jew because of the honor and

respect which, according to Judaism, we must have for

every human being made in the image of God; and because,

as the Midrash put it, the Israelites are commanded

+o be kind at all times and on all occasions, and to
be helpful 50 everyone who comes along, be he Jew

or gentile.

We also find in the Talmud an attitude which does

not look so favorably upon the non-Jew. As Mielziner said,

udefect5“ of the Talmud is that it

listed as one of the




"contains several uncharitable utterances and provisions
against members of other nations and creeds."> Several such
statements are found in Tractate Abodah Zara, which deal
with the relationships Jews are permitted and prohibited
with Gentiles. Taken together with the lofty utterances
about how Jews should treat Gentiles, the Talmud's message
to the Jew seems to be: "Limit your dealings with Gentiles,
but when you do have contact with them, extend to them the
courtesy, honesty, and respect you would to a Jew." The
unkindly view of the non-Jdew is often overlooked by those
who seek to portray Judaism in a positive light. Perhaps

it is a part of the rabbinic literature that some would
prefer to continue to neglect. However, to understand the
rabbinic attitude towards Gentiles, all the evidence avail-
able must be studied.

This is part of the task of this study of the second
chapter of B. Abodah Zara. It is the aim of this thesis to
understand some of the views of Gentiles expressed in the
halakhic literature, and determine the concerns behind the
laws enacted to restrict and control relationships between
Jews and Gentiles. After studying the Mishnah, the Gemara
to it is carefully analyzed so that its treatment of the
issues is clearly understood. Careful attention is paid to

determining shifts in emphases and tendencies towards len-

iency or strictness, and to the reasoning used in the

cussion. The intent has been to comprehend

process of the dis




the text as thoroughly as possible. I will not be interested

in the halakha as it became accepted in generations sub-
sequent to the redaction of the Talmud. For this reason, the
commentators, who often refer to practices in their times,
are primarily used when their explanations elucidate the
plain meaning of the text.

At the end of the analysis of each section of the
Gemara, a scheme of the sugya {or sugyoth)} is presented.

The scheme has two purposes. First, it is intended as an aid
to assist the reader follow the analysis. Second, the scheme
will be helpful in reaching some understanding of Talmudic
logic and reasoning, the flow of argumentation, and the
relationship between apparently disparate statements and
discussions.

It is hoped that the method I have employed will
achieve another goal in addition to the one already stated.
By carefully following the flow of the sugyoth, the reader
will notice, as I have, that the redactor of the Gemara has
distinct and discernable ways of investigating issues and
introducing information pertinent to the topic of the
discussion. It will also be seen that within each sugya the
flow of the discussion is logical, and that all the state-

ments are somehow linked to each other. Moreover, in those

sections which contain more than one sugya, there is a
logical relationship between them. In my analysis of the

text T will note the relationship between the statements in

‘..-!.................l!...-.....-..-.lll.llIIl....IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII'




one secticon. The insight into Talmudic style gained by a
study like this can be useful ip understanding cother sugyoth
in the Talmud.

A glossary is added to define words, terms, and
phrases that might be unfamiliar to the reader. In my con-
clusion I will present what has been learned about the
reasoning and argumentation of the Talmud, on the one hand,
and on the other, I will summarize the findings with respect
to the attitude towards and concerns about non-Jews expressed

in chapter two of B, Abodah Zara.

Abodah Zara is the eighth tractate of the fourth Order

of the Mishnah Nezikin (Damages). Following is a list of

the chapters and the topics they contain:

l.gn*T?% ?19%7--when, how, and where business may be carried
on with idolaters.

2. T7127°nyn J?’N--association with idolaters and what food and
utensils of non-Jewsthat Jews may or may not use

3. o'nYyyn Yy--use of their images or parts cof them; use of
their baths and places of worship

4. ‘“ynp® ma1--use of an idol or something pertaining to it;
destroying an idol; buying an idolater's winepress; helping
an idolater in the vintage and wine preparation

5. Yyisn nx 12ien--libation wine and a Jewish laborer and
ass of a Jew employed in its preparation; a Jewish wine

seller or merchant and an idolater emplover; a Jew and

idolater at a table with wine; prohibitioms ©f libation wine.

T —



The laws in this tractate are based mainly on the
laws of the Pentateuch which deal with how the Israelites
are to relate to the inhabitants of the land of Israel.
Several of the relevant passages are: Ex. 23:13, 24, 32-33;
Ex. 34:12-16; Deut. 7:1-5, 25-26; Deut. 12:1-2.

The tractate is not a polemic against idolatry.
Rather, it is that section of the Talmud which discusses
laws and precepts concerning idol worship and worshippers.
It does not, as Lieberman noted, "engage in refutations of
the principles of idol worship," nor in the derision of
idolatry (nnT aTiayT mnjvﬂ.4 The rabbis of the Amorailc period
were not concerned with the problem of idolatry, but with
the effects of its rites on social and business contacts
between Jews and Gentiles. "The Jewish teachers (of the
third and fourth centuries) were primarily concerned with
the practical rites of idolatry in so far as they might
affect the behavior of the Jews, and they composed a whole
tractate (Abodah Zara) on this subject."5 According to
Lieberman, the authorities of the Amorgic period had no
reason to polemicize against idolatry, for, unlike the

sages of the Hellenistic period,

...the Rabbis were no longer s?ruggling with Gentile
paganism...In the first centuries of the common era
the Jews were so far removed from clear-cut idolatry
that there was not _the slightest need to argue and

preach against it.

Albeck, too, emphasizes that the prohibitions issued

by the sages having to do with idolatry were only made with

r



regards to actual idolaters, not with non-Jews who do not

worship idols.’ A statement by R. Johanan (Hullin 13b) con-
firms this view: "Gentiles outside of the land of Israel

are not idolaters, for they only follow the customs of their
ancestors."” Therefore, a distinction must be made between
the Amoraic uses of the term ©?1’1y (*)Taiy. At times, the
authority probably refers to a real idolater. However,

when the context of the discussion is a contemporary con-
cern or issue, the reference is to a non-Jew in general. It
is not always clear precisely about whom a statement is made.
The censorship of the Talmud that has occurred over the
centuries adds to the difficulty of identifying more
accurately the people or group an Amora had in mind when

he speaks of 071313 (?)a71y. Owing to this difficulty, in

this thesis I have translated the term 071213 {(?)21}y as
either non-Jew(s) or Gentile{s). In the Soncino edition of
this tractate, 0?1312 T11y is translated as "heathen." The

Webster's New World Dictionary of the English Language says

that originally the word "heathen" meant, "any nation or
people that did not worship the God of Israel.” I'have re-
jected this translation for two reasons. First, because it

has come to refer to anyone not a Jew, Christian, or Moslem.

Secondly, "heathen" has pejorative connotations. The Webster
1 ——r

Dictionary lists as an additional definition of the word:

"a person regarded as uncivilized, unenlightened, irreligious,

aning on 07133) T11Y that may or

etc." The word places a Te




on the other

may not at all times be intended. "Gentile, "
hand, means, "any person not a Jdew, " according to the

dictionary. While the term was used in early Christianity

to refer to heathens, it does not have the same negative

connotations today as does the word "heathen. "
It will be seen that one of the basic concerns of
the sages expressed in the chapter of Talmud studied in

this paper is the preservation of the Jewish people. In a

Baraitha,8

R. Simeon.b. Eleazar says that Jews living out-
side the land of Israel are considered idolaters. Why?
Apparently, simply associating with non-Jews socially was
sufficient cause, according to this Tanna, to liken Jews in
the diaspora to idolaters. The sentiment expressed in R.
Simeon's statement fostered the feeling that Jews must keep

far away from their Gentile neighbors. Albeck notes that

Seder Elijah Rabbah (5:9) advises Jews to keep far from

Gentiles and their society. Also, the Book of Jubilees tells

Jews to separate from the Gentiles, not to eat with them,
nor to behave as they do.9 According to Albeck and others,
the separation from Gentiles that Jews imposed on themselves
gave rise to the hatred directed at the Jews. Non-Jews
understood the separation as a statement on the part of
Jews of disdain for the peoples of the world. Albeck ex-

presses a Jewish view of this:

.the separation and distancing from the nations

- -

strengthened and preserved the people of Israel by




not mixing with Gentiles and learning their ways:;
and were it not for these decrees of the sages,

there would not have survived, heaven forbid, a
last remnant of Israe],l0

There is, it becomes clear, a gap between the Jewish
perception of the need to be separate and the Gentile under-
standing of why the Jews made themselves distinct from their
neighbors. Perhaps this thesis will shed some light on the
rabbinic thinking that led to the enactment of laws which

restricted business and social relationships between the

Jew and non-Jew.




I. THE FIRST MISHNAH

Analysis of the Mishnah (22a)

The theme of the first Mishnah in chapter two of
B. Abodah Zara is the security of Jews. In the last Mishnayoth
of the chapter, the effect of the laws is to insure a social
separation between Jews and Gentiles. Presently, for the ;
most part, the concern is for the physical safety of Jews.

The first ruling is that Jews may not lodge their
animals in stables belonging to Gentiles. Rashi says that
the word "stables" (nixp1118) refers to places established !

for travellers to lodge their animals for a fee.l The

reason for the law, according to the Mishnah, is that Gen-

tiles are suspected of committing sexual acts with animals

(ny?a1). The "sons of Noah," i.e., non-Jdews, were forbidden

to have sexual relations with animals, based on an interpretation
of Gen. 2:24. It says in that verse that a man and woman

who marry “"shall be one flesh." This was taken to exclude 1
intercourse with animals. Sanhedrin 58a says that "and they
shall be as one flesh" applies to those "that can become
one flesh, thus excluding cattle and beasts, which cannot
become one flesh with man." Since such relations are for-
bidden to Gentiles, for a Jew to present an innkeeper with

the temptation of violating this injunction amounts to
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< .
trespassing the commandment, "Before a blind person do not

place a stumbling block" (Lev. 19:14}.2

This Mishnah also states that Jewish men and women
should avoid being alone with Gentiles. For each sex there
is a different reason: women should not be alone with Gen-
tiles because they are "suspected of lewdness"; men must
not be alone with them because Gentiles are suspected of
committing murder. It will be seen that these two suspicions

seem to have been widely held assumptions about the nature

of non-Jews.

Analysis of the Gemara
1. Stables of Gentiles (22b-25a)
The first matter taken up by the Gemara is the Mishnah's
statement: "One should not lodge cattle in stables belonging
to Gentiles because they are suspected of committing immoral
acts with them." The discussion which ensues centers around
a Baraitha that seemingly contradicts the Mishnah. This
Baraitha teaches: "One may purchase cattle from them for a
sacrifice, and need not worry lest a woman committed sodomy

with it (ie..if the animal is male) or that a man committed

soddmy” with it (if the animal is female). The problem is

apparent--the Baraitha permits an action, specifically

stating that there is no need to fear sodomy, while the

Mighnah cites that very suspicien (of sodomy) for its

Presumably, a Jew would

prohibition of a related action.
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be most cautious in mattersg concerning Temple sacrifices,
which makes the contradiction between the two Tannaitic

sources all the more Puzzling,

The Gemara's discussion does not explicitly look to
the different circumstances of the two teachings. That is,
there is no direct attempt to seek an answer to the problem
in the difference between making use of Gentile inns for ’
animals belonging to Jews and purchasing animals from Gen-
tiles. Rather, the central question discussed is, Do Jews
need to fear that Gentiles will have sexual relations with
animals?? The answer is that if Jews entrust their animals
to Gentiles, it is reasonable to fear that there will be

sodomy; however, Jews may purchase animals belonging to

Gentiles under certain circumstances. In other words, the
fear of committing sodomy with animals belonging to Jews
is certain, whereas with their own animals doubt exists.
With this explanation, the Mishnah is vindicated and the
Baraitha which apparently contradicts it is, at the same
time, upheld (albeit with qualifications).

The Gemara introduces the Baraitha with the term
"n1°p11, i.e., the pointing to a contradiction between two

statements of equal authority. The Baraitha :states that a

Jew may purchase an animal from a Gentile for a sacrifice
and need not fear that the animal had been used in a way
that would invalidate it for such use. Namely, a Jew need

not fear that it had (a) committed sodomy with a human,

s ,_




12

i.e., a male, (b) been used for sodomy by a woman, (c) been

designated for an idolatrous sacrifice, > or (d) been wor-

Z 4
shipped. The Gemara has no difficulty understanding why

the latter two need not be concerns of Jews, for a Gentile

S —

simply would not sell a cult animal, However, in the words

of the Gemara, "we should fear that it may have been used

for sodomy!™"

Two Amoraic teachings attempt to establish the

reasoning of the Baraitha. Rab Tahlifa said that Rab Shila
bar Abina taught in the name of Rab that a Gentile would

not have relations with a female animal because it would

become barren. Rab Kahana explained that since a male animal
would become lean if it has relations with a human, the
Gentile will refrain from having intercourse with it. Another
Baraitha is cited as support of the first. It states that
one may purchase a domesticated animal from a Gentile shep-
herd. The Gemara asks why in this case there is apparently
no suspicion that the shepherd may have committed sexual

acts with the animal. The explanation for the absence of
suspicion is that the shepherd would be afraid of being
caught . and losing his pay. This is in accordance with the
views of Rab and Rab Kahana, that intercourse with humans
lowers the value of both male and female animals. So, the .
teachings attributed to them can be seen as explaining

both of the Baraithoth that dismiss the fear of sodomy.

The discussion next turns to support of the Mishnah's
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tatement ]
sta which expresses a Suspicion of sodomy. A Baraitha

1s quoted that states: "gne should not entrust cattle to a

(Gentile) shepherd." an attempt to challenge this is made

by applying the reasoning that the shepherd would be afraid
of losing his salary if he committed sodomy with the animal
entrusted to him. The challenge is rejected, because, the
Gemara reasons, Gentiles have a fear of one another, but
not of Jews. This sentiment, according to Rabbah, is supported
by the popular saying, "As the stylus penetrates the stone,
SO one cunning mind detects another."5 Thus, the distinction
is established between animals belonging to Jews and animals
belonging to Gentiles which a Jew may want to purchase.
Regarding the former, the Gemara supports the ruling that
there is a legitimate concern that if entrusted to Gentiles
there may be immoral sexual relations. As for the latter,
since a Gentile would want the best price for his animal,
and since the effects of sodomy on both male and female
animals are apparent (to Jewish and Gentile buyers alike},
the suspicion of sodomy is somewhat eliminated.

Continuing with the subject of entrusting animals
to others, the Gemara cites a Baraitha transmitted by Rab
Joseph.which states that widows should not lodge dogs or

students. The Gemara points out what the concern is with a

student, namely, that he would be discrete about sexual

relations with the widow. However, a problem is perceived

with respect to a widow lodging a dog. If she had relations
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with it, the dog would follow her around. Since she would

be discovered by thisg indication of what has occurred, the

reasoning goes, she would pe dissuaded from having sexual

relations with it. The answer to this problem is that people
would assume the dog follows her because she feeds it. Like
with the student, then, there is no sure way of knowing if

a forbidden sexual act has occurred, Therefore, the Baraitha

rightly rules that a widow should lodge neither a dog or a
student in her house.

The Baraitha just discussed obviously covers the
case of lodging a male dog with a Jewish woman. The Baraitha
which stated that Jews may not entrust animals to Gentile
shepherds involves male or female animals and male shepherds.
Combining these prohibitions, the Gemara next considers
lodging female animals with Gentile women. The ruling for
this situation is implied by a statement attributed to Mar
'Ukba bar Hama. He said that Gentile men have sexual re-
lations with their friends' wives. If their women are not
available, they have relations with their friends' animals.
It may be inferred from this that, according to Mar 'Ukba,
it is forbidden for Jews to lodge a female animal with a
Gentile woman. This inference is supported by an anonymous
statement in the Gemara. It says that even if a Gentile
visits a friend whose wife is at home, he would prefer to
have sexual relations with the Jew's animal, "for they pre-

fer Jewish animals to their women." This comment is sub-

T
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stantiated by a midrash attributed to R, Johanan. It appears

also in Yebamot 103b, where it is again transmitted in the

name of R. Johanan. Another account of the midrash appears

in Shabbat 145b-146a, where it is cited anonymously. Since
it is the most complete version, the passage is quoted here

as it appears in Tractate Shabbat because of the attitude

toward non-Jews it reveals:

Why do Gentiles have an evil smell?’ Because they did
not standj at Mount Sinai. For when the serpent _copulated
with Eve,  he injected an evil smell into her.” As for
Israel, WES stood at Mount Sinai, their evil smell
departed; the Gentiles, who did not stand at Mount
Sinai, their evil smell d4id not depart.

The belief that Gentiles are wont to have sexual re-
lations with animals is also given credence by statements
attributed to R. Hanina b. Dosa and R. Jeremiah of Difti.
The Gemara asks, "What of fowl?" In the context in which
this question appears, it can be understood as inguiring
whether or not Gentiles are known to engage in sexual inter-
course with fowl. The first answer is given by Rab Judah in
the name of Samuel, speaking in the name of R. Hanina b.
Dosa. According to this tradition, R. Hanina once saw a
Gentile have relations with a goose. Then. it is reported

that R. Jeremiah once saw an Arab have relations with a

side of beef. Though this is unrelated to the lssue raised

by the Gemara's question, his testimony reinforces the belief

about the sexual preferences of non-Jews.

ging animals with Gentiles,

Returning to the issue of lod
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another solution to the apparent contradiction between the

Mishnah and the first Baraitha is proposed by Rabina. He
attempted an explanation that the Mishnah is an a priori
ruling {a%nnd%7) , while the Baraitha rules ex post facto
(1ay771) . The following parallel case is cited to prove that
in cases concerning the sexual immorality of Gentiles there
is a difference in the legal rulings depending on whether
or not the act has already been committed. In our Mishnah
it says, "A (Jewish) woman should not be alone with (Gentiles)
because they are suspected of sexual immorality." An ob-
jection to this rule is brought from Ketuboth 26b, where it
is taught that if a woman were held prisoner by Gentiles
for the sake of money {(i.e., a ransom), she is permitted

to her husband when she is allowed to return; but if she
were held for a capital offense, she is not. The attempt

is to see our Mishnah as an a priori ruling and the first
part of the Mishnah from Ketuboth as ex post facto. That
18, a priori the ruling is that a woman may not be alone
with Gentile men. However, the passage from Ketuboth indi-

cates that if, under the circumstances described, she has

already been alone with Gentile men, she may continue to

reside with her husband. This is rejected for two reasons.

First, the leniency in the Ketuboth ruling is attributed

to the opinion that the Gentiles holding a Jewish woman

would not sexually abuse her, because they know that they

would lose the ransom money if they did (since her husband
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would be less inclined to come Up With the money). Secondly,

the last part of that Ketuboth Mishnah is instructive, as

it indicates that whether the situation is a priori or ex

post facto is not decisive, since in the case of a capital

charge she is even forbidden .eX post facto to her husband.

R. Pedath introduces an explanation of the problem
which associates the (strict) Mishnah with a teaching of
R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus, and the (lenient) Baraitha with the

majority of the rabbis. The controversy to which R. Pedath

refers concerns the purchase of a red heifer from Gentiles. %
In Mishnah Para 2:1 R. Eliezer said the heifer may not be
bought from Gentiles, while the rabbis permit doing so. It
was the opinion of R. Pedath that R. Eliezer's prohibition
is based on the same suspicion of sodomy that the Mishnah
has, whereas the Rabbis, like the Baraitha, have no such
suspicion.

By way of objection, the Gemara posits an alternative
reason for the difference of opinion between R. Eliezer
and the rabbis in the Para Mishnah. Based on the teaching
of Rab Judah in the name of Rab (Sotah 46a), it is suggested
that R. Eliezer held the suspicion that Gentiles may place
a load on the heifer before selling it, which would make it
invalid.l! on this issue the rabbis do not share his suspicion.
This line of reasoning is rejected with logic seen before

in this sugya, :-namely, that a Gentile would not risk the

loss of such a profitable sale for the small benefit of

T
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putting a load on the animal. Using this same reasoning, the

Gemara then states that the difference of opinion between

R. Eliezer and the majority of the rabbis was not concern
over sodomy, for it could be said that the Gentile would
not risk losing the sale of a red heifer just for "a little
pleasure." This is rejected by the simple statement that
"his urge overcomes him," Therefore, the view of R. Pedath
still stands as one way of understanding the controversy in

Mishnah Para 2:1, as well as the differnce between our

Mishnah in Abodah Zara and the first Baraitha.

Shila, also trying to refute R. Pedath, suggests

another explanation for the difference between R. Eliezer
and the rabbis in Mishnah Para 2:1. It is his view that

R. Eliezer made his ruling based on an interpretation of
Numb. 19:2. This verse begins: "This is the ritual law that
the Lord has commanded: Instruct the Israelite people to
bring (inp?1)you a red heifer..." The verb iny?) is under-
stood as though it were in the causative form n?p?1 (See
Rashi), meaning "cause to be pought" or "sell." So, R. y
Eliezer holds that the red heifer can be purchased only

from Jews. 1

This explanation is refuted by the Gemara by quoting

the end of Mishnah Para 2:1, which says that R. Eliezer

detlared all sacrifices bought from Gentiles unfit. Since

the verb 1np?1 in Numb. 19:2 refers only to the red heifer, i

it cannot be said that buying sacrificial animals only from |

J
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Jews 1s the principle behind . Eliezer's opinion

Returning to the view of R. Pedath, which has not

been successfully refuted, it is suggested that R. Eliezer

and the rabbis differ only over the red heifer. Since its

price was high (and therefore the Gentile would lose a very
profitable sale by committing an act that would make it
unfit as a sacrificelz} the rabbis rule that there is no
need to be suspicious of sodomy. However, regarding other
sacrifices, they may agree with R. Eliezer's strict position.
Two Baraitoth, however, militate against accepting this
explanation of the argument. The first of these was the
original Baraitha contradicting the Mishnah, which.allowed
the purchase of animals from Gentiles for sacrifices. I
this view is accepted, then the Baraitha would agree neither
with the opinion of R. Eliezer or the rabbis. The second
Baraitha cited teaches that R. Eliezer's colleagues refuted
his position by citing Isaiah 60:7. This verse says, "All
the flocks of OQedar shall be gathered together to thee, the

rams of Navayot shall minister to thee: they shall come up

with acceptance on my alter..."Taking the words "All the

flocks of Qedar" as describing animals belonging to non-Jews,

the interpretation of the rabbis is that it is permitted to

use animals of Gentiles for gacrifices. Therefore, it is

unacceptable to posit that +he rabbis agree with R. Eliezer

that sacrifices other than the red heifer must be purchased

from Jews.

L e

T it -
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Having failed to refute R. Pedath's understanding

at the end

of R. Eliezer's disagreement with the rabbis
r
of this discussion the Gemara restates R. Pedath's opinion

and expands on it. The statement is made: "Therefore, they

disagree only over fear (of sodomy), but when sodomy is

a certainty, (the animal is) unfit,"Ll3

The Gemara next returns to Shila's opinion of the
dispute between R. Eliezer and the rabbis. According to
Shila, R. Eliezer holdsthat sacrifices must be purchased
from Jews. Though objections from the Bible are cited to '

refute Shila's view of R. Eliezex's opinion, they are ex-

plained away by forced interpretations. Thus, for example,
a Scriptural verse is cited which lends itself to the same
exegetical treatment as Numbers 19:2. This verse is Exodus
25:2, which reads: "Tell the Israelite people to bring i
(1np*1) me gifts..." It would follow, according to Shila's

view, that R. Eliezer would insist that the gifts that are
listed (See verses 2-7) must be acquired from Jews. However,

a story is told in the name of Rab Judah speaking in the F
name of Samuel, in which R. Eliezer recounts an incident

where the sages went to purchase a precious stone for the

ephod from a Gentile! It was suggested by the Gemara that

perhaps the stones for the ephod, mentioned in verse seven, 1

are not covered by the verb inp?1 (vs. 2). However, the

. ]
Verse reads "Onyx stones and stones to be set in the ephod...

, " nes, " joining it to
With a vav in front of the second "stones, " J i

e ._---lllllllll!..........-......................-f
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the verk Wpw. So, this story presents a difficulty; and §

if that were not enough,

1t continues to recount how the

purchase a red heifer from him!

following year the rabbis returned to the same Gentile to a
This would indicate that

buying sacrifices for the Temple from non-Jews was legitimate.
The Gemara suggest that it may have been acceptable

to R. Eliezer as long as the purchase went through Jewish

middlemen. But does this mean he does not suspect sodomy?

A Baraitha is cited which reads: "They told R. Eliezer that

it once ‘happened that they bought it from a Gentile...R.

Eliezer said to them, 'Is that proof (that there need be no

suspicion of sodomy}? Jews had watched it from the moment
of its birth!'“l4 Therefore, R. Eliezer's strict opinion
that sacrificial animals cannot be purchased from non-Jews
is understood to be based on both principles, namely, the
fear or suspicion of sodomy and that the animals should be
bought by the Temple personnel from Jews.

This discussion continues with a series of five

cbjections, based on five Biblical verses, to the ruling

that sacrificial animals may not be purchased directly from

Gentiles. Each verse retells an incident where animals

sacrificed by Jews belonged to Gentiles. Each, however, is

explained away, lest R. Eliezer be refuted.

The first objection is based on EX. 10:25. In that

verse Moses is speaking to Pharaoh, who, in the previous

! J " lied
verse told Moses to "Go, worship the Lord! Moses rep "

!.....-t::__________::---........l-....-..-..l.lIIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII"
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"You yourself must provide us with sacrifices and burnt

offerings to offer up to the Lord our God..." Clearly this

indicates that animals belonging to Pharaoh were acceptable

as sacrifices. The objection is refuted by stating that

this occurred before the Torah was given.

s PR N P — e S . T W} g

Next comes

Ex. 18:12, which tells of Jethro offering "a burnt offering
and sacrifices for God." The first answer given is that

this too was before the Torah was given. However, to one

-

who says it was after that event,l® the response would be

that Jethro bought the animals from Jews. In I Sam 15:15

it 1s told how the Israelites used the animals of the

Amalekites for sacrifices. The Gemara, however, instructs

that they took the animals and sold@ them, and used the |

money to buy their sacrifices from Jews. II Sam. 24:22 is ‘
an account of Aravnah giving David his oxen and threshing
instruments for an offering. Here, the legitimizing factor

is that Aravnah was a ger toshab.

The last objection cites I Sam. 6:14, which speaks

of the Israelites offering the animals of the Philistines

as sacrifices. By way of an answer to this objection, this ‘

incident is called by the Gemara nye NN111--an exceptional

Or special halakhic decision (which cannot serve as a legal

precedent. There are two factors which indicate the validity

of this assertion: (1) the animals sacrificed belonged to

Gentiles, and (2) the animals Were females (1) . The question ‘
F

s animals was

s
was asked why this case of the Philistine
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cited, since, in view of the fact that the animals were fe-

males, it is obvious that it was an exceptional case. The
answer 1s that they may have been offered on a Jewish private
altar during a period when such altars were permitted.

According to a teaching of Adda bar Ahaba, it was permitted

to offer female animals at a private altar,

R. Johanan sought to limit the use of Gentiles'
animals to those less than three years old. He based this
on his opinion that up to that age it is certain that a
Gentile will not perform sodomy with the animal, for it
would become barren. All the above objections based on
Biblical incidents can be explained accordingly, including
the story of the Philistines' animals. R. Huna the son of
Rab Nathan refutes R. Johanan by pointing out that according
to the Scriptural account, the offspring of the sacrificed
animals were put in stables.l6 He then cites Mishnah
Bekoroth 3:1. In that Mishnah, R. Ishmael says that if a
man bought a beast from a Gentile and it was not known

whether it had given birth or not, it may be given to the

priest depending on the age and type of animal. "If it was

a cow or an ass still in its third year (the first male

offspring) shall surely fall to the priest; but if it was

i i nl? sed on this, he
older than this it remains 1n doubt. Ba :

states that cows under three years of age are considered

to be unable to bear offspring. However, the cows of the

Philistines that pulled the wagon had offspring, and must
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:
|
Therefore, the g

have been older than three years of age
conclusion of the Gemara is that the previous answer (that ;
it was a special halakhic decision) is the best way to [

understand the incident.

This concludes the discussion on the first issue ﬂ
of the Mishnah. The result is that the Mishnah's strictness Iﬁ
applies to animals belonging to Jews, whereas the Baraitha's
leniency with respect to suspicion of sodomy applies in
cases of Jews acquiring the animals of Gentiles. From
another Baraitha it was learned that R. Eliezer holds the

suspicion of Gentiles performing sodomy, but the rabbis

did not. Thus, the Mishnah is in accord with R. Elliezer,

while the Baraitha is in agreement with the rabbis. More-

over, the Baraitha has been qualified to permit. the pur-
chase of Gentile animals for the Temple through Jewish l

agency, and the animal's mother must have been watched by

Jews from its birth (or even conception) to assure there

has been no sexual act performed with it. ”F

Scheme--Stables of Gentiles |

dge an animal in the stables

] i not lo
1. Mishnah: Jews may suspected of sodomy. (=

of Gentiles, for they are

urchase animals for sacrifices from

2. itha: Jews ma
Baraitha ¥ Pot worry about sodomy.

Gentiles and need n

fear of sodomy?

3. Question: Should there not be the
a--Shila--Rab): A Gentile would not

female because 1t would become

Answer (Rab Taglif
commit sodomy with a
barren.
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Rab Kahana: A Gentile !

- would - y
male animal because it wogiz gggﬂ;ﬁ fggﬁmy wLEh | i

4. Baraitha:

A Jew can ,
shepherd. Purchase animals from a Gentile

Question: Should there not be fear of soddmy ? ]

Answer: No, because

Cofarde a Gentile wo ;
his pay. uld fear he ‘would lose

5. Baraitha: A Jew may not entrust animals to Gentile
shepherds.

e e e T =x e

Question: Would he not fear for loss of his salary?

Answer: No, because he is not afraid of Jews, just other |
Gentlles. |

Comment (Rabbah): A popular saying agrees with the above
answer.

6. Baraitha (Transmitted by Rab Joseph): Widows should not :
lodge dogs or students,

Question: A student would be discrete, but would the dog
not follow her if she had sex with it?

Answer: People would say that it follows her because she
feeds it.

7. Question: What of leaving female animals with women.

Answer (Mar 'Ukba bar Hama): Gentiles have relations
with their friends' wives, and if they are not around,

they have relations with their animals.

Comment: Even if the woman is there, he may_have relations
With the animal left by the Jew, for Gentiles prefer

Jewish animals to their own women.

R. Johanan: Cites a midrash about Gentiles' having an 5
evil smell (Nnn1T).

8. Question: What about fowl?

Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel--R. Hanina) : I saw a Gentile

have relations with a goose.

Also: R. Jeremiah of pifti saw an Arab have relations

with a side of beef.

L —————————————
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g. Rabina: Offers a solution to th

D1Nas : € contradiction b
the Elshnah and the f+rst Baraitha: the Mishnahezweiges !
a priorli and the Baraitha ex post facto B ]

Support: Based on t ] i
’I%EEEEuboth. he Mishnah itself and another Mishnah

10. Refutation: (1)The woman in the Ketuboth Mishnah is
permitted to her husband because Gentiles do not want

to lose ransom money. (2) The end

: - of the Ketuboth
Mlshpah proves that in certain cases the woman is
forbidden to her husband even ex post facto.

11. R. Pedath: Offers a solution to the contradiction
petween the Mishnah and the first Baraitha: the Mishnah
is in accordance with R. Eliezer and the Baraitha with
the rabbis in a controversy over the red heifer.

Support: Mishnah Para 2:1.

Conclusion: R. Eliezer holds the fear of sodomy and
the rabbis do not.

12. Attempted refutation: Maybe the issue in Para zZal ds )
that mentioned by Rab Judah in the name of Rab, i.e., ¢
that the concern is over Gentiles making the heifer
invalid as a sacrifice by placing a load on . B

Answer: This is not the concern, for the Gentile would
not risk losing the sale of his heifer.

Question: Sodomy, then, may not be the issue, fgr the
Gentile would not risk losing the sale for a little
pleasure.

Answer: His urge overcomes him.

13. Shila: The issue in Mishnah Para 2:1 is over buying
" sacrifices; R. Eliezer holds that sacrifices should

be purchased only from Jews.

Support: Numb. 19:2

1l4. Refutation: R. Eliezer jnvalidated all sacréféﬁis
bought from Gentiles, and the Numbers vers Y

applies to the red heifer.

nt over suspicion of sodomy
but the rabbis and R. Ellezer
vifices there 1S a Sus-

15. Restatement: The disagreeme
only involves the heifer,
agree that with all other sac
picion of sodomy.
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16. Refutation: Two Baraithot: " |
animal from them for sacriéilesgne may purchase an I

futed R. Eliezer based on Isaiah:ﬁé?% LI teblis yer

17. Conclusion: The disagreement is e
Eliezer prohibits where it e over suspicion: R. |

. x¥ists and the sages permit
When sodomy is ' : g2 B )
e ey 14 certain, all agree the animal is pro-

18. Tangent: The quality of holiness of the red heifer. |

19. Discussdion®f Shila's view, based on Numb. 19:2.

20. Refutation: Gifts to God, too, should be bought from &
Jews, based on Ex. 25:2. However, a story told by Rab e
Judah in the name of Samuel has R. Eliezer telling of :

a time when the ephod was purchased from a Gentile.

21. Answer: The ephod is not covered by the verse.

Refutation: A vav joins it to the verb, so it is covered |
by the verse. Further, the end of the story tells of !
another such incident.

22. Conclusion: It was purchased by Jewish merchants who in
turn sold it to the Temple personnel.

23. Question: Does R. Eliezer, then, not hold the suspicion ‘
of sodomy. i

Answer: R. Eliezer held that the heifer had been watched n
by Jews since its birth.

Conclusion: R. Eliezer holds both principles--the one
suggested by Shila and that of R. Pedath.

24, Discussion: Watching a Gentile's'agimal so it may later
be purchased by Jews for a sacrifice.

Question: Should we fear that someone zgmmitmed sodomy
with the mother while she was pregnan

ng ox and an animal which

Support: Rabbah on the gorland ¥ hoir offsprings.

had been used for sodomy.
from the time of conception.

Answer: Jews watched it

used
25. Question: Should we not fear the mother had been

for sodomy previously?

3 is invalid
Support: A Mishnah which says if a mother 1
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28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33,

34,

35,
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as a sacrifice her gffg

ri i . .
however, said the Offspp o0, % Permitted. R. Eliezer,

ring is also invalid.

Answer: Rabbah said Rab Nahm
over an animal which had He
it had been dedicated. Bef
offspring is permitted.

an said this dispute is
en usgd for socdomy after
Ore this, all agree the

Altgrnative1version: Rab Huna bar Hanina Satd 'REE Naknan
said the dispute was over an animil which had been ased

for sodomy before it was dedicated. After this,all
agree the offspring is invalid.

Question: What is the decision about watching an animal
belonging to a Gentile so it may be used for a sacrifice?

Answer: Jews watched it singe the conception of the mother.
Question: What about the mother's mother?
Answer: To that extent we do not worry.

Discussion of watching a Gentile's animal.

Two version of Tannaim discussing the guestion of watching.

Objection: Shila's view of purchasing from Gentiles is
contradicted by Ex. 10:25.

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse.

Objection: To Shila's view, based on Ex. 18:12,.

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse.

Objection: To Shila based on I Sam. 15:15.

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse.

Objection: To Shila based on 11 Sam. 24:22.

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse.

- 14.
Objection: To Shila pased on L Sam. &

Answer: That was a special halakhic decision.

R. Johanan: There is an age limit to sacrificial animals
“purchased from Gentiles.

R t f H ilistines’
efutati (Rab Huna son © Rab Nathan): The Philis
ation:

_f
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animals had offsprip . .

9. Also, Mishnah Bek : -

cows under three years of age cannot havgrgggsg;inz?ys |
Conclusion: The forced int

erpretatio :
the best way to understang the incigeéi34 M

2. Jewish women alope with Gentiles {25a~-25b)
The Gemara finds the last two statements of the first

Mishnah less complicated than the first. No difficult

objectlions are raised against them to challenge the rulings.
Rather, the aim of the discussion is to clarify and amplify
their meaning.

The Mishnah states that a Jewish.woman should not
be alone with Gentiles, "because they are suspected of
lewdness." The Gemara strives to demonstrate why the sus-

pPicion in this case is one of lewdness rather than murder

(as is the case for a Jewish man being in such a situation).

The discussion opens with a question aimed at determining

the precise intent of the Mishnah. It begins with the

question, "Of what circumstance do we treat here?" It is ,
clear that the Mishnah cannot refer to a Jewish woman being

alone with one Gentile man. There would be no need for this, |
Since she should not be alone with a Jewish man either. The ,

evidence for this is from Mishnah Kiddushin 4:12. It states,

i a
"A man may not remain alone with two women, but a woman

may remain alone with two men." The context indicates that

i i - his
all the people involved in this Mishnah are Jews. From t

it i ent
ruling it follows, as the Gemara understands it in the pres

— R e IR e |
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discussion, that a Jewish woman is not to be alone with one
: 18

Jewlsh man. Furthermore, the Mishnah cannot mean a Jewish

woman may not be alone with three Gentile men, for it was

learned in the Gemara to Kiddushin 4:12 (Kiddushin BOb}
that she should not be alone with more than one lewd Jewish

man. In the passage cited as proof, Rab Judah said in Rab'slgl

name that the Mishnah's statement, "But one woman may be

alone with two men" refers only to respectable people. "But f
as for lewd men," Rab said, "(she may not be alone) even

with ten." He then cites an incident which wverifies the

necessity of his statement: "It once happened that ten 1

20

men carried her out on a bier." Rashi provides more de-

tails. He says that she was a married women, and that these i

men took her out on a bier so people would think she was |
dead. Actually, she was very much alive, and they took her

outside the city where she committed adultery with all

ten of them. The Gemara concludes that the teaching of

the Mishnah in Abodah Zara is specifically needed for the

case of a Jewish woman being alone with a Gentile man and

his wife. The reason given is that a Gentile's wife does

not watch out for her husband's fidelity. The same law

regarding a Jewish couple does not exist because the pre-

i i i h ocut for
Sumption is that a Jewish wife does indeed watc

her husband.

From what has been said, it might follow, so the

in ish
Gemara reasons, that the ground for the ruling that a Jewl

y_
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woman may not be alone with a nen-Jewish man and woman i
is

that Gentlles are suspected of being murderers. Two opinions

however, explain that the Mishnah's gqround is correct. i e
i 3 » -y

that Gentiles are suspected of lewdness. R. Jeremiah proposes

that the Mishnah refers to an important woman, and such a

woman would not be murdered. But, it $s gt ke Bear

that she may be sexually abused if she were to be alone with
Gentiles. Rab Idi responds by saying, "Every woman has her
defense weapons oh her." Therefore, she would not be murdered.
The Gemara understands R. Jeremiah's explanation as dis-
tinguishing between what qualities Gentile men and women
consider to constitute "importance." To the man it means a
close association with the ruling power; to the woman it is
whether or not she is attractive. Therefore, R. Jeremiah
takes the Mishnah to teach that an attractive woman with
connections in the government should not be alone with a
Gentile couple. In that instance there is the concern for

lewdness because of her attractiveness, but because of her

closeness to the authorities, there is no fear of her being

murdered. Rab Idi, on the other hand, does not make thise

distinctions To him, all women have gsexual attraction, and .

i . G ra
this acts as a defense weapon against murder. The Gema

states that the difference petween these two views would

"4 It
become evident in the case of 2 woman who was "important
would
to a man but unattractive. presumably, such a woman
i and woman
be permitted to be alone with a Gentile man

L
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according to R. Jeremiah, but certainly not to Rab Idi. A
Baraitha 1s then cited which supports Rab Idi's opinion.

It says that a woman, even though peace is with her (i.e.,

who need not fear that she may be murdered), should not be
alone with them, for they are suspected of lewdness. The
Gemara concludes this discussion with this Baraitha, indicating
the priority of Rab Idi's opinion over that of R. Jeremiah.
Thus, the Mishnah has been explained as referring to any

woman being alone with a Gentile man and woman, and lewdness

has been substantiated as the reason for the ruling.

Scheme--Jewish women alone with Gentiles.
1, Mishnah: A Jewish woman should not be alone with Gentiles.
2. Question: With what case does the Mishnah deal?

Statement: The Mishnah cannot mean a woman may not be
alone with one Gentile.

Reason: Mishnah Xiddushin 4:12: A woman cannot be alone
with one Jew.

Statement: The Mishnah cannot mean she may not be alone
with three Gentiles;

Reason: Rab Judah's comment on Kiddushin 4:12--she cannot

be alone with three lewd Jews.

ded for the case of a Jewish

Answer: The Mishnah 1is nee
 woman Gentile man and woman.

woman being alone with a
3. Statement: The reason for the Mishnah's rule should be
~the fear of her being murdered.
4. Objection. (R. Jeremiah): The Mishnah gea;?rZiEhtgnkill.
“Important woman whom Gentiles would be
Another objection (Rab Idi): Women have defenses against
murder on them.

L ______’___—"/
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5. Question:

What is the gj
Rab Idiv ifference between R. Jeremiah

and

r: Aw ' ]
Answe oman with close dssociations with the government.

6. Support: A Tannaitic statement

view. supporting Rab Idilsstricter

3. Jewish men alone with Gentiles (25b-26a)

The Mishnah ends with the rule that "a (Jewish) man
should not be alone with (Gentiles) because they are sus-
pected of murder." A well-known Bar.aitha2l is cited which
supplements the sentiment of the Mishnah. Several rules of
advice are given to a Jew who finds himself alone with a
Gentile while travelling on a road. These rules are:

1. The Jew should let the Gentile pass on the right, if he
(the Gentile) is carrying a sword (which is girded on the
left side, and the Jew could grab it should the Gentile
begin to draw it from its sheath}, and on the left if he

carries a stick {in his right hand, so the Jew can grab

it if necessary)

2. If the two are ascending or descending, the Jew should

always be higher up than the Gentile. (Ascending this

poses a problem, for the Jew would not be able to watch

the Gentile. Rashi explains away the difficulty by adding

that the Jew should be ahead and a 1ittle to the right
of the Gentile, so as not to have him directly behind him,)
r

j tile
3. A Jew should never bend down in front of a Gen 4

' 1l|
"hecause he might smash his skul

___..._-——_'_—'/
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4. If the Gentile asks him where he is going, the g
r ew

should tell him a place beyond his actual destination
(so the Gentile might put off his attack and give the
Jew time to get to where he is going in safety), just

as the patriarch Jacob did to Essau (See Gen. 33:14 and 17)
To illustrate the last of the rules, the Gemara cites two
examples of Jews travelling with robbers who used this ploy.

one story involves the students of R. Akiba and the other

the disciples of Rab Manashi.

Scheme--Jewish men alone with Gentiles
1. Mishnah: A Jewish man should not be alone with Gentiles.
2. Baraitha: Several rules for Jews who happen to be travelling
with Gentiles. Biblical support is cited for using de-
ception to aveid being robbed or murdered.

3. Incident: The students of R. Akiba outwitting robbers.

4. Incident: The students of Rab Manashi outwitting - (Jewish)
robbers.

S. Statement: Praising the robbers of Israel over the thieves
of Babylonia.
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II. THE SECOND MISHNAH

Analysis of the Mishnah . (26a)

The second Mishnah introduces a concern that is of
great importance in subseguent Mishnayoth of this chapter
of Abodah Zara. Jews are to take every precaution to insure
that nothing they do contributes to the practice of idolatry.
Just as was noted in the analysis of the first Mishnah with
respect to sodomy with animals, idolatry too is included
in the Noahide laws. Therefore, a Jew who somehow encourages
a Gentile to violate this injunction is guilty of breaking
the command, "Before a biind person do not place a stumbling
block."

The specific actions.which this Mishnah mentions
that Jews are to avoid are being a midwife for a Gentile
in childbirth and nursing a Gentile infant. In both cases,
according to the Mishnah, violating this law would amount

to a Jew giving birth to and nourishing a child who will

perpetuate idol lworship. On the other hand, the Mishnah

rules that a Gentile may provide these services for a Jewish

woman., The only proviso is that when a Gentile nurses a

Jewish infant, she must do so in the Jew's domain.

35
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Analysis of the Gemara

1. Jewish woman acting as midwife

for Gentiles (26a)

As has already been indicated, the Mishnah is con-

cerned with two specific medical matters, childbirth and

nursing. The issue is the service that a Jew may render for

a Gentile in these areas and vice versa. The Gemara will

first address itself to the task of clarifying and qualifying
the provisions in the Mishnah. After a digression tangentially
related to an issue mentioned in the process of analyzing

the Mishnah, the Gemara turns to a subject closely related

to childbirth, namely, circumcision. The Gemara's discussion
is relatively clear and uncomplicated, though there is
clever logie.::z used to solve the problems raised.

The Mishnah states that a Jewish woman may not be a
midwife for a Gentile woman, "for she would bring forth a
child for idolatry," nor nurse a Gentile child. However, a
Gentile woman may be a midwife for a Jewish woman and nurse

a Jewish infant in the Jew's home. The Gemara brings to the

discussion of the Mishnah two Baraithot, one on each of these

[l i d
issues. Both of them involve a dispute between R. Melr an

the rabbis. At the end of this section, the Gemara explains

how the two Baraithot are related.

R. Meir, in the first Baraitha, is in agreement with
. !

i t be a mid-
the Mishnah's ruling that a Jewish woman may no

i that
wife for a Gentile. He disputes, howevers the ruling

. L —— T —
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a Gentile woman may be a midwife for a Jew. His reason for

forbidding this 1is,"...they are suspected of murder." The

majority of the rabbis recognize this danger, but rather

than forbid the Gentile from being a midwife, they add a
proviso: she may do so only when other (i.e., Jewish) women
are around; she should not be alone with the Jewish woman
giving birth. R. Meir does not believe that this condition
would prevent a Gentile intent on killing the infant. "She
may "place her hands on (the infant's) temples and kill
him without being noticed." He mentions the case of a Gen-
tile woman, who, upon being taunted by a neighbor calling
her a "Jewish midwife, the daughter of a Jewish midwife,"”
responded by boasting about how many Jewish children she
managed to kill. She proudly exclaimed, "May as many evils
befall that woman, as I have dropped (Jewish children) like
lumps of wood into the river.“l The rabbis dismiss the
woman's claim as "mere words," i.e., a meaningless attempt

to defend herself, and not to be taken seriously.

This Baraitha represents all the Gemara has by way

of comment on this issue. In effect, the Baraitha answers

an unasked question. That is, it might have been asked why

4 Gentile may be a midwife for a Jewish woman, considering

i j Jewish
the potentially dangerous $ituation this places the

i ' is elim-
Woman and her baby. The answer ig that this danger

) irth.
inated when other Jews observe the bir
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SchemeT-ngish woman acting
4s midwife for Gentiles

1. Mishnah: A Gentile wo c L.
woman . Man may be a midwife for a Jewish

2. Baraitha: R. Meir r

ules that a Gentile woma
5 n may not be
a midwife for a Jewish woman, due t¢ the suspizion
of murder. The rabbis say she

Jewish woman as long as other
she works.

may be a midwife for a
Jews observe her while

2. Jewish woman may not nurse
a Gentile infant (26a-27a)

The material on the second part of the Mishnah, like
the above discussion, consists first of a Baraitha. The
Gemara then guotes a teaching which seems to contradict the
Mishnah. In the ensuing discussion, the topic of heretics
is mentioned and pursued. Finally, this section concludes
with a discussion about the halakhic validity of circumcision
performed by non-Jews.

The Baraitha that opens the sugya parallels the
Baraitha cited in the first part of this Gemara in form.

It teaches that R. Meir agrees with the Mishnah that a

Jewish woman may not nurse a Gentile baby, "because she

T idolatrY:"z but disagrees with the Mishnah

. i as
regarding a Gentile woman nursing a Jew. In this case,

(1]
above, he would prohibit, "for they are suspected of murder.

As in the previous case, the rabbis state that as long as

a Jewish
Other (Jewish) women are around, she may nurse

' ' i ision precludes -
infant,3 R. Meir does not think this provi p

. ison
the possibility of murder; the Gentile woman could put poOisoO

e T
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on her breast before going in to nurse, ang succeed..in her

murderous scheme unnoticed.

The Mishnah's rulings that Gentiles may be midwives
for Jewish women and that they may nurse Jewish infants have
been qualified by the two Baraithot. Jewish witnesses are
required to be present when a Gentile does either of these.
The Gemara adds at the end of this discussion that both
Baraithot are "necessary." That is, with only one of them
it cannot be inferred what the position of R. Meir or the
rabbis would be on the issue central to the other. In other
words, 1f we only had the Baraitha with the dispute over
a Gentile being a midwife for a Jew (which the rabbis permit
if other Jewish women observe her) it might be inferred that
the rabbis agree with R. Meir on the issue of nursing {(i.e.,
consenting to R. Meir's position that murder, in this case,
is a possibility). Similarly, if we had only the Baraitha
concerned with nursing (where R. Meir prohibits on the basis
of suspicion of murder) we might infer that he agrees wikH

the rabbis on the issue of Gentile midwives. Therefore,

i anted assumptions.
both Baraithot are "necessary" to avoid unwarr D

The Gemara hext introduces an objection to the Mishnah

i ' d
from another Baraitha. It says that a Jewish woman 15 allowe

' i i s a
to be a midwife for a Gentile 1Tl childbirth as long a

i ins the
fee is received, but not gratls. Rab Joseph explai

i fee "in order
Baraitha by adding that it 18 permitted for & d
i in the Talmu
t0 avoid enmity." This reason--117R DIWATTLS used in
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when it wants to say that the reason for the law is to avoid

the ill-will or hatred of non-Jews. a related phrase, "for
r

“h—
the sake of peace B17¢ 211 718n--serves a different

.noIS + L
functio ts purpose is to express "a positive ideal and

a definite tendency to promote good-will among men."%

Rab Joseph also "wanted to say" (implying that his
view was not accepted) that for a fee a Jewish woman may
be a midwife for a Gentile on Shabbat. Rashi explains that
the enmity this could avoid would have resulted from a Gen-
tile noticing that Jews are allowed to be midwives for other
Jews on Shabbat.5 Abaye responds to this in a manner that
preserves the inclination of the Mishnah to forbid this,
by saying that she could give an excuse that prevents her
from assisting the childbirth. As an example, he says that
she could explain to the Gentile that Jews may violate the
Shabbat laws only for those who observe the regulations of

Shabbat.

Again, the Gemara remarks that Rab Joseph "wanted

to say" that a Jewish woman may nurse a Gentile baby for a

fee to avoid enmity. Once more, Abaye objects to this and

says that the woman may excuse herself with the pretext (if

: : : i
she is single) that she cannot get married if she 1s nursing

. i
a child; or, if she is married, she can say, "I will not

6 ) '
v® pespite Rab Joseph's
degrade myself before my husband. Sp

i i ification.
Opinion, then, the Mishnah 19 upheld with oneé modific

idwife for a
fae ruling that a Jewish woman may not be a mi

PR
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Gentile 1s now understood to mean She may not do so without
ithou

receiving a fee. The reason for this, according to Rab Joseph
'

is "to avoid enmity."

A dispute with the reasoning employed above follows
on an issue unrelated to the Mishnah. a Baraitha is quoted

which states that a Jew should not cast into nor raise out

of a pit an idol worshipper or a shepherd of small cattle.
Rabbenu Nissim says that the reference to a "shepherd of
small cattle™ includes Jews as well as Gentiles. The reason,
he continmes, for this harsh statement about them is that
"they graze (their animals) in pastures belonging to others.'7
Lauterbach's interpretation of this Baraitha is interesting.
He said,

The meaning...1is either that the idol worshippers of
those days, as well as the Jewish shepherds, both of
whom did not enjoy a high reputation for hgnesty, were
not to be appointed to public office, but if once
appointed to such an office were not to be removed from
it, or, what is more likely, that they were to be re-
fused the privilege of getting up in public to announce
that they had lost certain articles and to claim them
from the finder, for they were suspected of making

false claims.

Bloch also offers an explanation for the inclusion of

"shepherds of small cattle” in the Baraitha. He said it

refers to nomadic Jews: He continues:

In Palestine, the land was distril?uted% tl;:tgeWEu:ere
an agricultural people. The breeding of ¢ ,

: . red vast pastures which
more especially of sheep: éegg; o sve untilled; con-

iztiggij-je :ﬁ;i;gizggewgggifed from place ;ieplxié,and
g e R R
therefore, looked upon 2

on a par with idolaters.

\\‘
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cattle, because he grazes his animals on other people's

H " .
fields, "robs the people." This explains the rule in Mishnah

Baba Kamma 7:7, which prohibits the rearing of small cattle

in the Land of Israel because of the damage they cause to

10

sown fields.™™ Also, in Mishnah Demai 2:3, R. Judah says

that a person who undertakes to be a haber may not rear
small cattle.

Rab Joseph's understanding .of the Baraitha is that
it teaches that Jews should not help idolaters and shepherds
of small cattle out of a pit for free. However, one must do
so for a fee, "in order to prevent enmity." Once again,
Abaye replies that the Jew can give an explanation to avoid
enmity when not assisting the shepherd or idol worshipper
out of the pit. As examples, he says the Jew can say, "My
son is on a roof (...and I must bring him down or he will

die--Rashi);" or, "I hold an appointment at the court.’

The Gemara pursues this tangential issue mentioned

in the Baraitha. R. Abbahu cites the same Baraitha to R.

Johanan, and adds a new part, i.e., that minim, informers,

and mumarim should be cast into but not pulled out of a

i i ion of the
pit.1l R, gohanan takes issue with the inclusi

Mumar in this law. He bases himself on an exegesis of

J the same...
Deut. 22:3, That verse teaches: "you shall do

-and you find:
With anything that your fellow (1>nn) loses:.and ¥

e —
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you must not remain indifferent." mg g Johanan, the t
2 y erm

i T :
770K ("your fEllOw: Or, more llterally, “your brother")

extends the force of the law to the mumar, since he is a

Jew. We must assume that of the three categories of wayward

Jews, only the mumarim have not excluded themselves from
the Jewish community. For this reason, he concludes that

the mumar shoulld be omitteddfrom the list of those cast

into and not assisted out of a pit.

The Gemara offers a solution to the problem raised
by R. Johanan. We may distinguish between two types of
mumarim, those who eat carrion (nebeloth) to satisfy their
hunger (11ax?n7), and those who do so to anger (p?yan?). The
former are included under the law of returning lost goods
"to your fellow," while the latter are included in the list
of those who may be cast into a pit. There is the assumption
in the Gemara, which Rashi makes explicit, that the one who
eats carrion to satisfy his hunger would not eat it if there

were permitted meat available; the one who eats it even

. 12
when kosher meat is before him 1s a p2yan7 N1, R. Johanan,

the Gemara admits, could maintain his position by asserting

i i and
that one who eats carrion to anger 1S actually a min (

. 13
need not be specified in the Baraitha*~) .

j ] te
Since types of mumarim have been mentioned, a dispu
mumarim

i ic cited. One of
On that issue between Rab ANd and Rabina 1%

i ' his hunger
the two held that one who eats carrion t+o satisfy his g

.I S a ¥ . s ] ) -
| mumarxr and one Who dOES 50 to a g s l
sk i el
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The other Amora does not distinguish betweep mot i
ives:

an
e c i . Y
one who eats carrion is 3 wumar, and a min is one wi

worships idols.

An objection to the first Amoraic position that one
who eats carrion to anger is a min, ig brought with the
quotation of a Baraitha which teaches that one who eats a

filea or gnat is considered a mumar. The objection is based

on the feeling that a person would only do something like
this to anger others. As Rashi said, "One does not eat them
to satisfy one's hunger!““ S0, why 1s he only considered
to be a mumar? The Gemara's answer to this question is that
the motive for such an action is not to anger, but rather
to taste something forbidden to Jews out of curiosity.

The tangent concludes by returning to the Baraitha
quoted by R. Abbahu before R. Johanan. Here the enigmatic
statement at the end of that Baraitha is analyzed. If minim,
informers, and mumarim may be cast into a pit, is it necessary

to continue and say that they should not be brought up out

of a pit? The answer is a resounding "yes;" the teaching

iti i ve
does serve a specific purpose. geveral authorities g1

their opinions about what that purpose 1S, and all indicate

j i itive
that they understand the Baraitha as recommending poOsl

escaping.
action to actually prevent the trapped person from pi0g

id
50, Rab Joseph bar Hama in the name of Rab Shesheth sa
. it, they
that 1¢ there are steps dug into the walls of the pit,
i i+ is suggested
May be destroyed. In order tO prevent enmity, A% g
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that the person give the excuse that he 1s removing th
e

steps for the safety of his animals, so they do not use

them to enter the pit. Similarly, Raba and Rab Joseph said
that if there is a large stone nearby, the pit may be
covered, with the same excuse available to give the unfor-
tupnate prisoner. Finally, Rabina added that if there is a
jadder in the pi‘i:, it should be removed, with the excuse
that it is reguired to bring a child down from a roof.

The Gemara next turns to a topic more pertinent to
the concern of the Mishnah. A Baraitha is gquoted which is
similar to the first two Baraithot the Gemara cited in the
beginning of the discussion of this Mishnah. It recounts
the following dispute: R. Meir ruled that a Jew may circum-

cise a Gentile only for the purpose of milalh,15 but not

—

for medical reasons; Gentiles may not circumcise Jews, be-
cause they are suspected of murder. The rabbis, on the
other hand, held that a Gentile may circumcise a Jew provided

other (Jews) watch. As in the disputes at the beginning of

this section, R. Meir responds that even if others watch,

Gentiles should not be permitted to do so, because they

could let the knife slip and mutilate the Jewish boy.

i ces
According to the above: there are no circumstan

i igi for a Jew
whereby a Gentile may perform circumcision 10 :

R i i d, how-
according to R. Meir. This position is contradicted,

rgument between R.
ever, by a Baraitha16 which teaches about an arg

i cision when a
Meir and R. Judah oveX who should perform a clrcum
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Jewish doctor is unavailable, a Bamaritan or a Gentile.l7
ile.

In that argument, R. Meir was ip favor of the Gentile! His

reasoning is that a Gentile does nNot normally perform cir

cumcision. Therefore, when asked to do 80, he would do it

in accordance with the intention of the Jew who requested

he perform the operation.l8

The Gemara will now try to resolve the difficulty.
The first attempt &s to suggest reversing the names of the
Baraitha, so that R. Meir rules in favor of the Samaritan
over the Gentile. This adjustment reconciles the contradiction
in R. Meir's positions, but creates one in the thinking of
R. Judah. With the reversal, he is made to rule that given
the circumstances of the Baraitha, Gentiles should do the
circumcision and not Samaritans. However, another Baraitha
indicates that to R. Judah the circumcision performed by a
Gentile is invalid! Therefore, the names cannot be reversed.

The second solution offered to the problem of R.
Meir's contradicting himself is a narrowing of the circum-

stances obtaining in the case where a Jewish doctor is

unavailable. Given the choice between a Gentile or a Samaritan,

the Gentile is preferable when he is a publically recognized

i iti iven by Rab Dimi.
E‘-l'lpert.l9 Support for this position was give Y

When he came from Eretz Israel to Babylonia, he taught that

i rcum-
R. Johanan permitted a Gentile doctor to perform a ci

ir i indicated.
cision if he is an-expert. Thus, R. Meir 18 V

! is also
araitha's ruling, however,

e e St

The original B
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problematic for its statement ip the name of R. gudah. a
. . S

ra asks, "D i
the Gema + "HYO€S R. Judah think that Samaritans are

to be preferred (over Gentiles)?" Elsewhere, ?? there is
r

found a tradition in the name of R. Judah that specifically

rules against a Samaritan circumcising a Jew, for he does

so "in the name of Mt. Gerizim." 21 Therefore, the Gemara

once again concludes that the names in the first Baraitha
should be reversed to achieve consistency with this last
Baraitha.

Two difficulties now remain. First, the reversal
suggested and rejected above resolved the difficulty with
a conflict in the views of R. Meir. With its rejection, it
was then suggested that R. Meir ruled that a Gentile doctor
may perform the circumcision for a Jew if he is an expert.
Now that the reversal has been reinstated, this solution
is no longer necessary. Though the Gemara does not make
this explicit, it seems that this solution was simply re-

jected. Secondly, the reversal was not accepted because,

while it solved the problem with R. Meir, it created one

with R. Judah. It is to the reconciliation of the conflictz

in his thinking that the Gemara next turns its.attention.

To clarify, it may be helpful to review the problem.

i i R. Judah
With the reversal of names 1N the first Baraitha,

i t erform
rules in favor of :a. Gentile over & Samaritan to P

i available. In
Circumcision when a Jewish doctor 18 not

i ision invalid.
another place, R. Judah declared such a circumci
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md a third Baraitha teaChES that the circmcis' f h
ion of the

samaritan 1s invalid. For convenience, these Baraithot
1 o

will be called a, b, and ¢ respectively. The Gemara solves

the problem with the statement that the sage of b is not

R. Judah bar Iia'i, but R. Judah Hanasi, The Baraitha is

then restated with the introduction, "R, Judah Hanasi said,

'From where in Scriptures do we learn that the circumcision
of a Gentile is invalid...etc.?'" The rabbi of the other
two Baraithot, then, would be R. Judah bar TIla'i. Thus,
the views in the three Baraithot nc longer have a Tanna
contradicting himself. R, Judah Hanasi ruled that the cir-
cumcision performed by a Gentile is invalid (c). R. Judah
bar Ila'i ruled that given a choice between a Gentile and
a Samaritan, a Gentile should perform the circumcision {(a}.
Further, the circumcision of a Samaritan is invalid, for
it is not performed for the sake of fulfilling the mitzvah
of milah (b).

The discussion continues now by pursuing the 1ssue

in the tradition understood as being transmitted by R. Judah

bar Ila'i. When this Baraitha was first cited, I did not

Mention the guestion asked of him challenging hils opinion.

5 is important
In the context above it was not relevant, but it 1s P

at this stage of the Cemara's discussion.
i 's rulin
It can be assumed that +he basis of R. Judah's 9
. ory of mitzvot
i$ the ssEunpEion thak milah falls in the catedgory

. her

: ¢s own sake. In ot
that myst be performed nne?, L o
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words, the operation of ¢ircumcision, to fyu1fil) the requirement

of milahy must be intlended as milah. Therefore, when a
. —— r

samaritan does it in the name of Mount Gerizim this pro
r —

vision of the mitzvah is not £ulfilled, ang the operation
is invalid. R. Jose challenges the pPremiseof R. Judah. He

asks, "Where do we find in the Torah that milah must be

performed specifically for its own sake?" Then b SEEEaE Wi

opposing view: "Rather, let him go on circumcising until he
dies!"

R. Hisda, like R. Jose, asks for the Scriptural proof
of R. Judah. The answer is found in Ex. 12:48: "Unto the
Lord shall you circumcise." The first part of the verse is
decisive for R. Judah:.milah must be performed "unto the
Lord"™; that is, for the purpose of fulfilling the mitzvah.
Therefore, a Gentile doctor can perform an acceptable milah.
As Rashi explains, a Gentile doctor normally does not per-
form circumcision, except when asked by a Jew. When the Jew
makes this request, there is no guestion that the intent of
the operation is to fulfill the mitzvah of milah. The Samar-
itan, on the other hand, would have something else in mind

(Mount Gerizim), which invalidates his operation.

Next, a Scriptural support is sought for the opposing

i : i ! hich
View maintained by R. Jose. Geneésis 17:13 is cited, whi

] n
reads in part, "must needs be circumcised (w7 7mma)." The

infinitive be-
emphatic form, expressed in the text by the infini

i inclusion of
fore the finite verb, is taken tO imply an inc

g - -
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something. In this case, that would be Ccircumcision not done

for its own sake.

It is typical of rabbinic argumentation that when two
rabbis each expound different Biblical verses to uphold
opposing viewpoints, the question will be asked, In support
of what opinion does each authority employ his opponent's
verse? The consequence of not being able to find some reasonable
interpretation, the rabbi must accept his opponent's inter-
pretation. So, the question is put to the rabbis in our
dispute. R. Jose expounds the verse, "Unto the Lord shall
you circuncise," as referring to the Passover sacrifice. To
understand this, it is necessary to cite more of the verse.

The context is Moses speaking to Aaron about the law of the
passover sacrifice, who may and who may not eat it. Verse
forty-eight reads: "If a stranger who dwells with you would
offer the passover to the Lord, all his males must be cir-
cumcised..." The translation (JPS, 1974) itself follows

R. Jose's interpretation. The key is the phrase !n7 npa aun
7 a0 and the exegesis revolves around the word 'a7. To

R. Jose it belongs to what preceded,. that is, as the trans-

mn
lation cited understands it ("...passover to the Lord...").

To R. Judah, on the other hand,the meaning of the verse is:

"1E & stranger who dwells with you would offer the passover,

L 3 H
unto the Lord all his males must be circumcised.

How does R. Judah understand the verse cited by

. P —.
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R. Jose? To this emphatic form he applies the 11
well-

known

dictum of R. Ishmael: "The Toran Speaks in

the language of

man." That 1s, this verse upholgs the exegetical pPrinciple

that every word in Scripture need not have an interpretation

Rather, like people, the Bible occasionally uses pleonasms

There is no need to find additional meaning in such words

beyond their plain sense,.

Finally, the Gemara turns back to the Baraitha taught
in the name of R. Judah (now understood as Judah Hanasi),
in which the invalidity of milah performed by a Gentile was
derived from Gen. 17:9: "You (i.e., Jews) shall keep my
covenant." Daru bar Papa in the name of Rab repeats that
the law was derived from this verse, but R.. Jol:nanan. says
that the law is derived from Gen. 17:13. For this interpretation,
the words 71n° 7inn ("they must be circumcised"} are read
YR L,Qn,22 "one who is circumcised shall perform circumcision.

Thus, Gentiles are excluded from performing the mitzvah.

The Gemara seeks to understand the different ramifi-
cations implied by the different Scriptural proofs. Two

Possibilities are suggested and rejected before the answer

is found. First, the Gemara states that the one who cites

Gen. 17:13 as proof would maintain that circumcised Arabs and

i i lsed
Gibeonites?3 fulfill the reguirement that a circumcise

i : . 17:9
Person must perform milah. The position supported by Gen




|
b

0O VOWS n i
nOne wh o ot to derive benefit¢ from an uncircum
Cilrcumcised

person may derive benefit from uncircumcised g
e ews,

from circumcised Gentileg, n

but not
It follows from this that even
though Arabs and Gibeonites are Circumcised they a

" re

reckoned with the uncircumcised. This being the case

Gen. 17:13 cannot support the validity of their performing

circumcision.

The second attempt tries to determine whose circum-

cision Gen. 17:5 would support and Gen. 17:13 would not.
This is found in the person of a Jew who was not circumcised
because two brothers previously died as a result of the
operation. It should be clear that if Gen. 17:9 is upheld,
he is permitted to circumcise others because, after all,
he is a Jew. However, he is not circumcised, so if Gen. 17:13
is decisive, . he may not perform circumcision.

In a fashion similar to the first attempt, this is
refuted with the citing of another rule in the same Mishnah

in Nedarim: "One who vows not to derive benefit from any

) - - 2 S
circumcised person may not derive benefit from uncircumcised

= . n
Jews, but may derive benefit from circumcised Gentiles.

i ised, he 1is
Therefore, even though a Jew may be uncircumcil ’

i i se, even if
considered as though he were. This being the case,

‘ ision per-
¥ 18 belfaved that Gen: 17413 precluies CICERGLE P

it cannot imply that only circumcised

formeq by Gentiles,
People may perform the operation:

s that the two viewpolnts would

The Gemara conclude

_ L —
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differ over the case of a (Jewish) woman. It might b
. L=

assumed that the Gemara would reason that Gen. 17:13 (under-

stood as implying that one must be circumcised to circumcise)
would not holld circumcision performed by a woman to be valid,
whereas Gen. 17:9 (which implies a Jew must do the operation)
would. This, however, is not how the Gemara resolves the
jgsue. Rather, the case of a woman is understood in the
light of the Mishnah about one who takes a vow, cited above.
Therefore, since a woman is not subject to the commandment
of milah, Gen. 17:9 does not uphold the validity of a

woman performing circumcision. On the other hand, the position
supported by Gen. 17:13 would accept her circumcision be-
cause, being a Jew, she is considered as though she were
circumcised. The difference that emerges, then, is that

Gen. 17:9 supports the opinion that to perform circumcision
one must be subject to the commandment of milah, while

Gen. 17:13 upholds the view that one must halakhically be
considered circumcised to do so.(For a discussion of a

woman's liability for this mitzvah, see Kiddushin 29a.)

This discussion is concluded by a consideration of

' ision. The
the view that a woman may not perform circumcision

2 ' ni ' ioned in
pPossibility of maintaining this opinion is questl

ici j that
light of Ex. 4:25, where it jg explicitly written

; opinion is
Zipporah circumcised (her son) Eliezel. The oOp

i verse, which
Supported, however, by an exegesis of the "
nand she took," and non, and

Teads the two verbs (ninl.

_
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she cut") in causative formg. 1
* 4N other worgs Zi
; pporah

commissioned a man to do the operation, Or, alternatively

it may be said that she began the circumcision, but Moses

To summarize the Gemara's discussion of the Mishnah,
it has been seen that the rulings about a Gentile woman
being a midwife for and nursing a Jew .have an additional
requirement attached to them. According to the Gemara,
when a Gentile provides these services there must be Jews
around to observe. Further, the Mishnah was modified in
regards to a Jew providing these services for a Gentile.

It seems she may do so for a fee in order to prevent enmity.
The related issue of circumcision is more difficult to
summarize. However, it seems that the weight of the discussion
was to allow a Gentile to perform milah. It goes without
saying that a Jew is preferable, but if no qualified Jew

is available, a Gentile is acceptable so long as he is
watched and is a publically recognized expert.

Scheme--Jewish woman may not
nurse a Gentile infant

L. Mishnah: A Gentile woman may nurse a Jewish child.

1 t nurse a
at a Gentile may no .
:hsuSPicion of murder. The rabbis

observe.

i Baraitha: R. Meir rules
Jewish infant due to th
say she may do so while others

two ) Baraithot;(mentioned

) are necessary. for from

3. Statement: Both of the (first .
pinion of R. Meir

by the Gemara to this MiShnﬁgt the ©
one it cannot be inferred wh other.
or the rabbis would be in the

-
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objection (to the Mish

nah) : :
Fowish woman may be a okl 2 Baraith

: : a

Gentile for a fee.
Reason (Rab Joseph): To prevent enmity

Rab Joseph: A Jewish wo
for a fee on Shabbat t

Man may be a midwif
O prevent enmity,

Abaye: She can give an excuse to avoid doing so

Rab Joseph: A Jewish woman
a fee to prevent enmity.

e for a Gentile

may nurse a Gentile child for

Abaye: Whether married or single,

sy Se T 5 she can give an excuse
to avoid doing so, !

Rgb Joseph:.For a fee, a Jew may raise out of a pit an
idol worshipper or (a Jewish) shepherd of small cattle.

Abaye: He can give an excuse to avoid doing so.
Baraitha (cited by Rab Joseph above, #7, taught by R.
Abbahu): In this Baraitha minim, informers, and mumarim
are classified. together.

R. Johanan: Mumarim should be excluded from this list,
for they are still Jews.

Support:Deut. 22:3.

10. Possible resolution: The Deut. verse speaks of a mumar

11, Gemara: Cites the dispute ©

12. Objection (to the first view above):

who eats carrion to satisfy his hunger, while the
Baraitha speaks of a mumar who does SO to vex obser

vant Jews.

ver mumar between Rab Aha

' :d that he who eats carrion
Shd Beiina. G O O a i and that he who eats

- 3 . r.
to satisfy his hunger is a mumarl, ;
carrion toy anger is a min; the other said that he who

i while a
eats carrion for whatever reason ;zoismumgg;
min is one who actually worships .
a Baraitha teaches

i umar.
that one who eats a flea OF gnat is a m
ince one can
Question: Why should he only be a mumar (sin
“only do this to anger}?
do it to anger:. put to taste some

= t
Answer: He does no

.__-———_'—-/
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14.

15.

16.

LT

18,

19,

20.

21,

22,

\_
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thing forbidden to Jews.

Baraitha (nos. 7 and g):

Minim, j
i S—— A i S
may be cast into a pit ang she informers,

and should not pe b

Question: If they may be cast i ) )
they should not be brought out?' need it be said that

answers (Rab Joseph bar Hama--Rab sh
S ; esheth, Raba, Rab
Joseph, and Rabina): All of the authoritiés indicaia

it is necessary to state, for it implies
prevent them from escapi;lg, mp that one may

Baraitha: A Jew may circumcise a Gentile for conversion;
a Gentile may not circumcise a Jew, due to the sus-
picion of murder--according to R. Meir. The rabbis say
Gentiles may circumcise Jews when Jews observe.

Question: Does this accurately represent R. Meir's view?
Support: In another Baraitha, R. Meir preferred circum-
cision by a Gentile over that by a Samaritan; R. Judah
holds the opposite view.

Possible solution: Reverse the names in this last Baraitha.

Restatement: The same Baraitha with the names reversed.

Question: Does this represent R. Judah's view?

Support: In another Baraitha, R‘. Judah rules that cir-
cumcision by Gentiles is invalid.

Conclusion: Do not reverse the names.

Possible solution: In the second_Baraichré#l?) the
Gentile was a publically recognized experte

Support: R. Dimi's evidence from R. Johanan.

i itha
Question: Does the original wording of the Bara
represent R. Judah's view?

i that a
Support: A Baraitha in which R&ei:c.iah ruled
Samaritan may not circumclse
i must be
Conclusion: The names in the Baraitha (#17)

reversed.

icti between
contradlctlon
Solution (to the problem of a
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R. Judah's . views (i.e
. VLB, #17 with th
;nthégL.HThe Baraitha (#19) aboila ﬁenzgezhreveraed
. 1 Hanasi, and the authority j -1€ name of
bar Ila'i. ¥ in #17 is R. Judah

Support: Restatement of #] : :
Judah Hanasi said.,," #19 with the introduction, "R.

23. Question (R. Hisda): What i ,
R. Judah Hanasi? s the Scriptural support for

Answer: Ex. 12:48.

24. Question: What is the sup
view (in the Baraitha)?

port for R. Jose's {opposing)
Answer: Gen., 17:13.

25. Question: How does R. Jose expound Ex. 12:48?
Answer: It refers to the passover sacrifice.

26. Question: How does R. Judah Hanasi expound Gen. 17:132

Answer: As support for the principle: "The Torah speaks
in the language of man."

27. Daru bar Papa--Rab: R. Judah Hanasi's opinion (in #21)
may be derived from Gen. 17:9.

Alternative: R. Johanan suggests Gen. EF:13:

28. Question: What is the difference between attributing
“the opinion to one or the other verses 1in Genesis?

29. Answer 1: Circumcised Arabs and Gibeonites.

Refutation: Mishnah Nedarim 3ell.

e circumcised, they are con=

Statement: Though they ar
sidered uncircumcised.

thers died from cir-

30. Answer 2: A Jewish. male whose bronot circumcised.

cumcision, and therefore he was

Refutation: Mishnah Nedarim 3:11.
i i ' he is con-
Statement: Though a Jew 15 not circumcised,

sildered as though he were.
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nswer: The interpretationsdiffer over a Jewish woman

1 g p ;
31 “g‘é'f?o_rm:.ng circumcision.

38

gtatement: The Jewish woman 1s consi th
—hie were circumcised, though she is not subjec?: tg

the commandment.

32. guestion: Is it valid to rule that a woman may not

perform circumcision?
support (for a woman being able to do so):Ex. 4:25.
Pﬁfﬂw: Forced interpretation of the verse.



III. THE THIRD MISHENAH

Analysis of the Mishnah (27a)
The third Mishnah contains two rulings which, like
the first Mishnah, ‘are concerned with the physical safety
of Jews. The underlying assumption of the two laws is that
given the opportunity, Gentiles will murder Jews. The first
rule in this Mishnah is that Jews are forbidden to receive
medical treatment from Gentiles. Secondly, Jews are not to
have Gentile barbers cut their hair. According to R. Meir,
this rule applies to every place. The majority of the rabbis,
however, felt that Jews are safe in the public domain, and
may have their hair cut by non-Jews there; the prohibition
only applies when there are no other people around. Albeck,
commenting on this statement, understands the Mishnah's
rule, "but not when (the Jew and Gentile) are alone;/" to
apply to a situation where only occasionally others pass

by. Tt does not refer to a Jew being alone with a Gentile

i ] ah's
barber, for that would be a violatien of the first Mishn

. 1
rule against Jews being alone with Gentiles.

59
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Analysis of the Gemara
l. Medical Treatment (27a-293)
The first ruling in the Mishnah is that Jews may

seek medical treatment from Gentiles for Twan 21371 but not
for nwsl 71577 (See below). The Gemara on this part of the
Mishnah may be divided into two. broad sections. The first
contains material pertinent to the question of receiving
medical treatment from Gentiles. Next (28a, middle, to 29%a,
near the bottom) comes a long discussion of folk cures for
various maladies, ' The:h . Gemara to this Mishnah closes with
a brief discussion of the issue of Gentile barbers. This
analysis will not cover the secohd section, as it is not
related to the topiec of this thesis.

As might have been anticipated, the Gemara begins
by seeking definitions of 118a *1377 and nieg) 11971, The
first suggestion is that T1AR 71877 means medical treatment
for which a fee is paid, and mpai 2197 is treatment received

for free. The GCemara reasons, however, that if this were

the Mishnah's intent, it should have been stated more clearly-

That is, it should have taught: " (Jews) may receive treat-

is." second
ment from (Gentiles) for a fee, but not gratis." The

: : i ent
pPossibility is that 11pm 71371 indicates medical treatm

for a malady which does not constitute & danger to life,
and pippa 731871 involves MOIre gerious casesS. This is not
d@Ccepted in light of a teaching of Rab Judah, thét even. h
the puncture made for the purpose of blood-lettingd {whic

N




_cosati o

61

is not serious and would, if the abo '
Ve definition is
accepted,

fall into the category of jinn 21594 ) may not be treated b
reate '

Ggentile doctors. Therefore, the degree of seriousness of
0

the sickness 1s not decisive, and another definition must

be found.

The definition finally accepted comes close to a

literal interpretation of the two terms.lian 71877 means

medical treatment for animals, and nmpbpa »wm11 ig medical

treatment for people. The comment is added by the Gemara
that these definitions are in accordance with the teaching
of Rab Judah. Though the definitions are accepted without
debate, a gualification of the prohibition is made by Rab
Hisda. He had a teaching in the name of Mar 'Ukba that
accepting medical advice from a Gentile doctor is allowed.
Specifically, he says that a Gentile doctor is to be heeded
if he warns that a drug is either good or bad for a certain

Jew. The justification for this is that the Gentile will

be concerned for his reputation, since the Jew will in all

liklihood ascertain opinions from other doctors.

i L on this
The remainder of the Gemara's discussion

1 3 a Jew
1ssue pursues exceptions to the Mishnah's rule that

ile, It has
May not receive medical treatment from a Gentile

1 i throughout
been demonstrated that an assumption running g

at if centiles have the

chapter two of Abodah Zara is th
they will murder J
d thus far have the

ews. Several of
OPportunity, chances are

the rulings and discussions analyze

e
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apparent aim of insuring that this OPPOrtumity pr t
esents

itself as infrequently as possible. so too, here, thi
. 7 1ls

theme appears in the discussion of when a Gentile doct
octor

may be consulted by Jews. Raba (or some say Rab Hisda)had

a tradition in the name of R. Johanan that in cases where

it is uncertain whether a malady is fatal, Jews cannot be
treated by Gentiles. If, however, it is certain that death
will result, a Jew may receive treatment from a Gentile.
That is, since the diagnosis is that the Jew will die in
any event, no harm can result from consulting a Gentile.
Perhaps he will overcome what seems to be (from the Talmudic
point of view expressed in this chapter) his natural in-
clination to kill Jews and will seriously attempt to help.
It is forbidden, however, to hasten the death of
someone diagnosed as terminal. Therefore, if the Gentile
doctor in the above case were to fail to conquer his urge
to murder Jews, would this ruling of R. Johanan not violate

this important precept? This is precisely the question the

Gemara asks. Weighing the doctor's tendency against his

ability to cure others, the conclusion is that 1s 18 worth

i ? . t
the risk of losing "a short span of life! (aye ). In he

i n
Gemara's words, "We are not concerned with a short spa
i for this
of life." Scriptures is brought as authority
i i entering an
decision. In IT Kings 7 lepers decide to risk
eiving aid. They are uncon=

enemy town in the hope of I€C _
1 kill them, since

: wil
Cerned, apparently., that their foes

|
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they will die soon anyway. The decision that Jews j th
in this

ase not be concerned with "
- a short span. of life" is based

on this precedent.

A more difficult objection to R. Johanan's R

leniency follows from a Tannaitic source, 2 ruling is cited

in support of the previous conclusion about a "short span

of life," which states that "... (Jews) may not receive
medical treatment from minim, even ayp 7:n%." Then a well
known story is brought from Tosefta Hullin chapter two,2
which rexounts how R. Ishmael refused to allow his nephew,
Ben Dama, to call a min to treat his (fatal) snake bite.
This objection is refuted with the statement that minuth
adds a factor which distinguishes this incident, due to its
strong attraction. That is, the possibility of succumbing
to minuth is worse than succumbing to death. Being a
special case for this reason, Ben Dama could not avail him-
self of the lenient rule which would otherwise have per-

mitted the intercessicn of a Gentile doctor in his case.

Because of the significance of this passage, we will

take a closer look at it. The word 170 may be translated

n
as "sectarian” or "heretic.™ DT. Freedman States, "The term

i i ch as the
denotes various kinds of Jewish sectarians su

isti , cording to
Sadducees, Samaritans, Judeo-Christians., etc. ac g

3
he term is used."” In the

the date of the passage in which t
. c nan states that
Palestinjan Talmud, Sanhedrin 297 R. Joha o
( were divide
the Jews were exiled from Israel when they

N
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into twenty-four groups of minim. 4 Archaeological evid
—_— idence

from the Dead Sea Caves ang Massadah Supports his stat
= a=

ment about diversified groups that Were around after the

destruction of the second temple. To R. Johanan, this was
o r

the cause Of the exile: God punished Israel because they
B T R A Johanan's statement there is

pigEher Hiloscion: His minim in general were sectarian Jews .,

Also, in the analysis of the second Mishnah it was seen that
the Gemara says the definition of a min is one who actually
worships idols, which must refer to Jews.

In B. Shabbat 116a the "Books of the Minim" are
associated with gilyonim. This latter term can be translated
as "margins," but might be related to 11?7a 11y, "Iniquity
Revealed." This is the rabbinic pun on the Greek word for
the Gospels. Rashi® says that the "Books of the Minim"
are Hebrew Bibles written by men in the service of idolatry.

R. Tarfon says of minim that they "know, but deny, God,"

whereas idolaters do not know of God. For this reason, he

would rather find refuge in the nyouses" of idolaters .than

the "Houses" of minim. Further, in that passage, minim are

: d
considered to be instigators of jealousys hatred, an

) terial
competition between the Jews and God. This block of ma

. i it we learn

in Tractate Shabbat is instructive, for from 1
literature

that minim had both places of assembly and a ’

appears.
and that in their books the name of God app

Abodah Zara lﬁb-l?aﬁ adds to our

A passage from

_




’—x__

65

knowledge of minim. R. Eliezer yag arrested for th i
e crime

of minuth,or "words of heresy. "

When he was released, R.
pkiba asked him to reflect on what might have led to hi
is

st. "Perhaps,™ h
arre PS, " he suggested, "you heard some heresy

and you enjoyed it." R. Eliezer then remembers that onoe

he met in the market:Jacob of:.Refar ;'Sekaeniah-,j "one of the

disciples of Jeshu the Nazerite.“s This Jacob recited a
halakhic teaching to him. The Munich Manuscript reads:
73¥130 1¥? ?2T8%7 10 --"Thus did Jeshu the Nazerite teach
me..." but our text reads: ?1Tn?7 72--"Thus did he teach
me." R. Eliezer says that he approved (or enjoyed) the
teaching, and that this must have been the incident for
which he was arrested. He then interprets Proverbs 5:8,
and says that he violated the precept, "Keep far from (the
strange woman)." In his view, the "strange woman" is the
heresy of minuth. This passage contains one of the few

clear references in the Talmud to Jesus.g So, here too,

there is more evidence of an association of minuth with

Christianity.

The minim generally were heretics of Jewish birth.

The precise form of the heresy must be detemmined from the

ilt
context in which the term appears. often they are guilty

i s
' of ascribing to the belief in dualism {n1?17 amp), & heresy

i ry of R. Ishmael
of great concern to the rabbis. From our story
+ some minim were faith healers.
mi-

and Ren Dama, we learn tha - .
nian Talmud mentions

: i
The story as it appears in the Palest

N




that Jacob of Kefar Sekaniap Poke in the name of "Jesn
&) eshu

pandera," which might be a name for Jesys

S0, the heresy

Ishmael refers might be Christianity.
Bloch says that the Jacob in

of minuth to which R.

the story was not a pupil of

Jesus, "but it may be safely said that he was a Christian
r

and that he wanted to cure (Ben

nll .
name of Jesus." However, it was noted that the redactor

Dama) by an exorcism in the

brought this as part of an objection to R. Johanan's state-

ment that when a Jew suffers from a fatal malady, he may
receive medical treatment from a Gentile. Therefore, it
might by that to the redactor of this sugya minim were not
only Jewish heretics.

To R. Ishmael, it was very important that Jacob not

be given an opportunity to exhibit his healing powers. In

the story, Ben Dama dies before he has a chance to provide
Scriptural support for the permission he sought to be cured
by a min. The Gemara asks what verse he could have cited,
and the answer is Lev. 18:5, "Live by them," viz., the
divine commandments. The interpretation of this verse is

that it means one should not have to die because of his

adherance to the mitzvot.12 what could R. Ishmael have re-

th
Plied to Ben Dama? The Gemara says that he could say the

, ; ing the
interpretation of that verse applies to breaking

i i t not do so,
Commandments in private, but in public on® nus |

is is R. Ishmael's
€ven at the risk of martyrdom. support for this 1

i i ther than be
Statement that one should worship an idol X

e
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killed for not doing so. But, thig does not mean in publ
in public,

pecause of the injuncticn,

"Do not profane My holy name"

(Lev. 22:32). It may be concluded further, then, that to
!

the redactor, minuth is associated witp

"foreign worship, "
put we cannot determine precisely what religion he may

have intended.

In this sugya there is another method of determining
under what circumstances a Gentile may administer medicine
to a Jew. It, too, is given in the name of R. Johanan, this
time by Rabba bar bar Hana. He said that R. Johanan said
that any malady for which a Jew may violate the Shabbat
may not be treated by Gentile doctors. Before the Gemara
discusses what such maladies might be, a variant of R.
Johanan's teaching is given. Some had it that Rabba bar bar
Hana said that R. Johanan said no internal malady may be
treated by Gentiles. In accordance with Talmudic style,

the Gemara asks and answers the gquestion, What is the dif-

; i to
ference between these two versions? The answer 1S5 the P

of the hand and foot. Rashi points out that in B. Yoma 84a

' ' injuries the
it is taught that for treatment of internal 1njurles

i dah Zara cites B.
i Shabbat:. may be violated. The sugya if Abo

in the name
Shabbat 109a, where Rab Adda bar Mattena taught 1n
be treated
of Rab that the top of the hand and foot are to

pe violated
like an internal malady in that the Shabbat may

resent discussion: if breaking

Lo treat them. So, in the P

.
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¢+he Shabbat is decisive {ag it is dccording to the f
e first

version of R. Johanan's teaching), then a Gentile may hot
great an injury to the top of the hand or foot. If, on the
other hand, whether or not a malady is internal or external
is decisive {according to the second version), a Gentile

may treat these inj’uries.l3

What follows is a definition of maladies for which
the Shabbat may be violated for treatment. Rab Zutra bar

Tobiah said in the name of Rab that one which is serious

enough to require a medical diagnosis warrants viclating .
the Shabbat. Rashi adds to this that the danger to life in
such cases is so high that there is the need for a diagnosis
to determine whether the patient will live or die.1* with
his explanation, it can be seen that the statement of Rabba
bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan (that any malady for
which a Jew may violate the Shabbat may not be treated by
Gentiles) is in accordance with Raba's statement in the
name of R. Johanan  (that when it is doubtful whether the

patient will live or die, treatment from Gentiles may not

be accepted).

. . : i f
The Gemara continues on this toplc with the aim ©

i i said
determining where an internal malady begins. R. Amm

Story is told in which R. Johanan sought

: n. Further-
Ment for scurvy of the mouth from @ Gentile woma

treatment oOn
More, he was ready to return +o her for more

_

—_—— _----IllIlIII.......................-.h.--_-
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shabbat. The question is rightly askea, yoy could h
| | | e do
this, in light of hisg teaching that any malady f h
or which a

gew may violate the Shabbat may not be treated by Gentil
ile

15 i
?
doctors? The first answer to this question is that R

5 .
Johanan’'s case constitutes an exception because he was

an
important man. This is not accepted, however, hecause of

the case of R. Abbahu. He too, was important,15 and yet a
min put poison on his thigh and were it not for R. Ammi and
R. Assi, who removed the poison, his leg would have required
amputation. S0, prominence is no insurance against an
unscrupulous Gentile doctor. Next, the Gemara offers the

explanation that the Gentile used by R. Johanan was an

17

expert. This does not solve the problem, for so too was

the doctor who poisoned R. Abbahu. Finally, the Gemara ex-
plains that the difference between the cases .of R. Jol:lanan
and R. Abbahu was that the doctor who treated R. Abbahu was
& min ., and wished to fulfill for himself through his action

the verse, "Let me die with the Philistines’ (Judg. 16:30},

i.e., he risked his own life to kill R. Abbahu, just as Samson

ended his life by pulling down the pillars of the _temple

. 18
of Dagon upon the Philistines.
Summarizing the material on receiving medical treat-

ra nipaa 787
ment from Gentiles, it was Seen that to the Gema

k of the
™ans treatment for a person. However, the bul

deals with except
ot preclude Jews accepting

ions to this
Material in the discussion

Prohibition. Mar 'Ukba said it does B

N
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advice from a Gentile doctor about drugs, R. Joh
» R« Johanan is

supposed to have said that if the Jew will certainly dj
¥ die,

a Gentile may treat him. In the Story about R. Ishmael and
. an

pen Dama it was implied that in certain situations {(i.e., in
private) a Gentile could treat a dying Jew. Two more ex-
ceptions are attributed to R, Johanan; it is implied that
he felt that a malady for which the Shabbat may not be
violated may be treated by Gentiles, and/or that an external
maladay may be treated by Gentiles. Moreover, there was an
incident told about R, Johanan seeking treatment for scurvy
of the mouth from a Gentile on Shabbat. Therefore, the
Gemara feels that either when a Jew will certainly die or

when the malady is not serious, a Gentile doctor may treat

a Jew.

Scheme--Medical Treatment

1. Mishnah: Jews may receive from Gentiles 711121 7197 but
not niwal 7197 .

"
2. Question: What is 71an 71871 and nipda *1an

b
3. Possible answer: 1inn 71371 is for a fee, and n1pal 71877

is for free.

Refutation: ;If. sop let.the Mishnah state this.

or a case where there 18

. ‘Possible Answer: 1inm 71971 is f ig for more serious

b
no danger to 1ife, and apR1 71877
cases.

e for blood-
Refutation (Rab Judah}: Even & Egﬂif;ﬁg.mad
HIEEEIHG-Eéy not be treated by -
i niwal
Answer: 71ipan 73871 is for a person's animal, and
1S treatment of people.

.
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statement: This accords with the teachj
in

. 9 of Rab Judah.
4. Rab Hisda--Mar 'Ukhja:

. J
regarding arugs. S Ty

accept advice of a Gentile

Reason: Jews will ask otherg ,
~fo protects his rEPutation,' and the Gentile will want

5. Raba-—R. Johanan. (or Ra
will certainly die,

b Hisda--R Johanan)
E . t If a Jew
he may be treated by a Gentile.

6. Objection: What about "a short span of life>"
Answer: We do not consider that.

7. Question: What is the Scriptural support for this?
Answer: II Kings 7:4.

8. Question: In Scripture, was there not consideration of
a "short span of life?"

Answer: No.
9. Objection (to #8): A Baraitha says that Jews may not con-

duct business with minim and may not receive medical
treatment from them even nyv 7°n3.

Support: Story of R. Ishmael and Ben Dama.

Answer: Minuth is different because of its attraction.

10. Question: In the story, Ben Dama is praised for not
transgressing these words of "his ?ellows :113y1n2
PNl 113v> (Eccl. 10:8. But he was bitten by a snake?

Answer: The verse refers to the bite of the rabbis, for
which there is no cure.

11. Question: What verse could Ben Dama have cited to permit

treatment by a min?
1w = t
Mswer: Lev. 18:5, "Live by_them,) i.e, one does no
"have to die by them (the mitzvot) .

i this?
" QEEEEE££1= What could R. Ishmael have replied to

plieS in private,r

t the difference pe=

ints ou ; .
2122 private and in public.

not in public.
Answer: The verse ap

: t D
Support: A Baraitha tha
tween breaking the mitzVo
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13. Rabba bar bar Hana--g, Johanan:
may violate the Shabbat mayazothbmlady for which Jews

Alternative version: An inte
treated by Gentiles. tnal malady may not be

., Question: What is the 4j
14 Qm ifference between these two ver-
Answer: The top of the hand ang foot.

Support (Rab Adda bar Mattena--Rab): For maladi
- d
“the hand and foot the Shabbat may be violat::.\adj.-es -

15. Rab Zutra bar Tobiah: A malady which requi i i
- v quires a diagnosis
is oneé for which the Shabbat may be violated. ?

16. Discussion ¢f internal maladies.

2. Haircuts (29a)

After the digression into folk cures, the Gemara
returns to a short discussion of the last part of the third
Mishnah. Following the gquote, "And (a Jew) may not receive
a haircut from (Gentiles)," a well known Baraitha is cited.
It states that when a Jew has his hair cut by a Gentile he

should watch in a mirror. The Gemara inquires into the cir-

cumstances to which this rule applies. If it refers to the

Public domain, what need would the mirror fulfill (since

- t
that location provides protection}? 1f it refers to the

: . ; ive? The answer
Private domain, what protection does it give? Th

- i in. B
iS that it does indeed refer to the private domai Y

impression
1°°kin9' into a mirror the Jew would create the imp

ile will be
i ontradic
afraid to kill him. It might be thought that TS €
tiles in the
the Mishnah, which forbids haircuts from Gen
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private domain. It must now be assumeg that its rule obtai
e obtalins
when the Jeéw has no means of defense. However, according t
’ ng tTo

the Baraitha, under special circumstances (namely, when
! a

safety device is available) it ig permitted

The last part of the Baraitha states that when a

Jew cuts a Gentile's hair, he should "remove fiim handeh

when he arrives at his locks.'’ The Gemara provides the

measurement of three fingers length on every side as the

precise spot where the Jewish barber should stop to avoid

touching these locks.

Finally, in this discussion the story is told how

road to Nehardea. It was pointed out to him that he took
his life into his hands with his carelessness. To this he

’ Rab Hana bar Bizna had his hair cut by a Gentile on the
i
| replied: "I deserve it, for I transgressed the ruling of

R. Meir (that a Jew may not have his hair cut by a Gentile) ."
The Gemara explains that he also violated the rabbis' rule

that one may have a Gentile cut his hair only in a public

a
Place. He reasoned, however, that the road to Nehardea,

o i3
since it is traversed by many travelers, is like a public

Place.

i f this
Like with the first part of the iscussion ©

Mishnah, the force of the Gemara's material dealing w:f.th
receiving haircuts from Gentile barbers is to liberr:ll:l..zeS
the Mishnah's prohibition. rThat is. the Gemara.Emphu:::
e feeling of the rabbis in the mishnah that if the

_
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has some means of Protection, he
May have his hai
- iIr cut b
a Gentile. '

Scheme-~Haircuts

1. Mishnah: A Jew may not in a : )
from Gentiles. BY place receive a haircut

2. Baraitha: When a Jew does have his hair cut by a Gentile
he must look in a mirror. When a Jew cuts a Gentile's
hair he must stop at the forelocks.

3. Restatement: The Jew must look in a

: mirror when
a hailrcut from a Gentile. he- gets

4. Question: What are the circumstances?

Possik?]_e answer: When the haircut is given in the public
domalin.

Refutation: What need would the mirror fulfill (i.e,, it
1s unnecessary, for the Gentile barber would not. kill
him in the public domain).

Possible answer: When it is done in a private domain the
mirror is necessary.

Attempted refutation: What protection does the mirror
provide in that situation?

Answer: It applies to a haircut given in a private domain.
Reason: The mirror gives the impression that the Jew 1is
[¢€ason
an 1mportant person.
3 i i t b a-,GentilEn
5. Story: Rab Hana bar Bizna had his hair cut bY
42): When a Jew cuts a

6. Restatement (of the Baraitha, at his forelock.

Gentile's hair he should stop

i stop?
7. Question: Precisely where should the Jewish barber p

. Three fingers
. ~h——=R¢- Adda. bar Ahaba):
Answer (Rab Malkiah Rd-A

length in every direction.




IV. THE FOURTH MISHNAR

Analysis of the Mishnah {29b)

Oux fourth Mishnah turpg from more-or-less general

rules governing relaticnsg between Jeyw and non-Jew to

specific i1tems belonging tg non-dews or in their possession

that are prohibited. Since these itemg are almost entirely

either different kinds of food or utensils in which food

is prepared or stored, the effect of thig Mishnah is not

only to limit business relations, but to drastically re-

strict social interaction. To be sure, the Mishnah does

not spell this out as the intent of these rules. The Gemara,

however, which makes little attempt at brevity, clearly

enunciates this as the net effect of these restrictions.
This Mishnah may be divided into three parts. First

is a list of prohibited foods and utensils. There is no

dispute over these items, and the prohibition extends to

i consists
deriving any benefit therefrom. The second section

; ir holds
of a series of disputed items. In each case R. Me

fit, while
that the prohibition of each extends to all beneil
ry. The third
the majority of the rabbis rule to the contrary

te jnquiry into one
Part of our Mishnah recounts R. Ishmael's ind i
i he incident 1is 1n=
of the prohibitions found 1n part two. T

the issue discussed, put also

te-"-'eSting not only because of

75
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for the history of the halakha ag well

In a sense, where the Prohibition extends to all
beneflt.lt st quite clear as to WhY. The connectiop between
that which 1s prohibited ang idolatry ig very clear. Hence,
at least at the Mishnaic level, there is no dispute over
them. Where differences of opinion emerge the reason for
the strict rule is not as easily discerned, and, therefore,
the lenient view of the rabbis which permits benefit prevails.
Finally, when R. Ishmael takes up the last issue in what I
am calling the second part of our Mishnah, and pursues the
logic of the prohibition, we find that the Mishnah does

not, for some reason, reveal the precise reason for it. It

remained for the Amoraim to speculate as to the proper ex-

pPlanation.

These are the items of non-Jews included in part one

| of the Mishnah, where the prohibition extends to deriving

any benefit from them: (1) wine--AS aAlbeck points out, the

; used
reason for this is clearly the concern that it had been

as libation wine;l (2) vinegar made from wine--Rashi explains
that the wine from which this vinegar was made originally
belonged to a non-Jew. He adds that the rule also indicates
that a non-gew's vinegar made from something other than
Wine jig permitted;2 (3) Hadrianic Earthenware--The Gemara

The prohibition i
we shall see: wine appar-

s also connected
will define what this is.

' s
With the concern over wine for: @

iners;
:n these contaln
red in t
ance stO

®0tly was the primary subst

_ .




g——— \

17

(4) skins with a hole in the area of the heart Rabb
] . —=kabban Simeon
p. Gamaliel makes this rule more spegirfig saying th
) ‘ 9 at when
the hole is round the skin ig forbidden;

when it is oblong

it is permitted to derive benefit from it Albeck explai
‘ xplains

that the round hole is a sure sign that the heart had been
removed as an act of idel worship;3 (5) Rabbi Akiba ruled.that
meat being taken to an idolatrous gathering is permitted,
while that which comes out of such a place is forbidden,

for it is "like sacrifices of the dead";% (6) similar to the
above, the rule is stated that with those non-Jews on their
way to an idolatrous festival it is forbidden to engage in
business, while it is permitted to do so with those returning.
Bloch says that this prohibition "was accounted for by the
fear that the Gentile might look upon the gain as a favour
from the idol whose festival was impending, and, therefore,

might do him particular honor or favor."> Albeck notes that

this rule actually belongs in the first chapter of this

tractate. He points cut that in the Tosefta (A.Z. 1:15)

this law is correctly placed with the matter of business

] ] it i ced
relations with Gentiles. "But in the Mishnah it is place

pecause of the similarity

idolatry."6

of the Mishnah de-

in (the second chapter) . . - -
With the (law about) the meat of

As stated above, the second part

] held that the
Scribes three disputes betweel R. Meir (who

ends to all benef

e are the items ove

jt) and the rabbis

Prohibvition involved ext ;
r which

(who held that it does not}). Thes

_
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they disagreed: (1} the wine of 5 - |
W which has been
put

inty & skam. bottle: o {1y Pitcher of 4 non-J Th
—Jeéw—-The

Commentaries point out that to R. Meir the nop Jew' i
~Jew's wine

that was absorbed by the container is considered "libati
ion

wine," which makes the Jew's wine completely forbidden. The

sages, on the other hand, hold that libation wine does not
have this effect on the vessel; (2) shells of grapes and
seeds—-The rabbis distinguish when these are fresh or dry.
when they are fresh they agree with R. Meir, but when dry,
the rabbis say they are permitted. Albeck comments that this
permission extends not only to deriving benefit, but also
to eating;7 (3) fish brine made by a non-Jew and Bythnian
cheese--The reason for the prohibition of brine is clear,
namely, that it is often made with wine. As we saw above,
the rabbis do not hold that libation wine mixed with some-
thing otherwise permitted renders that substance forbidden

for all benefit. Regarding Bythnian cheese, We shall see

below that even within the Tanaitic period both the prohi-

bition against eating it (R. Meir and the rabbis) and the

i i were
pPermission to derive benefit from it (the rabiis)

' . Ishmael
The third part of our Mishnah opens with R
ibi of non-Jews.

asking R. Joshua why they prOhlblted the cheese
1ffer with R. Meir as to

Since the majority of the rabbis 4
we can assu

not to be eaten by

me that he refers
the extent of this prohibitlon;

' s
to the commonly held view that it wa
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Jews. R. Joshua responds; "Because th
€Y curdle it with the

net of a nebelah," R, i
coi Ishmael ig able to see a fallacy

with this xeason. He points out that tpe Prohibition against
ns

the rennet of a burnt offering is stricter than that of th
e

rennet of a nebelah. Yet, "they said that g priest who was

not fastidious may suck up (the rennet of a burnt offering)

raw.“a The implication here is that if one may consume (i.e.,

benefit from) the rennet of a burnt offering, the prohibition
concerning which is stricter than that of a nebelah, then

| it follows that consuming the rennet of a nebelah should be

permitted. Rashi further explains R. Ishmael's thinking by

saying that according to his view, the rennet of the burnt

offering is considered "like dung" (This will be part of the

discussion of the Gemara below), i.e., it is not seen as

9

part of the animal, but as "mere refuse."

| R. Joshua, having been refuted, then offers a second

explanation of the prohibition: "Because they curdle it with

the rennet of calves used for idolatrous purposes." There

can be little guestion about the prohibition, then, for as

i ' the
Albeck notes, even the fat of such an animal, unlike

ibited. 0 Rashi
fat of the burnt offering, is prohibited. And Rashi,

dung of such
anticipating the Gemara, says that even the s

t+ was fed with the intent of

an animal is prohibited, for i .
crifice.
fattening it up to make it a mOTe acceptable sa

P f something
But R. Ishmael knows that the prohlbltlon 0 .
s to all benefit.

a
Connected directly with idolatry exten

S
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50, he puts the question &g R. Joshua

"If this ig true,
4hy then does the prohibition Not extend to ger;
eriving bene-

git?" R. Joshua skirts the questj i
on by changing the subject.

with this, the Mishnah ends.l2 The gep
ara, then, will have
a two-fold task with regards to thig interchange: (1) t
: ry '

+to explain the position of the Sages, and (2) determine why

R. Joshua changed the subject,

Analysis of the Gemara
1. Wine (29b)

The Gemara's discussion begins with the topic of the
wine of a non—-Jew. The scope of the argument is limited to
finding Scriptural support for the prohibition. The sugya
consists of the opening question, an answer, and three

analogies (Gezerah Shavah).

Rabbah bar Abbuha says that the Biblical source for
the law is Deut. 32:38. To understand this, though, we need

to begin with verse 37: "(God) will say: Where are thelr

Who
gods,/ The rock in whom they sought refuge, (vs. 38)

j ibation
ate the fat of their offerings/ And drank their liba

tle- a D"

: yymn a
derived from the sacrifices, 50 OO m

ed here is nheckesh," 1.€-r

the wine. The reasoning emplo¥ |
n the close connection

0
‘a Particular kind of analog¥s based

f the law 013
e o )
Of two gy jects in one and the same passay

i lains
] reasonlng exp
Mlelzinerrg explanation of this mode ot

_
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well what Rabbah bar Abbuha ig saying:

in the law by a common predicate, tpe same provisi
ons other-

wise made in regard to one of them are under certain ci
in cir-

cumstances applicable to the other,"l4

In the next three analogies the Gemara will ask for
the Scriptural authority for those prohibited things which
in the previous analogy had been taken for granted as pro-
hibited. So, the next guestion asked is, What is the Biblical
proof that it is forbidden to derive any benefit from such
sacrifices as are mentioned in Deut. 32:38? The answer is
Ps. 106:26: "They joined themselves unto Baal Peor and ate
sacrifices of the dead (o’nn ?nart) ."15 The conclusion is
then stated that just as things pertaining to the dead may
not be used for any benefit, so, too, may none be derived

from idolatrous sacrifices.

Next, the question of Scriptural support is asked

with regards to benefit from things pertaining to the dead.

The analogy employed here ({(as well as in the following 1n=

. But the answer
8tance) is that known as a ﬁmr_ﬂl__fm

"a peculiar kind of Gezerah

here is, as Mielziner notes, 16
L]

. Shavah.
Shavahr“ which he calls "The Exorbitant Gezerah

y consists in this,

, a normal gezerah

i . that the
Yielziner says, "Its pecul iarit

i i.e.

drgument from a parity of expressions ( i
two laws O

Shavan) is also admitted in cases where the

i g i lTIm n
a

Passages, compared with e

_
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except a single, often Very insignific
ant word which h
as not

the least natural bearing on the conclusion to be 4
1 | rawn
therefrom. ! More spec:.fically, he gives our analo
gy as an

le of an exorbitant '
examp gezerah shavah "of sti]] a more

decidedly sophistical cl'lara.ctc-)r,"18 since it is baseg
on

an identical adverb (bv) found in two Biblical passages

totally unrelated to one another. That is, in Numb. 20:1
we read, "Miriam died there" (v}, and in Deut. 21:4 we
find, "There (o) in the wadi, (the elders of a city in
which idolatry has been suspected) shall break the heifer's
neck." The conclusion reached is that just as the heifer
was prohibited for all benefit, so too may no benefit be
derived from things pertaining to the dead.

An analogy not gquite as farfetched answers the guestion
which we expect to follow, namely, How do we know that it
is forbidden to derive any benefit from the heifer in Deut.

21:42? The answer, attributed to the school of R. Jannai,

is that the word "forgiveness" is written about it (See

Deut. 21:8) just as with the sacrifices. Therefore, since

P 19
No benefit may be derived from sacrifices'~ we may deduce

that the same is true with respect to the heifer.

. : uires no
The law of sacrifices just mentioned red

s 2 wine for the
Proof text, and this ends the discussion over
ut the Gemara
Toment, though the subject reappears througho
| nclusions in the fol-
o this Mishnah. We may present the co

; ested by the
lowj_ng manﬁer, working packwards, &% is sugg

_




1ogic of the sugya:
sacrifices 7

js broken; since this is true
+ NO benefit ma g
Y be derived

from things pertaining to the dead; which teaches i t
5 1n turn

that none may be derived from idolatrous sacrifices d
i and,

finally, since this is the case, no benefit may be derived
e

from the wine of a non-Jew. Each step in this sequence is

established by means of an analogy of Biblical verses

Scheme--Wine

1. Question: What is the Scriptural support for the prohibiti
ion?
Answer_(Rabbah bar Abhuha): Deut. 32:38. Just as Eo
benefit may be derived from the sacrifices, so too may
none be derived from the wine.

2. Question: What is the Scriptural support for the prohi-
bition of the sacrifices mentioned in Deut. 32:387

Answer: Ps. 106:26. Just as things pertaining to the
dead may not be used for any benefit, so too with
idolatrous sacrifices.

3. Question: What is the Scriptural support for the prohi-
bition of benefit from things pertaining to the dead?

on Numb. 20:1 and Deut. 21:4: Just
1 benefit, so too
taining to the dead.

Answer: Analogy based '
as the heifer was prohibited for al
may none be derived from things per

is forbidden to derive

4. Question: e know it
tion: How do W Ceut. 21:42

benefit from the heifer in
the word "forgiveness"

nnai says: e
R, Ja e sacrifices.

Ans : of :
wer: The School just as with th

is written about it,
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2. Vinegar (29b—32a)

It makes sense that the Prohibition of 4 non-Jew'
- - s

vinegar made from wine would not be challenged, i ;
! It prin-

ciple, in the Amoraic discussion, Since there was littl
e

question with regards to wine, the same should be true with

oduct derived from wi ; )
a pr wine. The Gemara's discussion on

this topic is, however, quite long. If we scan the four and
a half pages of Gemara which deal with the subject we note
that the topics covered are: (1) wine that has somehow
changed (e.g., vinegar, boiled wine}, (2) categories of
wine, (3) seals, and (4) beer. Interesting, indeed, are
the last two comments in this long discussion, because they
deal with vinegar made from the BEER of a non-Jew!

The remarks made at the beginning of the preceeding
paragraph form the essence of the opening comment of this
sugya. The statement is made that it is an obvious prohibition,

for why would it be assumed that just because wine soured

the injunction against it would no longer be operative?

Since the Mishnah must have intended something by specifying

i shi answers the
a non-Jew's vinegar made from Wine. Rab A

' ipition b
implied question about the reason for the prohibl Y

i i ing to a Jew
Saying that it teaches that vinegar belonging

ire a double
that is entrusted to a Gentile does not requ
i ar requires a
Seal, It is clear from this that such vineg q
ggitates this rule.

' ern nece
Single geal, and that some CORC

T
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Lk : .
rab Ashi, to substantiate phig assertion, stat
’ ates that the

concern over (Jewish) vinegar
should not p
€ the fear that

while in the non-Jew's pos i i
POssession it may have been poured

out for a libation, for vine ;
gar 1s not used f
. or that pur-

pose. However, if the fear is that he might gwitch hi
ch his

according to Rashi, 20 j i .
( g +©7 inferior} vinegar for the Jew's, the

single seal is a sufficient deterrent
What follows this is a block of material that closely

resembles the abkove. A Tanaitic statement is gquoted, about

which the claim is made and then criticized that its rule

is "obvious," indicating that it is not obvious and, there-

fore, open to interpretation. Again, Rab Ashi states what

he sees the intent to be, and he then explains the correctness

of the regulation he suggests is the meaning of the Baraitha.
The Baraitha, quoted by R. Elai, states that boiled

wine of a Gentile that originally was his own wine is pro-

hibited. This is apparently obvious for the same reason

mentioned above: would someone think that because it was

boiled the prohibition again ¥t it ceased? So, Rab Ashi

extrapolates from this that a Jew's wine entrused to a

lon-Jew does not require a double seal. Once again the same

i iri ear are
two possible reasons for requiring a double S

) t
Tejected: it need not be required due to the conceri tha

ut as & libation,

the fear that the non-Jew

th ! for such a use
e wine might be poured ©

iS not made of boiled wine; 8180+
e Jewts iE nOt ap

v plicable,
%uld exchange his wine for th

T
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not
g e = 90 to the trouble to falsify even a
gingle seal.

The subject of wine that has undergone some kind of
o

change continues with the citation of a well-known Baraitha

1t states that boiled wine ang alontith of non-Jews _—
forbidden. Prepared alontith, on the other hand, is per-
mitted. Rashi understands this last part of the Baraitha
as indicating that the wine was not originally the non-Jew's,
put that he acquired it from a Jew.?l The permission is
understood as allowing a Jew to derive benefit from it, for
this drink is not poured cut as a libation. 22

The description of alontith serves as the spring-
board for the material that follows. Up to this point,
besides wine that has turned to vinegar, boiled wine and
wine mixed with something else have been mentioned and

discussed. These serve as the subject for what follows.

Rabbah and Rab Joseph say that diluted wine<” does

iddi e of
not become prohibited under the law forbidding the us

4 iled wine
liquids left uncovered (*1774 gipn) ,2 and that boile

ici that it may
is not to be prohibited due t© the suspicion

j t this is in
have been poured out as a libation. Note tha

1
of Rab ashi above. that a Jew's

accordance with the view
es not require a double

i 2 do
boiled wine entrused to a non Jew

Seal,

L .
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and two possible reasong to prohibjt th
em,

What £0llows

. . are

repoxrts of incidents jip which an _—
Amora is o

example, Samuel is sitting with Ablet (4 learned non-gew?5)
=Jew

and boiled wine is brought to them, Ablet withdrew his

hand in order not to make the wine forbidden when Samuel
said, "It has been said that boiled wine is not to be
suspected of having been poured ocut asg a libation."

In the second story, R. Hiyya's maidservant served

him boiled wine that she had left uncovered. He said of it
that the law prohibiting the use of liquids left uncovered
does not apply to boiled wine. In the incident that follows,
we find circumstances similar to the above. Here, however,
the concern is diluted wine, and the statement is made by
Rab Adda bar Ahaba that the law cited by R. Hiyya also does

not apply to such wine. In this case, however, there is a

challenge by Rab Papa, who said that what Rab Adda says 1s

z i icable
true only when the wine is well diluted. It is not applica

' 1 k
to wine that is only slightly diluted, for snakes drin

' in some instances
Such wine, Purthermore, it is shown that ifi s

ig cited, and

Snakes will drink diluted wine. Raba, thems ;

. diluted wine

he stateg the law regarding all the above ) N
s ing the use

does become prohibited under the law forbidding

ected of being pPoY
to wine that has

red out as
‘Ncovered 1iquids and is susP

. 1
o llbation; but neither of these applY

-
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peen boiled. The origina) Statement of Rabbah and Rab
and Ra

Joseph, in the case of diluted wine, hag been disputed
ute

however, 1is puzzling. Insofar as the information provided

by the Gemara 1s concerned, we can discern no evidence that

explains why he added this,

Continuing with this topic, the Gemara recounts
other examples from the lives of Amoraim which indicate
their view on the matter of liquids left uncovered. In the
first story R. Hilkiah affirms that water that has been
uncovered is prohibited. Then it is reported that Rab did
not drink water in the home of a t:=§entile26 because they do not
mind if it is left uncovered.” At the home of a (Jewish)
widow, however, he would drink water for, "she is assumed

to have adopted her husband's habits.” In other words, he

Presumed that in that household the laws of uncovered liquids

n
Were observed, even though her husband may not have bee

4N expert in these matters.

i . It is said of him that
Samuel's custom was different

reasoning that

1 j e
he did not drink water in a widow's houser h
her and might

She does not have the fear of her husband over nhe

He did drink water at the house

f ot keep her water covered.

e
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a Gentile "...for
of they may not be particular about the

laws of uncovered.liquids, but they are particular about
ou
cleanliness." This would be an interesting attitude worthy

of comment, were it not for the fact that it i challenged

in the Gemara. An alternative version of the practices of

these Amoraim?® states that Samuel would not drink water
either in the home of a non-Jew nor a (Jewish) widow. With

this version the opportunity to see in Samuel's actions

a sympathetic view of the Gentile is weakened,?2d

There is one more category of wine mentioned in this
sugya. Raba states that during the first three days after
wine has formed a film it is susceptible to the prohibition
against uncovered liquids and is suspected of being used
for idolatrous purposes. Thereafter neither of these apply.
The Gemara comments that in Nehardea a different view pre-
vailed, namely, that even after three days the law of
uncovered liquids still applies.ao The reason for this is

that even such wine is drunk by snakes. Accordingly, the

fear exists that potent venom is jeft in the wine.

Teo here our Gemara may be seen as comprising twWo

b Ashi's extrapolation

Sugyoth. The first part revolved around Ra

' ' . The second
from the law regarding a non-Jew's vinegar

R iled wine and
took off from the Baraitha mentioning boi |
a mixed drink with

' : fined as
alontith. Since alontith was de

e discussion wine diluted

Wine, the Gemara brings into th

o
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with water. This led to the issue of ligquids left
uncovered

as well as the idolatrous practice Of libations. Now th
. ow e

Gemara moves from wine that has beepn somehow altered f
rom

its original state to the categorization of wines in th
e

possession of non-Jews, 31

This discussion begins with a tradition cited by

R, Asi. He had a tradition that R. Johanan said that R. Judah

b. Batyra said that "there are three types of wine," viz.,

libation wine, ordinary wine of Gentiles, and wine that
belongs to a Jew entrusted to a Gentile. Concerning the
first, no benefit may be derived from it, and a quantity
amounting to the size of an olive causes grave defilement.
A. Mischon explains that if one has contact with it or is
on the premises in which it is found, he becomes unclean
in the same way as if he had contact with a COIPSE.32 As

Rashi says, "The sacrifices toO idols is analogous to (the

W33 asos .
defilement caused by a) dead body. "~ Similarly, no benefit

may be derived from the ordinary wine of Gentiles, and if

it comes into contact with dried food it makes it susceptible

to the fourth degree of defilement.34 Rashi regards the

penefit from this wine as an

regulation against deriving 35

] i i wine.
| extension of the prohibition against libation
i tile
The law relating to Jewish wine entrusted to a Gen
i ay be derived
1s that it is forbidden to drinks; bBUf benefit may i
i shnah {Demal 3¢
from it. This seems to be challenged EY 2 M1s

oduce entrusted to a non-Jew 18

Which states that a Jew's Pr

V_
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considered,

o I 1
as the non-Jew's own fruyjt, This ig e€xXplained as paj d
eing due
+to the fear of exchanging the Gentile'y produce f th
or the

the Gentile will exchange his wine for the Jew's. Therefore
. r

the Gemara seems to reason, the prohibition of wine entrusted

to a Gentile ought to extend to deriving any benefit,
This objection is overcome by interpreting the rule
which permitted a Jew to derive benefit from the wine he
entrusts to a Gentile to apply to a specific case. That
case is when the non-Jew assigns the Jew a corner in the
room where the wine is to be stored.>’ In this way the
fear of exchanging wine is nearly eliminated, and benefit
may be derived from it. Furthermore, the Gemara takes this
one step further and argues that if this condition is met,
even the prohibition against drinking such wine is no
longer necessary. Support for this assertion is brought by

a story. When R. Johanan went to Perud he asked if a

teaching of Bar Kappara was available on this issue.

R. Tanhum taught him this: it is permitted to drink the

Wine a (Jew) entrusts to a Gentile.

The halakha stated by R. Tanhum to R. Johanan con-
tradicts R. Judah b. Batyra's rule that wine entrusted to
% Gentile may not be drunk. R. ge'ira solves this difficulty
o the differences of

by ascribing the opposing views t

disagreement petween R. Eliezer
a

OPinion found elsewhere in
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and the rabbis. He citeg

a Baraitpa Which reads; "If one
buys or rents a house ip

4 Gentile'g courtyard and fills
it with wine and the key or S€al is in the Charge of th

o e
Jew, R. Eliezer permits, byt the rabbig Prohibit,

explanation is essential here.

Rashi's

He says that g, Eliezer even

permits the drinking of that wine, mhe rabbis prohibit the

Jew to deposit his wine there, but ;¢ he already did, he

may still derive benefit from it.3? Therefore, according

to R, Ze'ira the tradition cited in the name of R. Judah

b. Bathyra is in agreement with the position taken by the
rabbis, and the view of Bar Kappara is in harmony with that
of R. Eliezer. A kind of footnote concludes this discussion,
which states that the law in the R. Eliezer--rabbis
controversy is in accordance with R. Eliezer. This would
seem to indicate that the lenient view that one may drink
wine entrusted to a Gentile prevailed. If this is the case,
conplete permission is granted to a Jew to keep or store

his wine with a Gentile, and no loss will be incurred, for

he may do whatever he wishes with it.

' i i i is
The sugya continues with a discussion which

} i tent and in
Closely related to the previous one both 3@ ©OR

i ' by a Jew
literary form. The subject matter 1S gseals affixed by

- . A controversy
to SOmething that may be handled by a ncn Jew -
nion are then explained

is cit . fferences of opi ;
ed and the dif cha, Fabbis

: or
] :+her R. Eliezer
@S being in accordance with eit

o
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in the controversy mentioned above. This form i
15 repeated

when a second version of the argument ig citeg
Clted.

B Blenzar sald. thag Sverything is sufficiently

guarded with one seal, except wine. R. Johanan held that

even wine is guarded with one seal. The explanation for

e divergent vi i j 2
thes g ews 1s that, "one is daccording to R. Eliezer

and ope is according to the rabbis." R. Johanan, that is
- r

is in agreement with the more lenient opinion of R. Eliezer,
and R. Eleazar seems to agree with the stricter position

of the rabbis.

The second version of the dispute, which Rabbenu
Hananel indicates is the accurate trac'iitic:m_."'IO has it that
R. Eleazar said that everything is sufficiently guarded with
a double seal, except wine. R. Johanan ruled that wine is
guarded by such a seal. This time the explanation is that

both agree with the position of the rabbis, but each under-

stands that controversy differently. One {R. Johanan) held

that the rabbis disagree with R. Eliezer in regards to one

seal, but in the case of a double seal they too permit the

drinking of the wine. The other {R. Eleazar) believes that

2 it is for-
even in this latter case the rabbis rule that 1t 1

: bis
bidden, In other words, R. Johanan agrees with the rab

i 1 in a home
that it is forbidden for a Jew to keep his wine

ourtyard if it has one

bought or rented in a non-Jewish ¢

az double seal he pelieves the

Seal. But, if the wine has B
- eazar doe
Tabbis would agree it is permitted. R B
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think the rabbis would permit it ¢
O be done even wi
ith a

double seal. Therefore, both are in accordance with th
i e

rabbis in light of their divergent
u.nderstandings of that
controverSY-4l

1] . )
A "well known Baraitha"” introduces the next discussion

after the Gemara explains the reasoning involved im it
F

another Baraitha is cited as an apparent contradiction. One

Amora attempts to reconcile the two Tanaitic sources, but
is refuted by another Amora. The second authority then
gives his answer as to how the two Baraithot may be brought
into harmony.

The first Baraitha begins by saying that the wine
of En-Kusi is forbidden because of the nearby town of Birath-
Sirika, that of Borkata'42 because of neighboring Kefar
Parshai, and that of Zagdar because of Kefar-Shalem. In
each case, comments Rashi, the town where the wine is for-

bidden was inhabited largely by Samaritans, and the places

43
which make the wine forbidden were populated by non-Jews.

The Baraitha concludes with the statement that the ruling

oy £
was eventually changed. Instead of limiting the extent o

iti was
the prohibition to specific localities, & general rule

i ' t it is
established: wine in open casks 18 forbidden, bu

ritans. The
Permitted to buy wine in closed casks from Sama
| ch to a certain
Tosafot make an interesting comment here, whic

the material in this discussion.

eXtent anticipates the rest of -
sk was originally

d ca
They remark that even though 2 close
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open, since it was the Samaritan'g intention t 1
| | © sell it to
Jews 1t was watched carefully to ip :
Sure it was not
- ouched
py an idol worshipper. The Samaritans do pot want to b
G be
suspected of being careless witp the laws of non

~Jewish
contact with the wine of Jeyg, %4

The Gemara explains the reasoning in the Baraitha
r
both for the earlier ruling and the later revision. The
earlier reasoning had been that Samaritans are pot careful

about the touch of idol worshippers, and this is true
whether the casks were open or closed. Later, however, the
authorities reasoned that they are not particular about
the touch of idol worshippers when the casks are open, but
they are very careful when it comes to closed casks.

In the Baraitha which seems to contradict the above,
the ruling is found that if a Jew sends a cask of wine with
a Samaritan he must, when the wine is received, recognize
his seal and the way he closed the cask for the wine therein

to be permitted. The problem is that the first ruling holds

that a cask of wine from a Samaritan is permitted to Jews

so long as it is closed. As the amoraim understood it, this

i i sks.
was due to the care they exercise with closed ca

i ire the
this is true, why would the second Baraitha requl

sure? More
Jew to recognize his seal and method of clo

on the scruples of th
jrst, if the casks

e Samaritan
precisely, why cast doubts

]

a
are closed, we may assume a 9T@
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taken? It is interesting to note that the op- ti
Jection is not
only based on the two Tanaitic
dquotes, but the i
' Amoraic
explanation of the reasoning in the firet is essential
sential to

an understanding of the nature of the contradiction
per-

ceived between the two. Taken by themselves, the Baraithot

do not necessarily contradict each other

The attempted resolution comes from R. Ze'ira.%? gHe

said that one of the Baraithot refers to the city and the
other to the road. Rashi explains that in the city the
Samaritan is particular, for he knows that if an idol wor-
shipper touches his wine Jews will not buy from him.%% so,
the first Baraitha refers to the city, and there, if the
cask 1s closed the wine i1s permitted. The second Baraitha
refers to the road, where the Samaritan may not be so par-
ticular, and the Jew must recognize his seal and closure.

R. Jeremiah sees the answer of R. Ze'lira as problematic.

For, he asks, "Did not that (wine) of the city come by way

of the road?" In other words, wine sold in a shop came from

a2 vineyard and had been on the road prior to being sold in

a citY-47 That is, even a closed cask in a city is suspect.

i ndin

Therefore, according to R. Jeremiah, the correct understa g
ermitted

of the first Baraitha must be that closed casks are p

icini ine presses.
when they were closed in the vicinity of the wine P

le around and
In that case, he reasons, there are many Peop

that if someone
dreat care would be exercised for fear

Jew have contact with the wine
n—

Observes that he lets a no
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he will be unable to ge]] the wine to Je
W5,

The subject of the last Sugya in thig section
OTL

vinegar is the beer of Gentiles. The discussion invol
olves a

controversy between Amoraim over Why it is prohibiteg
eaq.

——— -

There are no Tanaitic traditions citeg by the Gemara or by
the authorities named in the dispute, Suggesting that the
earlier teachers did not rule on the matter. Indeed, the
Tosafot comment at the beginning of the sugya that, "The

prohibition against beer is found neither in the Mishnah

1 or Baraitha. Perhaps in the days of the Amoraim they for-
bade it .'(‘&'B This may be so, yet a study of this sugya reveals
two impertant problems with the prohibition: (1) the reason
for it is uncertain. Three possibilities are suggested,

and while none are logically refuted, neither are they well
substantiated, and (2) there is some disagreement over

whether the beear should actually be prohibited.

The first explanation fer the prohibition comes from

Rami bar Hama in the name of R. Isaac. This position holds

. ) s, this
that the reason is "marriages." As Rashi. elaborates,

- : o
Mmeans that beer of non-Jews was prohibited 1n order t 49
. : T
discourage Jews from regularly attending Gentile festivitie

d "to pre-
Therefore, the reason mian 2138 may be translate P

vent intermarriages.”
: 1 Decause
Rab Nahman has an alternative yeason, namely,

covered liguids. We note here

©f the prohibition against un

(s

M ——
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that what follows is one of the g
€mara'g methods of clar-

ifying what it sees is an unclear Statement. After citj
" r citing

158 asked about the circumstances
of his statement. A few Possibilities

the authority, a question

are suggested and

rejected as explanations of what was intended. Then, th
. » the

ark : .
Gemara rem s that the teaching is “necessary,” and —

plies the pertinent circumstance to which it may be applied

In our case, the question asked is: What was left uncovered,

that this prohibition should effect the beer of non-Jews?

I1f the answer is the beer while in the process of brewing,
the Gemara points out that Jews also do that. Or, if the
answer is the beer while in the vat, Jews leave it uncovered

there as well.SO Finally, if we say that it is the barrel

51

they leave uncovered, Jews do the same. The Gemara under-

{ stands the correct answer to be that the prohibition of

‘- uncovered liquids applies when the water used for the beer

5’ is allowed to settle in a container wntil it is clear. If

this was a method employed by Jews we may assume that when

they did this they covered the water, for without question

water ig subject to the law of prohibited liguids left

ume Gentile
"Jll'llcthVered.52 However, we cannot pres that: &

i le.
would cover the water he was allowing to sett
If this is the operative reason for the prohibition,

ture or old
then, so reasons the Gemara, it follows that ma
n comes

igs assertio
beer should be permitted. gupport for thi
permitted, for

: or is
from RabS3 who said that mature 1idd

N 4___-—-—"_"_—/




peer of Gentiles, however, we learn that this do t
es no

apply. For the Gemara decides that, "the decree against

ature (beer) was made on a
5 ccount of new (beer)." It is a

safeguard, for were there to be a question about the use of
old beer, one might come to treat the prohibition against

new beer lightly. So, both are forbidden.
Following this are examples of the personal practices
! of different sages with respect to drinking the beer of

non-Jews., We find the Gemara understands their actions in
relation to their view of the reason for the prohibition.
In this part of the sugya support is given to two of the
reasons offered above (viz., because of laws prohibiting
use of liquids left uncovered and intermarriage), a third
is suggested, and finally, there is one sage who goes

against the ruling altogether.

It is first reported that Rab Papa was brought beer

(made by a Gentile) at the door of his store and he drank

i k
it. Someone brought Rab Ahai beer at his house and he dran

it. The Gemara says that both agree that the prohibition
| of such beer is to prevent intermarriage. That is, they
felt they could drink it in their own domain, for that
would not lead to social relations with Gentiles, where

le woman . The Gemara

£
One might cast ones eye upon @ Games

Ahai took extraordinary caution.

Temarks, however, that Rab

o
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The implication is that pe insist
ed on even f
urther distance

from Gentiles before he woylg dri
nk their beer
- The Tosafot's

comment here is instructive, for it further clarifi th
les e

prohibition. They say that,

In any case, both (sages) wou
home of Gentiles, Therefore, “

drink beer in the home of a Gentj
Rab Ahai, who were late (authorifiu:;}foﬁigaﬁ s
ever, one who is lodqgi i . Gk dows
ver, , dging in the home of a Gentile
might be permitted to send to the city to buy beer
from a Gentile, for it would be 1like {bringing it into)
the home of a Jew. Even if a Gentile is his guest
and gives (the Jew) his own (beer, the Jew) may drink
it to avoid enmity. They did not forbig (drinking Gen-
tile beer) because of intermarriage, but rather speci-
fically drinking it at weddings or regularly drinking
in the home of Gentiles. However, a chance incident (was
not forbidden. )24

not drink beer in the
One must be careful not to

It is interesting to note here, and we shall see the same
below, that the prohibition is not in itself challenged,

not by the authorities cited, the Gemara, nor by the Tosafot.
Nonetheless, they reason that the prohibition may be inter-
preted in a way that allows for exceptions to the law

under certain circumstances.

The example that follows happens to challenge the

above, for Rab Samuel bar Bisna was strict in the matter
in M uan.
of Gentile beer. We are told that he was once in Marg

is i says
Rashi's comment about this place is important. He say
i inking the
that the Jews there were not particular about drinklng
: inci t is more easily
wine of Gentiles.>> With this, the inciden

amuel bar Bisna was
rought him beer he did

brought wine
understood, for when Rab 3

b
he did not drink it, and when they

e ‘__/__/



swer given is that hig refusgal w
" B
S based on "4 suspicion

uspicion."
of a susp He felt that the decree against the beer

was a safeguard against using Gentileg® wine. Were the

hagt to: be Pemittted, he feared, it coulg lead to carelessness

and eventually to drinking their wine. If Rashi's comment

about: £he :Jews of Marguan: 14 correct, then this reasoning

was particularly appropriate.

Rab ruled in a contradictory fashion. To him was
attributed the statement that the beer of a Gentile is
permitted, though he would not let his son drink it. The
Gemara rightly asks,"Which way do you want it? If it is
permitted, it should be permitted for everyomne. If it is
forbidden, it is forbidden for all!" The response to this
is that as far as Rab was concerned, the beer had been
prohibited because of the law against drinking liquids
left uncovered (in agreement with Rab Nahman above) . But,

he reasons, the bitter taste of the hops counteracts any

i 155 o
venom, and only one who is sickly would get ill from

i was sickly.
And, the Gemara continues, Hiyya, Rab's son,

bid his son
This was the consideration that led Rab to for

This 18 interesting, for it clearly

to drink Gentile beer. d
g liquids left uncovere

j inkin
explains that the law against drin -
i erstoo 1 ¥
Was enacted for reasons of hygiene. Und -
' ther prohl
the prohibition of Gentile peer, unlike O

A ——




fatal, while that of others ig not. It is then reported
orte

t he said to Rab' i
cha ab's son Hiyya that "swollen Gentiles do

fiok. gie Erom drinking liquids left uncovered because their
bodies devolop an immunity from eating abominable and

creeping things." Perhaps Hiyya understood better why his
father did not let him drink the beer of Gentiles once he
heard Samuel's explanation.

Cur discussion of Gentile vinegar comes to a close
with a comment on such vinegar made from the beer of Gentiles.
Literarily this is a fitting conclusion to a long discussion
which began with vinegar and ended with beer. In the light
of what has been said in these pages, we might speculate
what the ruling would be with regard to the present questionm.
On the one hand, in his comment on the Mishnah, Albeck

stated that vinegar made from something other than wine 1s

permitted.>® In the discussion on beer, there were those

i ' e
who followed Rami bar Hama's line of reasoning that th
inst inter-

Prohibition of Gentile beer was & gafeguard again

d drink this beer in their

Tarriage. They purportedly woul

' i their action.
Own domain, relying on this reason to justify

: i jinegar made from
Based on this evidence, we mlg’ht thlnk v g

ted. On the other hand, we have
ed.

Gentile beer would be permit

e .
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the statements of Rab Nahman and gap Samuel b
. ar Bisna,
which do not allow for drinking Gentile beer ung
under any

circumstances. Therefore, usin
9 the reasoni
ng of the Gemara

at the beginning of this section, we might posit that vin
egar

made from the beer of non-Jews would be forbidden, for why
, fo

suppose that the prohibition against thejr beer would cease
to be effective once it was used to make vinegar?

In fact, the Gemara does not reason like this, and
its method is much simpler. Rab Joseph says that the vinegar
is forbidden because Gentiles mix dregs of libation wine
with it. Rab Ashi states that if it had been stored it is
permitted. He thinks that if libation wine had been mixed
with it the vinegar would have spoiled if kept. Therefore,
there is a sure way of determining if libation wine was

added to the vinegar. If it was not, Rab Ashi sees no

reason for prohibiting it. We cannot be sure if Rab Ashi

reasoned as I did above, but it is a possibility. It 1s

certainly plausible to assume that so far as Gentile beer

i f
is concerned, he would probably take the Rab Nahman view o

i iently.
the prohibition, which we saw interpreted most leniently

' Scheme--Vinegar
‘hiti i bvious.
1. Statement: The Mishnah's prohibition 180©

ibiti i teach
hibition 18 to
L gui: fox S8E § i trusted to a
R e Dobongune o5 e 2o 17
Gentile does not require @ do

will deter 2
eal . ew's.

Gentile from exchanging

Reason: A single SE€ :
"his own vinegar with t

- L ——
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Baraitha (gquoted by R. Elai
that originally was hig 2;1)1.;,;'01-1?& wine of z Gentile

Comment: This is obvious.
b MR t - ;
a Jew's boiled wine entry hie Baraitna 18 to teach that

Support: A double seal is npot
wine is-not used for libatign
deter him from @Xchanging his

required because boiled

S, and a single seal will
Wine with the Jew's.

Baraitha: Boiled wine and alont

) ith ar i , =
pared alontith is permitted. € forbidden; pre

Question: What is alontith?

Answer: A mixture of o0ld wine, clear water, and balsam.

Rabbah and Rab Joseph: Diluted wine is not prchibited

by the law forbidding the use of liquids left uncovered.
Boiled wine is not prohibited due to the suspicion that
it may have been used for a libation.

Incident: Samuel was sitting with Ablet and said.tha’lc.
boiled wine is not suspected of being used as libation

wine.

Incident: R. Hiyya says that the law prohibiting the use
of liquids left uncovered does not apply to boiled wine.

Incident: Rab Adda bar Ahaba says that the law prohibiting
the use of liquids left uncovered does not apply to

diluted wine.
ink wine that is slightly
Objection (Rab Papa): Snakes drin
diluted.
i i i when
Conclusion (Raba): Diluted wine 18 ?oﬁefggbticelgnfor %
“ieft uncovered, and 1s suspected Od eing uaRe
libation, but neither of these hol
uncovered
Incident: R. Hilkiah affirms that water left
“is prohibited. |
i ne home of a Gentile

ish widow.
gy but did

x water 1n t

the home of

Gemara: Rab did not drin
widow's house.

but he did drink it in in a
Samuel did not drink wa:ffel.-n
S0 in the home of a Gen
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Alternative Version:
in the home of a Gep

Samuel woulg :
tile or a widgvo;t drink water either

7. Raba: Wine that has formeq a £i :
ohibitio ? I1lm is gys i
gr Sl Lei I::sojf uncovered liquigs duringciﬁtlg]ﬁe to the
ays, suspected of being used for g 1itoer. o ToC
thereafter, neither of these apply 2% B Gl g
Gemara: In Nehardea it was hel

— d that
days the law of uncovered liquids St?{i’-nagstizsthree

g. R. Judah b. Batyra: There are thr
- -+ - eg t cg Of . . ' 4
wine, ordinary wine of a Gentile, anﬁpwine o?lgeJeilbatlon

entrusted to a Gentile (which a Je .
) - W m
entrusting it to the Gentile). ay not drink after

Objection: Mishnah Demai 3:4, which rules on a Jew's
produce entrusted to a Gentile.

Resolution: A Jew can derive benefit from wine entrusted

to a Gentile when the Gentile assigns him a corner in
the room.

Comment: When a Jew is assigned a corner he may even
drink the wine stored there.

Support: A teaching of R. Tanhum that it is permitted to
drink the wine a Jew entrusts to a Gentile. (Note the
contradiction with R. Judah b. Batyra.)

R. Ze'ira: R. Judah b. Batyra's view is in agreement
Wwith the rabbis and R. Tanhum's vlew 1S 11 harmony
with the opinion of R. Eliezer (based on a dispute in

a Baraitha).

Comment: The law in the Baraitha quoted by R. ze'ira 1s

in accordance with R. Eliezer.

9. R. Eleazar: Everything is gufficiently guarded with one

seal except wine.

: 3 seal.
R. Johanan: Even wine 15 guarded with one

with R. Eliezer

i gement

. . iew i ;
Explanation: One V pbis (in R.

and the other with the ra
ment above).

R. Eleazal sald everything is

th a double geal, except wine.

Alternative Version:
ded by a double

Sufficiently guarded wi
R. Johanan held that eveé




10.

11.

124

13,

14.

15

Explanation: Both agree y
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seal.

~Birath-Sirika; the wine of

1th the view of the rabbis but

disagree as to the nature of the dispute b t
etween the

rabbis and R. Eliezer,

Baraitha: The wine of En-Rusi i forbidden because of

> Bor i .
of Kefar Parshai; the wine of ﬁ;gall-sigoﬁzigﬁg@ﬁew“e

because of Kefar Shalem, Later, the ruling was that

wine in open casks is forbidden:
3 ] H Wine b
Samaritans in closed casks is P&mitted?ught from

Gemara: The original reasoning was that § :

not careful about the touch of idol worsﬁgézgzr:swi;iher
the casks are open or closed. Later, the reasoning

was tl}at they are unconcerned about the touch of idol
worshippers when the casks are open, but are careful
when they are closed.

Objection: A Baraitha states that if a Jew sends a cask
of wine with a Samaritan he must recognize the seal
and the way he closed it for the wine to be permitted.

Resolution (R. Ze'ira): One Baraitha refers to the
city, the other to the road.

Objection (R. Jeremiah): The wine of the city came by
the road.

Resolution (R. Jeremiah): The first Baraitha refers to
casks closed near the wine press.

Question: Why was beer of Gentiles forbidden?

Answer 1 (Rami bar Hama--R. 1saac): To prevent inter-

Answer -
marriages.

Answer 2 (Rab Nahman): Due to the prohibition of

“uncovered liguids.
ed?
Question: What might have been left uncover

g wing.
POSSlbllltzz The beer Whlle bre g

Refutation: Jews also do this.

while in the vat-

Posgibility: The beer
- ¢ in the vat unco

also leave bee

vered.

Refutation: Jews
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2l.

22.

24,

25,
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The water used to make the b
eer,

Gemara: It follows that mature beer should pe
permitted.
Support: Rab said that mat

just fermented are pemitzzg beer and wine that has

Refutation: Rab's rule g
of Gentiles, for it was PrOhibitEg istg rna1f:ure beer
against their new beer. safeguard

Incident: Rab Papa drank beer g
of his store. of a Gentile at the door

Incident: Rab Ahai drank beer of a Gentile in his home.

Comment : Qoth agree the prohibition of the beer is to
prevent intermarriage.

Incident: Rab Samuel bar Bisna was brought wine and
beer while in Marguan and drank neither.

Question: Why did he refuse the beer?
Answer: Because of a suspicion of a suspicion.

Rab: Beer of Gentiles is permitted, but I do not allow
my son to drink it.

Question: Which way do you want it? (If it is permitted,
it should be permitted for everyone.)

ibi f the law
Answer: To Rab, beer was proh:.b:!.ted because O :
of uncovered iiquids, but it will only make a sickly
person ill. His son was sickly-

Samuel: gtatement about snake venom.

i tile beer is forbidden.
Rab Joseph: Vinegar made from Gen

een stored it is pe

mitted.

Rab Ashi: If it had b
; i i the vinegar

Reason: If libation wine was mixed with it,

would spoil if stored.
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3. Hadrianic Earthenware {32a)

The discussi '
s1lon about Hadrianic earthenware involves

defining the term and then g Sugya concerned with a relat d
ace

issue. Rab Judah in the name of Samye] said that these

. :
utensils are "earthenware of Emperor Hadrian,"

57 o ;
Rab Dimi supplies more details of

i.e., a kind of
pottery named for him.

the background of Hadrianic earthenware.”® He adds that the
land was "virgin land" when tilled and planted by Hadrian.
The wine produced was poured into unglazed pitchers 2
which absorbed the wine. They were then broken and the
shards were carried by the troops wherever they went. They
could soak the shards and drink the diluted mixture of
wine. 60

Having clarified what exactly is the issue, the
Gemara discusses the use of these pottery shards. The

question first asked is, can they be used to support the

legs of a bedstead? Then, the question is posed Tegarding

. Ly r—
the broader issue involved: IS preserving something fo

i th
bidden (in this case the wine in the shards) for another

; bidden.
purpose (supports for the bedstead) permitted or forbi

i ishes to use
Rashi adds further that the Je¥ in our case WiSs

n wine not for its §

gives is that between

ake, but for the
the preserved libatio

Shards.ﬁl The answer the Gemara

n we find one permitted the use

R. Eleazar and R. Johana

o 62
th did not.
£ e shards and the other 4l

d.
4 strict positions are challenge
an

Both the permissive

. L —
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First, the Gemara cites a passage £y, Tosefta which

lenges the authority who Permitted the yge of the :hazzal—
In this Baraitha (which will pe cited in fy11 below) , R::ban
simeon b. Gamaliel ruled in the name of g, Joshua b, Kapusai

that it is forbidden to make covers for an ass from the

leather made into bottles by Gentiles. So, the situation

parallels the circumstances above, for the Jew wishes to

preserve something forbidden (the forbidden wine in the

leather bottles) for another purpose (covers for an ass).
The response to this objection is two-fold. The
Gemara itself finds a logical inconsistency in the reasoning
used. According to the objector it should be forbidden for
Jews to sell pitchers of non-Jews. But in our Mishnah the
majority of the rabbis decided against R. Meir and ruled
that the prohibition against them does not extend to deriving

benefit.%3 So, why should their be a distinction between

leather bottles and pitchers?

In the second response, Raba attempts to reconcile

‘ the apparent contradiction between the one who would per-=

" L) b—
mit the use of the shards and +he Baraitha quoted in O

i ason bene-
jection to his opinion. Raba explains that the re

in the
I fit may not be derived from the leather bottles 1n

fear that a Jew may come to use

i Baraitha is because of the

\ pottle.

penu Hananel's
them to patch his own leather Rab

i a. He added
Comment to this is vital t0 understanding Rab

se of which either R. Eleazar

that the pottery shards {the U
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or R. Johanan permitted "fqoy
Tpose,

o and which
the objector, on the basis of the Baraitha, think
’ i1nks should
be prohibited) have already fulfj
1lled thejr
Purpose and

can no longer function; they are of no yse Theref
. ore,

they may be used for something else. The leather from the

bottles, however, can still be used to patch other leather

bottles; for this reason, their use
64

"for another purpose”

is forbidden.

To the one who forbade the use of the pottery shaxds
the problem posed again reverts to our Mishnah, There, a
Jew may derive benefit from the pitchers of non-Jews. Why
the difference? The Gemara's answer is that with respect
to the pitcher it can be said that the forbidden matter is
not present in substance, whereas in the case of the shards,
due to the wine purposefully allowed to absorb into them,

the forbidden matter is present. Such presence is the

decisive element in this gituation, and explains the pro-

| hibition. Thus, the Gemara has challenged and substantiated

ianic
both views with regards to the use of ghards of Hadrlanl

se of something for-

earthenware. The guestion abcut the u
ginally intended for that object

bidden for a purpose not ori
is undecided by our passage:

i e
Scheme--Hadrianlc parthenwal

s enware?
l. Question: What is Hadrianic€ earth .
e £ ngarthenware of the empe

Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel) :
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Hadrian.*"

Rab Dimi: More details of how it was used

$he Wine SEE D ut the superiority of

adrianic earthenware.

2. Question: Can the shards be y

a bedstead? Is preserving s :
5 ometh i
purpose forbidden or perrgnitted?_lnq forbidden for another

Answer: Between R. Eleazar and R. Joh i
and the other did not. OJanan one permitted
3. Objection (to the one who permitted): A Baraitha which

says 1t is forbidden to make covers for an ass from
the leather flasks of Gentiles.

Responses: (1} Why the distinction between leather hottles
and pitchers? (2) Raba said the use of leather flasks
was forbidden due to a fear Jews would use them to re-
pair their own flasks.

4. Objection (to the one who prohibited): What is the dif-
ference between the use of the shards and the ruling
that benefit may be derived from pitchers of Gentiles?

Response: Of the pitchers we say the forbidden matter is
not present in substance; in the case of shards it is.

4. Skins pierced at the Heart (32a-32b)

The material on the issue of skins pierced at the

g . . 5 . . —
animal's heart is guite short. First a Baraitha is cilte

which seems to add to the Mishnah. From it we learn that

such a skin; when forbidden,will have & drop of blood on

it. Thisg, says Rashi, is an indication that the heart was
- L

; 5 2

removed while the animal was allve.s 1f there is no drop

of blood, the hide is permitted. Rab Huna adds a qualification
f blood

to the Baraitha. The statement about the drop O

n around the puncture has not been

applies when the ski
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treated with salt. If it paq
» then regardless
of all else,

drop of blood. This treatment makes it impossible t d i
o determine

if the heart was taken out ag an act of idolatry. sj
. ince

this does not appear to contradict the Mishnah (nor is it

introduced in the Talmud as a contradiction), I assume that
the stipulation about the drop of bloog is an additional
condition to that of Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel regarding
the shape of the puncture. This being the case, we now have
it that a skin pierced at the animal's heart is forbidden
if the puncture is round and there is a drop of blood
found on it (or if it had been treated with salt as a
cover-up of sorts).

Further indication that the Baraitha provides addi-
tional and not contrary ways of deciding whether hides
pierced at the heart are forbidden or not comes from what

follows. After gquoting the Mishnah, "Rabban Simeon b.

Gamaliel says that when the puncture is round (the hide is)

forbidden, when oblong, it is permitted," the Gemara cites

ing i ame
Rab Joseph in the name of Rab Jjudah speaking in the n

i imeon
of Samuel, that the law is in accordance with Rabban 51

1 Rab
b. Gamaliel. Abaye is then reported to have said to

mplies that
not important, Abaye

i there was a dispute.
Joseph that this statement 1

is is
When Rab Joseph responds that this

ds
ging a song?" In other words,

i in
answer "Tg Gemara like S |
o with Rabban Simeon b.

ing
the statement about the 1aw resting
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Gamaliel 1S umnecessary if jip guq¢ there was 66
no dispute.
1 conclude, therefore, that the Baraithz is not b
rought to

contradict the Mishnah.

Scheme~-8kins pierceg at the Heart

1. Baraitha: A skin pierced at the -
and a drop of blood on it is foheart with a round hole

. : Tbi !
sign of blood it is permitted. idden. If there is no

2. Rab Huna: This applies when the skin has n
“With sa : ot b
with salt. If it has, the hide is forbidden. een treated

3. Mj:_shnah: Rabbanlsimeon b. Gamaliel says when the puncture
is round the hide is forbidden, when oblong it is
permitted.

4, Statement {(Rab Joseph--Rab Judah--Samuel): The law is in
accordance with Rabban Simeon b, Gamaliel.

5. Abaye: This implies there was a dispute.

Rab Joseph: Is that important?

Abaye: "Is Gemara like singing a song?”

5. Mecat taken to or brought from
idolatrous festivals (32b)

R. Akiba's statements in the Mishnah on meat being

taken to or from an idolatrous gathering engendered little

ut this
Amoraic discussion. Before we see what was said abo

i . It 1is
issue, a few preliminary remarks might be helpful

1551 rohibition
obvious, first of all, that the permission and P

a Jew would
involve use of or benefit from the meat, for

j dealing with a
have no interest in eating it. So, we are I
¢, give 1t as a
Jew buying this meat in order to resell 1t. "
or something along these lines.
Wi

91££%7 to another non-Je




o L —

114

i th 1 L >
AlsSO., since e Tanaltlc Perlcj,
vhi ch the s5a
ges

had with respect to non-Jews hag
Changed. 1d¢
. latry as such

to be to actual idol worship, it ig not an issue which occupied
o pie
the later generations tmthe same degree. The diseussion being

as short as it is, it seems that undike other theoretical
debates in the Talmud, the concern of this part of our Mishnah
was no longer considered important. Rather, it is more like
certain tractates of the Mishnah uncommented upon at all by
the Gemara because of their relevance only for the land

of Israel.

With respect to meat being taken to an idolatrous
gathering, the question asked is with which other Tanna does
Akiba's view agree. A positive answer is not given, but
rather, R. Hiyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan replies,

"Not R. Eliezer, for he taught that ;he thought of idol

worship is on the mind of an jdolater." As Mischon explains,

this means that at the time of the animal's slaughtering

the idolater had already designated it in his mind as an

1 worship.tsa That is, the

act committed for the sake of ido

us offeringd when sl
e meat was to be cffered

: aughtered and
animal became an idelatro

before it was taken to the place th

stion of the Gemara, +hen, does

&S a gift to a god.69 The que
ym us that thexr

e was 4 view opposed to

akiba 1f this is true; then
the prevailing opinion of R-
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we can describe his Teasoning. He nust ha
ve felt that ¢
e

meat does not become ap idolaty
Ous offerin il i
9 until it 4ig

actually delivered to the place of idol worsh
rship,

The thoughts
the one who slaughtered it is not decigiw b
of e, but

the actual
)
hen the Gemara asgks for the reason

meat taken from a place of idolatry was forbidden
r

offering is. Therefore,

the an-
swer is that in that case there is ng doubt that the animal

was sacrificed for idolatrous purposes,

The Gemara again asks,with whose opinion does R.

Akiba's view of meat coming from an idolatrous gathering
agree? The answer is that R. Judah b, Bathyra held a view

in accordance with R. Akiba. He provided Scriptural support
(Ps. 106:28) for the rule that the sacrifice to idol wor-

ship defiles by overshant:'io't-zinc_:;.-m He makes the analogy based

on that verse that, "Just as a corpse defiles by overshadowing,
50 do sacrifices of the dead."’l The similarity in thought
between R. Judah b. Bathyra and R. Akiba is their equating
idolatrous sacrifices with things pertaining to corpses.

Scheme--Meat taken to OI brought
from idolatrous festivals

iba' inion agree?
1. Question: With whose view does R. Akiba's opinil 9

Johanan) : Not with
ht 6f idol worship

R. Eliezer's
Answer (R. Hiyya--R. ijs on the mind
view that the thoug
of the idolater. —
- - us festival 1
2. Mi i from an idolatro
Mishnah: Meat brought

forbidden.

°
% _CL‘-}_GM: What is the reasons
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answer: There is ng doubt
for 1dolatrous purpoges that the animal wag Sacrificed

Answer: With R. Judah b, Bathyra

6. Business relations wi

th i s
and coming from their ldolaters going to

testivals--(32b-33a)

The last rule found in the first part of the Mishnah
is that Jews may not conduct business with idolaters on
their way to one of their festivals, but may do so with
those on their return journey. The Gemara, once again, has
little to add to this, one reason being that they had no
other Tannaitic source to challenge it. Rather, the Talmud
is more interested in the guestion of a Jew going to an
idolatrous festival. Also, there is a short discussion on
a situation close to that of the Mishnah, once again with

. : . .
the Gemara's interest centering on a Jew's involvement 1n

objectionable activities.

The sugya opens with a statement by samuel which

gives reasons for the Mishnah's rules, and expands on them.
tival
He states that with an idolater on the way to a fes

I s
1€ may no i " for he goes and give

i ok at any
thanks to idols." That is. the non-Jew will lo
e idol made possible.

dealings he has as an act which th
ank that idol f{or
ence that makes to

god) for the
Out of gratitude he will th
ask what differ

OPportunity. We might
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we understand the gravity of tpe Je¥'s involvement, h
- Thoug

not stated here, the Jew would be quilty of trespassin
9

the injunction, "Before a bling Person 4o not place a stup

bling block"” (Lev. 19:14),72 Samuel also explains that a

Jew may have business relations with an idolater returning
from a festival, for, "what has happened hag happened." The
Jew's conducting business with him at this point will not
in any way contribute to idol worship.

Samuel goes on to say that the opposite of what the
Mishnah ruled applies to a Jew going to and coming from an
idolatrous gathering. It is permitted to conduct business
with him on his way, for there is the possibility that he
will change his mind and not go. But with a Jew returning

from such a festival it is forbidden, "for he is attached

to (idolatry) and will return again and again.

Perhaps it is not surprising that a Baraitha is

ini idolatry
cited which is stricter than gamuel's opinion. If 1
i itic state—
Was a greater threat to the guthor of this Tannal

t the ruling that with a Jew

ment, then we might expec -
' us festiva
either going to or returning from an idolatro

The Gemara understands

it is forbidden to conduct business.

i citing Rab
with gamuel's V1iew by

this, and reconciles it




. If he is o I
mumar D his way to ap ldolatroyg festival, w
, we

nhold no hope that he wilj change hjg mind. Th
« There

fore, simi-
lar to the case of a non-gey °n his way tg 4 festival, i
ival, it

is forbidden to conduct business witp him. What remai
. ins a

bit unclear is why Jews May conduct business with idolaters

when returning from theiyr gatherings., Samuei's reason is

enigmatic, and considering what he said about the Jew, it
is especially puzzling. If Jews are to avoid dealing with
a fellow Jew returning from an idolatrous festival because
he is sure to return"again and again," should the same not
apply with equal if not greater force to a non-Jewish
idolater?

The second part of this sugya begins with a Baraitha
similar to the last, with the difference that the destination

is a market fair (1712). Whether or not an idol worshipper is headed

for or returning fram one, Jews may do business with him. With

a Jew it is the same as in the case of an idolatrous fes-

tival: if he is on his way to one it is permitted to con-

it i i he is
duct business with him, but it 15 forbidden when

Teturning.

i difference
The problem pointed out above regarding the
e p
ning from an
between the case of a Jew and non-Jew retur -
i i g taken up DY
idolatr‘:’us festival 1is precmely the 1ssu

s Bara.itha .

th

so, the guestion is

Gema ; ct to thi 2
ra with respe % should be for

3 W
asked, What distinguishes Ehe Jew,

LTy
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pidden to do business witp him when ret
urnin

fair? The answer ig,

ship and has idol worship money on hip,

' This exXplains the
reason for the prohibition, b'l.lt, as the Gemara mak 1:
es clear,

it does not answer the gquestiop. S0, it points out that th
e

same could be said of an idolater. The response is that we

assume that a non-Jew sold a garment or wine. Could we not

presume the same to be true with the Jew? No, for had he

these goods to sell, the Gemara Ieasons, he would have
sold them "here," i.e., to Jews. The distinction, then, is
this: if a Jew goes to do business at a market fair there
must be a specific reason. The understanding here is that
what he has to sell are wares he could not sell to Jews
because they are used for idol worship. A Gentile, how-
ever, might go to the market fair as a regular part of his
business to sell common goods that he could sell anywhere.

Therefore, the money he carries away from the fair is not
pPresumed to be "the money of idol worship, " but rather the
: 73
money of ordinary business transactions.
ight on
The last comment of this sugya sheds more l1g

i s statement
the problem mentioned above. To the Mishnah

i geturning
that it is permitted to do pusiness with those I

i L. Lakish adds a

from an idolatrous festival, R. Simeon X t i
i who do not re

Proviso. He says this applies to those .
it i5 forbidden, for we

in bands, "...but if theY¥ . band) to return.”
a ba

_ se in
that it ig the intention (of the
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rThis brings the cases of the Jew ang g
on-

Jew intg ha

' | rmony,

with a Jew we assume that if he goes Once to an ido] t
dlrous

festival he 1s sure to retyrn, With a non-Jgey th
ere is a

question about whether or not phe intends to go agaj
gain,

Scheme--Business relations

. with id i
to and coming from th 9iaters going

eir festivalsg

1. Samuel: It is permitted to do b
to an idolatrous festival, for
with a Jew returning from one i
will most likely go again.

usiness with a Jew going
he.may change his mind;
t is forbidden, for he

2. Baraitha: Tt is forbidden to do business with a Jew

either going to or returning from an idolatrous fes-
tival.

3. Reconciliation: Rab Ashi says the Baraitha refers to a
mumar.

4. Baraitha: Jews can do business with idolaters going to
or coming from a market fair. It is permitted to do
business with Jews going to a market fair, but for-
bidden when they are returning.

5. Question: Why is it forbidden to do business with a Jew
returning from a market fair?

Answer: He sold articles of idol worship and has idol

worship money.

. i r.
Statement: The same could be said of an idolate

wine.
Answer: We assume he sold a garment O

the Jew?
Question: Could we not say the gsame of
those things to Jews.

: Gk i aters retu :
bo By blmeon b Lak s 'clifle;d:i do business with them.
1

Answer: He would sell

in bands it is forb
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7. Skin Bottles ang Pitchers (33a-34a)

We now begin discussing the disputes in the mj ——
is

petween R. Meir and the majority of the rabbis. The first

topic is skin bottles and pitchers belonging to Gentiles

R. Meir holds that the prohibition extends to a}l benefit;
the rabbis believe that a Jew may derive benefit from them.
The Gemara deals primarily with the issue of the pitchers--
how they may be purified, the law regarding different kinds
of pitchers, and whether there is a halakhic distinction
for different glazes. This section begins with a short
discussion of skin bottles.

A Baraitha is quoted which distinguishes different
kinds of skin bottles. It states that new skin bottles not
lined with pitch are permitted, but if they are old or lined
they are forbidden.’? If a Gentile lined them with pitch

and tans the skins, and puts wine in them while a Jew

i if the
observes, the Jew need not be concerned. That 1is,

d be that
Gentile lines a new skin bottle, the concern woul

i , making the
libation wine had been absorbed by the pitch, m |

i £ i ge the wine
bottle forbidden. Rashi explains that in our ca

i way its bitter
is poured in while the pitch is hot to take away

ith
11 see why this one contact wi
wi

taste.’? (Further on we

e bottle forbidden.) If a

th
. . not render ;
Gentile wine does e that wine is not

e can Se€
Jew observes this procedures P

: 1s.
Poured in after the pitch €09

the Bar aith

i i at
a is confusing: in th

The last part of
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the bottle forbidden. So, the Gemary ngy
as 5,

n .
. : . Since the Gentj
poured wine 1nto 1it, of what ayaij is it tp ile

S s ith at a Jeyw watchedz?"
Rab Papa answers Wwith a textual eme .
ndation. ge -
J ¥s the

Baraitha should be understood ag 5aying that if a g 1
entile
lined the bottle with pitch ang tans it, and a Jew
pours
wine into it while another Jew stands near the Gentile
r

he

need not be concerned. The Gemara objects to Rab Papa's

restatement of the Baraitha. The problem had been the Ger-
tile pouring wine into the pitcher, so what purpose does

the Jew standing by serve? The response is that it might
happen that while the Jew is busy with the flask and wine
the Gentile might pour some out as a libation without being
noticed. The other Jew can keep an eye on him. This anonymous

answer is forced, and is an indication that Rab Papa's

resolution is unacceptable.

Rab Zebid reverts to the original wording and pro-

vides another explanation of the Baraitha. It 18 his view

. Ly s imil
that when the Gentile pours wine into the flask it is similar

i i aks com-
to mixing water in mortar. That 1S5: "the wine SO

imi i , Similarly
Pletely into the pitch and eliminates its taste '
laster dries,
Water mixed with mortar disappears when the p
i d. Wine, tooO.
and it is as though the water never existe '

pitch and when it dries, the

Soaks thoroughly into the wet -

p . ]
ied priHCiplE BuggeStEd by

Rab Papi tries to apply the impl

.
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rab Zebid, and says that it ghoyq follow from yh
Om what he said

that if a Gentile poured wine into a Jew's salt
a CEllar, the

t would be permitted.’’ ,
sal He is refuteg by Rab Ashi, wno

is able to discern a significant difference betwee th
n the two
cases. Rab Zebid used his téasoning for an instance wh
ere

the wine has disappeared, whereas in the case of Rab Papi

it does not. Rashi’B states with regqard to this that the

wine imparts a flavor to the salt which remains, and the
salt will never thoroughly dry. Therefore, Rab Ashi demon-
strates that the two cases are not analogous.

This concludes the examination of the Baraitha. Now
that it has been understood, it is clear when skin bottles
of Gentiles are permitted to Jews (though we shall see that
the Gemara will have more to say about this). The text con-

tinues with a discussion of the method of purifying vessels

which have been used previously by Gentiles. By means of
this process, they may in turn be used by Jews.

This discussion begins with an incident that happened

, Bar Adi
to Rab Isaac bar Joseph. We are told that an Arab ;

kept wine in it,

amidrash to ingquire

) ] then returned
Seized a wine flask of his,

it to him. Rab Isaac went to the Bet d

to his vessel. He was told

What the law is with respect i
) tical -
by R, Jeremiah that R. Ammi taught 2 i
o vessel should

Raba is then

pe filled

MYNY navn ——to the effect that Eh

and then emptied.

With water.for three days must be

ter
i that the wa
Juoted, and he clarifies bY saying

N




emptied "from time to time_ v

R . . j

each of the th
means ree days sope of
the water 4
I is

and the vessel is refilled with more 55 poured out,
Water,

The ruling of R '
« Ammi ig Pursued with the aj
dim of

determinin i - ili
g 1ts applicabilit to different Th
Yy Cases, e Gema
ra

j rSt ers 1
f Coments that the halakha. was lma tOO
d to a

only to vessels of Jews that need purificati
ation.

| In an i i—
| inci
jent like the one mentioned that occurred to Rab e
| Isaac, th
vessel had 1 ’
orng.nall absorbed kosher wine Gentiles' vessels
Y . s sels,

on the other hand j '

merely filling th:ema::ZEb el
water for three days is not

sufficient to purify them for Jewish useage. Rabin, however

instructs otherwise. When he came from Eretz Israel he

reported that R. Simeon b. Lakish said with respect to the

roc : i
P edure of R. Ammi, that there is no difference between

t
he vessels of Jews and non-Jews. Rab Aha son of Raba then

g .
ays to Rab Ashi that the procedure is limited to the

purification of skin bottles, but not to earthenware pitchers.

Rab Ashi responds that this is not so, that the method is
applicable to both. The next discussion substantiates his

view,
ction dis-

the beginning of this se

If we recall,
n bottles of Gentiles

tinguished between new unlined ski
ws) and old or unl
alt with the question

| : es
(which were permitted to Je g

The Gemara de

(Which were forbidden).
ing the flasks

°f Gentile wine used in the procedur® Lk

N L ——
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with pitch. In light of the above, i4 now
Seems that

d li IlEd flasks too old
an may be permit . -
Purifieqd by

method supplied by R. Ammi. the

The Gemara now turns Specifically to earthenwar
e

vessels. A Baraitha (which in style closely resembles th
e

paraitha that opened this section) is quoted, which isg in

harmony with what we already know about the procedure for
purifying vessels. Tt states that the pitchers of non-Jews
that are unlined with pitch and new are permitted, while
old or lined ones are forbidden. It continues to explain
that if a Gentile has put wine into old or lined pitchers,
the Jew may purify it with water, Or, if he has kept wine

in it, a Jew may put bran or fish brine into it (without
81

purification). Both Rabbenu Hananel®0 and Rashi®® explain

that this permission is given in this case because bran

and fish brine, being bitter, consume, OL, in effect annul,

the wine abosrbed into the pitcher. As we saw above im the

pltCh r 1 f a ’

Sidered as though it never existed.

sy8 ort for
This Baraitha has provided Tannaitic SUPP

Now, the question is

Rab Ashi's statement to Rab Aha above.

i F
e ruling regarding the use O

asked whether the permissiv + the purifyingd
Gentile vessels for bran Of fish brine withou

i or only eX¥ post facto. Rab

Procedure is applicable 3 prior

_/-
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gebid bar Oshaia responds to this questjoy b
rannaitlc STATEMENt to the effect that 15 g0
S apply a priori

There 1is another method
of purifyin
g vessels discuss
ad

next by the Gemara. Since it is ap alternative to tp
€ pPro~

cedure with water, the question (asked by R. Judah Nesi®
2 esi'a)

about using it in the case of a Jew acquiring a vessel of
o

a non-Jew is directed to R. Ammi (who was the authority to
whom the water procedure was ascribed). Thig other method
is for the Jew to place the vessel in a furnace. R. Ammi's
response 1s simple: if bran has the effect of cleansing the
vessel, all the more so does fire. We saw above that bran
was seen as achieving this effect by "annulling" or "con-
suming" wine absorbed by the vessel. To R. Ammi there is

no gquestion that placing the vessel into a furnace would

do the same at least as well if not better than bran. Fur-

thermore, corroboration for this view comes from R. Johanan,

who said explicitly, "Pitchers belonging to Gentiles that

i itch
have been returned to a furnace are permltted when the p1

has been burned off of them."

' nace 1s
Along the lines of returning vessels to a fur

i ing chip in the
a dispute over whether or not holding a burning ciiP d
i :tted. It woul
vVessel to melt the pitch can make it permi |
y Rab Ashi

i tement b
Seem that this is introduced with a sta e
s of using heat to purify a ve

about the effectivenes

but sO

He says that the pitch does not

i . This
the vessel 1S permx.tted

: long as it is loosened,

B L —




",’I"’

127

apparently gives rise to what follows, y
- We are

told tha
petween Rab Aha and Rabina, one held thay t
a

ict ' g chi
ig sufficient, while the other helg the contr ’
ary view. The

vessel placed in a furnace jis permitted, 83

Rashi informs us of the difference between putting
the vessel in a furnace and holding a lighted chip in it,
The furnace heats the pottery throughout, while the chip
only melts the pitch. From this he infers that just
cleansing the inside does not make the vessel permitted;
rather, it must be fully purified. So, to Rashi, the method
of R. Ammi requires hot water. Otherwise, he says, the
vessel must remain unused for twelve months before it is

permitted, 84

The Gemara now considers whether beer, like fish

brine and bran, may be put in a Gentile's vessel without

j i eger have
Cleansing it., In essence, the question 1S, Does b

; ] he vessel?
the effect of annuling the wine absorbed into the

er to this
According to Rab Nahman and Rab Judah the answ
. . contrary. The
'Mquiry is no; Raba, however. ruled to the .
i1ing opinlon,
text itself does not indicate the Prevarl g
where Rabina acted

an and Rab Judah. The

in accordance

but a story is recounted

With the lenient view of Rab Nal_lfﬂ

ient Rabina's
. how ]_enlen
hows just

" 1 N L} S
Story is instructive, for it

L —
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opinion was. He allowed Rap Hiyya s
. On of Rab Issac
to pour

peer into a Gentile's pit '
Piltcher, but he unintentionally poured

wine into it. The comment follows that even with thij
is out-

= L] 1
come Rabina "did not worry," calling it a "mere accident, "
nc,

Since principles have been astablisheqd regarding the
cleansing of vessels of non-Jews for Jewish use, the Gemara
explores their applicability to different kinds of vessels.,
Through examples of Amoraic practices, as well as their
pronouncements pertaining to this subject, we learn the
following ( the names in parentheses are the sages to whom
the rulings are attributed):

l. Vessels made of boxweed (clay and ordure) may be cleansed
by means of water (Rab’ Isaac bar Bisna)
2. Vessels of natron (defined by the Gemara as vessels

"made of crystalls coming from an alumine") may never be

cleansed, for they absorb a great quantity of wine

(R. Yosna in the name of R. Ammi)

3. Wine casks of Jews siezed bY Gentiles and used by them
b
to keep wine before being returned may be cleansed by

L n
water, for this is a case of ngomething used temporarily
r -

{Rab Judah)

may be cleansed with water,

4. Earthen jugs "of Arameans"

absorb much " (Rab ‘Awira)

"since they do not
: rﬁay pe cleansed for the

i 87
5. Barthenware jugs from Be-Mikse

. BB
Same ab Pa i)
reason as number 4 (R P

._../_'_




129

The subject of earthe
nware drinkin
9 cups of Gentil
es

ig also considered.

that Jews may use thep, Rab Asi
ruled that they cannot, while Rab Ashi saig they could
uid.

considering the comment of Rabbenu Hananel (see note 88)

the view of Rab Asi is difficult to understand. If Rashi

is correct in his comment about this issue, then the difference

would be that the cups were apparently more absorbant than
the two types of vessels about which Rabbenu Hananel re-
marked. The Gemara's understanding of the divergent views

of Rab Asi and Rab Ashi is that if a Gentile drank from

such a cup the first time it was used, "all agree” it may

not be cleansed. They disagree when the second time the cup
was used a Gentile drank from it. Another view of the argument

is that there was agreement that if a Gentile used the cup

the first two times that cup was used it may not be cleansed

is i ' - Gen-
We are then told what the law 1§ 1n this matter: if a Ge

i t cu
tile drank from a cup the first and second times tha p

i d@ the third
was used it is forbidden to Jews. If it occurre

d and permitted to
by the third time it was

_ Jews. It would
time, it may be cleanse

appear that in the Gemara's view,

r SO NeW that it would absorb

Used, a cup would no longe

the Gentile's wine. 89

section is a discussion of

The next sugya in this

‘_-/—-
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. The 1issue is the .
glazes effect differep
t glazes pa
ve on

the purification of vesse]s that for
merly blonged
to Gentiles.

R. zebid said that if the glaze ig white or black
Ck, "they

they may be cleansed for Jewish use

1f the glaze is green it may not pe cleansed
T

are pemitte(i; " i-EQ 7

"because it
contains crystals of alum." The point is that this glaze

would absorb liquid freely, and the cleansing would not

eliminate the libation wine absorbed by the vessel. We saw
above that vessels of natron may never be cleansed for,
being made of the same material, they absorb too much wine
for the water procedure to be effective. R. Zebid concludes
with the statement that regardless of the type of glaze, if
it is cracked it may not be purified.

Opposing the view of R. Zebid is this statement of
Meremar: "Glazed vessels, whether black, white, or green,
are permitted."” In B. Pesahim 30b we seé that this state-

ment was made with respect to vessels of Gentiles in which
i re
their wine had been stored, so the ruling that they &

11 Jews.
permitted means they may be purified and used by
id’ r the green
Meremar's position differs from R. Zebid's ove
not reconcile this difference of

stency of Mevenat

glaze. The Gemara does ,
's V1EW

®pinion, but questions the SO
zed vessels onl

la
with hj t the use of 9
h his statement abou rallel pas-—

te that in the pa
answers the guestion

5 Pesab?" and

Pesa];. It is interesting to 1O

trst
Sage (B. Pesahim 30b) Meremar .

used ©
asked of him, "May glazed vessels be
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the Gemara then questions the Consistency of 1,
OL his answer
. -
his statement about glazes ygeg in Gentile ith
contain

} sugya is arran | |
i ged the other way around which
F 10 te-&ches

us about the way in which the
Talmud's Xedactor molded the

material he had for different Purposes
. Regarding white
and

plack glazes that are not cracked, Meremar saig they absorb
or

freely and are forbidden. The question, then, is Why may

glazed vessels of Gentiles be purified for Jewish use on
the assumption that they do not absorb too much, but it is
forbidden to use. glazed vessels (of Jews!) on Pesah be-
cause they do absorb matter forbidden during that festival?
In both the Pesahim passage and our sugya the Gemara elim-
inates the possibility of answering that the laws about
hometz are Biblical while those of libation wine are
rabbinical, for, "Whatever the rabbis decreed is considered

as though it were ordained by Scripture." In our passage

we cannot be sure who gave the final answel, but in Pesahim

it is introduced by, "He said to him-._"‘ (ﬂ'-l"J 'mrt};though

there, too, the "he" camnnot be identified. The difference

| ] pesah were
is that the vessels being considered for use on :

which, as Rashi states,90 absorb

Used with hot substances: X
i ls were use
More readily than cold food. The Gentile vessels

for cold sub
stances. |
skin pottles and pitchers

The discussion of Gentile

olving R.

pkiba. The story is
. " inv
Closes with an incident 1 asked

told that once he went tO Ginzaks
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three gquestilons which he coulg NOt answer. g
= ' e sought the
answers at the mﬁh—‘ The guestjop perti

discussion is whether or not Pitchers be
10ngj_ng to G .
entiles

are permitted or forbidden. The answer involves :
dnother

method of purifying them so that Jews may use thenp Th
1 at is,

according to the answer R. akiba received, if they are put
u

aside for twelve months they are permitted to Jews. as Rashi

says, nothing additonal need be done to them, but if a Jew

wants to use them before then, he may use the water pro-

cedure discussed in this section. 22

Scheme--Skin bottles and pitchers

1. Mishnah: R. Meir holds the prohibition extends to all
benefit; the rabbis do not.

2. Baraitha: New, unlined skin bottles are permitted; old

or lined ones are forbidden. If a ngtile lines and
tans them and pours wine in them while a Jew watched,

the Jew need not be concerned.

3. Question: If the Gentile poured wine into it, what good
1s it that a Jew observed?

Answer (Rab Papa): The Baraitha should saytinggn ﬁﬁf
“wine in it while another Jew stands near

(%jLCt_‘fgn: What purpose does +the Jew standing near the
entile serve?

i libation.
Eej@_se: He can see if the Gentile pours & iy
0 i i flask 1s siml
% Rab zebid: A Gentile pouring ?mﬁmﬁi.a
tc the case of mixing water if .
i red wi
Rab papi: follows that if a Gentllelgg:d.
R Te s bait e salt is perm
a Jew's salt cellar, the

< are Dot analogous-

Rab Ashi: The two case

% Incident: an Arab stole @ fla
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water in it.

R. Jeremiah: R. Ammi tay
“filled with water for ¢

g. Gemara: R. Ammi's method app)j
originally belonged to 3 EEWTES only to a vesse] that

Rabin: R. Simeon b, Lakish said t ;
between vessels of Jews and non-gﬁii 1S no difference

7. Rab Aha: The procedure of R. Ammi

o e i i i '
bottles and does not apply to ear booimited to skin

thenware pitchers,
Rab Ashi: There is no difference between the two

8. Baraitha: If a Gentile put wine into o0ld or lined

pitchers a Jew may ;IJurify it with water, or he can put
bran or fish brine into it without purifying it.

Question: Is the permission to use Gentile vessels for
bran or brine without purification a priori or ex post
facto?

Answer: Rab Zebid cites a Baraitha that says the per-
mission applies a priori.

9. Question (R. Judah Nesi'a): Does placing a Gentile's
vessel in a furnace purify it?

Answer (R. Ammi): If bran has a cleansing effect all the
more so does fire.

rs of Gentiles are permitted

« Pitche
Support (R. Johanan): Pitc 4 the pitch burns off.

when placed in a furnace an
in the
10. rap Ashi: When the pitch is loosened the vessel 1n
furnace is purified.
over whether

i d
e ot her to loosen

hip in a pitc
3 mitted.

Statement: Rab Aha andiRab:;
or not placing a burning
the pitch makes the pitcher Per

n a Gentile's V€S
first?

sel with-

L. Quest;i pe put 1
ion: May beer bée P

mifying the pitcher

Judah say no; Raba says yeS:
b Ju

: d Ra
Answer: Rab Nahman an
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13.

14.

15.

16.

18.

£%,

20,
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Incident: Rabina alloweg ,
“Gentile's pitcher, Rab Hiyya o POUr beer ingo 5

piscussion of different ves
s .
or not they may be purifiede\]itof Gentiles ang whether

h water,
Rab Asi: Cups of Gentiles
by Jews. may not be Cleansed ang used

Rab Ashi: They may be cleansed and useg by Jew
5.

Gemara: They disagree when the

== . se i
used a Gentile drank from it. cond time the cup was

Another view: They disagree when the thj i
AT ! thir
cup was used a Gentile drank from it, ok

the

Statement: The law is that if a Gentile drank from a
cup the first two times it was used the cup is for-
biddez:;. If he drank from it the third time it was
used 1t may be purified and used by Jews.

R. Zebid: Vessels with white or black glazes are per-
mitted; if the glaze is green, it is forbidden. If the
glaze (of any color) is cracked, the vessel is forbidden.

Meremar: Gentile vessels with black, m?rhite, or green
glazes that are not cracked are permitted.

Question: What is the difference between these vessels
and the vessels purified for Pesah?

r's statement that white and black glazes

Support: Merema
£ - be cleansed for Pesah.

absorb freely and may not

about hometz

answer that Ly -Lang Fabbinical.

Comment: One cannot . .
“are Bl hose of libation wine are

are Biblical while t
re used with hot
Answer: Vessels to be used O Pesal) Ve ed for cold food.

substances; the Gentile vessels were

. £ Gentiles
Question (asked of R. Rkibal: AT pitchers O

permitted oxr forbidden? 3
gide for twelve months they

Answer:If they are put 2
permitted.

_/’_



seeds. The sugya begins with quote ¢ " Smep iy
rom a B

. draitha whj
expresses the ruling of the majority of tne hich
rabbis in ouy

Mishnah that while they are fregh they are forp
2 iddeﬂr but

when dried they are permitteg
- The Gemara yj
111 Gefine the
se

t(::‘nf‘s then exil.'Jlaln the extent of the Permission and prohi-
pition. The discussion concludes with Statements about other
items belongilng to Gentiles that are prompted by the defi-
nition of "fresh" and "dry,”

Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel that shells of
grapes and seeds are considered fresh for twelve months.
After one year they are dry. The law about them is detailed
by Rabbah bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan. When they
are forbidden the prohibition extends to deriving any benefit,

and when permitted, they may even be eaten by Jews.

The twelve month waiting period is also applied to

other food as well as to vessels. There are five examples

: 93
Provided by different Amoraim: R. Zebid said that dregs

tted after this pericd; R
94 may be

B ’ ab Habiba
°f Gentile wine are permi .

1 called abta

the son of Raba taught that a vesse
d; Rab I}abiba

Used after a twelve month period has lapse
avelling (Gentile] mer~

fuled that leather wine bagds of tr
pab Aha the son

*hantg are permitted after twelve months;
0
* Rab I].{a said that kernels sol

a
fter one year; and finally: .
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red or black
itted. Jugs
are permi

Scheme--shells of Grapeg
1. Baraitha: While the shells

— : of
they are forbidden, when g grapes and

ried they are

2. Question: What do "fresh" ang "Gy

Seeds are fresh
permitteq,

mean?

Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel): They are f
Tonth > res
months; thereafter, they are considereg grff?r twelve

3. Rabbah bar bar Hana--R. Johanan: When they are forbi
the prohibition extends to benefit; whenypermitg;dldden
they may even be eaten,

4. R. Zebid: Dregs of Gentile wine are permitted after
twelve months.

5. Rab Habiba the son of Rabbah: A vessel called abta is
permitted after twelve months.

6. Rab Habiba: Gentile merchants' leather wine bags are
permitted after twelve months.

7. Rab Aha: Kernels sold by Gentiles are permitted after
San hid:
twelve months.

8. Rab Aha: Red or black jugs of Gentiles are permitted

after twelve months.

9. Fish brine {34b)
| i brine is
The sugya dealing with the 18SU€ of £ish bri

. the recounting
comprised of +wo componentsr a pRaraitha and —m
th o
°f a pertinent incident, plus i : dis-
ed, contained a i

. 1
these. The Mishnah, it will be recal

. h R. Meir ruled
rabbiS:

in whic

Pute between R. Meir and the ded to the deri-
; i rine extende

that the prohibition of fish P 4 it aid not

. bbis'hel
Vation of all benefit while th€ e

/
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S that pa
Tt of the
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which there is no disagrEement, e Mishnah jp
S

; that th .
a Gentile's fish brine is forp; € eating of
rbildden, p distinetj
1on was made

petween fish brine prepared by an ordinary npp-,

of an expert or professional cook. This lattey i:nand .
b ermitted to Jews. From this ruling it becomes appaie::s
that the Mishnah does not prohibit fish brine because it

is made with unclean species of fish. Rather
r
95

as Rashi

points out, the rule was made because wine is often used

in its preparation. It seems from the Baraitha that a
professional cook would not use wine.?® The Baraitha also
contains a statement by R. Judah b. Gamaliel in the name

of R. Haninah b. Gamaliel that helekg.’1 prepared by a pro-

fessional cook is permitted to Jews. In the discussion of

the fifth Mishnah it is learned that helek is a clean species

of fish, but is forbidden to Jews if prepared by a Gentile

because of the fear that unclean species may be mixed with

it. The Baraitha rules in accordance with the principle

that a professional cook would not do sO.
The permission granted in the first part of the
Baraitha is limited by Abimi the s OF % Abbahu. Be
taught that the first and second extracts of fish brine

itted
fessional cook are permitted:

Prepareq by a non-Jewish Pro
;g forbidden:

rhe reason the

but tp :
e .
reafter the brine p yracts contain

t and gecon
ged. After thi

,/_

Ge . ' '
Mara gives is that the firs s wine 18

x = = e
SUfficient fat that wine is 10t 7°
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nixed with the brine,

nt that the r
e Sason for the prohipit;
; : °n of fj .
4as that wine might be mixed with it ) fish bripe
« Vhce, R, ph
Acco placed a guard by a boat with ! ba of

fish brine in it, Raba
r

questioning the reason for his action asked h
’ im, "Until

now who has guarded it?" In other words, if yj
mixed with it, what prevented somecne from d Tne o
the boat docked at the port of Acco? R. abb ?mg .

| ¢ R, 4'8 response is
very interesting. He throws back to Raba the question, "Up
until now, what has there been to fear?" He continues with
a simple lesson in economics and commerce: "If {we should
worry that) wine had been mixed with it, (keep in mind that)
a %@98 of fish brine costs a l_mn_a,gg and a kista of

wine costs four lumas!"™ The insight here is instructive.

Many of the prohibitions we have seen are based on the

fear of physical harm that might come to Jews resulting

from close contact with Gentiles. others have been based

on the desire to insure that Jews do nothing in any way

connected with idolatry. the practices of which non-Jews

frequency- Here, the

are presumed to be engaged in With

100 nts
onomic 1ight. R comme

oy . . ashi
Prohibition is seen in an ec

that in the ship's place of origins
——
than fish brine, but in Eretz Israel wine

t .
he concern that wine migh

i
lmited to Eretz Israel.




with the brine before it reached Acco. He Sugg

ESt that the
load came from Tyre, where wine ig cheap, R, 5

e'ira refutes
that possibility by pointing out that the boat

could not
for that route h-a.S bayg
(formed by protruding roakslol)

have come from Tyre to Acco,

and shallow waters. The

captain of the ship would not risk such g dangerous trip.

Scheme--Fish Brine

1. Mishnah: R. Meir holds that the prohibition of fish brine
" “extends to all benefit; the rabbis rule that it does not.

2. Baraitha: Fish brine and helek prepared by a professional
are permitted.

3. Abimi: Only the first and second extracts of brine made
. by a Gentile professional are permitted.

i i first
Gemara: The reason is that wine is added after the
two extracts.

ith fish
4, Incident: R. Abba placed a guard by a boat wi
"brine in it.

il boat?
Raba: Until now who has guarded the it
or ¢ .

R. Abba: Until now there has been no need f

2 a: Un

here
om Tyre, ¥

¢ R. Jeremiah: Perhaps the boat came fr

Wine 1s cheap.

is too
R. Ze pe, for that route 18
2 'ilra: This CO'Llld not i
_——

dangerous.
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9. Cheese (34h—35b)

In the introductioen to this Mishnah 1
1t wa

8 alre
indicated that there ig 3 difficulty with ¢ B

cerning Bythnian cheese.

The Gemara's discussion gof this
issue can be seen as an essay op the topic, isolating probl
oblems

and searching for resolutions. The essay begins with
1 dn

amoraic statement and a discussion op it. There ig evidence,
as we shall see, that this introductory part is directed

at understanding R. Meir's strict view. However, it also
serves as a foreshadowing of another more difficult issue.
This problem is identified in the next part of the dig-

cussion as the question of deriving benefit from an animal

used for idelatrous purposes. As the essay begins to reach
its final conclusion, there is a discussion of why R. Joshua
ultimately decided not to answer R. Ishmael's question.
Finally, various attempts are made to discover a reason

for the prohibition which would, at the same time, allow
for the ruling that benefit may be derived from Gentile

' ] 1 1 ar-
cheese. This section closes with a Midrash which 15 P

ticularly appropriate for this discussion.

i i ited b
R. Simeon b. Lakish is the authority first cited by
. i Bythnian

the Gemara in this sugya. To the guestion why BY
of the coWs of

st
Cheese was forbidden he states that mo
Jolatrous purposes:

ed at the positiom

; Now

; direct
Rashi states that the guestion e

bablyY correct, and explains

; o)
Oof R. Meir.:l'o3 This comment 18 pr

&44_/_—_—
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why the discussion which ensyeg ok
t even hj
Int at the

problem of deriving benefit frop the oh
Cheese. 1o
y WEVEI, in

rhe context ©
f the essay, we must keep i
1n mind that i
t in the

mishnah, R. J
, oshua already tried to give a v
ery similar

ason for the ibiti
8 prohibition, and that R Ishmael
. el's respon
se

2 s If so 2
; i , why was it not forbidﬂen to deriv b
Y e benefit

(from Bythnian cheese)?"
Therefore, we also have here a

reminder of what the problem really is
not so much why it e
it was forbidden i
' s but why it was permitted
to benefit from it.

The second time R. Joshua suggested a reason for the
prohibition he stated that they curdle the cheese in the
re i

nnet of cows used for idolatrous practices. R. Simeon
b. i
Lakish states that "most” of the cows are slaughtered

£ i :
or this purpose. The Gemara discusses why he states it

thi ; . - ; :
s way, since "...even were it a minority (it would be

reason enough to prohibit it)." support for the Gemara’s
laces

contention comes from a saying repeated in various P

rned about a

in the Talmudi?? that, "R. Meir is conce
even if a minority of the

mi :
nority."10% 1n other words,

cows were slaughtered for idolatrous puxrposes: it 18

ythnian cheese. This quote,

S 1 . -
ufficient cause to prohibit B
what we are dealing

evidence that
Meir's opinion-

d a_bove is,

b
Y the way, is the best

wi i .
th here is a discussion of R-.
gestion aske

according
The answer to the q

t
O the Gemara, that when all the

L ‘_/__'
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4pich rennet might be taken are Considered, tp
' Ere ig

' i - act
a minority which ‘were slaughtereq for idolat s
Yous prac

tices. 106

as stated above, R. Meir takeg the minority ca
sSes into

consideration. However, were the reason to be stateq
ed that

a minority are slaughtered for idolatry, it is act 1
ually a

mminority of a minority." The reasoning goes like this:

since the majority are not slaughtered for idolatry, what
r

remains is a minority. Of that group, the rennet might only
come from a small portion. Therefore, the result is a
"minority of a minority," and the Gemara says that, "R. Meir
does not take into consideration a minority of a minority."
Having established the reason for the wording, R.
Simeon bar Eliakim then questions the consistency of R.
Simeon b. Lal::ish. He points out that in a related issue he

was permissive with respect to animals sacrificed for idolatry.

107 slaughters

: 108
an animal for idolatry, the animal 1S permitted.

eon bar Eliakim's

As a matter of fact, he ruled that when a Jew
R.

Simeon b. Lakish acknowledged R. Sim
y he ruled that way he d
g I an worshipping the

id., If a
accumen, yet explains wh

Person says, "With this slaughterin

animal is forbidden. However, 1in

idol, " he agrees that the one
jissue was
that (1isputE! (See B. Sanhedrin BOb’Bla) the

plood for sprinkling

o get its
the slaughterer s

wWho slaughtered the animal

i to
on an alter. So, he rules according

ling the anird
He eHPlained

l was nOt Part
intent. Since the act of kil R. Meir's

. jgsive-
°f his worship, he was perm:ss

’_-/—'—
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Luling the way he did becayge the

Case of p
x Ythni
involves animals slaughterd as an act an cheesge

t of idol Worship,
We now turn to that part of the discussion which
1<

isolates the problem the Gamara must solv
€. It begins with

ghis statement of R. Ahdaboi in the hame of Rap

If one betrothes a woman with the

= the ¢
be stoned, she is betrothed to him_u?gffrgm an ox to
hand, one betrothes a woman) with the a..i¢ Other

& e d
used for idolatry, she is not betrothedmt:g Efma cow

This statement could potentially pose the same problem as

the prohibition of Bythnian cheese. The goring ox is an animal
that is forbidden, and the prohibition extends to all
benefit. But, according to Rab, its dung can be used

to betrothe a woman. The Gemara probes the reasoning of

Rab's view, and the understanding it reaches explains the
distinction between animals used for idolatry and those

prohibited for other reasons.

iyved
The Gemara sees that Rab's statement may be arrive

at either through common sense Or by an-interpretatiofi of

i i in pre-
Scripture. By the former, the reasoning is that in p

' he Owner
Paring an animal §s-- an idolatrous sacrifice, t

is asso-
would desire to fatten it up. Therefore: the dung

to anticipate the oe
" 0On the other

mara, "+he
Clated with idolatry, or,

. ce.
forbidden matter is present in substan

h
.y ing has no Suc
hand, the owner of a goring OX avaitidg SEm d
v+he forbld en
Motive. Its dung is permitted becauses
X ; nce-" :
Matter ig not present 1in substd terpreting

. t by in
Rab's ruling may also b€

y
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Deut. 13:18- This verse reads-

goomed stick to your hang These worq
Oordsg were sai
d of a

city in which idolatry has beep S
- It must be o
=

tirely destroyed, including the animale (
vs. 15]0 The WO
rd

Ani1ND, Says Rashi, 109 jg understood to teach th
at even the

dung is not to be used. In Ex. 21:28 we learn that
at the

goring ox "shall surlely be stoned and its meat shall not be
eaten." Says the Gemara, "Its flesh isg forbidden, but its
dung is permitted." The specification of "meat" is taken
to exclude the dung, which is, therefore, permitted.

Raba comments that the statement of Rab finds Tanaitic

support in our Mishnah. When R. Joshua said, "Because they

curdle it with the rennet of a nebelah," and R. Ishmael
replied,"Surely the rennet of a burnt offering is a
stricter prohibition than that of the rennet of a nebelah,”
it follows, reasons Raba, that though an animal is pro-

hibited and the prohibition extends to all benefit (like the

. 110
burnt offering and the goring ox), its dung is permitted.

when R. Joshua gaid, "Because

Similarly, Raba continues,
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our love is better th -
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Nl Wine," Rap Dimi gave thig

interpretation: "Master of the World,

the words of
112 aR

peloved ones are more blessed by ys than the wine of
o

Torah." Then the question is asked, Why dig g, Joshua ask

R. Ishmael about this verse? R. Simeon b. Pazzi {or some
say R. Simeon bar Ammi) said that the reason is found in
the "a" part of the verse: "Let him kiss me with the kisses
of his mouth.” R. Joshua thought of the image of 1lips coming

together to -form a kiss, and said, "Ishmael, my brother,
press your lips together and be not too hasty in rc=:p.'L:,(ing."113

As Rashi states,lu he was asking R. Ishmazel not to be so

> g Vs : 115
particular, and stop creating difficulties. The reason

he wanted him to stop his questioning comes from Ulla {or

Rab Samuel bar Abba), who said that he was asking about a

newly decreed law which should not be shaken.

j ason 1is
Mixed in with the devolopment of this re
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out a Jew watching is forbjdgen,119

not react to this, it

ith the milk of a forbidqd : 120 .
wi €n animal, Now in that Mishnah

such milk was forbidden, but the prohibition does not extend

to all benefit. So, this could be a solution to the dilemma

of the Gemara, and it is possible that Rabbenu Hananel's
comment indicates a later decision to that effect,

The next attempt comes from Samuel, who says that
the prohibition was made because the cheese is curdled in
the skin of the rennet of a nebelah. The skin to which he
refers is the lining of the cow's stomach to which rennet

is attached. This skin, unlike the rennet and dung of a

w: is not considered "mere refuse," and is forbidden.

is i ion. It
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in vinegar, and Rab Nal_lrnan bar Isagel22 it ig curdleq

. . 85aid begyy, -
curdle it with the sap of orlah. The Bosazor they
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comment that the orlah of non-~Jews, 1ike 5 POrtant
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cheese the prohibition ought to exteng to all benefit, mp
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Mishnah rules that a Gentile's vinegar is forbidden, in
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cluding all benefit. Similarly, a fruit tree ip its first

three years is wholly forbidden.124

The Midrash which concludes this section is par-
ticularly apropos. It is based on Song of Songs 1:3, suc-
ceeding the verse R. Joshua used to quiet R. Ishmael. Also,
the verse is applied by Rab Nahman the son of Rab Hisda to

the disciple. It is tempting to understand this as directed

to a student who experiences the kind of frustration R.

Ishmael had with R. Joshua. In the Midrash the disciple is

' i . it
likened to a flask of i fragrant ointment. When

' it is not.
is opened, its odor is diffused, when covered,
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£hat the angel of death--pjp by (n

geath")--loves the disciple,

rash expresses praise for the disciple
and da promi
Se tg

him that despite the hardships, tpe Pusuit of
earning

will bring the reward of widespreag influence ang t
eternal

life.

Scheme--Cheese

1. R. Simeon b. Lakish: Bythnian cheese was forbidde
be-~
cause most of the cows of that city are slaughterrleucie
for idolatry.

2. Question: Why specify "majority?"

Statement: Even if it were a minority, this would be
reason to prohibit it.

Support: "Rabbi Meir is concerned about a minority."

e said minority

3. An . "Madiority" implies a minority; if h
swer: "Majority" implie Meir is not

1t would imply a minority of a minority. R.
concerned with this.
. 3 . 3 u
4. R. Simeon bar Eliakim (to R. Simeon b. ngsls?;; ?Eglﬁry?
not permit the animal slaughtered by a Jew
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ct ©

: the Gentile
R. Simeon b. Lakish: In the Mis ue £bY worshis:
intended the slaughtering to be an a ;
. used for
5+ B, Bdaboi-—nab: the dung of 2 S0 O e
bettothal, but the dung of an animd

to an idol cannot.

ipture.
d from common gense OF Scrip
e

6. Gemara: This can be deduc ! — od
can be
7. B_.E."_.hii:q The rules attributed to Rab (#3)
from our Mishnah. . ol that hege_
R' s the Dr—
8. ¢ . 4 have told becaus€
=€mara: R. Joshua shoul pythnian cheesece.
fit may be derived from in substal

bidden matter is not presen

/—l




V e —

152

objection: Since rennet keeps mijx
matter 1s present in substance curdleq, the forbigg
. en

9. Mishnah: R. Joshua changed the subject
10. Q‘EEEi_O.m What is the meaning of Song 1:27
Answer (Rab Dimi): It is Israel speaking to God

11. Question: Why did R. Joshna
e ask R. Ishmael about thia

answer (R. Simeon b. Pazzi): To tell him to keep quiet

12. Ulla: He wanted R. Ishmael to be quiet because the law
was New.

13, Question: What was the reason for the decree?

answer (R. Simeon b. Pazzi--R. Joshua b. Levi): A snake
may have touched the cheese.

14. Question: Why did R. Joshua not tell R. Ishmael this?

Answer (Ulla}: The reason for a new decree was not
revealed for a year.

15. R. Jeremiah (responding to the reason stated in the
name of R. Joshua, #13): If this were true, old
cheese should be permitted.

- i that anything dry oTr
Support: R. Hanina's statement
old is permitted because snake venom wou d not let it
dry or age.
3 : i+ must
16. R. Hanina: Gentile cheese 13 forbidden for 1t

have particles of milk.

i i pecause it is
is forpidden
. he rennet of & nebelah.

17. Samuel: Centile chees

curdled in the gkin of t
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Gemara: This implies the rennet 15

Samuel really believe this? t
amuel holds that remne

Support: Hullin 116b, where S

is forbidden. hua's first
. Joshu

in 116D represents ¢ Joshua's second

e

Resoluti + Hull :
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opinion; his vi
opiniocon.
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. Rab Malkiah--Rab Adda bar Ahaha. :
18 —Erohlbited_because it E‘%&_‘;ﬂGﬁ?E;lz“igee:e was
e rat,

. Rab Hisda: Gentile cheese was forbi )
12 curdled in vinegar. orbidden because it is

0. Rab Nahman bar Isaac: Gentile cheese w :
g because 1t 1s curdled with the as forbidden

Sap of orlah.

Question: With whom does this agree?

aAnswer: R. Eliez(?r in Mishnah Orlah 1:7, or even with
"R. Joshua, who 1s cited in the same Mishnah,

21. Gemara: If the reason is that of Rab Hisda or Rab Nahman
the prohibition ought to extend to all benefit, .

22. Midrash on Song 1l:3.

o214
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V. THE FIFTH MISHNAH

~Analysis of the Mishnah (35b)

The fifth Mishnah continues the list of prohibited
foods prepared by non-Jews begun in Mishnah four. In this
Mishnah there is no dispute that the prohibitions do not
extend to all benefit, In the previous Mishnah a distinction
was made between something prohibited because of a direct
connection with idolatry (e.g., wine, vinegar made -from
wine, skins with a puncture at the heart), and those where
the connection is less certain. In the former, the prohibition
extends to all benefit; in the latter, according to the
majority of the rabbis, it does not. The items in our
present Mishnah fall into this latter category.

These are the foods of non-Jews prohibited in Mishnah
five: (1)milk which a non-Jew obtained without a Jew to
observe him, (2) bread, (3) oil, (4) stewed foods, (5) pressed
foods into which they normally put wine, (6) hashed pickled
fish, (7) brine which does not have the kalbith fish
floating in it, 1 (8) helek (a small permitted species of
fish, which grows fins and scales when it matures), (9) drops
of asafoetida, and (10) sal-conditum.

The Mishnah, after mentioning oil, makes a puzzling
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that it should not be read "Rabbi," referring to the redactor

of the Mishnah, but rather, "R. Judah Nesi'a,"™ the first
generation Palestinian Amora--a grandson of Rabbi.? The
Tosafot add that, "the sages of (R. Judah Nesi'a's) gen-
eration added this to the Mishnah which his grandfather
redacted." They further point out that the title "Prince"
or "Patriarch" applied to both of them, but in the lan-
guage of the Mishnah and Baraitha" is w'w1, while in the
"language of the Amoraim" is nuvyz.3 Internal evidence that
it is correct to read R, Judah Nesi'a is found on 37a: "R.
Judah Nesi'a was walking and leaning upen the shoulder of

his attendant, R. Simlai, and said, 'Simlai, you were not

present last night at the bet hamidrash when we permitted

the oil.""

The reason Rashi gives for the prohibition of
stewed foods made by non-Jews is that it is a safeguard
against intermarriage‘4 Also, in Beza l6a, which has a
parallel passage to the Gemara's discussion of this Mishnah,
he repeats this as the reason for the prohihition.5 How-
ever, when the Gemara saarches for a Biblical verse to

support the injunction, he comments that they forbade it

so that a Jew would not come to eat regularly with non-Jews,

"for (the Gentile) may feed (the Jew) something not per-=

mitted-lfs The Tosafot say that the Pr.Dhlbltl'Dn was to pre-

: ; 7
vent intermarriages, as Rashi commented in the Mishnah.

Regarding the brine without kalbith floating in it,
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Albeck remarks that, based on another manuscript, the

original wording was "brine which dees not have fish in it."
The brine, he says, refers to the liguid which fish exude
when salted, and it was forbidden unless the fish from
which it came was a permitted species. The specification
of kalbith was added to expand on the word "fish," meaning
that i1f the kalbith does not float in the brine, it is a sure
indication that it was made from-pﬁ@hibited'fish.s

I have translated n* 711370 nYn in accordance with the
Soncino translation? It is pointed out there that this is,
"Traditionally explained as salt used by the Romans as a
condiment, which was mixed with fat." Another scholar put

forth the possibility that it is a corruption of istroknith,

or ostracena, which was a town on the border between Israel

. Jastrow translates

and Egypt, where salt was produced.
the words, "lumpy salt." Albeck, apparently ascribing to
the traditional understanding menticned by Cohen, giwves
more details, as well as the translation, "sal-conditum."
He says that it was salt with spices mixed with it, to

which the fat of prohibited fish was added.'?

Analysis of the CGemara

1. Milk (35b)

The Cemara's discussion of milk attempts to establish

the concern that led to prohibiting it when a Jew did not

observe the Gentile obtain it. There are two possibilities

e ———————
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mentioned: (1) the fear of exchanging milk from a permitted

animal with that of a forbidden one, and (2) the fear of
mixing permitted milk with forbidden.

The first suggestion is rejected because the milk
of a forbidden animal is greenish in color and could be
easily detected. Then the Gemara rejects the "fear of
mixing" as the motivation, for the Jew can simply curdle
the milk and determine whether any forbidden milk is in it.
This test is based on an Amoraic belief that milk from a
prohibited animal will not curdle. To this the objection
is raised that the test is appropriate if the Jew wants the
milk for cheese. However, according to the objection, the
Mishnah is dealing with a case where the milk is wanted for
drink. Therefore, the "ear of mixing"stands as the Mishnah's
concern. The response to this is that the Jew can test a
small amount of the milk. This, too, is refuted, for even
in milk from a permitted animal there is the whey which
does not curdle. Nothing, then, can be established by
testing a small amount. It could not be determined whether
that which did not curdle was prohibited milk or the whey
from the permitted milk. Furthermore, the test is incon-
clusive for another reason. When cheese is made, some drops

of milk remain between the holes. Therefore, the test is

. ; : + (L]
always inconclusive, which again confirms the "fear of

mixing" as the reason for the prohibition. Also, in the

Gemara to the next Mishnah (39b), where milk which a Jew
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saw a non-Jew obtain is permitted, we again see that "the

; 1w noo. :
fear of mixing" was accepted as a concern. This being the

case, it makes sense that this reason can be applied to

the prohibition of cheese in the fourth Mishnah, as Rabbenu

Hananel suggests.

L.

2.

attributed to R. Johanan by R. Kahana, that,

Scheme——Milk
Question: What is the concern over milk?

Possibility: The fear o¢f exchanging.

Rejection: Milk from a forbidden animal is greenish in
color.

Possibility: Fear of mixing,

Rejection: Curdling the milk will show if it is from a
permitted or forbidden animal.

Support: Amoraic belief that milk of a prohibited
animal will not curdle.

Objection (to the rejection): The test is applicable
only when the milk is wanted for cheese. The Mishnah
deals with milk wanted for drink.

Response: A little bit of the milk can be curdled.
Rejection: (1) There is always the whey which does not
curdle. (2) When cheese is made, some drops of milk

remain between the holes.

2. Bread (35b)

The discussion about bread begins with a statement

"Bread was not

permitted by the bet din." The reference is to the court

of R. Judah Nesi'a. Strack says that R. Judah was, "in

friendly relations with...the school head Johanan (bar
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Nappaha) in Tiberias,"12 Moreover, we learn further in the

Gemara (37a) that R. Judah made the point himself that bread

was not permitted by his bet din. From the discussion there,
it seems that this must have been an issue with him and his
colleagues, and explains why R. Johanan might say that his
friend did not permit bread made by a non-Jew.
The statement prompts the Gemara to ask if R. Johanan
implies that there was SmeOne who did permit Gentile bread.
The answer is yes, and is substantiated by an incident told
about Rabbi. The story is told in two different ways, and
is followed by a comment that whichever version is correct,
both imply a limitation on the permission.
The first version is attributed to Rab Dimi. "When
he came" (from Eretz Israel) he said that,
Rabbi once went to a field and a non-Jew brought him
bread that was baked in a large oven from a seah
(one peck) of flour. Rabbi said, "How nice this
bread is; why did the sages forbid it? "

The Gemara answers this guestion, and says it was to pre-

vent marriages (i.e., intermarriages). If we recall, we

saw that this was the reason for the prohibition of beer
(31b), and some Amoraim were known to have imbibed it in
their own domain. They reascned that it was permissable

because there was no temptation from Gentile women, There-—

fore, it would seem to make sense that out in a field,
3 1

where presumably no frivolity was occurring, a Jew could

ight ' 1d; the
eat a non-Jew's bread. In light of what has been said, th

f
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the Gemara restates Rabbi's question: "Why did the rabbis
see fit to prohibit it in the field?" Rashi supports the
understanding of this question suggested here by adding
that outside the city there is no fear of seduction, for

it is a "mere incident" for a Jew to happen to eat the
bread of a non-Jew there.l3 Then the statement is made that
due to this incident the people assumed that Rabbi permitted
the bread of Gentiles, "but it is not so," the Gemara
firmly aSserts.

The other tradition of this story was told either
by Rab Joseph or, as some say, by Rab Samuel bar Judah. In
this version, Rabbi went to an unnamed place and noticed
that there was a scarcity of bread for' the students. He
was moved to ask, "Is there no baker here?" and people
thought he said "Gentile baker." In actuality, we are told,
he asked about a Jewish baker.

In both traditions "the people" understood Rabbi's
question as a granting of permission to eat bread made by
non-Jews. The Gemara cites authorities who state that re-
gardless of the circumstances that occasioned his remark,

a limitation was also implied. R,.gelbo, commenting on the
story told by Rab Joseph, gaid that the permission would
only apply to a place where there was no Jewish baker.
Similarly, R. Johanan said that the permission implied in
the version told by Rab Dimi would only apply to the field,

but not to the city. In this statement, too, he reinforces
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the view that the reason for the prohibition was to prevent
(inter)marriage.

Lest we misunderstand the discussion on bread, this
sugya closes with one more incident. Apparently Aibu (a
fourth generation Palestinian Amora) used to eat bread made
by a non-Jew "at the boundaries of the fields." Raba (or
some say, Rab Nahman bar Isaac) said to the people, "Do
not talk to Aibu, for he eats the bread of Gentiles." With
this statement, the Gemara makes clear that the bread of

non—-Jews in unguestionably forbidden.

Scheme--Bread

1. R. Kahana--R. Johanan: Bread was not permitted by the

2. Question: Does this imply that someone did permit it?

3. Answer: Yes

Support: Rab Dimi's story about Rabbi. Another version
of the story is told by Rab Joseph (or Rab Samuel bar
Judah) -

Qualifications: R. Eelbo: In the story of Rab Joseph the
permission applies only to a place where there is no
Jewish baker. R. Johanan: The version of Rab Dimi only

implies permission in the field.

4. Story: Aibu used to cat bread made by a non-Jew and

Raba told the people not to speak to him.
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3. 0il (35b-37b)

The long discussion on o0il contains several sugyoth.
It begins with a debate involving the opinions of Rab and
Samuel about the source of the prohibition. This is followed
by a more detailed study of the view of Rab. In the course
of this examination, subjects are mentioned that become
central issues of the two subsequent discussions. The sec-—
tion closes with an incident told about R. Judah Nes'ia,
the authority from whose court came the permission to use
a Gentile's oil.

The material provides insight into the halakhic process
of the Babylonian Talmud.To begin with, the initial debate
concerns the authority of the prohibition. Rab thought that
it was Biblical in origin, saying, "Daniel decreed against
its use." Had he cited Torah rather than hagiographa, the
discussion which follows would probably have been different.
In his view, however, Daniel is conceived of as a legal
authority presiding over a court, and from this institution
came the prohibition. Further on their will be mention of
other courts of the Biblical pexriod.

Samuel cites a reason related to the laws of purity
and the transfer of impurity from one container to another.
That is, "The fact that they (non-Jews) pour (into their

0il. vessels) - residue from unclean vessels makes their oil

forbidden."l4 An unclean vessel

but somehow has been

f

is not necessarily forbidden,

temporarily-defiled. Therefore, Samuel's

i
1




163

reason applies when people are quite strict with themselves
in matters of purity. The Gemara casts doubt that the or- L
dinary Jew cares about such matters to the degree that would J
warrant claiming this was the reason for the prohibition of k
oil. So, Samuel's position is restated to reflect a concern i
that would be more pertinent to the average Jew: "The fact 5

that they pour (into their oil wvessels) residue from !

prohibited vessels makes their oil forbidden." Rabbenu

Hananel gives as an example a vessel belonging to a Gentile
that has been used in the previous twenty-four hours.t® It
is a forbidden wvessel during that time, and of greater con-
cern than a vessel that may not be used because it does not
meet the requirements of ritual purity.

To Samuel, the problem with Rab's opinion is found
right in the Mishnah. There it was first learned that the
use of a non-Jew's oil is forbidden, but that R. Judah
(Nes'ia) and his court permitted it. The reason accepted
for the original prohibition must be of the sort that a
rabbi and his court could legitimately annul the original
decree. So, he asks how R. Judah could have permitted the
0il, considering Mishnah Eduyoth 1:5, where it says that
one court may not annul the decree of another unless it is

greater in both wisdom and numbers. However, accepting his
opinion allows for the law to be changed in an acceptable

fashion. That is, when Rab Isaac bar Samuel bar Marta came

to Babylonia from Eretz Tsrael, he brought a tradition
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in the name of R. Sinlailf that provides the logic of R.

J‘L!dah and hls M. The pe'rmiSSiOn was based on the P-rin-"‘ ;

ciple, "when the element from a forbidden vessel imparts a

bad flavor (to whatever kosher substance is put in it) it
is permitted (to consume that food or drink);" Stated dif-
ferently, Samuel had said that the original regulation stems h
from the fact that residual oil in & prohibited vessel ren-
ders the otherwise permitted ¢il in a clean vessel forbidden 0
to Jews. The logic used to annul this is that the residue, i

which is ritually impure on account of the first container

it was in, is considered to impart a bad taste to the
ritually pure oil. Therefore, according to R. Judah Nes'ia
and hisg court, the oil of Gentiles is permitted.

We will come across this principle again in the Gemara,
so it may be helpful to illustrate its meaning here with
another example of its use. There are a number of rules
applied to an accidental mixture of permitted and forbidden
foods which allow a Jew to eat the food. The over-riding
principle is a%nn3a%? MPR 1?7030 PPN--one may not annul a pro-
hibition a priori. Or, a mixture of permitted and forbidden
foods must be inadvertant. However, in the event of an

accident, if the proportion is sixty parts permitted to ome

part forbidden, the food is permitted. The rule attributed

by R. Simlai to R. Judah is one exception. If the prohibited

| , At st bt f
food conveys a bad taste, then the mixture is permitted ﬁ

itutes at least 51

provided that the permitted food const
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percent of it. Similarly, if a pot has not been used for

twenty four hours--mm7 m na*w pr»1p--the food that sticks
to its sides or is absorbed will deteriorate and mix with
new food cooked in it. If that pot has been used for pro-
hibited food, and permitted food is sugbsequently cooked
in it, it may still be eaten, for the halakha assumes that
the prohibited food imparts a bad taste. Moreover, one may
assume a vessel to be NB1? n1 n17Mp 1777 and need not make
inquiries.

Rab's reaction to Samuel's remark is two-fold. First,
he attempts to explain Simlai's explanation as a product of
his particular location. He says that Simlai was of Lud,
and "they are different there, for they neglect (the words
of the rabbis.)" He implies that the permission was extended
to the people of Lud because of their lack of reverence for
rabbinical injunctions. Samuel, as if to call his bluff,
suggests that they send for Simlai and discuss the matter
with him. At this point, Rab "grew alarmed" or "became pale,’
and backs down, realizing the tenuous ground he treaded and
the soundness of Samuel's reasoning. Rab then suggests that
while the original prohibition did not have Biblical pre-
nonetheless, search for one. He gquotes

cedent, they may,

Daniel 1:8: "Daniel proposed in his heart that he would not

defile himself with the portion of the king's food, nor

with the wine which he drank..." His exegesis of this verse

bakes the word 0PA a8 connoting two "drinkings," that of




wine and that of oil. Rap’

§ position has changed, in that

he accepts the refutation of the Biple as the origin of the

prohibition, and now understands the paniel passage as sup-
port for it. The Gemara summarizes this with the statement
that in Rab's opinion, Daniel proposed in his heart not to
use the oll of Gentiles "and taught it to all Iszael;

Samuel believed that while he may have made this statement
with respect to himself, "he did not teach it to all Israel."
To Rab, Daniel's example served as support for the pro-
hibition; to Samuel, since one may be strict with oneself,
but not with others, his example is unrelated to the pro-
hibition.

The next discussion, which pursues the question of
Daniel's relationship to the decree against oil, serves to
further reconcile the divergent opinions of the reason for
the prohibition. What emerges is the Gemara's view of the
history of this particular law. It begins by asking if
Daniel really issued a decree regarding the use of Gentile
oil. The answer, attributed to Rab(!) ig, "Their bread,
0il, and women are among the Eighteen Things." This is a
reference to Mishnah Shabbat 1:4, which says,

These are among the rulings which the sages enjoined

i - 1, iah b. Hezekiah b.

e the upper room of Hangn}ah >. | ) L
gg;ignanhen tﬁgy went up to visit him they voted, and
they'o% the School of Shammai outnumbered them of the
Sehool of Hillel; and eighteen things did they decree

on that day.

SEveral moderh scholarslg note that what the decrees were

=

e

-t
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1s not known for certaip, 19 According to Shabbat 1:4, the

decree was made by the Schools of Hillel and Shammai. This

is highly problematic for Rab's position. Moreover, it is
especlally difficult since the statement in the Gemara is

attrubuted to Rab! The Gemara's question, which really seeks
to reconcile this apparent contradiction, is, "If you say
that Daniel's decree was not accepted, but that of Hillel
and Shammai was, what is the object of Rab's statement (that

Daniel decreed against their oil)?" In other words, if

Daniel made a decree which was not heeded, then in essence

it was not a decr'e‘e_.20

The answer given is that there were stages in the
law. Daniel decreed against the use of the oil in the city,
and Hillel and Shammai added to this by forbidding its use
outside the city. Now this has to be reconciled with the
statement in our Mishnah that the court of R. Judah per-
mitted something which had been prohibited by Hillel and
Shammai. After the Gemara asks how R. Judah could do such
a thing, support for the objection is brought. In addition
to citing Mishnah Eduyoth 1:5 (See above), R. Jo?anan i
quoted by Rabbah bar bar Hanah as saying, "In any matter a
court can annul the words of another, except for the
Eighteen Things, for even if Elijah and his court were to
come (and do so) we would not heed them."

Rab Mesharshaya provides an explanation for the

_ hese prohibitions may
exception in R. Johanan's statement. These prohibltien £
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not be annuled because they spread to and were accepted by

the majority of the Jews. HDWEVEI,, this doss not hold £6&

the decree against the oil of Gentiles. Therefore, the court
of R. Judah could vote to permit it. The evidence for Rab
Mesharshaya's assertion comes from R. Johanan himself,
quoted by R. Samuel bar Abba,which, by the way, provides
more insight into the history of the halakha. R. Johanan
reported, "The rabbis?l investigated and determined that
the prohibition against oil had not spread to the majority
of the Jews, and they relied upon the rule of R. Simeon b.
Gamaliel and R. Eliezer bar Zadok, who sald (Horayot 3:6),
'"We may not issue a decree for the community unless the
majority is able to abide by it."22 e now can reconstruct
the history of this law as the Gemara understands it: Daniel
decreed that the oil of non-Jews is prohibited in the city;
Hillel and Shammai extended it to outside the city; the

prohibition, perhaps economically a hardship upon Jews, was

not heeded, and on the basis of the principle ¢of R. Simeon

b. Gamaliel and R. Eliezer, R. Judah permitted Jews to use

the oil.

This essentially ends the discussion of oil. The

séction continues with subjects mentioned in the preceeding

material. It begins with a restatement of the saying of

Bali in the name of Abimi the Nabatean in the name of Rab,

that, "Their bread, oil, and women are among the Eighteen
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: nown . ) p
Things. Their women" is the subject of the next sugya,
which beging with the question, "What was the decree against

\ : ,!
their womenz" The attempt will be to establish, as was just yf

done with 0il, the sgource and development of this law.

I
Rab Nabman bar Isaac said the decree against Gentile ‘ﬁ
|

women was that they are considered to be in a constant state i
of niddah (menstruation) from the time they are infants. In i
Elijah Rabbah it says, "These, according to the words of hm
the Scribes, convey uncleanness as by their flux: (a) a i
Samaritan...and (b) the daughters of the Samaritans even from their el
cradles...as also do the gentiles."?3 i

The reason for all of the decrees, according to a ik
statement attributed to Rab by Ganeba, was to safeguard ﬁ
against idolatry. An attempt is made to support this by if'

guoting Rab Aha bar Adda, who said in the name of R. Isaac,

|

|
"They issued the decree against the bread of Gentiles on Hﬂ
account of their oil." This implies, of course, that oil j
has a closer connection to idolatry, and, therefore, its ﬁm
prohibition is stricter than that of their bread. When the |
question is asked why this is the case, there is no answer. w
The question is rhetorical, and the statement attributed to 1|

. Jai -heir bread and oil
Rab is revised: "They decreed against their

2 T ] eir wine because of il
because of their wine, and against th i

sl : " another il
their women, and against their women because of & i

' ause of another thing." il
thing, and against that thing because of another ng |

hat wine was forbidden because of its use

We know t
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for 1dolatrous Practices, not because it aibaits dadd s e

lations with non-Jewish women (though this was said with re-
gard to their beer). The sentiment of this statement, then,
is more homiletical than halakhic. The Gemara, however,
finds another implication of this statement with which to
be concerned, namely, that it identifies the prohibition
against their women as rabbinical. The objection is raised
that contrary to this view, it is a Biblical injunction,
stated explicity in Deut. 7:3, Speaking about the peoples
of the Seven Nations, the verse says, "You shall not inter-
marry with them: do not give your daughters to their sons
or take their daughters for your sons." The next verse

clearly connects intermarriage with idolatry: "For they will

turn your children away from Me to worship other Gods."

The problem is resolved by pointing out that the Bible
speaks of the women from the Seven Nations (See ws. 1).
Therefore, the aspect of the prohibition that may be assigned
to Hillel and Shammai is its extension to women of all the

other nations of the world.

‘ According to the view of R. Simeon b. Yo?ai, however,

this misoswas a Biblical injunction. He interprets Deut. 7:4

(cited above) as applying to any woman who might turn Jewish

Therefore, the Gemara states, "Biblically

men away from God.

intermarriage with Gentiles 1is forbidden only in the way of

legal marriage," and Hillel and Shammai decreed against

Meretricious connections (n1at).
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Continuing along the lines of the above argument
L

it is sald that meretricious connections were forbidden by

24

the court of Shem.“" The support for this assertion is the

story of Tamar, daughter-in-law of Judah. When Judah was

told that Tamar had "played the harlot" (mn anat ), and that

she was pregnant, he says, "Bring her out and let her be
burned" (Gen 38:24). This opinion assumes that she was de-
serving of capital punishment for violating the law attributed
to Shem's court, and that Judah decided in accordance with
it. The answer to the statement that this Biblical or-
dinance was a ruling against meretricious connections, is
to limit it to a non-Jewish male having relations with a
Jewish woman, for fear he would pull her to him and idolatrous
ways (Judah, of course, at the time he pronounced her
guilty of transgressing this law, was not aware that he
was the father of her child.) It remained for Hillel and
Shammai to expand this law to include the case of a Jew
who has sexual relations with a Gentile woman.

The claim is made, however, that this sexual union
was forbidden by a "law of Moses from Sinai." This means
ablished and acbepted that it was

it was a law so well est

never connected with a Biblical verse, but has the same

force as though it had, To substantiate this, Mishnah San-

hedrin 9:6 is quoted, which says, "If a man...has sexual i
relations with a non-Jdewish woman, zealots may attack him.”

' X, ) ; . t
This implies that the law was SO important as to eguate 1
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with a Biblical injunction. |

The argument ig answered by the statement that the {l
"law of Moses from Sinai" deals with the case of a Jew {
having relations with a Gentile woman in public. The Gemara
refers to " the incident that occurred,” which Rashi says iﬁ
is the story involving Zimri and Cozbi in Numbers 25. (See
last note). Hillel and Shammai came and issued the decree I
that such relations were forbidden also in private.

The objection to attributing this to Hillel and
Shammai is made on the basis of a tradition that the pro-
hibition was made by the court of the Hasmoneans.2® a

[
statement of Rab Dimi supports this: "The court of the !;

Hasmoneans decreed that a Jew who has sexual relations il
with a Gentile woman is liable to punishment for having

relations with a niddah , a slave, a non-Jewish woman,

and a married woman." An alternative version of this tra- ﬁr
dition, guoted by Rabin, has "harlot" instead of “married

woman." We may assume the Gemara understands that the
multiplicity of transgressions for this single act implies
that this court intended the law to apply to relations

committed in private.

The answer to thig is that the Hasmonean court  issued 1

itﬂ decree aqainst intercourse, but that Hillel and Shammal

i
ordained that a Jewish man may not be alone with a Gentile r“
, iblical court to which this |
Woman~-- 71077, The Gemara finds another Bk |

|

' 27 'udah i

s ourt of David. Rab Jud |
can be attributed, viz., the cour |
I

I
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cites the incident of Tamar and Amnon (II Sam. 13) as the
motivation for David's court to issue such a decree.

To establish the decree of Hillel and Shammai in
light of the above, the Gemara states that the decree of
the Davidic bet din prohibits a Jewish man to be alone with i
a Jewish woman. Therefore, the extension to forbidding a i

; |
Jewish man to be alone with a Gentile woman is left to it

being included as one of the Eighteen Things. The Gemara,

however, refutes this solution. Unlike the previous steps

in this discussion, the objection is not directed at the ET

|
law being attributed to Hillel and Shammai, but to the state- +!
|

ment that the decree against being alone with a Jewish woman

was issued by David's court. On the contrary, we are told,

this is a Biblical injunction. To substantiate this, R. :ﬁ
Jo@anan guotes Simeon b. yehozadak as saying that the Torah ?l
hints at the prohibition in Deut. 13:7: "If your brother, %%
your own mother's son. ..entices you..." He reasons that i

since "the son of a mother can entice, canncot the son of !h

a father also entice?" That is, the juxtaposition of the

; ; oy
words 11 and T17hN is not meant to exclude "your father's

1 1= interpretation
son, " but must mean something else. The interp

th his mother, but no one i

given is, "A son may be alone wi
else may be alone with any of the women forbidden him in
| | e it
marriage by the Torah.” Therefore, the concluslon reached il
i piti ~inst being alone with a Jewish |

is this: the prohibition against 9 'f
woman is Biblical; David's court extended it to include |
OIman 1s L ' : |
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being alone with unmarrieg women; the Houses of millel and

Shammal, in the final phase of the law's development, ex-
, &

tended it to ifniclude being alone with Gentile women. This

in the Eighteen Things.

The Gemara now returns to the enigmatic statement :ﬁ
attributed to Rab, that Hillel and Shammai "decreed against

their bread and oil because of their wine,

I
and against their Eﬁ

|

I

wine because of. their women, and against their women because

of another thing, and against that because of another thing." it
The attempt will be made to establish what these "other Lm

things™ are. Rab Nahman bar Isaac suggests that they decreed mﬁ

with respect to a non-Jewish child that he causes defilement

by seminal emission, so that a Jewish child does not become

accustomed to committing homosexual acts with him. In his T
view, the continuation of the statement of Rab would be,

"...and they decreed against their women because of their

children, and against their children because of homosexuality."

The question Rab Nahman raises by his answer is, At what 1% 
v it

114 minal emission? 1!

age does a boy become capable of defiling by a seminal emission TL

2 S , il
The answer is attributed to R. ze'ira, who tells of the l“

3 3 - 3 3 1
difficulty he had ascertaining it. He learned that Rabbl i

had said from a day old. He went to R. giyya, whe!£o1d BiM

from the age of nine years and one day.

abbi, he said to R. %ze'ira, "Abandon

When he returned to i”
discuss the matter with R :
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my rule and adopt that of g. Hiyya...for, since he o R
RS Lhes Heual aeh et RHNE andly b 5 capeiiie KE suesing

efilement by a semi; et _
o * inal emission." In other words, the ca-

pacity to perform sexually is decisive in B s s

the decree is effective from the age the halakha determines
a male capable of doing it.

Rabina, adopting the principle just established,
applies it to girls. He says that a Gentile girl of three
years and one day, since she is capable of the sexual act,
also causes defilement by a flux at that age. The Gemara
remarks that this is obvious (i.e., why say it?); but re-
jects this objection, saying that it is necessary to state,
for it might have been suggested that, whereas at nine years
and one day a boy knows how to persuade a girl into committing
sexual acts, a girl at three years and one day does mot know
how to entice men. "Therefore, we are taught that even though
she does not gain this knowledge until the age of nine, she
still causes defilement at the age of three years and one

day."

The section of Gemara on o0il concludes with the re-

¥ o ' = -
port of a conversation between R. Judah Nesi'a and his

attendant, R. Simlai. When R. Judah says to him that he was

i h
not present when the court voted to permit the use of the

in o da
0il of Gentiles,; Simlai responds, "Would that in our day
The reason R, Judah

- 3 n
you would alsc permit their bread.

T
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o For gk Gotug %o ia interesting. It has nothing to do

with the 1ssues concerning non-Jewish food, but with the
reputation of his court. He says that were they to permit
Gentile bread,they would be called "the permissive court."

as an example, he reminds Simlai of the teaching found in
gduyoth 8:4, that when R. Jose b. Jo'ezer permitted two
previously prohibited things he was called "Jose the Per-
mit.t-er.“28 Simlai then points out that Jose had been lenient
in a previous matter, and that it toock three such rulings
before this pejorative title was applied to him. R. Judah
tells him, however, that he was already permissive in another
matter. The issue to which he refers is found in Mishnah
Gittin 7:8. The Gemara on this (Gittin 76b) states that
while the Mishnah prohibited the woman involved from marrying
anyone other than her brother-in-law, "our rabbis permitted
her to marry. And who is meant by 'our rabbis?' Rab Judah
said in the name of Samuel, 'The court that permitted the
0il."'" For this reason, R. Judah Nesi'a indicates, he was

29
restrained from permitting Gentile bread.

Scheme--01il

1. Rab: Daniel decreed against Gentile oil.

s pour residue from unclean

¢ SEmialy BESEGSA Gentilels their oil is forbidden.

Vessels into oil vesse

ity?
Objection: Do people care apout the laws of purity

2 ] ibited
: ' - i our residue from prohibi
estatement: Because centiles P.l £ Zorbidden.

: oi
vessels into oil vessels the

S
=

e —
—

e

- Tl
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3. Samuel: My view allows £ _
R. Judah's bet dip, Or the decree to be annulled by

Support: Rab Isaac bar

4. Objection (of Samuel to Rab's wvi
lew) : Cou v Jat !
court annul a decree made by Daniel? AR s/

Support: Mishnah Eduyoth 1:5

5. Response (of Rab): R, Simlai is from Lud and :
P . j the people
there neglect the words of the rabbis. e

Samuel: Shall T send for R. Simlai?

Gemara: Rab became pale.

6. Rab: We may still search for Biblical support for the
original prohibition. Rab suggests Daniel 1:8.

7. Gemara: To Rab, Daniel proposed the prohibition for him-
self and for all Israel. To Samuel, Daniel did not in-
tend the prohibition to apply to all Jews.

8. Question: Did Daniel issue a decree against Gentile o0il?

Answer (Abimi--Rab): Bread, oil, and women of Gentiles
are among the Eighteen Things.

9. Question: Why did Rab say that Daniel issued the decree?

Answer: Daniel issued the decree with referenge_to the‘
city; Hillel and Shammai extended it to outside the city.

10. Question: How could R. Judah's bet din annul the decree
of Hillel and Shammai? 2

(1) Mishnah Eduyoth 1:5; (2) R. Johanan said

Supports ul any decree of another ourt except

cone court can annul
for the Eighteen Things.
] : . Eighteen Things were
newer (Rab Mesharshaya): The Eilghteen .
é%ggggfég by'the majority of Jews, with the exception
of the one concerning Gentile oil.
: +wat when the bet din saw that
Supp = ~anan said that whE? F her A1 ;
S; 'OrﬁiaR;oic’Ei?ae py the prohibition of Gentlzﬁlel o
tﬁz; relied on the rule of R. simeon b. Gamaliel an
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12.

13.

14.

15

16.

i N
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R. Eliezer bar Zakok, +
b b BOE T issued: that a decree Jews cannot abide
Gemara: Cites the statement,

are among the Fighteen Their bread, 0oil, and women

Things."

Question: What was

the decree against their women.

Answer (Rab Nahman bar Isaac):

——— . : Genti -
sidered in niddah from Lafoncy ntile women are con

Answer (Geneba--Rab): All the decrees were issued as a
safeguard against idolatry, :

Support (Rab Aha bar Adda--R. Isaac): The decree against
Gentile bread was made on account of their oil.

Objection: Is the decree against oil stricter than that
against bread?

Restatement: They decreed against their bread and oil
because of their wine, and against their wine because

of their women, and against their women because of
another thing, and against that because of another thing.

Objection: The decree against their women is Biblical.

Support: Deut. T3,

Resolution: Scripture speaks of womenlof Fhe Seven Nations;
Hillel and Shammai extended the prohibition to all
Gentile women.

Objection (R. Simeon b. Yohai): This, too, is Biblical.

Support: Deut. 7:4

i : ited legal marriage with a
Resolution: Scripture prohibited l :
Gentile woman; Hillel and Shammal extended 1t to

meretricious connections.

Objection: Meretricious connections were forbidden by

the court of Shem.

Support: Gen. 38:24.
‘1 +ad Jewish women from
g v - 1 court prohibited J -
Reso?l.utj.on. Sf en; with Gentile men; Hillel and Sha:iu:::i.ons
havxqg-%g%iftgnfﬁfﬁidfaJewish man from having re
extended it"
with a Gentile woman.
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19,

20.

21,

22.

23.
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Objection: This is a "law of Moses from Sinai.”
Support: Mishnah Sanhedrin 9.4
Resolution: The "law of Moses from Sinai®

Jew having relations with enti
. ) : a Gentile wo
Hillel and Shammai Prohibited doing somig

deals with a
in public;
private.

Objection: This was decreeg by the court of the Hasmoneans.
Support: Statement by Rab Dimi.

Resolution: The Hasmonean court decreed against inter-

course; Hillel and Shammai prohibited a Jewish man
and woman to be alone together.

Objection: This was decreed by the court of David.

Support (Rab Judah): II Sam. 13.

Resglution: David's court prohibited a Jewish man from
being alone with a Jewish woman; Hillel and Shammai

prohibited a Jewish man teo be alone with a Gentile
woman .

Objection: The decree ascribed to David's court is Biblieal.

Support (R. Johanan--Simeon b. Yehozadak): Exegesis of
Deut, 13:7.

Conclusion: The prohibition of being alone with a Jewish
woman 1s Biblical; David's court extended it to include
being alone with unmarried women; Hillel and Shammai
extended it to being alone with a Gentile woman.

Gemara: Cites the Restatement, #13 (above) .

Question: What are the "other things?2"

A CGentile child causes
so a Jewigh child will
g homosexual acts

Answer (Rab Nahman bar Isaac):
defilement by seminal emission, &
not become accustomed to committin
with him.

Rab Nahman: From what age is a boy capable of defiling

by seminal emission?

ret said from a day old. R, Hiyya

R. Ze'ira: Rabbi at fi day. Rabbi then agreed

Said from nine years and one




24. Rabina: A Gentile
she is capable of
flux at that age.
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girl of thte

e o
the sesia] years and one day, because

act, causes defilement by

Gemara: This is obvious. T+ is necessary
¥

though, for

even though she does not
age, she still causes ge
and one day.

25. Conversation between R. J

k?ﬁw how to entic L 3
filement at age three years

udah Nesi'a and R. Simlai the

day after R. Judah'

5 bet din permitt , :
Gentile oil ==L din permitted the use of

4. Stewed Foods (37b-38b)

The material on stewed foods (i.e, food cooked by a
Gentile) concentrates on two basic concerns. The first is
the source of the prohibition, and the second is the prin-
ciples for determining what food falls into this category.
As part of this , the Gemara seeks to understand what actions

of Gentiles constitute "cooking." We recall that Rashi and

the Tosafot say that the reason for prohibiting food cooked
by a non-Jew was to prevent intermarriage, Or, in effect,
to maintain a social barrier between Jews and Gentiles. When

the Gemara begins its discussion, Rashi adds to this the

fear that the non-Jew might use something forbidden in the

food's preparation. While this reason emerges as a minor
; " 1 ] S
concern in the passages dealt with here, the Gemara's dis

cussion tends to confirm the former reason. Most of the

’ e i atrous
evidence is negative, €.9- +here is 1o mention of idol

i i ' of the dis-
Practices connected with cooking, Very little
R : i of clean
cussions involves the laws of purity and the question
et e non-Jew
and unlean utensils, nor even is there concern that th
. ¥




picions Which have permeated the material are given no place

in the present discussion. Since eating together is one of

the most social of human activities, the prohibition, if

heeded, succeds in keeping Jews Separate from their Gentile

neighbors.

R. Hiyya bar abba, quoting R. Johanan, cites Deut. 2:28
as the Biblical source for the prohibition: "What food I
eat you will supply for money, and what water I drink you
will furnish for money..." Moses charged messengers to relay
these words to the king of Heshbon, along with a request
to pass through his land in peace. Learning from this verse
what food Jews may obtain from Gentiles, R. Hiyya makes an
analogy between water and food: just as water that has
undergone no change is permitted, so too is food permitted
only when it has not been changed (i.e., cooked).

Were this the decisive factor, there is a difficulty
with a Baraitha which says that corn roasted by Gentiles

is permitted. Therefore, the principle must be restated in

a fashion which is not contradicted by the Baraitha. Noting

that roasting corn does not really change it, the solution

could be: just as water which has not been changed from its

natural form is permitted, so too food that has not been

altered from its natural form is permitted. Once again,

however, this is found to conflict with a Tannaitic ruling

v of Gentiles, clearly

that, "the first flour and fine flour
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changed from their natura] form, are permitted. One more

attempt 1s made to make an analogy between the water and
food in the Deuteronomy Passage in order to make the pro-
hibition Biblical. It is the same as the last, with one

additional proviso: just as water which has not been changed

from its natural form by means of fire is permitted, so too

must food not have been changed from its natural form by
means Of fire to be permitted, This, indeed, is in harmony
with the Baraithot, but a different problem is raised by
the Gemara-—it cannot be derived from the Biblical verse,
because there is no mention in it of fire. In the absence
of another passage to support the ruling, the conclusion
reached is that it is a rabbinical law, and Deut. 2:28
provides "mere support." That is, it may be gaid that the

law is hinted at in the Torah verse, but not stated expli-

; 30
citly. It by no means is proof of the law.

The discussion thus far implicitly states that which

Rab, cited by Rab Samuel bar Rab Isaac, makes explicit:

"That which is eaten raw does not come under the heading

of food cooked by Gentiles." This was the principle accepted

in Sura. In Pumbeditha, @ different rule was taught with

the same attribution. There. the tradition was that what-

ever is not eaten at the table of kings as a relish does

not come under the heading of food cooked by Gentiles. As
the Gemara often does when it has two versions of a teaching,
l - i : the
the gquestion asked is. What is the difference between
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two? The sxanples given s the apswer gre small fish h
! ¢ mMsh=—

rooms, and grits, These are not eaten raw, nor are th
3 7 & ey

served at a king's table as religh. According to the first

principle, they would come under the prohibition; according

to the second, they would not be considered food cocked

by a Gentile.

The block of material that follows comes from a dis-—

cussion in Beza 1l6a. The topic there is erube tabshilin,

the legal fiction which permits cocking on a festival for
the Sabbath that follows it. The connection with the present
topic is the mention of "small fish." Rab Assi, in the name

of Rab, said that salted small fish of non-Jews are not

considered in the category of food cooked by & Gentile.31l

The comments of Rashi and Rabbenu Hananel on the passage in
Beza are instructive, for they shed light on the principles
cited above in the name of Rab. To Ragshi, the first version
is the operative one. He says the reason for Rab's state-

ment about small fish is that the prohibition against cooked

: \ ; " ag R L srstood
food "does not cover food eaten raw." As Rashi unde

t%, the small Eish were salted by a Gentile, but This o

not constitute cookin@'-32 Rabbenu Igananel e Tl AR
different way. To him, "the saltird constitutes the cooking

. : he he:
(6f the fish), but the Gentile did not cook them, for they

Were a]rea_dy cocked. " S0, he reads Rab's statement as,
1 ' 10T =-Jews
"small fish salted (by Jews) in the possession of non ;

\
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etec." Moreover, he seems
; GmS to prefer the version of Rab's

principle as taught in Pumpeditha.33

Rab Joseph continues with the topic of small salted

fish. Since they may be eaten if a Gentile roasted them,
as has just been shown, Jews may use them as one of the

two foods required to make an erube tabshilin. To understand

this with Rashi's explanation of the law of gsalted fish,
it would be said that Rab Joseph's statement is possible
because when a Gentile cooks food that is normally eaten
raw, it is still permitted. To Rabbenu Hananel, the fact
that the small fish were already cocked (i.e., salted) by
a Jew would mean that if a Gentile roasted them afterwards
it does not change their status from permitted to prohibited.
Rab Joseph also said that if a non-Jew made a pie of
fish hash and flour>% with the salted fish, it is forbidden.
To the Gemara, there was a specific reason for mentioning
this seemingly obvious law. It could have been argued that

that what should be decisive is the fish-hash in the pie.

From what was said above, we would think--if this were the

case--that this dish is permitted. However, it 1s tha

i incipa " Now
flour that is considered the "principal element

Previously there was a Baraitha quoted which taught that,

"Their first flour and fine flour are permitted,n This was

the case so long as it was not cooked or processed. But

: i ks it, it
since flour is not eaten raw, when a Gentile coO :

becomes forbidden.
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The di i i |
Scussion now shifts tg the actions of non-gews Al
F \

d what constitu G : i
- tes "cooking." Thig material begins with

& law attribuved to Rab by Rab Berona. If a Gentile set fire

to apuncleared field, he ruled, ail the locusts in it are

forbidden. The Gemara points out two possible reasons for
this ruling. It might be argued that in this situation it |
is impossible to distinguish the permitted species from the i Inl
prohibited. Why, then, did Rab specify that a- Gentile
burned the field? The same prohibition should apply had a i :I
Jew burned the field. The second possibility is that the yiil
rule comes on account of the locusts being cooked by a il
non-Jew. But if this were the reason, the Gemara objects i
to the prohibition on the basis of a statement made in the ',
name of R. Johanan: if a Gentile singed the hair of the

head of an animal slaughtered by a Jews” it is permitted

: 6
to eat the animal, "...even from the tip of the ear."3

The Gemara sees this as an indication that the intention
of the Gentile is important. If his action was not done

for the purpose of cooking, then the food may be eaten. In

the case ruled upon by R. Johanan, the Gemara reasons, the

Gentile intended by his action to remove the hair; in the

statement of Rab, the intention was to clear the fiel_d‘.

Therefore, the conclusion ig that Rab's ruling was made on
account of the impossibility of distinguishing between per=

1
mitted and prohibited species of jocusts, and the only

was specified was that in the case upon

rYeason "Gentile”

\___________——/- |
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which he ruled it just happened that 4 non-Jew was the o i
: : ne
who set fire to the fielg. :

Based on the above conclusion,

Rabina says that if

a Gentlile threw a tent pin intg g stove to let it dry, and
o r

a Jew had already placed a pumkin inside, the pumkin is

still permitted. The comment is made thet this seems ko be , 'i-:ﬁ

obvious. But, it might have been said that he intended to

cook the tent pin. "Therefore, we are taught that he wanted

to harden it." We derive from this that had the Gentile

placed food into the oven and cooked it, the Jew's pumkin

would have been forbidden. | ||
Now that it has been established that a Gentile must | 2 !i

have intended to cook permitted food for his action to make i I

it forbidden to Jews, the Gemara discusses what exactly is

"cooking." Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel that if a

Jew left meat on coals and a Gentile turned it, the meat

is still permitted. This is clarified by the method of de-

termining the precise circumstances involved. So,-were we I

to say that if the meat had not been turned it would have

been cocked anyway, clearly the Centile's action would not

be considered "cooking." Are we then dealing with the
had not been turned

- . - '_ . — t
opposits situation, that is, if the mea

e B ¥ e B
it would not have been cooked? This 18 objected to, for

, : tile. The con-
is then un:questionabl}' food cooked by a Gen

e 1 hich the meat

i diTon L Chat the dase hEEE wust ¥8 onE AR Y
‘n two hours had it not been turned;
i (o)

would have been cooked

\
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now that it has been turned, it COOks in one hour. Therefore
- 4

e AESTEMNGE O SUUAL Jeaties that hastening the coaking Il
process is not considered cooking, |
An objection is made by R. Assi in the name of R. [ {r: .
Johanan. He said that whatever had been cooked by a Jew at | 'l
least to the extent of the food of Ben Drusaid? is not to L
be considered food cooked by a Gentile. The problem is that
in the above case, the meat had not been cooked this minimum
time, and should be forbidden on account of being cooked by |1 |
a Gentile. I
The objection is refuted in two ways. The first way
is to limit the case R. Johanan decided. The circumstance
he dealt with is when a Jew put the meat in a pot and a
Gentile put it in the oven. This is forbidden, according to
R. Johanan, for it was not cooked enough by the Jew prior
to the non-Jew's action. Secondly, there are two Baraithot
cited which also substantiate that a minimum amount of
cooking by Gentiles of food which Jews began: cooking 1is

permitted. The first one says that if a Jew left meat on

coals and a non-Jew turned it until the Jew returned from

' d.
the synagogue or House of Study, the meat is permitte
i jat 1 woman
Likewise, the second Baraitha states that if a Jewish
sets a pot on a stove and goes to the bathhouse or synagogue,

a Gentile may stir the food until she returns without the

forbidden. With these rapnaitic rulings, two

food becoming l
(1) a Gentile may do something

guidelines have been set:
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A question arose in the academy which probes the I ‘

second rule: "What is the ruling if g Gentile left (meat on i

il
and a Je . S { B
coals) ew turned it?" Rab Ha{m an bar Isaac answers L

that if cooking begun by a Jew and completed by a Gentile
is permitted, all the more would it be permitted if a Jew
completed the cooking begun by a Gentile. Then another gen- |
eral rule is stated, with two attributions. The Ffirst is,

"Rabbah bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, " and the

other is"Rab 'A]ElEI. bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan.”

The rule is, "Whether a Gentile left it and a Jew turned

it, or a Jew left it and a Gentile turned it, it is per-

mitted. It is not prohibited unless (the cooking was both)

begun and completed by a Gentile." The second principle

now is understood to be that a Jew must cook the food at

least one-third of the time it will require, at either the

beginning or end of the cooking process.

These rules should be seen as liberalizing the

Mishnah's prohibition. This pecomes clear when Rabina applies
the second principle to bread, which the Gemara has alr—-eir?ldy
€Mphasized is forbidden. HiS statement places a Vvery minimal
Yequirement for a Jew's involvement in its baking for it to
be Permitted to Jews to eat. He said that if a Gentile

_
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implication of Rabina's rule ig that what is asked is e ol

the Jew be nearby during the h'a-king.a'a .

The rest of the section dealing with food coocked by (g
Gentiles discusses the implication of the various rules Il

established thus far on specific foods. Tt begins with the Ml

statement that Hezekiah permitted and R. Johanan prohibited
eating a Gentile's salted fish. When "small salted fish"
was the topic above, Rashi held that the reason they were
not considered cooked by a Gentile was that salting is not
accounted as cooking. In this case Hezekiah agrees, while
to R. Johanan it is cooking.

The second example is roasted eggs. We are told that

Bar Kappara permitted Jews to eat them when roasted by a ._
s ; . 39 0y
Gentile, but R. Johanan did not. Dr. Cohen, in his notes,

40 as a rec-—

explains Bar Kappara's leniency, as Rashi does,

ognition that being roasted in its shell, nothing the Gentile

does could effect the egg. This may be trues but as was

ponat ) ; ‘on, the concern
observed in the introduction to this section,

i o) ile might do
behind these prohibitiongis not what a Gentil g ’
' ws and Gentiles.

but to insure social separation petween Jews an
. : is ent indicates

Moreover, the incident told after this SEAEETEE

pted.
that Bar Kappara's view was not accep

_ -



L R e O

190

Before the i
story is told, Rab Dimi brings the state-

nents /about salted fish ang toasted eggs together, He said

ghat BOth Hemekdel dnd B Kappara Permitted them. This is il

important, for in the story that follows it ie said that

R. Hiyya Parva'ah went to the house of the Exilarch, where
r

he was asked about the law regarding roasted eggs. He re-

ported that Hezekiah and Bar Kappara permitted Jews to eat
them, but that R. Johanan prohibited. them. Furthermore, he
said, "The opinion of one authority cannot stand against U
that of two." Rab Zebid then said that R. Hiyya's view was
not to be heeded, "for thus did Abaye say, 'the law is in
accordance with the opinion of R. Johanan. }" 41

In a Baraitha there is proof that R. Johanan's view
reflected an already accepted law in thé Tannaitic period.
For according to it, preserved caper flowers, heads of
leeks, liver worts, boiled water, and roasted ears of corn
of Gentiles are all permitted (presumably because they may
be eaten raw). Eggs roasted by Gentiles, however, are for=

bidden. This Baraitha, like the Mishnah, also records that

R. Judah Nesi'a and his court voted to permit oil of Gentiles.

The Baraitha which follows presents the first instance

in which the dietary laws most significantly enter into the
discussion of food cooked by a Gentile. It says that when
date husks are boiled by 2 Gentile in a large caldron, they
are forbidden; however, if they are boiled in a small cal-

i pesti hat
dron they are permitted. The Gemara first guestions wha
’

\«-—__—__-_J
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a small caldron is. R. Jannai Said that it jg
one

a swallow cannot enter.

into which
REShi explains thik

that nothing prohibited wag cooked in it 42

this si’Z‘E inSures

Then the objection
is made that a person could conceivably cut the bird into |

pieces and place it inside the caldron. It would then be

considered "small," and a Jew would be permitted to eat

date husks a Gentile boiled in it. The rule is then revised:

a small caldron is one-into which the head of a swallow

cannot enter.43

Another Tannaitic statement completely contradicts
the last Baraitha. It says that regardless of the caldron's
size, date husks 'boiled.by a Gentile are permitted. The
Gemara reconciles these two Baraithot by ascribing the
viewpoint of each to a different principle regarding kosher
food cooked by a Gentile. In Abodah Zara 36a, Rab Isaac bar
Samuel bar Marta said that R, Simlai reported that the

reason R. Judah and his court permitted oil was that if the

element in a vessel imparts a bad flavor to something per-

mitted placed in it, the permitted substance may still be

eaten. On page 67b of this tractate, this view is attributed

to Rab Judah, R. Dimi, Resh Lakish, and R. Abbahu. ;t is
‘ in thi & Torah
established by R. Hunma b. R. Hiyya 2R this way: the

i he
only forbade a utensil which had been used by a Gentile t
of which is not to worsen the flavor

Same day, the effect
After the twenty-four hours

of the kosher food put into 1t.

i and impart a
the forbidden food will begin to deteriorate
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vor t mi - |

pad f£lavor to permitted food, apg the Bible does not forbid i
e g or

the use of such a vesse]. Therefore, the latter Baraitha i

t : aitha is

in agreement with this opinion, Bven is the date husks wer

: ere

TS, SR caldron, which may have been used pre~-

viously for prohibited food, it is permitted =4

The first Baraitha follows the opinion that if the |
forbidden substance imparts a bad flavor, permitted food : ::
prepared in the same utensil is forbidden. This view is
attributed to R. Meir (See B. Abodah Zara 67b}, who taught,
"whether it imparts a worsened or improved flavor, it is
prohibited." His reasoning is based on the logic that de-
spite the fact that wvessels of Gentiles impart a bad flavor

to permitted food cooked in them, using them was forbidden

by Scripture unless purified with hot water (See Numb. 31:23).

Therefore, it really makes no difference whether the flavor
imparted is bad or good, for Gentile vessels are prohibited
until purified. For this reason, if date husks were boiled
in a large caldron (which we assume has been used for for-

bidden food) they are forbidden. Since small caldrons are

pPresumed to have been used only for permitted food, date

husks prepared in them may be eaten by Jews.

; . . Wanoked 0il of Gentiles.”
The next item discussed 18 cooke

- i soning was
Nab Shesheth sald it is forbldden but hig TSASTRRS

1iminated three of the primary pos-

guidelines in previous dis-

ot known. Rab Safra e

Sibilities that have served as
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cussions. The concern cannot be that wine was mixed
mixed with

it, for it would cause the o0il to SpPoil. Nor could oil h
. o] ave

peen - forbidden because foogd cocked by a Gentile is forbidden g
» 3 1 | ' I
for oil is edible in its raw state.

Finally, the rule that

Gentile vessels require cleansing with boiling water before

they may be used by Jews is not the reason, for the cooked
oil imparts a bad flavor and the vessel would still be per- |l
mitted. Therefore, according to the Tosafot, Rab Shesheth's
view was not accepted.?® Further evidence is provided by L

the reference of the 'En Mishpat Ner Mitzvah to Mishnah

Torah, Hilkhot Ma'achaloth Asuroth, chapter 17, Halakha 16,

where Maimonides says that cooked oil of Gentiles is per-
mitted. Alfasi's text, moreover, has a reading entirely
different from the printed Gemara, but with the same halakhic
result. On page 16b, he has, "Rab Shesheth said, 'Cooked

0il of Gentiles is permitted.' Rab Safra gaid, 'This is

obvious! For what would be the concern?'"

The food which is discussed next is cooked dates.

R. Assi was asked whether they were permitted or not. The

question was narrowed to refer to dates that are neither

i i d, be-
sweet nor bitter. Sweet dates are certainly permitted,

ey must
cause they may be eaten raw- {hen they are bitter, they

gestionably for-
be cooked to sweeten them, SO they are ung stionably
i Assi's answer
bidden. But, what of those in the middle? R. s

6 N\
for his teacher4 decided

Wwas t not ask him,
Y s O accepted halakah.

;g was the
they are prohibited. Apparentlyr this wa
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Finally, the topic of food cookeq by a Gentile closes
with a section on shatitah, which ig a drink prepared with
roasted flour and honey. Rap ig Supposed to have ruled it
was permitted, and Samuel's fa‘ther“

orohibited.*® The

and Levi said it was
Gemara goes on to describe the nature of
this disagreement, If it is prepareqd with wheat or barley

they all agree the shatitah is permitted.’® Likewise. if I

the drink is prepared with lentils boiled in vinegar, they i | l,.

all agree it is forbidden.>’ Therefore, concludes the Gemara,
the authorities disagreed when shatitah is prepared with
lentils boiled in water. The reason for the prohibition
attributed to Abba bar Abba and Levi would be to safeguard
against carelessness which might result in a Jew drinking
it when made with lentils boiled in vinegar.

There ig another version of the disagreement between
Rab and Samuel's father and Levi. This version may be the
more accurate one, for it the only one cited by both R.
I_ianan9151 and the R'j,f.52 According to this version, the

authorities agree that shatitah prepared with lentils

boiled in water was forbidden,”> but disagree when it is

‘ ol ' the
made with wheat or barley. Rab's leniency 1S based on

assumption that it should not be prohibite‘d just because
Of the concern that it could lead to consuming shatitah

: . .__.__I
Prepared with lentils boiled in Water- That is, Samuel'’s
father ang Levi prohibit it according to the Gemalfé' a= |
i+ when Prep_arﬁed with lentils

ause it might lead to drinking*

- ,
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poiled in water. And this was Préhibited-for the f e
e fear it '

but not
when it could lead to another drink which ip turn might
end in drinking it.when made ﬁith vinegar. 54 Furthermore,
Rab-said that Barzilai the Gileadite sent David two kinds
of shatitah (See II Sam. 17:28). Perhaps he meant this to . (it
substantiate that according to Scripture; two kindé of this |

drink were permitted, and those must be shatitah made from

wheat and barley. As a final way of justifying his decision,

Rab points to common practice. He s&ys, "Today, in Nehardea,

people carry out to the market basketfuls (of Sﬁatitah55),

and are not mindful of the concern of Samuel!s father and

Levi."

Scheme--Stewed Foods

1. Question: What is the Secriptural support for the pro-
hibition?

Answer (R. Hiyya bar Abba--R. Johanan) : Intgrpretationd
of Deut. 2:28--Just as water that has not been qhgnge
is permitted, so too must food not be changed to be
permitted. |

Objection: A Baraitha permits corn roasted by a‘Gentile.

ot been changed
so too food must
be permitted.

ster which has I
s permitted,
tural state to

2. Restatement: Just as wate
from its natural state 1
be unchanged from its na

i - and fine
Obdastions n Sucalfhs pewiis the £lest. BIOW X
h_-—‘_'_‘_ .

flour of a Gentile. e
t been change
3. Restatement: Just as water which has Do
Restatement: d

...I-___



Objection: Deut. 2:28 makes ng e feranng n Bl

4. Conclusion: The prohibition
is rabbinical, and Deut, 2-:25 jf_gogu;ggléid by a Gentile HRIY
5. Rab Samuel bar Isaac--Rab: Food eaten
under the prohibition of food cooked

raw does not come
by a Gentile.

Lo the version in Sura; in Pumbeditha they
tau.g?*g:hwgatever 1s not eaten at the table of kings as
a relis ces not come under the prohibiti &
cooked by a Gentile. P ion of feod

6. Question: What is the difference between the two versions? |
Answer: Small fish, mushrooms, and grits.

7. Rab Assi--Rab: Salted small fish of Gentiles are not
considered food cooked by a Gentile.

8. Rab Joseph: If a Gentile roasted salted small fish, a
Jew may rely on it for an erube tabshilin. If the Gen-
tile made a pie of figh hash and flour with the fish,
it is forbidden.

9. @Gemara: This seems obvicus. But, it was necessary to
fteach that the flour is the principal element.

10. Rab Berona--Rab: IE a Gentile set fire to an uncleared
field, all the locusts are forbidden. i

11. Question: What are the circumstanéé-s of this ruling?

Answer 1: It would be impossible thdi-stinguish_the
“permitted from the prohibited species.

Objection: Why did he specify "Gentile?"

Answer 2: The locusts are for‘biddep on account of being

cooked by a Gentile.
o
Objection: In such a case€ would they be forbidden?

1f a Gentil

.inged the head of
Support (R. Johanan)! itsisgpemitted .
an animal slaughtered b

eat the animal.




12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

17,

18,

able to distinguish £ : C0F€ on account of being
"Gentile" was specifieg
Rab.ruled a Gentile wag

Rabina: If a Gentile put z + :
a Jew -had Put a pumkin, and he lights thegv_en into which
pumkin 18 permitted. oven, the

Gemara: This is obvious!
the Gentile intended to
he wanted to harden it.

Since it might have been said
epok the pin, it teaches that

Rab Jgdah—_—s.amuei!.: If a Jew left meat on coals and a
Gentile turned it, the meat is permitted. '

Question: What are the circumstances of this ruling?

Answer l: If the meat had not been turned it would
have cooked anyway.

Objection: Then it is clear the Gentile did no cocking.

Answer 2: If the meat had not _fb_een turned it would not
have been cooked.

Objection: Then it is unquestionably food cooked by a
Gentile,

Conclusion: The meat would have been e‘o.c':]-:ed in two
hours if not turned; with turning it will cook 1n one
hour.

Question: What might have been said?

Answer: That hastening the cooking process is like cooking.
Objection (R. Assi--R. Johanan): Whate;ririisng:olégg_at
sidered food cocked by & Gent;li(;ng- : -

above case was not cooked that .
4 a case where a Jew

put it in the oven.
' meat placed on

Refutation: (1) R. Johanan diﬁge
B Weat 1o 2 gt W 0 gentile turns :
(2) Baraithot: (a-)lift;_e-- §2w ig away, the meattlsenga
coals by a Jew while st a pot on a Stov

mitted. (b) If a Jeus 5T WC}mantswhil-ic:,- she is gone, the

. i ‘rg 1
leaves, and a Gentile HELES




’f\\~

198
food is permitted,
19. Question: What if a Gents
turned it? Dtile left meat on coals and a Jew

Answer (Rab Nahman bar Tsaa

—a Genti e s saac): If cooki _

a Gentile is permitted, al1] the ggk;gg.complei.:ed by
completed by a Jew. e is cooking

20. Rabbah bar bar Hana--R Johanan . ' [
= or Rab: !
Hana--R. Johanan): Food i% not ( ab ‘Aha bar bar

cooking was both begun and comp

prohibited unless the
leted by a Gentile.

21. Rabina: Bread is germitt-ed if a Gentile kindled the fire
and a Jew baked it, or vice versa, or if a Gentile

}E:E_ndled the fire and baked it and the Jew raked the
lre. !

22. Gemara: Hezekiah permitted and R. Johanan prohibited
fish salted by a Gentile. _ »

23. Gemara: Bar Kappara permitted and R. Johanan prohibited
eggs roasted by a Gentile. i

24. Rab Dimi: Hezekiah and Bar Kappara permitted salted
fish and roasted eggs.' of Gentiles.

25. Incident: The Exilarch asked R. Hiyya the law J_:egafdin'g
roasted eggs of Gentiles. R. Hiyya said Hezeklah'and
Bar Kappara permitted them ard R. Johanan pmhi]:'uted
them;, and advised the Exilarch to fo.'.Llow the majority
opinion. Rab Zebid said the law was 1n accordance with
R. Johanan. For saying this, Rab Zebid was poisoned.

26, Baraitha: Eggs roasted by Gentiles are forbidden.

led by a Gentile in a large

27. Baraitha: Date husks bmbut in a small caldron are

caldrcn are forbidden,
permitted.

=8y Question: What is a small caldron?- |

Answer (R. Jannai): It i8 one into which a swallow can-
not enter. |
Objection: The bird could be cut up to fit into the
caldron.

g i h the
Nesbavamnts & small caldron 1S onelmto whic

[ES ' T.

head of a swallow cannot ente

e ————————
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35

36.

37.
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objection (to #28): a Baraj

e et e A ; aitha g

the caldron's size, date husks pojq or, Fe9ardless of
permitted. Olled by a Gentile are

M.: The second Barait
that when the forbidden ele

Rab Shesheth: Cooked oil of Gentiles is forbidden

Rab Safra: Why? It cannot be because i ight B

x % ; it might be mi
W1th.w1ne, nor on account of being food cgok-ed b-rynlfd
Gentile, nor because the pot requires purification.

Question: Are dates cooked by a Gentile permitted or
not? :

Comment: The question inquires about dates that are
nelther sweet nor bitter.

Answer (R. Assi): My teacher (R. Levi) ruled they are
prohibited.

Gemara: Regarding shatitah of a Gentile, Rab permitted it X
and Samuel's father and Levi prohibited it. :

Gemara: The disagreement is in the case where the :
shatitah is made from lentils boiled in water. E‘sE_unue.l s
father and Levi prohibited it as a gafeggard_-aqa.ln-st
drinking it when the lentils are boiled 'in vinegaxr.

Alternative version: They disagree when % izck
made with wheat or barley. Bab pem%tt?d JL'1: when made
of concern that it could lead to dripking 1t W

with lentils boiled in water.

Rab: There are two types of shatitah.

Support: II Sam. 17:28.

: i ul of the
Rab: In Nehardea today people are not mindf

concern of Samuel's father and Levl-

‘_//
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5. Pressed Foods {:38b-39a')

In the Mishnah, pressed fq i :
0ds into which wine’® jg

gsually put are forbidden to Jews to eat, but the prohibiti
: MI1D1T10n
does not extend to all benefit, There ig g similarity b
ity be-
r

discussed in the fourth Mishnah. Eating fish brine was also '

forbidden because wine was often mixed with it. The rela- i

tionship between these two rules is the topic of the short
discussion of pressed foods.

A remark of Hezekiah begins this sugya. He said that
the law in the Mishnah was taught with regard to pressed
food which may have wine in it. However, when it is certain,
the prohibition extends to all benefit. Now this, apparently,
was acc:epted;_57 and the guestion arises why the prohibition
against fish brine (which was assumed always to have wine
in it) does not extend to all benefit. The answer has to

do with the reason wine is added to these foods. Wine is

added to fish brine in order to overcome the bad smell of

the fish. Rashi understood this as an economic consideration;

' £
for were the smell not diminished, the merchant would no

be able to sell it and he would lose money.sa' However, one
adds wine to pressed food in order to sweeten the ta?te.
Since it is dope to improve the £1avok. the p‘rﬂhibltlon.
extends to all benefit, as if t° prevent Jews from selling
Something in which forbidden wine would be viewed as de

old to Gentiles. In the case

licious, even though it is 8
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of the fish brine, the wipe would not be viewag thi
is way.
R. Johan ini
oanan held an opinign Contrary to Hezekiah's
- a ' y - 4
that even when it is known that wine was used in the preparation
of pressed foods,

the Prohibiticn does not extend to alil

v, 59 " ook :
penefit.”” This view is compared to the unaccepted opinion

of R. Meir, viz., that no benefit may be derived from Fish

brine. The Gemara understands the difference between R.

Jo@anan's view of pressed foods and R. Meir's view of fish

brine to be that in the case of fish brine, the "wine's :
presence is known." Rashi 60 interprets this to mean that

when eaten, one dips into the brine and eats the wine mixed

with it. On the other hand, the presence of wine in pressed

food is not known, because the wine is used in the juice

to preserve pressed food. That juice, and therefore the

wine, is not eaten.

scheme—--Pressed Foods

1, Hezekiah: The Mishnah ruled that benefit may b?_deFiVEd
frdﬁ pressed food when wine may-pe mlxed_ln ?lthlit‘
when 3+ I8 cartain, the prohibition extends to a
benefit.

2. Question: Why is the law with respect to fish brine

different?

sh brine to overcome the bad

Answer: Wine is added to fi ded to pressed food to

smell of the fish; it is ad
Sweeten the taste. o
+ wine was mixed with

it is known thadoes not extend to

» R. Johanan: Even 1 the prohibition

the pressed food,

all benefit.

s : ffer from R.
hanan'5 view dlff

4. Question: How does R. JO



6. Helek (39a)

The Gemara's discussion of helek begins with determining
what fish the Mishnah meant., According to Rab Nahman bar
Abba, Rab sald that it is the sultanith.% myen though it
is a permitted species of fish, Jews were forbidden to eat
it when sold by a Gentile, for when they pack it. they often
include prohibited fish resembling it. A Baraitha is also
cited, which confirms that the sultanith was permitted.
The rest of the material in this section deals with different

species of fish and methods of determining whether they

are permitted or not.

Scheme--Helek

1. Question: What is helek?
Question helek
Answer (Rab Nahman bar Abba--Rab): It is the sultanith.

2. Question: Why was it forbidden?

Answer: Gentiles pack it with prohibite& species of fish.

3. Baraitha: Fish which have no fins and_zgazg Zthj‘:_}zm-a:-;me'
W‘f them later, like the sultani p
permitted.
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7. Drops of Asafoetida (39a-39p)

Asafoetidav(or asafetida) is g gum resin obtained
ine

from different plants of the carrot family, and was d |
e use

as an antispasmodic. The Gemara hag little to say on the
subject, and after clarifying the reason for the prohibition

r
the rest of the material is only tangentially related to

the original topic.

Drops of asafoetida are forbidden because to get
them the plant is cut with a knife. If a Gentile does this,
the assumption is that the knife he uses is a utensil that
is unclean due to its use for forbidden foods. Now pre-
viously we saw the principle, if the forbidden element .
imparts a bad flavor to something kosher it remains per-
mitted, appled to allow Jews to eat certain food or use
Gentile utensils. This is not applied in the present case
because, "the pungency of the asafoetida sweetens. the fat

(on the Gentile's knife)." So, it is as though the for-

bidden element imparts an improved flavor to the permitted

SUbstance.62

This section concludes with a sugya conerned with

. It begins
Gentiles transporting various products for Jews g

i Wi d blue
With a statement by Rab that milk, meat, Wine, an

a Gentile with one seal,
and cheese may be

are for-
Wool, if transported by

. x : a
bidden; asafoetida, fish brin€r aRoai

e seal 3la there is the
h on .

On page

SE 2 1 Wit
nt with a Gentile There

johanan on seals.

dispute between R. Eleazar and R.
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were two versions cited, ang I
“Cepted ha_lakha see
ms to

pe the second version of R, Joh . ‘
Nanan's ruling, viz., that

neverything is sufficiently guargeg with a seal withi
eal within a

seal, including wine." What Rab Says in the present discussion

does not agree with this view, nor, for that matter, with
’

any of the other views in both versions of the Sraune,
Rabbenu Nissim cites the Palestinian Talmud to explain Rab's
reasoning. It says that everything forbidden outright is
not guarded with one seal; everything that is prohibited
because of what might have been mixed with it is. Rabbenu
Nissim points out that bread is an exception, for it is
forbidden outright; therefore, there is an additional rule
that, that which the rabbis forbade is permitted if it only
has a single seal, He concludes, "And wine, even though it
is a rabbinical prohibition, requires two seals, for, due

to the love of pouring out libations, (a Gentile) would
: 63
trouble to falsify (a single seal).”

- . L [ e
The Gemara's first guestion about Rab's ruling is

about. -the . . nature of the concern over bread, that it

should even require one seal. Several possibilities are

ion i neither is
eliminated and no.decision is made. However,

indi i it was not
there a challenge to the rulé indicating that it

i i ‘I.liI'Bd.
important to know why any seal 18 req

about Rab's stateme
jon it was seen that a

nt involves
The second question

] iscuss
another issue. In a previous dis i
ertain items gent by Jews
c

faCtOr in deciding whether
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gentiles are permitted jg whether

there heed be the concern

that the seal may be b:coken,.Lthe
ith, and

then resealed. Rab implies that With milk, meat :
’ 4t, wine, and

plue wool there is the fear that the Gentile woulg £
g0 to

the trouble of falsifying the seal, but he would not g
! 0 so

for asafoetida, fish brine, bread, ang cheese. The G
. semara

seeks to understand why he ruleq that for cheese a Gentile

would not trouble to falsify the seal, but with milk he

would. The position of the Gemara is clearly stated: "For

milk he also would not trouble to commit a fraud." Rab
Kahana suggests that the solution lies in exchanging the
word "milk"™ with "a piece of fish which has no sign upon
it." Rashi explains that since it was expensive, a Gentile
would go the trouble of falsifying the 5eal.64 The objection
to this is that fish falls under the category of meat. This

is answered with the statement that in Rab's opinion, "there

are two kinds of meat."

Thus far, Rab's rule has been challenged because he

implied that bread requires a seal if sent with a Gentile,

and because he included milk with those foods requiring

: idi a
More than a single seal. gamuel is gquoted as providing

: therwise
Tule without these two problematicC items, but oth

as Rashi points out,
6 and Alfasi

65 gamuel's

identical to Rab. However, 67

6
, nanel
decision (which, according to Rabbent e

& : cagreement with
Was not the aceepted halakha) is not in disag

accepting the revised

Rab, Rather, as the Gemara indicatess

_4—-'——'—""
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LU 1
"meat"} and furthermore, he omitsg bread because he feels
r

as the Gemara does, that there is no concern over it.52
This sugya concludes with a Baraitha which discusses

the scruples of Jewish merchants in Syria. It states that

the storekeepers there were suspected of not being concerned
about selling to Jews merchandise they purchased from Gen-
tiles, thereby showing no regard for the injunction, "Before
a blind person do not place a stumbling block." Therefore,
"We do not purchase wine, fish brine, milk, sal-conditum,
asafoetida, nor cheese in Syria, except from experts."
However, the Jews there did not eat forbidden food, so

were one to be invited to the home of a Syrian Jew, "it is
permitted to eat any of these." This ruling is understood
by the Gemara to support a related decision of R. Joshua

b. Levi. He said that if a Jewish householder in Syria
country a gift of any of these items,

sends a Jew in another

it is permitted to eat them. The Gemara assumes that R.

Joshua reasoned in-the following way:

the householder would ot 1eave O 1S "S5 aden.

' i jtted and eat t en
ggfcghzi E:rgends (a gift, it c.;x;mgzigﬁzam:gil that he
selects it from) that which he I

Scheme-—Drops of Asafoetida

ibition?
1. Question: What is the reason for the prob

i t the
gentile's knife used to cu

Answer: Because of the

Rl —
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plant; and it is a case o .
parting an improved flavoﬁ,the-forbldden element im-

2. Rab: Milk, meat, wine, ang
guarded with one sEa' blue wool

. are not sufficiently
and cheese are,

13 asafoetida, figp brine, bread,

3. Question: What is the concern
the concern that the Genti
loaf for a stale one,
barley, nor that he wo
by a Gentile.

Over bread? It cannot be
le would exchange a fresh
nor a wheat loaf for one of

uld exchange it for a loaf baked

4. Question: Why does Rab think a Gentile wo :
seal of milk, but not of cheesge? would falsify the

Statement: For milk he would also not trouble to falsify
the seal.

5. Rab Kahana: Exchange the word "milk™ with "a piece of
fish with no sign on it."

Objection: Fish comes under the category of meat.

Resolution: To Rab there are two kinds of meat.

6. Samuel: Meat, wine, and blue wool are not sgfficiently
guarded with one seal; fish brine, asafoetida, and
cheese are.

Comment: To Samuel, pieces of fish with no sign on them
are considered "meat;" there are not two kinds of meat.

fish brine, milk, sal-conditum, asafoetida,
ria except from
home of a Syrian (Jew),

7. Baraitha: Wine, .
and cheese may not be bought in 8Yy
experts. If one is a guest 1n the
all of them may be eaten.

a decision of R. Joghua
s any of the items it
ted to eat them.

8. Gemara: This Baraitha supports
b. Levi, that if a Jevw ;ecelve_t
mentions as a gift, it is perid

9. Question: What is R. Joshua's reason?

would send as a gift only w
mitted to eat.

hat

Answer: The Syrian Jew
he himself would be per

k_________.-———-—__-'
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B. Sal—Conditum (39b)
The sugya which discysses Sal~conditun compris
es a
definition and a Baraitha which elaborates the Mishnah'
1's

prohibition. There is an explanatiop of the reasoning in

the Baraitha, and the sugya closes with an additional com-

ment relating to the prohibition.

Sal-conditum is defined by Rab Judah in the name of
gamuel. According to this tradition, it is "the sait which
all 7m1) ?ATNP70 eat." There are at least three interpretations
of the word »1111p70. Jast:r:ow70 identifies it with the Latin
giliginarii, or bakers of wheat flour; Dr. Cohen, in his

translation, says it refers to "Roman guests!';n Rabbenu

Nissim explains the word as "the important among the Romans, "

or Roman n—c::ul::ale.s.-]'2

The reason for the prohibition is derived by R.

Johanan from a Baraitha. It says that, "Black sal-conditum

is forbidden, white is permitted--according to R. Meir; R.

Judah says that white is forbidden and black is permitted;

R. Judah b. Gamaliel says that both are forbidden." The

explanation. of these opinions, attributed to R. Johanan
by Rabbah bar bar Hanah, is that entrails of forbidden fish

: ' that the
are mixed in with sal-conditum. R. Meir thinks

i shite fish that
entrails used in white sal-conditum are from wh .
that in the plack sal-conditum

are forbidden; R. Judah holds
are forhidden; and

1 t
the entrails are from black fish tha

poth colors contain forbidden

dccording to the last opinion,

¥1_______———__-—'




| _ e ‘~
209

fish. The text provides no indication o i,
o ese

views was the accepted halakha, Together with the concludi
ncluding

comment Of Abahu speaking in the name of 3 Hanina b. Gamaliel

s s - L=
that he knew an old (Gentile) man who used to "polish this
galt with swine fat"--it seems that the prohibition is in

affect for all types of sal-conditum, regardless of color

Scheme--Sal-Conditum
1. OQuestion: What is '"sal-conditum?

answer (Rab Judah--Samuel): The salt which m11 *13F70
.eakt.

2. Baraitha: R. Meir said black sal-conditum is permitted and white
is forbidden. R. Judah said white is forbidden and
black is permitted. R. Judah b, Gamaliel said both are
forbidden.

3. Rabbah bar bar Hana--R. Johanan: Explanai_:ions of the
Teasoning OF each authority in the Baraitha (#2).

4, Abahu--R. Hanina b. Gamaliel: I knew an old man who used
__'_____'_.__.—-—————-—I"_‘___T'-__ .
to polish sal-conditum with swine £ak.

g, All these are Forbidden (39b)

The Fifth Mishnah's summary remark is, "Behold, these

o all

are forbidden, but their prohibition does not extend t

& ali-
benefit." The Gemara understands these words to be a gu

i d of this
fication of the rules in the Mishnah. So, at the end @

i - s concluding
Gemara, the guestion asked 1S, What does thi X
iagize :that the
Statement siclude? That 18, Lhese words emphast

.. implying that
Prohibitions do not extend toO all benefit, I A

. which they do- The Gemara refers
e in

there i i reums tanc ‘
ik s ¢ which describe

y two authoritie

back to previous statements b

o
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yhen this 18 true. Hezekish would say that the misnn
e Mishnah

excludes the case where it is known that wine or vi
'~ vinegar

was used in the preparation of pressed foods "For if i
0ds . it 1t

is known, they are forbidden even for benefit," comments
£ :

rashi. To R. Johanan, the Mishnah excludes £ish brine and
pythnian cheese. This refers back to the fourth Mishnah,
where R. Meir said the prohibition of these foods extends
to all benefit. The principle behind R. Johanan's opinion
is that an anonymous statement in the Mishnah reflects the
opinion of R. Meir. Since the concluding line in our Mishnah

is not attributed to any Tanna, it is ascribed to R. Meir.n

Scheme--All these are Forbidden

1. Mishnah: These are forbidden, but their prohibition does
not extend to all benefit.

2. Question: What does the Mishnah exclude?

s the case where it is
s used in pressed foods,
e derived from
judes fish brine

Answer: To Hezekiah, it exclude
known that wine or vinegar wa
for if it is known, no penefit may b
‘them; to R. Johanan, the Mishnah exc
and Bythnian cheese.

Support (for R. Johanan's view): An anonymo;ziitatement

in the Mishnah reflects the opinion of R. & :




VI. THE SIXTH MISHNAH

Analysis of the Mishnah (39b)

The last Mishnah ip chapter two of Abodah Zara is

distinguished from the others in that it comprises a list

of foods of Gentiles permitted to Jews. The list may be
divided into two groups. On the one hand, several of the
foods permitted in this Mishnah were prohibited under cer-
tain conditions in the fifth Mishnah. So, milk which a Jew
observed a Gentile obtain, pressed foods which are not
usually made with wine or vinegar, pickled herring which
has not been minced, brine which has fish in it, and
leaves of asafoetida (presumably which have not been cut

from the plant with a knifel) are all permitted. Additionally,

these were also permitted: honey, grape clusters, and rolled

olive cakes. R. Jose, on the subject of olives, said that

olives which are ready to have their pits drop out are

i i
forbidden. Albeck? says that the reason for his ruling 1s

that Gentiles put them in vinegar.

The last ruling in the Mishnah states that locusts
1 while
that come from a ghopkeeper‘s bagket are forbidden,

re permitted. The final state-

those from his stockroom a
rule about +he locusts

ment of the Mishnah is that the same

plies to purchasing from a priest.

Of Gentile shopkeepers ap :
of this ruling.

g in
The Gemara will explain the meaning
211




The first group of foods are permitted for rea
sons

o Mishnah states. The other group may have been included
c

pecause originally there was a controversy over them which
the Mishnah does not preserve, Since they meet the require-
ment of being edible in their raw state, there is no reason
for them to be forbidden. The brevity of the Gemara on this

Mishnah reflects the lack of controversy over these items.

Analysis of the Gemara
1. Milk (39b)

The Gemara's discussion of milk begins with a Baraitha
which may be understood as clarifying the Mishnah. The
Baraitha says that if a Jew was sitting near a Gentile's
herd while the Gentile milked a cow, and he brought him the
milk, the Jew may drink it. According to Rashi, the situation

described is that the Jew is not in a position to actually

see the milking occur.3 This may seem to contradict the

)
previous Mishnah, which stated clearly that if the Jew doe

4
e ¢
not see the milking, the milk is forbidden. But the Tosafo

n of this paraitha for the Mishnah's

claim that the implicatlo

v wi ilkin
rule is that the Jew need mot actually witness the m g,

ve done SO.
but at least be in a position that he could ha
what the Gemara derives from the

This understanding is also

Baraitha. |
determine the circumstances with
[6)

The Gemara seeks t
TWO possibilities are suggested

which the Baraitha deals-

‘______—-—__'_"-




The Gemara first considers whether the Baraitha

treats of a situation where there are no forbidden species |

f animals in the Gentile's i o
@ entile's herd. This is rejected, for it

is obvious that the Jew could drink the milk, The second
possibility is that there were forbidden species of animals
in the herd. This at first is not accepted, for were this
the case, how could the Baraitha rule that the Jew could
drink the milk? If he did not see from which animal it came,
he might drink forbidden milk.

The Gemara decides that the situation of the Baraitha
is that there is a forbidden animal in the herd. However,
it adds that the Jew is sitting in a spot where if he were

to stand he could see the Gentile milking the animal. The

reason for the Baraitha's ruling, as the Gemara understands

it, is that it might have been said that since when the Jew

is sitting he cannot see the milking, he ghould be con=

cerned that the Gentile mixed forbidden milk with the per-

i ' t that
mitted. Therefore, the Baraitha teaches that the fac

i j - is suf-
the Jew could observe the gentile if he stoocd UpP,

i - ixing unclean
ficient a deterrent to dissuade him from mixing

ying this to the Mis
at milk which 2 Jew C

hpah, we now may

1 clean PP g

Understand the ruling to be th
tain is permitted.

/

have gseen a non-Jew ob
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Scheme~-mi1x

_ paraitha: If a Jew was sittj o
. “milked a cow, the Jew may 19 nearby whije 5 Gentile

2. M: What are the circumstances of the Baraith
itha?

answer 1: When there are no forbidden animals in the herd
r

Rejection: Then it is obvious the Jew can drink the milk
. ) e milk.

Mﬂ : There were forbidden species in the herd

Rejection: How could the milk ke pPermitted in this case?! |

Conclusion: There were forbidden species in th

but the Baraii;ha also teaches that the Jew must gri:g'in
a spot where if he stood he could see the Gentile milk
the animal.

3. Question: What might have been said?

Answer: In that situation the Gentile might mix milk
from a forbidden animal. Therefore, the Baraitha dis=-
misses this concern.

2. Honmey (39b)
The Mishnah's ruling on honey inspired very little

for the Gemara to discuss. No controversy challenges,

qualifies, or clarifies the Mishnah. Rather, the Gemara

simply points out that with honey there is no concern that
Wwould lead to it being forbidden. The sugya considers Ehres
°f the pPrimary fears associated with the food of Gentiles;
and dismisses all of them as not applicable to honey. Etlhat
is, there is no concern that a Gentile might mix his wine
With honey, for that would make the hone¥ rancid- :::: ’
fould not be prohibited on account of being food ©

Lastly, honey is not for-

a Gentile, for it is eaten Tavw:

L /
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pidden because the container into wniep it j
18 put requires

cleaning with boiling water before a Jew may uy %
. se 1t, We aPPlY

the principle that the forbidden
ubstance in th o v

imparts a bad flavor te the honey, which is theref
t ore,

permitte-d.

SChEME-—HQney
1. Question: What is the concern over N

Answer: None of the following: (1) the fear of i -
—————— " . & = = t
mixed with Gentile wine, (2) that it shouidobelcogflng
s:u.iered food cocked by a Gentile, nor (3) that the con-
tainer needs purification. '

3. Grape Clusters (39b)
The Mishnah states that even when grape clusters
exude moisture, the law which renders food susceptible to
defilement by a ligquid does not apply to them. This being

the case, they are permitted. The Gemara cites another dis-

pute, the conclusion of which seems tO contradict our

Mishnah. The disagreement is pbetween Hillel and Shammai,

and is included in the list of "Eighteen Things which

Wwere voted upon by the schools of Hillel and Shammal in the
chambers of Hananiah b. Hezekiah b- Gorion.> The argument
Was whether or not grapes harvested (by a Jew) for t‘heﬁ

grape press are susceptible to defilement by 2 liquid..
hammai said they

The problem clearly

| are., The law
Hillel said they are not and E

Went according to the view of Shammadi

he law which renders food

o why our Mishnah says that t

/
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susceptible to defilement by a liqui
i quid does not a
pply to
grape clusters of a Gentile,

The Gemara reasons that the difference betyeen Uhsn

two cases is the purpose for which the grapes are to be
used. In the dispute between Hillel and Shammai the grapes

are to be used to make a liquid (wine), while in our Mishnah

the grapes themselves are to be used for food. ¥e may under-
stand this in light of the Gemara's explanation of the issue
in Shabbat 1l7a. In that passage, Shammai's opinion that the
exuding liguid makes the grapes susceptible to uncleanness
is accounted for by the fact that it was the person's in-
tent that juice exude from the grapes. Earlier in that
Gemara (12a) it was established that when a person's action
was intended to produce a liguid, it can cause defilement.
When the person gathers grapes for the purpose of making

wine he may do something which will cause juice to come

from the fruit (e.g., to test for ripeness). Since he does

this by himself and on purpose, the juice makes those grapes
susceptible to defilement. However, in our Mishnah, there

- s 4uice.to come from
18 no such intentional act dome to cause juice o

: ly. There-
the grapes. That is, they exude moisture Lo
g exude juice by

atin
fore, when grape clusters meant for e

e the grapes susceptible to

themselves, it does mot mak

defilement.

\ f
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Scheme--Grape Clusters

1. Mishnah: Even though grape
1aw which renders foog gmﬁégﬁgﬁ Exude moisture, the

liquid does not apply to B © defilement by a

2. Objection: A Baraitha says
grapes harvested for the g
defilement by a liguid.

that Shammai decided that
rape press are susceptible to

3. Resolution: In the Baraitha's cas
to make a liquid; in the Mishnah
are for food.

? the grapes were used
§ ruling, the grapes

4. Pickled Herring (39b-40a)
The material on pickled herring deals primarily with
the method of determining whether or not the fish have
been minced. The topic leads the Gemara to a lengthy dis-

cussion, which I will not go into, of the characteristics

of clean species of fish.

The sugya begins with a Baraitha which defines

"minced." Pickled herring is not considered to be minced

if the head and backbone of the fish are recognizeable.

Rashi understands this as teaching that the head and back=

bone of each fish must be recognizeable, and points out

i if it is a
that from the head of a fish one can determine if i

permitted species.7 .
The Gemara follows the paraitha with a disagreemen

between two Amoraim. Rab Hund, 2 I
j i so lo

said pickled herring is not considered minced

gnizeable." This is disputed

the head and backbone are recd :
d g as either one 15

n
by Rab Nahman' who holds that as lo

/

in agreement with the Baraitha,
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recognizeable the herring ig pet considered mi
=+eQ minced. Before

the Gemara delves further into thj i
13 dispute, ap obj i
I ' « an objection
is raised against both of their vieys. Both imply that th
ly tha 2

criteria for determining whether the fish is g permitted

species are its head and/or backbone. However, Rab Ukba
¥ ? :

par Hama points out that it was accepted that fish are

considered permitted if they have fins and scales,® Abaye

resolves the difficulty by asserting that the Mishnah to
which Rab Ukba referred deals with the skate and pelamys
fish.? The heads of these fish are similar to those of
forbidden species, and, therefore, the head cannot be used
as a criterion. With other fish the head may be used to
determine if the fish is a permitted variety.

The Gemara returns to the dispute between Rabs Huna
and Nahman with a statement made in the name of Ulla by

Rab Judah. Ulla said that their disagreement was not over

eating the chopped herring itself. They both agree, accoxrding

to his view, that herring may only be iy 15 EB% haan

il backbene Sre r._ecog_nj_zeable . Where they disagree is over

o . gera said that in
consuming the brine of the herring. R. 2

is practice of
light of Ulla's statement he stopped Ris BEALS

pickled herring.
e accepted Rab Elu.‘na's

This is an
dipping bread into brine of

indication, as Rashi Says'lo b ha is in
position. Rab Papa also confirms that t.he.halakdaand s
dccordance with Rab Hund- Therefore; if the :::: is.forbidden.
bone are not discernabler even eating the br

B —————————
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Des ite h
P e fact that the halakha Was determined to
t lined t

opinion. It states that even if gpe 1
Me 1n a hundred pi s
. | , Pieces of
fish bear a sign of being from a Permitted species, all th
.es; a e
pieces are permitted. This ruling is illustrated in the

paraitha by the following case: It once happened that a
Gentile brought a barrel containing pieces of fish. A sign
was found on one of them that showed it was from a permitted
variety, and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel declared the whole barrel
permitted.

The reason the above Baraitha seems to contradict
the opinion of Rab Huna is that he said that each piece
had to bear a sign of being permitted for even the brine
to be permitted. Rab Papa, who stated that the halakha was

in accordance with Rab Huna, resolves the problem with the

es only when "the pleces
i

Baraitha by saying that it appli

are alike." His resolution is explained both by Rashi

and Rabbenu Hananellz as meaning that the pieces can be

e fish. Therefore, since we are dealing

seen to be a complet

_ iq f a per-
with one fish, only one piece need bear the sign o P

ra asks whaty if thi

: ish cut into
the purpose of the paraitha. If there is one fis

n that it ig a per
e eaten. However, the

_ s were true, is
mitted species. The Gema

mitted species,
Pieces, and it can be see

it should be obvious that it ma¥ .
hing importaﬁtJ
¢ it was merely 3

decides the
Baraitha does provide somet
peen said tha

_/_’—-

Gemara. It could have
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coincidence that the pieces fit together a
: 8 one fish, and

actually there are pieces frop more than one v,
£ ’ - € variety. Were
we to be concerned with thig Possibility, We ‘would think
b | i in
that each plece must bear a sign of being from a itted
permitte

species. Therefore, the purpose of the Baraitha is to i

gstruct that if the pieces seem to be frop ocne fish, and if
sh, ar

there is & sign of being a permitted species on one of the
pieces, then all of them are permitted and no further in-
gquiry is necessary.

The discussion continues with a story, the end re-
sult of which is to express the uncertainty over the issues
raised in this sugya. We are told that a boat loaded with
mud-fish arrived at Sikara. Rab Huna bar Hinnena inspected
it and saw scales of a fish and declared the entire load

13 ... i
permitted. According to the Tosafot, his presump.tz,qn was

that the boat contained only one species of fish, and the

scales indicated it was a permitted species. Raba disagreed

with Rab Huna's decision, reasoning that the load may be

: : . . It is pos~
from a place where fish with scales are common p

; ¢ ies, and
sible that there were permitt_e.d and forbidden specles;
g +v have be-
the scales Rab Huna noticed could coincidentalyy
: pa igsued a
longed to a permitted species. Therefors, Ra

decree forbidding the load-

=miah
.p Huna is chall S

en.ged- R.

f R
The decree O . quna's decree Per~
reports that Rab Papi told him E2€

not the £

isn themselves. Rab

Mitted eating the brine only:

A L ———
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ashi, on the other hand, saig that ph
€ was told by Rab p
apa

that Rab Huna permitted even tpe fish themselves. p
. Because

of this, Rab Ashi said he woylg NOt be in a position +
on to

forbid the fish; however, he continues, "oy could I
| per-
mit them, considering what Rab Judah said in the name of

ylla." So, according to Rab Ashi, Rab Huna's decision dis-

agrees with the view that to be permitted the sign of being
a permitted species must be seen on each fish, This would
mean that Raba is in agreement with what was supposed to
have been the accepted halakha.

The Baraitha first cited in this sugya also said that
"brine which has fish in it"means brine with one or two
kalbith fish floating in it. The Gemara questions why it
states "one or two kalbith fish floating in it." The answer

is that the number reguired depends on whether the barrels

: . 14 .
are open or closed. According to Rashi,”  if the barrels

; i re
were open, two are necessary. He reasons that if the

were just one it might be thought that the fish accidentally

kalbith
fell in after the brine was prepared. TwO of the ka

are gufficient to subgtantiate

fish, on the other hand, :
ok itted specles.
that the brine was made from the juices of permi P

parrels were closed,
5 is enough to declare all

one kalbith
This means that if the

fish found in one of the parrel

d. Now the Gemara recounts an incident
el

(o] o g ittt ;
f the barrels permit Baraitha.

rpretation of the

'g inte
th Rab adda bar Ahaba,

Which challenges Rashil

_ : was wi
DnC-E, when Ra.: Hinnpena bar Idi
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he said that 1f a non-Jey brought a p
| Oat full of barrels of
fish brine and a kalbith figh is found
= —_— in one of them, the
parrels would be permitteq if _
they are open. 1f they are
closed, the one with the kalbi i
' Xalbith fish would be permitted
put the rest prohibited. R, adda asked R, Hinnmena the
source of his opinion. He replied that he heard it from
three scholars: Rab, Samuel, and R. Johanan. Rashi says
that these three are of such eminence that an opinion based
upon their views is as reliable as one based on Sc_x’::i._p‘ture.lS
Rabbenu Nissiml6 provides a way to solve the apparent con-
tradiction between the views of the Baraitha and R. Hinnena

bar Idi. He points out that Maimonides ruled that with open

barrels, all may be permitted if ome kalbith fish is found

in one of the barrels; if the barrels are closed, all are

forbidden unless two kalbith fish are found in different

barr'els.l7 This view is in harmony with the opinion of R..

Hinsena.Also, the Tosafot comment that in light of R.

a - 3 a
Hinpnena®s statement, Rabbenu Efralm interpreted the Gemar

: i igsh and
to teach that open bar.rels reguire one ]_,';i],'_.b_:"—i-:'E f1

closed barrels require tWO.

Scheme—-Pickle-d Herring

rring is not minced
able.

if the head and

| 1. Baraitha: Pickled her
| backbone are recognlie R 1
2y Baly Him It is not min-ced if the head an

B {f the head OF packbone are

3. Rab Nahman: It is not minced

recognizeable-
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4. Objection (to nos. 253).
accepted that fish are
scales.

pﬁﬁi?ﬁgg bar Hama Says it was
if they have fins and

5. Resclution: Rab Ukba bar
“and pelamys; with other
determine if the figh ig

Hama* i
@"S Mishnah refers to skate

Fish the
head
permitteq. can be used to

7. Rab Papa: The law is in accordance with Rab Huna

8. Objection: A Baraitha states that if one in a hundred

pieces of fish bear a sign of being from a pe
species, all the pieces are permitted. permitted

Resolut:}cm (Rab Papa): The Baraitha's rule applies when
"the pieces are alike."

9. Question: What is the purpose of the Baraitha?
Answer: To instruct that if the pieces seem to be from

one fish, and if there is a sign of being permitted on
one of the pieces, then all of them are permitted.

10. Story:Rab Huna bar Hinnena declared a load of fish per-
mitted when he saw scales of a fish. Raba prohibited
the fish, for the load may have contained prohibited

species.

11. R. Jeremiah: Rab Papi said Rab Huna permitted the brine

only.

Rab Ashi: Rab Papa said Rab Huna permitted the f ;:ﬁrﬂ?ﬁd
“brine. So, I cannot forbid the fishi not c

them, in light of what Ulla said (#6) .

. "Bri ith fish in it"

12. Baraitha (continuation of #1): Br{-ng ‘;izgtigz Ay
Is brinec with one or two kalbith £is

i f a Gentile brought

- ' aa t i e brouc
13. Story: R. Hinnena bar Idlfsgghﬂl;iine 2 e albitn fish

arrels O itted if
isbggtorfn:lifoihzmr all the bar_rzzis :;g E:g:el with
they are open; if they mEe GBI rest are forbidden.

i i d the
the kalbith fish 18 permltted an
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3. Leaf of Asafoetida (40Db)

The Gemara adds very little t0 the Mishnah'
ment that a leaf of asafoetida,

§ state-

when not cut with a knife

py a Gentile, is permitted, However, since it does seem t
o

pe obvious that the leaf is permitted, the Gemara points

out that an argument could be made that in certain cases it

should be forbidden. That is, were there drops of resin on
the leaf, it might have been argued that a Jew should be

concerned that the Gentile mixed in drops which he obtained
by cutting the root with his knife. Therefore, the purpose
of the Mishnah, according to the Gemara, is to instruct

that it may be assumed that the drops on the leaf detached
themselves withount cutting, and came off together with the

leaf when it was plucked.

Scheme--Leaf of Asafoetida
1. Gemara: The Mishnah's ruling is obvious.

2. Question: What might have been said?
. ]
Answer:That drops on the leaf came from the Gentile's
knife.
i i teach that
3. Conclusion: The purpose of the Mishnah 1st§: ity S
“Jews may e-l'ssume the drops were not from

knife.
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6. Rolled olive Cakes (40b)

The Gemara's tre
atment of rolled Olive cakes ig

similar to its discussion of 3 leaf
of asafoetiga

the ruling in the Mishnah seeng obvious, the Gemar
_ a pos-

tulates an argument that could lead to the decision they

should be forbidden. When the olives are very soft, it
F

might be argued that wine was put in them. Therefore, the
r

purpose of the Mishnah is to teach that even when they are
soft, they are permitted. It may be assumed that oil is
added to them, not wine.

Regarding the statement of R. Jose that, "olives
whose pits are about to drop are forbidden," the Gemara
asks what "pits ready to drop" means. The answer given is
in the name of R. Jose bar Hanina, who said it refers to

olives whose pits drop out when held in a hand.

Scheme--Rolled olive Cakes
1. Gemara: The Mishnah's rule is obvious.

2. Question: What might have been said?
pins i i ' with
Answer: That when the olives are soft, wine 1is mixed w

“them. .

ishnah is to teach that

M

. £
3. Conclusion: The purpose © il is mix

when the olives are soft ©
es whose pits are abo

o Mishnah: R. Jose gaid oliv
drop are forbidden.

i P i p

5. Question: What are s drop out

; whose pit
Answer (R. Jose bar rganina): plives
when held in a hand.
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7. Locusts (40b)
The material on locustsconsists only of two Baraithot
The first adds little to the Mishnah beyona Providing a .
reason for forbidding locusts solg from a shopkeeper's bag-

ket. According to the Baraitha, not only locusts, but capers

and leeks are permitted when they are brought either from

a warehouse, stockroom, or a ship.l? However, they are for-

bidden when bought from a shopkeeper's basket on the

counter in front of the store, because, "they sprinkle wine

120

over them The last part of the Baraitha says that apple

cider bought from a non-Jew must come from the shopkeeper's
warehouse, stockroom, or basket. However, it may not be
purchased from the counter in front of the shopkeeper. Our
text does not give the reason for this prohibition. However,

the Tosefta?l gays it is because the cider "has been

adulterated" (97»71nv 2213nlk. Alfa‘si22 says it is because the

shopkeeper mixes wine with it.

Prompted by the mention of apple cider, another

Baraitha is cited which involves apple cider of Gentiles.

In this teaching it is recounted how Rabbi was once i1l
: the
with a disorder of the bowels. He asked whether or not th

i - idden. R.
apple cider of Gentiles was permitted or forbi

i drank
( Ishmael b. R. Jose tells him that his father once
i he was ill
seventy year old apple cider of a Gentile when he
i took this as in-=
with the same sickness Rabbl had. Rabbi

he sent for somes and, according

? dicating it was permitted,
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to the Baraitha, he was cured

Rab Shesheth answers the Gemara's question, What i
r =l =

the meaning of "the same rule applies to the priest!
LT

share?" He said that the Mishnah intendeq that the rule
about purchasing locusts applies to a Priest who is suspected
of selling the heave offering as though it were common food.
When a person buys food from him, the suspected priest must
bring it from his warehouse, stockroom, or a basket. When

he brings it from one of these places, the priest would
hesitate to sell his priest's share, for fear that the
rabbinical authorities might hear of it and deprive him of
his share. It is forbidden to purchase from him when the
food is "in front of him," for fear he mixed the priest's

share with other food.

In the explanation, if the food is in a basket, it
may be purchased. In the Mishnah, locusts may not be bought
from a basket, but must come from the stockroom. I assume
that Rab Shesheth's intent is the same as the Mishnah,
namely, that what is forbidden is that which is on display
for immadiste sale; THiS, OB the one hand, is where the
Gentile storekeeper would gprinkle wine on locusts, and,
on the other hand, is the place where One might find food

Suspected of being the priest's share:
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Scheme~-Locusts

1. Baraitha: Locusts, capers, and leeks are forbidden when
bought from a Gentile gh

opkeeper's basket in front of
the store, because hemay sprinkle wine over them.

2% Baraitha: A St‘_ory about the time R

abbi drank apple cider
“of a Gentile as a cure for a diso

rder of the bowels.

3., Mishnah: The same rule applies to the priest's share.

4., Question: What does the Mishnah mean?
Answer (Rab Shesheth): The rule about locusts applies to

a priest suspected of selling the priest's share as
though it were common food.




CONCLUSION

.. Thirty-eight pages of Gemara contain an enormous

amount of material. At the conclusion of this study, I
truly understand why the word "sea" is often used to de-
scribe the Talmud. To accurately draw conclusions from one
chapter is not easy. One confronts a paradox: on the one
hand, a chapter of thirty-eight pages provides susbstantial
material from which cne could extract conclusions; on the
other hand, those thirty-eight pages comprise a small part
of a much larger whole. it is tempting to speak of the views
of Gentiles held by different sages, to compare schools, to

see where generations differ, to discuss the Sitz im Leben

of the different traditions recorded in the chapter. How-

ever, the urge to make such statements must be controlled

for a variety of reasons. ToO describe one authority's view

of Gentiles would require a study of his utterances reported

throughout the Talmud. A thorough knowledge of the history

man centuries
of several civilizations over the course of y

o discuss the significance of historical

would be necessary t

events on .the material gtudied.

then, that may be said at the conclusion
¥

What is 1it,
: i hat was

of this study? An attempt ¢afi pe made to describe w

i o discuss some

learned about the Talmud as literature and t

ng that appear throughout the second

of the themes and concer

229
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chapter of B. Abodah Zara.

The sche
chemes of the Sugyoth presented in this thesis

have served a two-fold purpoge, They have been helpful d
ul de-

vices to assist.the reader follow the analysis of the Gemara

and understand the course of the discussion. Also they
3 r

demonstrate that there is a consistency and flow to a
Talmudic argument. It became clear that nothing was really
extraneous; there was a logical connection between statements
within each sugya. There was nothing that could not readily
be seen as somehow pertinent to the subject.

Moreover, there is evidence of a logical order to

the sugyoth strung together. Each sugya can be seen as a

part of a whole, placed together as units in the larger
( passage of Gemara in a logical fashion. A theme, like a
thread, runs between the sugyoth, shaping them into a fine
literary unit. Detecting this theme and understanding its

course is part of the artistry involved in the study of

Talmud.

Something about the manner in which the redactor

the sources available to him

of the material made use of
It was seen that passage

1mud can be nolded to fit into

s that appear in
was also noted.

different places in the Ta ,
hat the sugya 1s a

in this

i ig i ri e t
different contexts. This 18 evidenc

ot SO much an actual record of

Talmudic. sugya we have D

\____———_——__;-
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debates and discussions but a literary reworki
inc
original material g of the

in which prom
] nNence j
1 15 given to literary

geffect.”

Th
e schemes repeatedly reveal the frequent use of

the question-answer form of the sugya, The redactor
gya. ceems

to use this form as a means of bringing pertinent information

about the topic under scrutiny. There is also indication

that the question-answer form is not the work of an actual
magshan (one who poses the question) and tartzan (one who
answers), but the use of these fictitious characters by the
redactor of the sugya. This format provides the opportunity
to cite traditions he wanted to record. Jacobs said of this
form that it is "the common method of the Gemara to comment
on the Mishnah."? It is an aritficial device, as Jacobs
said: "If we are correct in our assumption, the Gemara pre-

fers to convey all the relevant information (about the mat-

ter being discussed) in the more artificial but more dramatic

i w3 ' zed
form of the question and answer."” The sugyoth analy

. » 4 '
in this thesis tend to confirm the validity of Jacobs

theories.?

e chapter of Abodah Zara studied were

Throughout th .
s and concerns that occupied

several assumptions about Gentile
to Jewish-Gentile rel

change revealed in the

ations. For the
the sages with respect

Most part, there was no dramatlic

¢ and Amoraic perspectives. The

Material between Tannaltl

e ——
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main exception to this isg the concern over the actual
1€ actual wor-

ip of idols. The i
ship Amoraim, though familiar with the practices

and customs of idolatry, do not appear to have bee
n as

troubled by the attraction of idolatry to Jews as were thei
ir

predecessors. The following are the basic concerns and
attitudes that emerged with frequency in the material

covered by this study:

1. Sodomy with animals: This was the explicit
reason for various Tannaitic prohibition. It was assumed
that if a Gentile had the chance, he (or she) would engage
in sexual intercourse with animals, There seems to be the
belief that this act will occur with animals belonging to
Jews entrusted to Gentiles. There is less of a chance they
will engage in sodomy with animals they want to sell, for
doing so would diminish the animal's value. The Gemara «t

accepted this belief, and even brings testimony of Amoraim

who witnesséd sodomy between non~-Jews and animals to sub-

stantiate the claim. As if to emphasize the point, the

Gemara cited an Amoraic midrash which was used to "prove

" 1 i 1
that Gentiles actually prefer sex with animals belonging
; i . This belief
to Jews over relations with their own women. T

N ic period
also shows the distrust the rabbls of the Amoral P

y seems tO viewcynically * the mnotion

had for Gentiles. The -
+ sodomy with the animals of

that Gentiles will not comit
ajd of being caught by

ause they are afr
raid of beind g

ot i bec
her Gentiles {scovered by Jews.

them, but they are not af

)\_______—-—'—__—_—-
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2. Immoral sexua] telations with wom
: en:

. : ' The Mishnah
accepts the belief that if a Jewish woman is al
: ; one with Gen-

piles they will abuse her sexually, This reason for th
0N for the law

prohibiting( a woman from being alone with them was supported
_ supporte

poth by other Tannaitic and Amoraic evidence. The Gemara
3 mara,

however, does gqualify the restriction, but certainly not

pecause the assumption is not valid. Moreover, an Amora
stated that it is a frequent occurrence for a Gentile to
visit his friends for the purpose of engaging in sexual
intercourse with their wives. Also, the Gemara holds that
a Gentile woman has no control over her husband's fidelity.
The implication was that Jewish women.do. Again, the distrust
of the rabbis for non-Jews is clearly evident.

3. Murder: In the Mishnah, various Baraithot, and

the Gemara, .it was clearly stated that Centiles will mur-

dor Jews A1F the. op_p‘ortunitY is presented to them. It almost

seems that this was _c(msidared o be an irrESiSt'able urge

that a Gentile could only overcome by a consclous effort.

ANE= __ - ment Jews
This belief resulted in 1imiting the medical treatme

it i resumed. he
may receive from Gentiles to cases where 1t is p

r fatal diseases or insignificant

could do no harm (i.8-/ eithe

ailments). It also meant Jews must never let thélr gi:afit‘mn
down when alone OF travellind with non-Jews. Thle:j:sr:i‘ll
of interaction becausé€ of the guspicion that {;ezh:ir
kill Jews for no other reasol i fac.tr:::-us.. gistrust
Jewishness ig another {ndication of the eno

——————
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the rabbis had of non-Jews,

4. Gener
eral safety of Jews: The Mishnah
| | g N reveals an
attitude of concern for the safety of Jews. g
cadn Baraithot, but more especiall
Y. Some of the Amorai
alm

cited, seemed to feel that the threat was not as omni
mni-present

as the Mishnah seems convinced it was. The best example i
ample is

the leniency with respect to receiving medical treatment
from Gentiles. Beveral exceptions to the Mishnah's stringency
were made by the Amoraim. We are even told of at least two
authorities (among them the highly respected R. Johanan bar
Nappal}a) who sought out Gentiles for medical treatment.
Another way in which concern for Jews' safety was revealed
is the interesting faith the rabbis of the Amoraic period
had in the protection of the government. They stress that

a Jew with connections in the government, 0r who is impor-

tant, is more secure than those without such connections.

Even giving the impression of being important, whether or

not it is true, can help a Jew:

5. Supportinq idolatry: geveral gtatements in the

Mishnah were clearly intended to insure that Jews do nothing
that directly supports oF perpetuates the practicelé-f |

idOlatry_ This even meant e'xt.en'ding help to & Gentile woman
in childbirth was prohibited, for by this sction the Jew

2 In the
r idolater int

o the world.

wWould he ! anothe
lp bring Tt does mot seem to have

-iomn.
ixed reactlol
put this was not

Gemara this met a m

. Amoraif
been as great a concer?d to the &

e
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universally accepted., That is p
il | a—b JOSe.
ph felt

' i ] that Jews
should do certain things in order to ayoig raisi |
aising the

enmity of Gentiles for Jews, njg View, however, met with
opposition. Ev:i.denc-e that the Amoraip were less concerned
with idelatry is primarily found in the lack of discussions
directly related to it. The strongest statements come from
Tannaitlc sources. What was a concern for the Amoraim was
a Jew doing anything that would encourage any non-Jewish
worship. Tied in with this was the desire to insure that
Jews do not, by their actions, cause Gentiles to break the

Noahide laws.

6. Use ofdand benefit from things associated with
idolatry: The statements of the Tannaitic and Ampraic
authorities reveal some understanding of the religions of
the people around them. Various regulations were made based
on the knowledge that a certain item is not used in idolatrous
rites, The rabbis were acquainted with their places of wor-

e o | A
ship and some of the practices that occurred in them. Many

i €] to aill
of the prohibitions in the fourth Mishnah extended

onnection with idolatr

was allowed. The Amoraic

y. Where the
benefit due to a clear €

- n, benefit
connection is less certain, benef

i L& rd. Many of the
material shows less concern 1D this rega 3
- | eal with procedures

o ir+ies d

traditions of the later authorits asociated With
el (EE ;

which enable Jews to usé things formerly

ideol atry. -

7. Sogcial i

A



236

This CONCEern 1s Never expressed explicitly i
Y in the Mishnah.

gowever; as was observed, it i
5 clearly stated j
tated in other

- y r.- L L]
spurces, primarily in Amoraic traditions., There can b littl
18, e little

guestion that the effect of many of the prohibitionsin th
nsin a

Mishnayoth and Baraithot (i.e.f'q.limf-fpa.le-stinian sources)

was to restrict opportunities for Jews and Gentiles to so-
cialize. Moore even traces the concern for intermarriage
pack to the days of Ezra and Nehemia,5 and calls the con-
cern over assimilation the "origin of Jewish exclusiveness."S
In the Amoraic period, the perceived threat of asgimilation
was not as great as it was previously. This by no means
meant a relaxing of the prohibitions. But the fact cannot
be overlooked that many of the incidents recounted in the
Gemara have to do with rabbis socializing with Gentiles,
both in their own homes and in the homes of non-Jews. It is

alaa alear @n all the material that there were active business

relationships between Jews and Gentiles. Furthermore, it

was seen that several principles_ were accepted with respect

to Gentile food and utensils which broadened the po_.salblllt}’

and business level. Other evi-

for interaction on a social
: y : « pericd may be
dence of increased interaction int the Amoraic P

+ consultind Gentile doctors.

seen in what was said above abou
ot that Jews we
4 the Prominenc.e

re agsociating

It is possible that the f2 S
e) e
more and more with Gentile® increas®

£ 1 ity
concern for arousing gentile enmity

an interesting insight of the waterial

8. Economics:
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studied is the realization of th
. O e role of economi i
b | nomics in
l a y L] L3
people's 1lives. That is, it yag noted, especially b
moraim, that economic considerations would be taken j
Am en into

account by Gentiles tempted to commit immoral acts. A
’ ! « AS

examples, the Gemara holds that a Gentile would not risk
losing the sale of a red heifer by putting a load on it
(which would invalidate it as a sacrifice); Gentiles, it
was salid, would not commit sodomy with their own amimals

if they intend to sell them; Gentiles will not abuse a
Jewish woman being held hostage, because they know her
husband would not pay the ransom money if they did. Further-
more, the prohibition of Gentile goods was a means of
limiting competition. This, to be sure, is counterbalanced
by many of the rulings which permit Gentile goods, thus
encouraging COmpetiticrn.7 1t was also seen that a concern
of the rabbis was Whether or mot a prohibition would cause
economic hardship for Jews. If it did, this might be grounds

for annullihg that decree.

In I Macc. 1l:2 1is found the Jewish argument for

] g A us go and
assimilation into the surrounding culture! Let g

ound us, for since we

make alliance with the peoples ar

y evils have pefallen us." The chap-

separated from them man

hesis indicates that the

ter of Talmud studied iDp this t

ued by the desire of some of their

rabbis of ere plag
is of old were P . do away with the rules and

., i 4 O
Co~religionists to diminish
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regulations which drastically —
Jews off ¢y

people. While not opposed tq increas
ed relations be
tween

Jews and Gentiles, it is clear iy
at the Amoraim wer
e as

adament as the Tannaim that Jews MuUSt protect their reliai
eligious

and cultural integrity. Moore notes that the laws of cl

ean
and unclean and the dietary laws have been perceived as
ways of putting hinderances in the way of Jewish intercourse

with non-Jews. He says, "Of this there is neither internal

nor external evidence."® To Moore, these laws were simply

ancient customs similar to those of other cultures. I must
respectfully disagree with this view. It seems clear, based
on this study, that the preservation of Jewish identity
was the reason for some of the laws restricting Jewish-
Gentile relations. The rabbis recognized the attraction for
Jews of foreign cultures and religions. They felt that free

relations could lead to intermarriage, which would spell

the end of the Jewish people. Therefore, the Amoraim tried

to balance the growing social and business intercourse

: ' ; ai - 4 rein-
between Jews and non-Jews with the maintenance an

forcement of basic restrictions-

' i uite
The price the Jews paid for separation was q
he Jews ... Was

nphe separateness of t 9

high. As Moore says. .
ity toward them.
one of the prime causes of the animosity

g to the antipathy of non-Jews

Other ontributin : _
R jction that Judaism 15 the

nv
toward Jews were the Jewish cO

i 'Ited
h manner in ‘E\'thh Jews asse
aﬂd the

One true religion,

\
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and I do
sot doult. Thak Sone Hatred of Jews oas b atbribused &
Q

the fierce desire of Jews to protect themselves and the
path they chose to achieve that goal. However, we must
keep in mind that several of the restrictions were based
on the belief that because the Noahide laws apply to all
people, Jews must do nothing to cause a non-Jew to violate
them. Moreover, it was seen that fear and distrust lay be-
hind many enactments. Before too much responsibility for
anti-Jewish feelings is placed on Jews, the causes for the

fear and distrust which permeate chapter two of B. Abodah

Zara need to be analyzed.



NOTES

tntroduction

-1.

Part
l -
2--

3

Jacob Lauterbach, "Attitude

; : : _ of the Jew 7 :
Jew," in C.C.A.R. Yearbook (Richmond wﬁ’"’gfg the. Nor-
Press, 1921), p. 204. ¢ VAL Dominican

Ibid.

Moses Mielziner, Introduction to the T
ighi almud .
Bloch Publishing Co., 1968), p. 106, mud (New York

Saul Liebt?rman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New
York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1950),
ps 116

Ibid,, 127.

Ibid., pp. 120-21. See also George Foot Moore, Judaism
in the First Centuries of the Christian Era, 2 vols.

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970}, 1l:362-63.

Hanoch Albeck, nagn 7770 e, vol. 4: Seder Nezikin
(Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1975), p. 322.

See B, Abodah Zara. 8a.

See Albeck,nipgn 2?7170 PP, abodah Zara, p- 322.

Ibid.

I

Rashi, A.Z. 22a, s.V- 17R.

Ibid. . o
: ifice 1
= ] dicat&d as a sacri
' T r an animal dedl 7. 5:1) the
The i ). In the rosefta (A o dedicating
n¥pin (See Glossary at action constitute

: . a 1 £: ~p? The answer
ggezﬁiggllioisgﬁ ;.dolatrous sacrifice " from the
] . that it 4w considEEes Tl g
given 1s £ consecration

time that an act (O Tose
Lieberman points out that the

240

f



L sssss—

241

specify tl_‘re deed which wi
HQ‘.:\TB.V?.r,ilt does say that if g R :
an:l.rrr? { ;E»:_ consecrated) for idﬁlatryn sal.ys, "'Thig
not ;ng; for there.ls no consecratioﬁ'é he has said

(Lieberman, Hellenism, p. 147). Therefc;: J.g,ﬁl worship"
! -2 e con-

: 2o e ETELR
clusion 1s that some act must he

animal for the purpose of offar: Performed on the
; ; offering i : ke
to an idol for the animal to be cgns{i;dzzeg sni?rfi; e
| .

4. Rashl says this means that,
an idol, and they prostrated
Rashi, A.Z. 22b, ad loc.).

"The animal had been made
themselves before it"

~4 - e sa
Soncino Talmud, Abodah Zara, p. 114. aying in The

6. As will be seen, this leniency is qualified below.

7. The word NANIT connotes not only "evil smell," but also,
"moral impurity,” and "lust" (See Jastrow, Dictiomary
of the Targumim, Talmud Babli, Yerushalmi, and Midrashic
Literature, 1975, s.v. ¥BiT1). In the three places this
passage occurs, The Soncino Talmud translates it as
"lust," "lustfulness," and "filthy lust." Because of
the context in Abodah Zara, I have translated it as
"eyil smell."

8. "In the garden of Eden, according to a tr-adition“
(Soncino Talmud, Yebamoth, p. 731, note 14) .

9. That is, the human species. See Jastiow, M‘E%z'
S.v. Npn1T, and The Soncino Talmud, Yebamoth, p. 711,

note 15.

10. Jastrow (Ibid.) adds that it was nahecked through the

influence of religion."

where the three requirements for the

j hat it
without blemish, _
bean.d that na yoke was gver

11. See Numb. 19:2, .
red heifer are that it
have no defects upon 1ty
placed on .it.

: bl NN

12, See Rashi, A.Z. 23bs g.v. An1TIN @719 -

: , .aesion into the

o SR e statemint - add;'ig?f:i? The f:if.gpu_te is

: . iness O B 2 sacrifice or
333115%; gﬁegoitg holiness 18 thgt.oiegance e
Dfegomeihing dedicated for the Wdld -
Temple. ludes
+ and conc

14. Th discusses this last statemen

¥ e Gemara (




15'
le.
17.

18.

19.

20.
2l.

Part

2-

242

that when buying an anima
4 l from a '
e ' Ge )
E:ﬁoihiﬁ tg;sb‘;atﬁhlng by a Jew neegt:ﬁ,i for sacrificial
rth of the mother of the Pi:tﬁggegurﬂ}er
& an )
See Zebahim 1l6b. imal

I Sam. 6:10.

The Mishnah, trans. Herbert D
versity Press, 1974), p. 53:4',.anby (London: Oxford Uni-

For more on the law of Tin»»

: see P . : :
of the Eighteen Things. art Five, the discussion

In our text the attribution is, "Rab Judah in the name
c:E_Samuel. .." However, in the two other places where
this block of material appears--B., Kiddushin 80b and
B. Sotah 7a--Rab Judah guotes Rab.

Rashi, A.Z. 25b, s.v. fvm,

B. Hullin 9la, Tosefta, A.Z. Ch. 3.

II.

Soncino Talmud, Abodah Zara, P- 130.

Rabbenu Nissim points out the reason given in the Pal-

estinian Talmud for this rule. There it says a Jewish

woman may not nurse a Gentile infant, ."for she would

be giving him life." See Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi,

A.Z. 7a; S.Vs [?K.

Rebbenu Hansnel compents (.3. 262, ad Lore) O e

lical support for the position N2t 3. In that

Jewish infants can be founc tings, "And kings

verse the prophet Sa}f’stﬁf (s;eggélihe;rgqtrledns thy nursing
ter Ifa 1er : hat

;gi;irge(?g?i%?'“ 1t should also k;e ;lwomted out t

Rabbenu Nissim says -

tended "in times of danger: ree the child. See Rabbenu

Jewish woman avaflilable ;g n:d e
Nissim to Alfasi, B8« & i
of the Jev poward the Non .

Lauterbach, vattitude
p. 202,
Rashi, A.Z. 26a, ad. loc.

Abodah Zarar p. 131. Jastrow

The Soncino Talmud,




——

10.
11.

12.
13
14.

13,

16.
17.
18..
19.

20.
21.

&2

23,

\

243

(M, S.V. aar) translatea-

nursing." "become ungainly by

Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, a.z. 7
- - i 5

V. nPma.
Lauterbach, "Attitudes of
pp. 232-33, note 62. the Jew Tovard the Non-ew,®
Joseph S. Bloch, Israel angd the Nations, trans. pr

Leon Kellner (Berliin: Benjamin Hargz, 1927), p. 181
' . -

See Danby's translation of The Mishnah, p. 342, note 1
r L] r '

The text of this Baraitha which Alfasi, Rabbenu Hananel

and Rabbenu Nissim had included apikorsim i "14
in the 1

oi thog.cte that should be cast.into but not pulled o::t

of a pit.

See also Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A.Z. 7b, ad loc.

See The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 131, note 6.

Rashi, A.2. 26b, s.¥. 711ax™nY.

That is, to fulfill the mitzvah of circumcision. I use
the word milah to denote more than the mere operation
of removing the foreskin.

See Menahot 42a.

In Menahot, instead of 071213 Ta1y the text reads 'R,

See The Soncino Talmud, A.Z., P 132, note 4.

s reputation just to

Who would not risk damaging b 27a, S.V. AMDIA K9

mutilate a Jew. See Rashi, A.Z.J
and Tosafot, A.Z. 27a, S.V. X314

Tosefta A.Z. ch. 3.
Mt. Gerizim; see

i d
For a discussion ofISamgr;:ﬁ_lsigzs gistory of the Jews,
\ng:]l:? 'g?'riﬂélen Times Part 2 Phigg?}arppp. 26-35.
Publication Society of America

. ad loc.
See Rashi, A.Z- 27a he Soncino ralmud,

- In T s
ads 71113, Tte WMonich
The text of the Egmgraizeis pointed out t at
A.Z., p. 134, no '

Manuscript has 711Y3A.

P



part.

L dos

-

10 o

11

12.

&3.

14,

\

244

LEX

Albeck, NI¥n 2170 apy, 2
— M A.7., P. 329, g

. V., n]?ll, 1177,

See also P. Shabbat 14‘31. 3

The Soncino Talmud, Shabbat

t B 569: note g,
His Scriptural support is E : .
Israel's rebelliousness, 2ek. 2:3, which speaks of

Shabbat 116a, s.v. g A,
According to the reading in armamp WIIpT
"Identified with Suchnin,

Battauf in Galilee...
note 3.

: north'cf the plain of EL
The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 85,

The words in quotation appear in the Munich Manuscript,
They were obviously censured from our printed text,
which has the akward reading: 193 78 37¥71 Tnx nkYm

10¥ ®?13p, As the Tosafot point out (A.Z. 17a, s.v.apy?1),
this Jacob carmot be the same Jacob in the story found in
A.Z. 27b, because of the time span between R. Ishmasel
and R. Ellezer,

Note that it is not a negative reference to Jesus. R.
Eliezer's crime, as he understood it, was that he
listened to the halakha attributed to Jesus and er;ljoyed
it. Moreover, he had no refutation of it. He realizes
that his error was enjoying something taught by a min,
and that he listened long enough to hear his halak-h.}-c-:
discussion. For the interpretation of this passage

am indebted to Dr. Jakob Petuchowskl.

P, Shavbat 14%,

| n con-
Bloch, Israel and the Nations, D- 34, For more on

jurations, see Mt. 71:22; LK. L

See also A.Z. 543 Yoma 85b, Sanh. 742

. q \ ; :a S...v' 1’[1 JA
Rashi points out (A.Z- zgré_at external

: _ rantile to 2’ eatment 1is
BLtped. tor 2 Gentl-lgew can detect if theutrpo'ison instead
belng ?1511)18: thiamﬁl'?-r if the doctor -zn S s A
zgsgicmisr}egﬁaimn on the wound, he ¢ ;

i ope - :
poison.

) that it is per-
injuries because,

T .
Rashi, A.Z. 28a, S.v. WIX®

o ————————



V—' \

15.

16.

17-

18‘

19.

245

that there is agreement that it f:rzg:ag;éui;t:eimsd
ra itiono

See B. Sanh. 19a.

. _ : : cumcision ;
Gentile who is a publically regognizggrggmed by a
permitted. pert is

T}:;is,ls 1':he second reference in this chapter to th
distinctive trouble minim caused the Jews Furthe -

it is another indication that to the redac;tdr a mﬂwre'
could have been a non-Jew. In the context, it would
certainly be justified to say this, since the discussion
involves the gimilarities between the cases of R. Johanan
and R. Abbahu seeking medical treatment. -

These locks were worn by Roman and Greek youths of the
upper class, and were offered to the gods on arriving
at puberty. See Mishnah A.Z. 1:3, Deut. Rab. 5.2, Lev.
Rab. S23. The rabbis were also aware of the custom of
offering hair to Kemosh. See Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael
to Ex. 20:5.

IV

Albeck, napn 7110 Ne¥, B.Z., P. 329, s.v. 1770,

Rashi, A.Z. 29b, S<v. 1P 0YE.

n11iyl.
Albeck, nagn 110 awe , A.Z., p- 330 s.v. 17112% MY

See Ps. 106:28.

Bloch, Israel and the Nations, P 3l.

Albeck, nign 10 ngg, A.Z.P- 323.

Ibid-' p. 330, s.v_ ]?1“1” 1”‘”717-

18wy however, Was not

5 ha : be.ne.fit may
e gozﬁzttit was decided thazbzgk holds that
be de-rl.VEd from £0 the MiShnah.t‘? {Albeck' Ibld-!
that was added later fshmael's opinion

sages disagree with R.
Pp. 330.

t this Vv

—



10.
11.

12.

1
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19
20.
21.

22.

23.

24,

25,

26 -

27.

Albeck, 3P0 70 fww |

246

d 1“.

AIZ. P- 330' S-V.

)
; 11 1
Rashi, A.Z. 29b, s.v,07333 e TN A71yn naoyp,

1Y 1o,

R. Joshua discusses

: . W 4 grammatica] TR
of Songs 1:2. The specifics are no_ﬁt}ugstlon about Song
discussiomn,. - ilmportant to our

Mielziner, Introduction to the Talmud
i ¥ '

_ pp. 152-53,
Ihide,; P. 153,

On page 32b of A.Z. R. Jud

. ! »&4. R. Judah b. Bathyra deri

this verse the law that the sacrifice to idﬂisdfr?m.
by overshadowing. Gesiles

See Mielziner, Introduction to the Talmud, pp. 147-50

Ibid- r pp- 147‘43-
Ibid., p. 149,

See The Soncino Talmud, A.2%., p. 147, note 10.

Rashi, A.Z. 2%b, s.v. 2917078 DIen.

Rashi, A.Z. 30a, s.V. NI77733 nanan .

t alontith is a mixture of old
balsam, and was drunk before
p keep warm. See B. Shabb. 140a.

The Gemara explains tha
wine, clear water,; and
leaving a bath house to hel
Rashi says this mixture consists of two parts water to
one part wine. (A.Z. 30a, SV AR

It seems that this principle only agp}ii-s
primarily water, that 2 snake will orilitk,
period of time during which Veno

to liguids,
and for the

See. B. Shabbat 129a, 1560

: Ay pnals 5.V
Translating 7N0R a5 Jastrow does (P&g%' reference
NnN) . From the context it % ks, =
is to drinking water: _
: concern is not
note put rather it

It is interesting to e B
that the non-Jew seeks to

is strictly hy gienic.

L R——



247

28. Introduced with the forp
accounts, BNT Na'R, ula for such conflicting

29. The law prohibiting wmcovereq 14
texts related to the topic
continues with a remark Hoank

: D thre _ :
do not become prohibited due to b:‘;n;ﬂl)gitof wine that
I am passing over thig - Sl e

55 Ve ~and other such assag
to the issues with which T am concernedpin':igliz E-;-gi:ted

quids is only in certain con-
of this thesis. The Gemara

30. Raba was the head of the academy at Mahuza.

31. I am skipping the digression into different liquids
that come‘under‘the prohibition of uncovered liquids.
and the discussion of snake venom (30b, top, to the
bottom of the page). '

32. The Sconcino Talmud, A.%., p. 153, note 7.

33. Rashi, A.Z. 30b, s.v. {3100 axnw.

34. The Soncinc Talmud, A.Z., p. 153, note 9, says to see
Tosafot to Pesahim l4a, s.v. 83T, for an explanation
of the necessity for a minimum guantity to communicate
defilement.

35. Rashi, A.Z. 3la, s.v. A¥IA1 110N 02177 00D,

36. Rashi, A.%. 3la, ad loc.

ion by adding that the Jew either

- hi a condit -
3%. Beshi mxtegds tbe om or seals his wine (A.Z. 3l1a,

is given a key to the xo
S.V, NI 197 17 TN«
38, The Gemara continues with a note praising EhisaihnZigEg:é
Thé. ESse.nt:e of the comment is that if onzhé;e G
question, one need only 9o to kas pl.aceas the case in
scholar lives. Lf he is not there .(astwthe time--See
st e B Kappﬁajwaﬁigeg?sz-iple-s will know
Rashi, A.Z. 3la, s.V- Tl re -
the answer.

39. Rashi, A.Z. 3la, ad loc- ;
| FT i rgion. See
_ on the first Ve
40. He does not comment at allad_ Heniny

his commentary, B.%. 3la, L
Raba's answer to

i involves . :
41, The conclusion of this sugyg]_l:rithin a seal?" He gives

mn i e 2 = x
Loe dnaet o Wgat l}? Z :eal. gee the middle. of 3la
three examples of sSuch ©

\ /—-




M

42.

43.
44.

45.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

51.

52,

53.

54.

248

"probably Borkeos on th
: : e boun
Judea mentioned in Josephus %2;1' between Samaria and
soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 155: HEE':' éII, 3, 5..." The
’ i Sa

see Rashi, A.Z. 3la, ad loc.
Tosafot, A.Z. 3la, s.v.nminp.

Introduced.by the formula £ :
Wphere is no COntradiction,gr such a resolution, N7gp R¥=-

Rashi, A.Z. 31b, s.v. 1y .
Rashi, A.Z. 31lb, s.v. WK 772 A%
Tosafot, A.Z. 3lb, s.v. 71N,
Rashi, A.2. 31b, s.v. nnn mwn.

Rashi says, "It is accepted that snakes do not drink
beer from vats." A.Z. 31b, s.V. 127%AR N1 1IN

Rabbenu glananel says (A.Z. 31b, ad loc.) that this is
done so that the barrels do not burst when the beer

ferments.

Rashi, A.Z. 31b, s.v. X0 19¥nT NINKI.

In A.Z. 35b this statement is attributed to R. Hanina.

Tosafot, A.Z. 31lb, S.V- 2.

55. Rashi, A:Z. 3lb, S.V. N1ATNT .

56.
52s

58.

39,

60.

* IN7INNR.
Albeck, nign 2110 vy , A.Z. P 329, s.v. 177 W7

Ibid., s.v. 73’71 Pt
- : e
Whenever Rab Dimi has been c:.teg in ;l;;iﬁe‘:;:?hghcame
introductory formula has been., his révides added
(from Palestine). said..." HETOr 1t lou£1,d pe expected
credibility to his comment, gt 13 ge more informed
that a Palestinian authc_:nty wgulestinﬂ-

about something pertaining to ¥a

lazed and ungla will be discussed

Pitchers, both 9

below. .
ngur best wine is

£
R. Joshua b. Levi <:w:nnllrlﬁﬂr}t'-sA“;ﬁ"'iI sba, ad loc.) explain®

like their third." Rashi il
that "their third" means the drt

/



249

third time the shards are s0aked |
Gl, Rashi; A.Z. 32&, S.V. H"T ,"y

62. The text of the CGemara

: 2 adds in ; ”
is according to the one who PEIII:EiEZEhES;E: The law
. e

Hashas indicates that R, aAg . e Masoret
15 spparent that thess o her b. Jehiel said that it

ords should not be read,

63. It is unclear why the Gemara
leather bottles, from which, like ¢ i
: he pit
sages ruled benefit may be derived. Thgs 323‘53'&2
closely relate to the present dispute over leather
bottles. Perhaps the pitchers are mentioned because,
being made of pottery, there is a relationship with

Hadrianic earthenware, which is the general topic under
discussion.

does not use the case of

64. Rabbenu I}-an-anel, A.Z. 32a, ad loc.

65. Rashi, A.Z. s.v. 171 7a12 17¢ ype, This explanation is
also found in the Palestinian Talmud's comment to
Rabban Gamaliel's statement. Lieberman said that the
rabbis had in mind the rites of the mysteries of Demeter,
Attis, and Cybele. He also cites the descript:'!.on of
these rites by Clement of Alexandria: "The drink of
bile, the extraction of the hearts (of the victims) and
unspeakable obscenities..." Lieberman says further,
“"This extraction of the living heart from the sacrifice
is not known to have been practiced in the regula.r rites
of idolatry. It was most probably conmected with the
oriental mystery worship” (Lieberman, Hellenmism, . - -

pp. 119-120).

66. Rashi, A.z. 32b, ad loc. The Tosafot -2 ey
N3 ) give the reason for stating t an b. Gamaliel?
according to the view Of R-abba_n_SimiE. eneral rule,
o .sincé the Amoraim did not have iigl teaches in
'in any place where R. Simeol P they had to

our Mishnah, the law rests with him,

decide in accordance with him. to their
. 4 , t gifts to
6 : rabbis reportedl¥ S270 Ty inks they
s g:nt?gz ;g?;nzgm?m their fesuvals'rzlflc‘:ltl idolaters in
; " +hey knew that ey e h cites as evidence

did so, “for they eligious law." Bloc nt a present to
the sense of the Y. ¥ ., .t R. Judah S€O- € -5 ow
A.Z. 64b, where it sag{'s festivals and saids

: e of B this passage
a Gentile on oneé it jdolatrys" ﬁﬂiiﬁ'and made the

that he does not comm R. :

' ame as 7 h, Israe
says that R&b: d;?{p ﬁfnsms action, See BLoch: el
same comment tO

___/’—_';————-




68.
69.
70.

71.

72

13

74.

75.

164

i

78.

79.

80.. “Rabbenu.Hananel -

81'

82,

83.
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and the Nations, pp. 30-31

The Soncino Talmud, A,g7. P- 160, note 1
[ . .

See Rashi, A.Z. 32b, s.v, "\31 nemn oy,

See The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 160, note 2
Mg :

above, the same verse yielded thi '

) ' L is analogy: "J

anef.lt may be der:.ve;:l from things pe.-rta?.?w.ing zcs)ttiz 5
dead, 80 may no benefit be derived from their sacrifices."

c.f. A.Z. 6b, where this verse is used as Scriptural
support that one should not offer wine to a Nazir nor
a torn limb to a "son of Noah." It is forbidden both
for the Nazir to drink wine and for the "children of
Noah" to eat a limb torn from a living animal. Like-
wise, in our Mishnah it is the Jew's action which will
be taken as contributing to the non-Jew's act of idol
worship. See also A.Z. 22a.

See Rabbenu I'ia_nan.el, A.Z. 33a, ad loc.

The Baraitha could be read, "old and lined skin bottles."
My understanding is based on Rashi, who commented that
old skin bottles have absorbed wine (and tl}erefore_ are
forbidden), and if they are pitched, even if wine was
only in them once, the pitchers will have absorbed

some. See Rashi, A.Z. 332, &V, 17891101 07387,

Rashi, A.Z. 33a, ad loc.

Rashi, A.Z%Z. 33a, ad loc. The wine. therefore, does not

render the flask forbidden.

Since the wine could be thoroughly absorbed,
to Rashi (A.Z. 33ay ad loc.) .

according

AQZ- 333.; ad 100'

Rashi, A.Z. 33a, 8-V» ny'Y nyne

A.Z- 33a. ad loc.
3 Ty
33 s.v. 1011 v 177 12107 jnia 0712}
Rashil’ A-Z. a, o B

P21 1N 17X 13107 i 9B o
jons of the i R' Johana-r.lu«-"
The text has two versl -4 in the name of R. ]

said..." and "R. pssi sal ke an interesting
syn1 ) ma :
: Jo ) S.Vs= N
The Tosafot (A.Z- 33

/




84.

85.

86.

B7.

88.

89.
90.

13 W

92,

i

94;
95».
96.

97.

98.

99,
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ent. Th 8 ; i
Z?lngabina e%agay shat in all disputes hetye,

Lna, Aha holds the strict vi etween Rab Aha

the lenient, and that the 1ay ie ;o 'reW and Rabina'

Rabina. Therefore, i

i the Gema o on y ;
that the dispute we have béigreneeded'

Rashi, A.Z. 33b, s.v.0N7 089 xn3Tm

But the 'En Mishpat Ner m

itzvah - _—
before the view of Raba. h has its note indicator

RaShi, A-Z- 33b, S Ve aine 'un'; 1-'”. |

Be-Mikse was "a fronteir town between Babvl i
; n bet 5 _ "
(The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 164, note 1) o ool

Rabbenu Hananel (A.Z, 33b, ad loc.) explains the reason
for numbers 4 and 5 as being that these vessels "...are
not used for storage.. That is, it is not customary
for a person to fill them and leave them in storage.
for a long time. Rather, (they fill them) for a short
while and then drink from them..." This being the case,
they may be rinsed with water and then are permitted.

See The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 164, note 4.

Rashi, A.Z, 34a, s.v. 170M1 1p20eR 1.

"Ganazaka, identified with Shiz, S.E, of the Urmia
lake, N.W. of Persia! (The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. P.

note 8.

165,

Rashi, A.%Z. 34a, s.v. 171mh gin 7Py DTIY NKT.

hi d Tosafot
The Soncino Talmud translates “YeaS’_f-“ Ra:z-lIaEgVé
(R.%. 34a, S.V.NTTNT) understand X717

translated it.

1 NUAK.
See Rashi and Tosafot, A-2- 34b, S.¥

RaIShir A.%Z. 34b, SV« IR Gkl
Zix 34b, S.Ve
g a type of fish

p?7110.

See also Tosafot, A- preserved

Sees the next Mishnah. This 1

in brine. & 2},13 of a pint.

o a 1og:
A measurement about it ™ ccording to The
[ .Dn' a e
T Of O.Ilgl
In the non-Jewish count {66; note /-

Soncino Talmud, A-Z- P
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h 100. Rashi, A.Z. 34b, s.v., xmiyy
101. Rashi, A.Z. 34b, ad loc.

102. In B. Yoma 1l0a this city is i Ll ;
E. Asia Minor. ¥ 1s identified with Tubal in

103. Rashi, A.Z. 34b, s.v. 797721 172 na723 190K n 2amn,

104. C.f. B. Yebamot 60b, 119a; B. Bekoroth 19h

6a, 1llb. » 42b; B. Hullin

105. Jastrow:(Dict?onary, S.V. RU1I¥?n) translates, "takes in-
to consideration the possibility of the rarer cases."

106. My explanation is based on Rashi (A.Z. 34b, ad loc.).
That he mentions rennet indicates that he sees a rela-
tionship between R. Simeon b. Lakish's reason and R.
Joshua's second reason for the prohibition. To Rashi,
the concern was the animal from which the rennet was
taken.

107. From the context in B. Sanh. 60b the issue seems to
' involve a Jew who doeg various acts for jdolatrous
puUrposes.

| 108. Tosafot, A.%Z. 34b, s.v. 72

109. Rashi, A.Z. 34b, s.v.i0INR.

here that dung and rennet are

110. ' pt in mind :
0. It should be kept ame category with respect to

understood to be in the s
this discussion.

111. Rabbenu Hananel, A.Z. 353, ad loc.

o | |
112. Rashi says Rab Dimi means py "your beloved oOnes foe
Seribes. A.%Z. 35a, 8-V 17717 11T,

113. 'I'his trans]_ation iS bY JaStrOWr Dictiona.r, S-V..'!Eﬂ'lo

114, Rashi, A.Z. 35a; ad 10G.

~,) is inter-
115, Rabbenu Hananel's somment (A.Z. 35;.gdoig§r3:3d' i
it He o atdthi t?;gzdttilie Torah's secrets
Ishmael was a young studen-s 1

= Ter thi-S

wer not revea ] ed un t‘:i 1 thBY- QIE‘W Up« ! How.ever, y

mlil . a4 - Gemara u.nderstands 1 =28
sses the point,

at least as the

116. Rashi, A.Z. 35a, S-V X278 NBTT.

=l




117.
118.
119.
120.

121.

1225
123.

124.

_The Soncino. Talmud, A«Z. Pe

Rashi, A.Z. 35ar ad. loc.
See the next Mishnah,

Rabbenu Hananel, a,z. 35b, ad loc

the fact that Mishnah Hullin B:5 ja 1. A @
Mishnah. The_rg.ason_is'that, “Asmizhgglﬁlgggg ;Etthe'
-?rgm-_ its position® (e.f. B. .Yebamot 10a), i.e Grnngge
it has be‘en recorded, it remains a teaching e;r:m though
the law has subsequently been changed, | .

According to the Bah we should read"Rab Nahman."
Tosafot, A.Z. 35b, s.v. 7180n.
Rabbenu Hananel comments that "...the prohibition of

orlah extends to all benefit" (A.Z. 35b, ad loc.). See
also Danby's translation of The Mishnah, p. 89, note 1.

v

The Gemara does not discuss numbers 6 and 7.
Rashi, A.Z. 35b, S.v- JhEa AP 1708 1377 1°27 e
Tosafot, A.Z. 36a, 5.V. WK,

Rashi, A.Z. 35b, ad loc.

Rashi, Beza l6a, S.V. g71331 ?7iwa mipn @A 17N.
Rashi, A.Z. 38a, §.v. 1127Th.

Tosafot, A.Z. 38a, S.V. N

.V. 131 npuip n7a7a.
Albeck, pawn 170 qww , A.Z. P 331, s.V

172.

Tbid., p. 172. 5ee note 6.
9p ATHY.
- - 331, s.v-mwAI7
Albeck, miwn, A.Z. P = e s

1
Herm ' - ion to the T2
ermann Strack, Introductl 3

(New York: Atheneul, L
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13. Rashi, A.Z. 35b, ag loc.

14. Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v.

nazyr,

15. Rabbenu Hananel, a.j. 36a, ad loc
16. Simlal was apparently sent out
of R. JUdah'Hes:i.'a's bet dinuzogge:ﬁg;nf_ﬁ the decree
Gentiles. S%mlal "seems €o have Biden & rae-cn.]. of
of Jgdah I1's enterouage, and when the ll:'atxslﬂent member
part%ct-lla.i:_rly‘controversial decision, §iml ter made a
to Nisibis, in Babylon, in order to al was sent

£ad transmit it to th
local authorities" (Encyclopaedia : _ o the
s.v. "Simlai."). 1lopaedia Judaica, 1974 ed.,

17. The Mishnah, trans. Danby, p. 100,

18 - E - g - F Danby r Blackma:‘ ! Albeck L

19. For some of the traditional conjectures, see The Mishnah,
trans. Danby, p..100, note 11, Albeck, nmien, Moed, p.
406, note to Mishnah Shabbat 1l:4. See also B. Shabbat
13b-1l4a.

20. Rashi, A.Z. 36a, ad loc.

21. According to Rashi (A.Z. 36a,ad loc.) R. Judah and his
court.

22. Also guoted by the Gemara is the Scriptural support
brought for this statement by R:. Adda bar Ahaba.

23. The Mishnah, trans. Danby, p. 803, paragraph 20.

| -eXi e
24. "In line with the rabbinic concept of the piﬁeeﬁﬁﬁﬁmn
of the Torah and its institutions prior to

3 were accordingly
at Sinai, Shem's 'tents’ (Gen. 9°27)demy with which

% . : SRR ca
identified as a beit-midrash--an 2 ame
: : pently bec
Eber, Shem's great-grandson, o a bet-din®

associated, and which also se:;:;ed :Sv. ot
(Encyclopaedia Judaica, 1974 ed-» =-
und in Numb. 25:6-9.

1 e fo .
25. A Biblical example of this cav b«es und 10 "% Woses,
In that passage, & zealot'execute 'who Fad sexual
an Israelite and a Midianite woman

relations.

is here
. ¢ in the Talmud 18 7
this court N = L. & to it here
26. The only mentign Ofmere the law ascrlgs,-gral theories
and B. Sanh. 82a, {+. There are S ary court
is also attributed to -

about its origins. I




’——\

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32«

33.
34.
35.

36.

a7,

38.
39-
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established early in +

e s he Hasmon
likely was created after they were iﬁvgcléérbuﬁfhm
- Al e

most likely solution of th

TSl _ OL the proble i
that the. Hasmonean court 'was the gri{ovgt;tscoun i1

the Hasmoneans at the peak of their power,' Ifc:_h.ef.

S0, _the Hagmonean court was established by s T
towar:.fl the.end_ of his reign, or by his .Sﬂi Al '
Yannai during his stru ; ing ; siRugar

(Encyclopaedia Judaica
DER™ Y.

In B. Berachot 4a David is said to have been a halakhic

authgrity and ab bet din. The law of TI*? is also
attributed to his court in B. Sanh. 21b.

In our text the name given is "Joseph the Permitter,"
but in the Mishnah it is "Jose."

The sugya closes with a discussion about the two

Mishnayoth mentioned above, which will not be discussed

because they are not relevant to my topic.

See Ezra Zion Melammed, Eshnav Hatalmud (Jerusalem:
Kiryat-Sepher, 1976), p. 17, $.V.NIJ0UK,

The term used to identify the non-Jew in the Beza
passage is 77121,

s.v. 07133 ?71ea own 0A3 77N. Dr. Cohen's

Rashi, Beza l6a, "small fish when

translation (The Soncino Talmud}, “SmE ]
salted (by heathens) do not come within [t-hle law Egd
what is prohibited) on account of having been co@
by heathens," reflects Rashi's interpretation.

Rabbenu Hananel, Beza 16a, ad loc.

Jastrow, Dictionary, S.V. KIPIL

_ : ote 3.
See The Soncino Talmud, A.%. P- 185,

eerl the
Which, being tender, couldlhaKezb n cooked by
Gentile's action. See Rashi, A.Z. B
See BH.
of R. Johanan. i
mihat he cooked his food

An outlaw who lived in the t;
Shabbat 20a, where Rashlts_irartlz
one-third of the pnormal t1ime.

Tosafot, A.Z. 18b, S.V. NN =

A.Z. ps 187« note 3.

The Soncino Talmud,

origins) is

38a, S«V. 77118 pran O,

(—

J—___—r
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41.
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43.
44.

45.
46.

47.

48.

49,

50 °
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53.

54,

23,
56.
B
58.

59 -
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_ - 118 got R. Zebid iy
As a consequence of speaking yp, helntﬂ deep trouble.
drink of sour wine and gdieq. ¥as given a spicea

Ra,s.hi, A.Z. 38]3; ad 10(_3.

VEReXR 18 Mo unelesy thing that small,? says Rashi (Ibid )
z_motl:xe; accepted view is that a Jey may assume without
inguiring that such a pot has not been used in the last
twenty-four hours. ¥

TDSE’:lfOt; F&.Z. 3Bbr S.V. 1”.,

The Gemara (38b) remarks after this that his teacher '
was Levi, probably R. Levi, who, like Assi, was a
pupil of R. Jochanan,

This is the common reference to Abba bar Abba.

The reason they forbade it was because vinegar is added
to it because it is so sweet, according to Rashi, A.Z.
38b, ad loc.

Rashi (Ibid.) says this is true because in this case
they do neot add vinegar.

If for no other reason, because of the prohibition of

Gentile wvinegar. |
A.7Z. 38b, ad loc.

A.Zz, 15b.
n that, according to the first ver-—

For the same reaso 4 Levi prohibited it.

sion, Samuel's father an "

ninion 1 e view that
According to Alfasi, gamuel's opinlon is th
prevailed.

According to Rabbenu Hananel.

: i
; . Wwige or vinegal-
(A.Z- 14b) reads: "Wl

The Rif's Mishnah

Rashi, A.Z. 38b, ad 1oC-

] n's
not mention it, R- Johanal

Though the Gemara does

//' = a5 =




60.

61l.

62.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

70.
el
T8

73.

Part
;o
2-
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gigwhcgntgagict? the in the Sl s
rived from Gentile yj DO benefit may be gew
oi7? one, Her whether it is 1?7 or i

"A fish of the anchovy « - .
A.Z. p. 150, note S)YY pecles” (The Soncing Talmud,

I am.skipping a block of material
chasing drops of asafoetida fropm g
in gquestion.

that discusgses pur-
ews whose status is

Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A.%Z. 16a, s.v. n"an,
Rashi, A.Z. 39b,.s.v. AT n13700

Rashi, A.Z. 39b, ad loc.

Rabbenu Hananel, A.Z. 39b, ad loc.

Alfasi, A.Z. lé6a.

Ibid.

It is interesting to note that Alfasi (A.Z. 16a) ruled
in accordance with Rab, but with changes. That is, he
Substitutes "pieces of fish" for "milk" as one of t}l:e )
items sufficiently protected by one seal. He does, how
ever, decide as Rab did about bread.

Jastrow, Dictionary, S.v. n?7711970.

The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 193.

15 . . 1IN,
Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A.Z. l6a, s.V 1

Meir's Mishnah was one of

According to tradition, R. Judah Hanasi. R. Judah was

the main sources used by R.  «hnah collections in
supposed to have used thirteen Mlsml\led. 4la, P. Horayoth

i1i i B. Sanh. 86a, B. ' in the
§¢:I>r;p141.;gg g;s-hseguttmanm Rabbinic Judalsm 27
r . 3 o

Making, p. 237ff.

VI
30p, §.v. P00 Yo 7.
B

According to Rashi, A.Z.
17710,

- 5.V
Albeck, nawn, A.Z. p. 331732

|
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'1. Rashi' AOZD 39b]‘ S.V. ,K..w, 1'1,

4. Tosafot, A.Z. 39b, s,v, xp

5. See Mishnah Shabbat 1:4, B. Shabbat 13 ££
6. For the full discussion on this issue see B Shab

- « 17a.
7. Rashi, A.Z. 39b, s.v. 1303,

8. See B. I;lullin-SQa.

9. The pelamys is a species of t .
Talmud, A.Z. p. 197, note 6}.unny fish (The Soncino

10. Rashi, A.Z. 40a, s.v. X970 ¥y "m 1v¥a.

11. Rashi, A.Z. 40a, s.v.nm¢ ma7nnea.

12. Rabbenu Hananel, A.Z. 40a, ad loc.

13. Tosafot A.Z. 40a, s.v. NTM,

14. Rashi, A.Z..40a, s.v. nnmne a17an.

15. Rashi, A.Z. 40a, s.v. K7 070N,

16. Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A.Z. 1l6b, s.v. Knv¥a,

17. See Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Ma'achalot asuroth, ch. 3.

18. Tosafot, A.Z. 40a, s.V. 1IN

s.v.]?p787) verifies what
of the .analysis of this
be eaten uncooked. He pomts "
ooked, pressed, and preserved,
ant of being cooked by
n raw.

19. Rashi's comment (A.Z. 40b,
was said at the beginning
Mishnah, that locusts may
out that they are usually ©
but are not prohibited on acco
a Gentile because they can be eate

A.2. ch. 5) it says wine
ir appearance.

is sprinkled
20, In the Tosefta (

on them to improve the
21. A-.Z. Ch. 51-

22, A.2. 17b.

1 d Methodol
di ic an
. Louis Jacobs, Studies in Talmudic Lo

T —




3.
4.

10.
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(London: Valentine, Mitchell. -
p. 125. 1ell, and co., 1ig,
r 1961),

Ibid. ¢+ P> 91.
Ibid.

For a full discussion of the i
Jacobs, Studies, pp. 127-31. duestion-answer form, see

gee Moore, Judaism, 1:19f,
Thids., Be 19

See Louis Ginzberg, "The Significance of the H

. : : alach
for Jewish History," in On Jewish Law and Lore ?ﬁeﬁ
York: Atheneum, 1970), pp. 80-88.

Moore, Judaism, 1l:21.
Ibid.
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—ancovered, especially water,

GLOSSARY

21y7as The law forbidding liquids that have be
ey en left

The law reflects the con-

cern that a snake may have drunk frop Wb Theuih
-A4u1d and

ieft venom in it,

qpin 1a: Literally, "sojourner-pro ’ ,
for a non-Jew who ol_)serves tEe zz}fizeiawzhﬁftﬁﬁm 1;1 used
of b}oah. By renouncing idolatry, he may acquiree (g‘ ldren
citizenship in Eretz Israel., See Sanh 96b: Gittin ;I;;ted)
A.Z. 64b. As opposed to a 1vIn 1a,a pry 1; isac 1'
convert to Judaism. plete

axin: This word means enjoyment, pleasure, benefit. A pro-
hibition which includes nX3i means that a Jew may in no
way benefit or profit from the forbidden item, i.e., he
may not sell it, give it as a gift, or use it in any other

way.

71n: A Haber is a member of an orgainized fraternity of
~——Pharisees. They imposed strict duties on themselves, and
were particularly rigid in their observance of the Law,
especially the levitical laws. |

101 17?: The verb 1P1 means to pour off a li..ha‘ii:{l-n'lg; ;”
is wine that is forbidden due to_the__ manipula i0
Gentile suspected of dedicating it for idolatrous purposess

or when it is known to have occurred. |

1?17: This is a meeting place, market, oF a!‘“g::;iflgfgtgig
erally dedicated to a deity. Hence, Rashi
an idolatrous market.

aritans. In

IN13: A Cuthie is a member of the SECtdof» izﬁsorshig, the
editions of the Talmud published unde 112, 013
e . kes the place of 1%

word Cuthie frequently ta
1’n, ete., and vice versa.

an expert:

ANDin: Refers to someone skilled, s
grom Judaismi

apo st ates;

strayed rine. S5ee
m: These are Jews whi 33‘:?1&/0; pelief ar;d diizi Deubin 69b:
giti?ﬁogggti‘?: J;gi'il;c:ti 11a; Sanhedril Ave o
N ; to set asit=s
" an
; " ut off, 5 imal get
D¥? n: From the verb meaggﬁgzazg,cit means anl

In chapter two of AbO
aside for a sacrifice.

i
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g»317h: Jewish heretics or Sectaria
. + = & ns.
ﬁfer to Paullne__ Chr:.st:.ans, JEWisthﬁr 1l:err.n also can
non-Jewish heretics., See Hullin 13a,p. Eg;gﬂ:'land even
’ at 16a,
n111pn: Informers, traitors. +hos ,
—the hands of the Roman gévernmzn:ho delivered Jews intg

M17K DIV "For the sake of Preventing ill-feeling,®
n9711: Strictly used, it is a permitted spepie
cie
~ that was not s]l.aughtered‘properly, or Eat siazghtered
at all. A forblddi_en species is called nanv anna. Often
however, nebelah is used to indicate a forbidden a_nimai

animal

p1?7 OND: Drdinar:'y wine of non-Jews which has not been
suspected of be%ng used for idolatrous purposes. From
one of the meanings of onp, namely,"something unknown."

0?3313 Ti11Y: The verb Tiy means "to use" and "to worship.”
It especially denotes"to use for idolatrous purposes,”
S0, 0712313 T11Y means idolater. It is the term found in
the Talmud for non-Jew. The censors used it instead of
other words that were considered offensive. Therefore,
it is difficult to determine whether it means "idolater,"”
"Christian," "Roman pagan," etc. in a particular context.
See the Introduction for an explanation of my translation
of the term.

L1l
n121y: The singular 7117y means "nakedness, “sl.:ame'“ “1§wdnessr
Tobscenity." Also, it means "incest," and "a woman orl-ainit .
bidden to a man (and vice versa) on account of consang Y
» - - 1 S.
M1TX 7179: The red heifer used for purification ceremonie
See Numb. 19.

: " . with, " "copulate with,"

A¥?11: From the verb meaning "to lle"wﬁ"::é ¢ P i el

"to have connection with a beast, ommi

: i nguished
M: Medical treatment for animals. AS distingu

from:

Mpsa 218973: Medical treatment for humans -

n
11}
eans obscenity,
N199n: From nan, meaning "foulness. Thettgzzunr!s at idolatrous
" "debauchery, " often referring to wha
festivals.
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