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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 

r abbis regarding Jewish-Gentile relations. Also , a complete 

chapter of Talmud (consisting of thirty-eight pages) was 

selected in o rder 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 t hat 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 Arnoraic 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· fo:tlo~ :- tfie·::.G~Itta:ta as it 

discusses various topics. Moreover, they help the reader 

understand the relationship between statements and subjects 

mentioned in the discussions. 

iv 
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An attempt has been made to determine shifts in 

concerns and emphases between the Tannaitic and Amoraic per­

iods 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 o ut 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-Gentil e relations, 

and how they perceived the need for Jewish separation from 

the peoples among .. whom they .. liyed. ---~ ... 
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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. 111 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 Ju~aism, we must have for 
every human being made in the image of God~ and because, 
as the Midrash put it, the Israelites ar7 commanded 
to be kind at all times and on all occasions, and to 
be helpful ~o ever yone 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, 

listed as one of the "defects" of the Talmud is that it 

1 
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"contains several un h · t bl · c aria e utterances and provisions 

against members of other nations and creeds. 113 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 1 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-Jew 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 

process of the discussion. The intent has been to comprehend 
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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 lor 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 r e lationship between them. In my analysi s of the 

text I will note the relationship between the statements in 
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one section. The insight into Talmudic style gained by a 

study like this can be useful in understanding other sugyoth 

i n the Talmud. 

A glossary is added to define words, terms, and 

phrases that might be unfamil i ar 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, 

a nd 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 eighthtractate of the fourth Order 

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

the chapters and the topic s they contain: 

l.Qil,l,M 7J97--when, how, and where business may be carr ied 

on with idolaters . 

2. p1,nyn PM --association with idolaters and what food and 

utensils of non-Jews··±-hat Jews may or may not use 

3. 01n'1~il ',:,--use of their images or parts of them; use of 

their baths and places of worship 

4. 'nieymP .,:11 --use o f an idol or something pertaining to it; 

destroying an idol; buying an idolater's winepress; helping 

an idolater in the vintage and wine preparation 

s. ',y;gil nM 1 ::,uJn--libation wine and a Jewish laborer and 

ass of a Jew employed in its preparation; a Jewish wine 

seller or merchant and an idolater employer; a Jew and 

idolater at a table with: wine; prohibit.to~~£ libation wine . 
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The laws in th' t is ractate 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 i s 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 ,n nor in the derision of 

idolatry ( il"\T il11l.Y1 Kn1PX). 
4 The rabbis of the Amoraic 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 i n so far as they might 

affect the behavior of the Jews, and they composed a whole 

tractate (Abodah Zara) on this subject. 115 According to 

Lieberman, the authorities of the Amor~ic period had no 

reason to polemicize against idolatry, for, unlike the 

sages of the Hellenistic period, 

••• the Rabbis were no longer struggling with Gentile 
paganism •.• In the first centuries of the co~on era 
the Jews were so far r emoved from clear-cut idolatry 
that there was not the slightest need to a rgue and 

. ·t 6 preach against 1. 

Albeck, too, emphasizes that the prohibitions issued 

by the sages having t o do with idolatry were only made with 
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regards to actual idol t a ers, not with non-Jews who do not 

worship idols.
7 

A statement by R. Jo~anan (~ullin 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 disitinction must be made between 

the Amoraic uses of the term. o,l::>lJ (" )'Tl ,y. At times, the 

a uthority probably refers to a real idolater. However, 

when the c ontext of the discussion is a c ontemporary 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 

accuratelr, the people or group an Amora had in mind when 

he speaks of a,.i;n.J (,).iny. Owing to this difficulty, in 

this thesis I have translated the term D'lJl:l (')l1l.Y as 

either non-Jew(s) or Gentile{s). In the Soncino edition of 

this tractate, c,.1::,1J 1.llY is translated as "heathen. 11 The 

Webster's New World Dictionary of the English Language says 

that originally the word "heat hen" 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 

Dictionary lists as an additional definition of the word: 

d d Unc1·v1·1.1.·zed, unenlightened, irreligious, "a person regar e as 

d 1 a meaning on D'lJlJ lllY that may or etc." The wor paces 

; 
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may not at all times be intended. "Gentile ," on the other 

hand, means , "any person not a Jew," 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 nei ghbors . 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 a s 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 
strengthene d and preserved the people of Israel by 

; 
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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 Israe1.lO 

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 J ews. I n 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 0 stables" (nH<i1'.l'lHl) refers to places established 

for travellers to lodge their animals for a fee. 1 The 

r e ason for the law, according to the Mishnah, is that Gen­

tiles are suspected of committing sexual acts with animals 

(ny.,J1). The "sons of Noah," i.e., non-Jews, 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 

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.n Since such relations are for-

bidden to Gentiles, for a Jew to present an innkeeper with 

the temptation of violating this injunction amounts to 

I, 
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trespassing t he commandment .,Bf , e ore a blind person do not 

place a s tumbling block ,_, (Lev . 19 : 14 } . 2 

This Mishnah also states that J ewi'sh 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 t hey are 11 s uspected of lewdness"; men must 

not be alone with them because Genti' les are suspected of 

committing murder. It will be seen that these two suspicions 

s eem to have been widely held assumptions about the nature 

of non-J ews. 

Analysis of the Gemara 

1 . Stables of Gentiles (22b-25a) 

The first matter t aken 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 

s acrifice , and need not worry lest a woman committed sodomy 

with it .. (i,e . ,.if the animal is male) or that a man committed 

soadmy:' with it (if the animal is female). The problem is 

apparent- -the Baraitha permits an action , specifically 

stating that t here is no need to fear sodomy, while the 

Mishnah c ites that very suspicion .. (of sodomy) for its 

prohibition of a related action . Presumably, a Jew would 



11 

be most cautious in matters . 
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 

t he different circumstances of the two teachings. That is, 

there i s 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

ti les. Rather, t he central question di s cussed is, Do Jews 

need to fear that Gentiles will have sexual relat ions with 

animals?c The answer is that if Jews entrust their animals 

to Gentiles, it is r easonable 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 thei r 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 

'~n3,ni1, i.e., the pointing to a contradiction between two 

statements of equal authority. The Baraitha :states that a 

anl.·rnal from a Gentile for a sacrifice Jew may purchase an 

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, 

I 

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

designated f or an idolatrous sacrifice,3 or (d) been wor­

shi pped.4 The Gemara has no 
difficulty understanding why 

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

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

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

for sodomy! " 

Two Arnoraic teachings attempt to establish the 

reasoning of the Baraitha. Rab Ta~lifa 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 i nt ercourse 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 l osing 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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statement which expresses a 
suspicion of sodomy. A Baraitha 

is quoted that states: ''6ne should 
not entrust cattle to a 

(Gentile} shepherd ," An attempt to challenge this is made 

by applying t he 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. 115 Thus, the distinction 

i s established between animals belonging to Jews and animals 

belonging to Gentiles which a J ew 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} , 
6 

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 

~ith respect to a widow lodging a dog. If she had relations 
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with it , the dog would f 11 
o ow her around. Since she would 

be discovered by thi"s · d' 
in ication of what has occurred, the 

reasoning goe s , she would be 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. The refore , 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 'U~ba, 

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 
I 
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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. Joh_anan. Another t f accoun o the midrash appears 

in Shabbat 145b-146a, where ·t · i is cited anonymously. Since 

it is th t 1 e mos compete version, the passage is quoted here 

as it appears i n Tractate Shabbat because of the attitude 

toward non-Jews it reveals: 

Why do Gentiles have an evil smell?7 Because they d id 
n~t stand8at M~~t Sinai. For when the ser pent copulated 
with Eve, he inJected an evil smell into her.9 As for 
Israel, w~8 stood at Mount Sinai, their evil smell 
departed; the Gentiles, who did not stand at Mount 
Sinai, their evil smell did 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 inquiring 

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 i n the name of R. ~anina b. 

Dosa. According to this tradition, R. ~anina 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 issue raised 

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

about the sexual preferences of non-Jews. 

to the l.
· ssue of lodging animals with Gentiles, 

Returning 

l 
I 
I 

I 
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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 f,i'mnJ'7) , while the Baraitha rules ex post facto 

(,lY 7 1l) • 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 

is, 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. 

· i·n the Ketuboth ruling is attributed First, the leniency 

the Gentl.·1es holding a Jewish woman to the opinion that 

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 incl~ned to come 
up with the money). Secondly, 

the last part of that Ketuboth Mi"shnah · 
is instructive, as 

it indicates that whether the situation is a priori or ex 

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

charge she is even forbidden ,ex post facto to her husband. 

R. Pedath introduces an e xplanation of the problem 

wh ich 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 heid the suspicion that Gentiles may place 

a load on the heifer before selling it, which would make it 

invalid.11 on this issue the rabbis do nd:share his suspicion. 

This line of reasoning is rejected with logic seen before 

· .·• namely, that a Gentile would not risk the in this sugya, 

l for the small benefit of loss of such a profitable sa e 

I 
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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. 0 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 ou~ 

Mishnah in Abodah Zara and the first Baraitha. 

Shila, also trying to retute 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: 11This is the r i tual law that 

the Lord has commanded: Instruct the Israelite people to 

bring { lnjP l) you a red heifer ••• 11 The verb ln'i7' l is under­

stood as though it were in the causative form ,n,?'l (See 

Rashi), meaning "cause to be bought" or "sell." So, R. 

Eliezer holds that the red heifer can be purchased only 

from Jews. 

This explanation is refuted by the Gemara by quoting 

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

· bought from Gentiles unfit. Since declared all sacrifices 

the verb , niP l 19 :2 refers only to the red heifer, in Numb. 

it cannot be said that buying sacrificial animals only from 

r 

I 
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Jews is the principle behind R El' .. • iezer•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 woul.d make it 

unfit as a sacrifice12) 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 a rgument. The first of these was the 

original Baraitha contradicting the Mishnah, which,1.allowed 

the purchase of animals from Gentiles for sacrifices. If ·. 

this view is a ccepted, 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 Qedar 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 
11

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 f o r sacrifices. Therefore, it is 

unacceptable to posit that the rabbis agree with R. Eliezer 

that sacrifices other than the red heifer must be purchased 

from Jews. 
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Having failed to refute R. Pedath's understanding 

of R. Eliezer•s disagreement with the rabbis, at the end 

of this discussion the Gemara restates R. Pedath's opinion 

and expands on it. The statement 1· s made·. 11 Therefore, they 

disagree only over fear (of sodomy), but 

a certai:r¢.y, (the animal is) unfit. 1113 

when sodomy is 

The Gemara next returns to Shila's opinion of the 

dispute between R. Eliezer and the rabbis. According to 

Shila, R. Eliezer hol.<lsthat sacrifices must be purchased 

from Jews. Though objections from the Bible are cited to 

refute Shila's view of R. Eliezer'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: 11Tell the Israelite people to bring 

( 1niP l) me gifts ••• 11 It would follow, according to Shila 1 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 

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, 

db th erb ""i7'1 (vs. 2). However, the are not covere y e v • 

d to be set in the ephod ••• " 
verse reads "Onyx stones~ st0nes 

f th second 11stones, 11 joining it to 
with a vav i n front o e 
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the verb l np., 1 • So, this story presents a difficulty; and 

if that were not enough, it continues to recount how the 

following year the rabbis returned to the same Gentile to 

purchase a red heifer from him! This would indicate that 

buying sacrifices for the Temple from J 1 · · non- ews was egitimate. 

The Gernara 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! ' "14 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 discussi on continues with a series of five 

objections,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 

G t 'l s Each, however, is sacrificed by Jews belonged to en 1 e · 

explained away, lest R. Eliezer be refuted. 

· i's based on Ex. 10:25. In that The first objection 

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

h · the Lord 1 " Moses replied, 
t "Go wors ip · verse told Moses o , 

il 
.I! 
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"You yourself must pr · d 
ovi e us with sacrifices and burnt 

offerings to offer u t 
p O the Lor tl our God ••• " Clearly this 

indicates that 

as sacrifices. 

animals belon · ging to Pharaoh were acceptable 

The objection is refuted by stating that 

this occurred before the Torah was given. 

Ex. 18:12, which tells of Jethro offering 

Next comes 

11 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,15 the response would be 

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

it is 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 ager 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 ilVW mnrn--an exceptional 

or special halakhic decision(which cannot serve as a legal 

precedent. There are two factors which indicate the validity 

h · als sacrificed belonged to of this assertion: (l} t e anim 

Gentiles, and (2 ) the animals were females(n11g). The question 

• of the Philistine's animals was 
was asked why this case 

..... 
,, . 

I 
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cited, since, in view of th e fact that the animals were fe-

males, it is obvious that it was an exceptional case. The 

answer is that they may have b een 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. Jo~anan 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. Jo~anan by pointing out that according 

to the Scriptural account, the offspring of the sacrificed 
16 

animals were put in stables. 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 

older than this it remains in doubt."17 Based on this, he 

states that cows under three years of age are considered 

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

Pulled th
e wagon had offspring, and must 

Philistines that 
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have been older than three years of age. Therefore, the 

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 

of the Mishnah. The result is that the Mishnah's strictness 

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. El i ezer , 

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 

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. 

Scheme--Stables of Gentiles 

1. Mishnah: Jews may not lodge an animal ~n t~e stables 
of Gentiles, for they are suspected o so omy, 

2. Baraitha: Jews may purchase animals f~r sacrifices from 
Gentiles and need not worry about so omy. 

3 Should t here not be the fear of sodomy? 
• Question: 

Answer (Rab Tahlifa--Shila--Rab): A Gentile would not 
~ · h female because it would become 

commit sodomy wit a 
barren. 

I' 
I 

l 
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Rab Kahana: A Gentile 
male animal because ~ould not commit sodomy with a 

it would become lean. 

4. Baraitha: A Jew can purch . 
shepherd. ase animals from a Gentile 

Question: Should there not be fear of soddmy? 

Answer: No, because a Gentile his pay. would fear he lwould lose 

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

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

Answer: No, because he is not afraid of J · other Gentiies. ews, JUSt 

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 J ew, for Gentiles prefer 
Jewish animals to their own women. 

R. Johanan: cites a midrash about Gentiles' having an 
evil smeli (N1li11T) • 

8. Question: What about fowl? 

Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel--R. ~anina): I saw a Gentile 
have relations with a goose. 

Also: R. Jeremiah of Difti saw a n Arab have relations 
with a side of beef. 

.J 
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9. Rabina: Ohffehrs a solut~on to the contradiction between 
the Mis na and the first Baraitha th M' h h 1· · · a th . : e is na app ies a priori an e Baraitha ex post facto. 

Support: Based on the Mishnah itself and another Mishnah 
in Ketuboth. 

10. Refutation: (l)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 
Mishnah 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 
between 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 2:l_is 
that mentioned by Rab Judah in the name of Rab, i.e., 
that the concern i s over Gentiles making the heifer 
invalid as a sacrifice py placing a load on it. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Answer: This is not the concern, fo7 the Gentile would 
not risk losing the sale of his heifer. 

Question: sodomy, then, may not be the issue, f?r the 
Gentile would not risk losing the sale for a little 
pleasure. 

Answer: His urge overcomes him. 

. . h h Para 2·1 is over buying 
Shila: The issue 1 ~ Mis nald that.sacrifices should 

sacr ifices; R. Eliezer ho s 
be purchased only from Jews. 

Support: Numb. 19:2 
. ·nvalidated all sacrifices 

Refutation: R. El7ezer 1 d the Nwnbers verse only 
bought from Gentiles , _an 
applies to the red heifer . 

t over s uspicion of sodomy 
Restatement: The disa?reeroe~ut the rabbis and R. Eliezer 
only involves the heifer, rifices there is a sus-
agree that with all 0ther sac 
picion of sodomy. 

,/ 
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Refutation: Two Baraithot· (l} ,. 
animal from them for sac~ifi ?.~e may purchase an 
futed R. Eliezer based on 1 c~sh, (2) the rabbis re­

sai.a 60:7. 

Conclusion: The disagreement · .. 
Eliezer prohibits where it 1

~ over suspicion: R. 
When sodomy is certain allexiSt s and the sages permit. 
hibi ted. ' agree the animal is pro-

18. Tangent: The q uality of holiness of the red heifer. 

19. Discuss~on(§llf Shila 1 s view, based on Numb. 19:2. 

20. Refutation: Gifts to God, too, should be bought from 
Jews, ~ased on Ex. 25:2. However, a story told by Rab 
Jud~h in the name of Samuel has R. Eliezer telling of 
a time when the eEhod 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. 

Answer: R. Eliezer held that the heifer had been watched 
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.a~imal so it may later 
be purchased by Jews for a sacrifice. 

Question: Should we fear that. someone commit~ed sodomy 
with the mother while she was pregnant? 

oring ox and an animal which 
Support: Rabbah on the g d their offsprings. 

had been used for sodomy, an 

Answer: Jews watched it from the time of conception. 

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

for sodomy previously? 
'fa mother is invalid 

~pport: A Mishnah which says i 

. ' 
'' 
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as a sacrifice her offsp. . . ring 1s 
however, said the offspring is permitted. R. Eliezer, 

also invalid. 
Answer: Rab~ah said Rab Nahman 

over an a nimal which had 6ee 
it had_bee~ dedicated. Befor~ 
offspring is permitted. 

said this dispute is 
used for sodomy after 
this, all agree the 

Alternative version: Rab Huna bar H · • said the di t anina said Rab Nahman 
spu e w~s over an animal which had been used 

for sodomy before it was dedicated Aft th' 11 
th ff 

. . • er 1.s,a 
agree e o spring is jnvalid. 

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

Answer: Jews watched it S:fn:ce the conception of the mother. 

27. Question: What about the mother's mother? 

Answer: To that extent we do not worry. 

28. Discussion of watching a Gentile's animal. 

29. Two version of Tannaim discussing the question of watching. 

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

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse. 

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

Answer~. Forced interpretation of the verse. 

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

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse. 

33. Objection: To Shila based on II Sam. Z4: 22 · 

Answer: Forced interpretation of the verse. 

34. Objection: To Shila based on I Sam. 6 =
14

• 

h lakhic decision. 
Answer: That was a special a 

limit to sacrificial animals 
3s. R. Johanan: There is an age 

purchased from Gentiles. 

Rab Nathan): The Philistines' 
Refutation: (Rab Huna son of 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1-: 

I 

I 
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animals had offspring. Als . 
cows under three years of ~g'eMishnah Bekoroth 3:1 s ays 

cannot have offspring. 
Conclusion: The forced it 
the best Wcr.f• to underst n edrpthret~ti~n (#34 above) is 

an e incident. 

2. Jewish women alone with Gentiles (25a-25b) 

The Gernara finds the last two statements of the first 

Mishnah less complicated than the first. No difficult 

objections are raised against them to challenge the rulings. 

Rather, the aim of the discuss ion is to clarify and ampl i fy 

their meaning. 

The Mishnah states that a Jewish1.-1wornan should not 

be alone with Gentiles, "because they are suspected of 

lewdness." The Gemara strives to demonstrate why the sus­

picion 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 J ewish woman being 

alone with one Gentile man. There would be no need for this, 

since she should not be alone with a J ewish man either. The 

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

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

rn II The context indicates that ay remain alone with two men. 

all th ·s M1"shnah are Jews. From this the people involved in 1 

ruling it follows, as the Gemara understands it in the present 
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discussion, that a Jewish woman is not to be alone with one 
. h 18 F Jewis man. urthermore, the Mishnah cannot mean a Jewish 

woman may not be alone with three Ge t·l . n i e men, for it was 

learned in the Gemara to Riddushin 4:12 (Kiddushin BOb) 

that she should not be alone with more th l d · an one ew Jewish 

roan. In the passage cited as proof, Rab Judah said in Rab'sl9 

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

alone with two men" r efers only to respectable people. 11 But 

as for lewd men, 11 Rab said, 11 (she may not be alone) even 

with ten. 11 He then cites an incident which verifies the 

necessity of his statement: "It once happened that ten 

men carried her out on a bier. 11 Rashi20 provides more de­

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

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 Mishna h 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

sumption is that a Jewish wife does indeed watch out for 

her husband. 

h b Said it might follow, so the 
From what as een , 

Gemara reasons, that the ground 
for the ruling that a Jewish 

'. 

,· 
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woman may not be alone with a non-Jewish man and woman is 

that Gentiles are suspected f b 0 eing murderers. Two opinions, 

however, explain that the Mishnah's . ground is correct, i.e., 

that Gentiles are suspected of lewdness ~ J • • ~- eremiah proposes 

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

woman would not be murdered. But, it is right to fear 

that she may be sexually abused if she were to be alone with 

Gentiles. Rab Idi responds by saying, "Ever y woman has her 

defense weapons on 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. 11 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 

distinction;: To him, all women have sexual attraction, and 

this acts as a defense weapon against murder. The Gemara 

states that the difference between these two views would 
h s "important" 

become evident in the case of a woman w O wa 
Presumably., such a woman would 

to a man but unattractive. 
t·l man and woman 

be permitted to be alone with a Gen 
1 

e 

., , , 
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according to R. Jeremiah, but certainly not to Rab Idi. A 

Baraitha is then cited which supports Rab Id·• • • 1 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 Kiddushin 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. 

. d d for the case of a Jewish 
Answer: The Mishnah 78 nee e tile man and woman. 

woman being alone with a Gen 

h M·shnah's rule should be 
3. Statement: The reason forte 1 

the fear of her being murdered. 
. he Mishnah deals with an 

4. Objection . (R. Jeremiah): ~. 1 s would be afraid to kill. 
important woman whom Gen 1 e 

d')• women have defenses against 
Another objection (Rab I 1 

· 
murder on them. 
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5. Question: What is the difference between 
Rab Idi? R. Jeremi•ah ,and 

Answer: A woman with close associat1.·ons with the government. 
6. Support: A Tannaitic stat ement supporting Rab Idi. t-s stricter view. 

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. 11 A well-known Baraitha21 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 

Up than t he Gentile . (Ascending this always be higher 

b for the Jew would not be able to watch 
poses a pro lem, 

the Gentile. Rashi explains away the difficulty by adding 

d and a little to the right 
that the Jew should be ahea 

as not 
to have him directly behind him~) 

of the Gentile, so 

3. A Jew should never bend down in front of a Gentile, 

"because he might smash his skull 11 
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4. If the Gentile asks him where h . . e is going, the J ew 
should tell him 

(so the Gentile 

a place beyond his actual destination 

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 a lone 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. Bibli cal support is cited for using de­
ception to avoid being robbed or murdered. 

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

4. I ncident: The students of Rab Manashi outwitting • (Jewish) 
robbers. 

5. Statement: Praising the robbers of Israel over the thieves 
of Babylonia. 



II. THE SECOND MISHNAH 

Analysis of the Mishnah ~(26a) 

The second Mishnah introduces a concern that is of 

great importance in sussequent Mishnayoth of thi s 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 inj unction is guilty of breaking 

the command, "Before a blind 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 Misbnah, violating this law would amount 

t and nour1.'shing a child who will o a Jew giving birth to 

On the other hand, the Mishnah perpetuate idol, lworship, 

th services for a Jewish rules that a Gentile may provide ese 

l.· s that when a Gentile nurses a woman. The only proviso 

J do So J.·n the Jew's domain. ewish infant, she must 

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 1 s discussion 

is relatively clear and uncomplicated, though there is 

clever logiG -~~3 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 

issues. Both of them involve a dispute between R. Meir and 

f thl.· s section, the Gemara explains the rabbis. At the end o 

how the two Baraithot are related. 
· h is in agreement with R. Meir, in the first Barait a, 

may not be a mid­
the Mishnah's ruling that a Jewish woman 

Wife for a Gentile. He disputes, however, the ruling that 
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a Gentile woman may be a midwife for a Jew. His reason for 

forbidding this is," ••• they are suspected of murder. 11 The 
majority of the rabbis reco · h . gnize tis 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. ushe 

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. 111 The rabbis dismiss the 

woman• s claim as "mere words, 11 i.e., a meaningless attempt 

to defend herself, and not to be taken seriously. 

This Baraitha represents all the Gemara has b~ way 

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

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

f Jewish woman, considering 
a Gentile may be a midwife or a 

. ·t ation this places the Jewish 
the potentially dangerous si u 

is that this danger is elim­
woman and her baby. The answer 

inated when other Jews observe the bir
th

. 
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woman. 
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Scheme--Jewish wo . . man acting 
as m1dwife for Gentiles 

Gentile woman may be a midwife for a Jewish 

2. Bara~tha: R. Meir rules that a 
a midwife for a Jewish woman 
of ~urder . The rabbis say sh~ 
Jewish woman as long as other 
she works. 

Gentile woman may not be 
due to the suspicion 
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 quotes~ 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 nur se a Gentile baby, "Because she 

rears a child for idolatry, 112 but disagrees with the Mishnah 

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

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

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

0th around, She may nurse a Jewish 
er (Jewish ) women are 

infant. 3 R. Meir does not think this provision precludes ~ 

" 

the possibility of murder; the Gentile woman could put poison 
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on her breast before going int 0 nurse, and succeed .. in her 
murderous scheme unnoticed. 

The Mishnah's rulings th t a Gentiles may be midwives 

for Jewish women and that th ey may nurse Jewish infants have 

been qualified by the two B 'th arai ot. 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 

Barai thot are "necessary. 11 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, if 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 with 

the rabbis on the issue of Gentile midwives. Therefore, 

both Baraithot are "necessary" to avoid unwarranted assumptions. 

an obJ·ection to the Mishnah 
The Gemara next introduces 

It Says t hat a Jewish woman is allowed 
from another Baraitha. 

• ch1.·1dbirth as long as a 
to be a midwife for a Gentile in 

. Rab Joseph explains the 
fee is received, but not gratis. 

d for a fee 11 in order 
Baraitha by adding that it is permitte 

ill'N oum--:is used in the Talmud 
to avoid enmity." This reason--, 
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when it wants to say that th 
e reason for the law is to avoid 

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

the sake of peace"--a ,~~ 'J11 7 J9n--serves a different 

function. Its purpose is to express "a positive ideal and 

a definite tendency to promote good-will among men . ,.4 

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 c ould 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 t o this and 

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

She Cannot ~et married if she is nursing 
she is single) that ~ 

d . h can say, "I will not 
a child; or, if she is marrie, s e 

.,G Despite Rab Joseph's 
degrade myself before my husbaild • 

opinion, then, the Mis hnah is upheld with one modification . 

. may not be a midwife for a 
The ruling that a Jewish woman 
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Gentile is now understood to mean she 
may not do so without 

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

is "to avoid enmity." 

A dispute with the reasoning employed above f ollows 

on an issue unrelated to the Mishnah . A Baraitha is quoted 

which states that a Jew should not cast i nto nor raise out 

of a pit an i dol 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 continues, for this harsh statement about them is that 

1 "they graze (their animals) in pastures belonging to others." 

Lauterbach's interpretation of thi s Baraitha is interesting. 

He said, 

The meaning .•. i s either that the idol worshippers of 
those days, as well as the Jewish shepherds, both of 
whom did not enjoy a high reputation for hones ty, were 
not to be appointed to public office, but i f once 
appointed to such an office were not to be removed from 
it or what is more likely, that they were t o be r e­
fu~ed ~he privi lege of getting up i n public to .announce 
that they had lost certain articles and to clai~ them 
from the find8r, 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 i t 

refers to nomadic Jews, He continues: 

was distributed; the Jews were 
In Palestine , the land h breeding of goats, but 
an agricultural people.Te · r ed vast pas t ures which 
more especially of sheep, ~equ~ leave untilled; con­
intensive agriculture :~~!rP.~ofrom place to place , and 
sequently the nomads W't•-d on the crops. They were, 
allowed the cattle t o ee lawless thieves, and placed 
therefore, looked upon a~ 
on a par with idolaters. 
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support 

to Baba 

for this interpretation is f . 
ouna in Rashi's comment 

Kama 80a. He states that th h 
es epherd of small 

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

fie 1 ds, "robs the people. 11 This expl a1.· ns h 
t e 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 

sown fields. 10 Also, in Mishnah · Dema1. 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 pr event 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, "bfy 

son is on a roof ( .•. and I must bring him down or he will 

die--Rashi) ~ 11 or, "I hold an appointment at the court," 

The Gemara pursues thl.·s tangential issue mentioned 

in the Baraitha. R. Abbahu cites the s ame Baraitha to R. 

Jo~anan, and adds a new part, i.e., that minim, informers, 

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

11 • h th inclusion of the 
Pit. R. Johanan takes issue wit e . 

lf an exegesis of 
m~ in this law. He bases himse on 

Deut . 22:3. That verse 

With anything that your 

h . "You shall do the same.•, teac es. 

fellow c,,m() loses ·_and you find: 

l. 
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you must not remain indifferent." To R 
· Johanan, the term 

1,nf'< ( "your fellow~' " or, more l"t 
i erally, "your brother,. ) 

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

Jew. We must assume that of the th ree categories of wayward 

Jews, only the mumarim h ave not exc luded themselves from 

the J ewish community. For this reason , he concludes that 

the mumar shouJ!dl be omittedl.lfrom the list of those cast 

into and not assisted out of a pit. 

The Gemara offers a solution to the problem raised 

by R. Jo~anan. We may distinguish between two types of 

mumarim , those who eat carrion (nebeloth ) to satisfy their 

hunger (,11.11Pn'7), and those who do so to anger (o,yJil'7). The 

forme r are included under the law of returning lost goods 

"to your fe llow, 11 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 sati sfy his hunger would not eat i t if t here 

were permitted meat available; the one who eats it even 

when koshe r meat is before him is a o,yJi1'7 ,rnn~ 12 R. Jol}anan, 

the Gemara admits, coul d maintain his position by asserting 

that t anger 1·s actually a min (and 
one who eats carrion o 

need not be specifie d in the Baraitha
13

). 

mumar1
·m have been mentioned, a dispute 

Since types of 
and Rabina is cited. One of 

on that issue between Rab AJ:la 

ts carrion to satisfy his hunger 
the two he ld that one who ea 

t anger is a min (See above). 
i s a murnar, and one who does so O 

-
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The other Amara does not distinguish 
between motives: any 

one who eats carrion is a murnar, and 
a~ is one who actually 

worships idols. 

An objection to the first Amoraic position that one 

who eats carrion to anger is a min, 1.· s b rought with the 

quotation of a Baraitha which teaches that one who eats a 

ilea 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 I s hunger ! 1114 So, why is he only considered 

to be a mumar? The Gernara'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. Jo~anan. 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 shouilid not be brought up out 

f d · "yes •, " the teaching 0 a pit? The answer is a resoun 1.ng 

d several authorities give oes serve a specific purpose. 
is , and all indicate their opinions about what that purpose 

that they understand the Baraitha as recommending positive 

the trapped person from escaping . 
action to actually prevent 

Ha.ma l.
'n the name of Rab Shesheth said 

So, Rab Joseph bar 
11 of the pit, they 

that if there are steps dug into the wa s 
•t it is suggested 

may be destroyed . In order to prevent ennu. y, 

t 

t I 
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that the person give the excuse that he i· s removing the 

steps for the safety of his animals, 80 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

tunate prisoner. Finally, Rabina added that if there is a 
' 

ladder in the pit, it should be removed, with the excuse 

that it is required 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 quoted 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 milah,
15 

but not 

for medical reasons; Gentiles may not circumcise Jews, be­

cause they are suspected of murder. The rabbi s, on the 

other hand, held that a Gent ile may circumcise a Jew provided 

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

d th t even if others watch, 
this section, R. Meir respon s a 

Gentiles should not be permitted to do so, because 
th

ey 

could let the knife slip and mutilate the Jewish boy. 

According 
to the above, there are no circumstances 

· ·on for a J ew, 
whereby a Gentile may perform circumcisi 

Th
is position is contradicted, how­

according to R. Meir. 
about an argument between R. 

ever, by a Baraithal6 which teaches 
a circumcision when a 

Meir and R. Judah over who should perform 
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Jewish doctor is unavailable , a Samaritan or a Gentile.17 
In that argument, R. Meir was inf 

avor of the Gentile! His 
reasoning is that a Gentile does 

not normally perform cir-
cumcision. Therefore, when asked to 

do so, he would do it 

in accordance with the intention of the Jew who requested 

he perform the ope ration.18 

The Gemara will now try to resolve the difficulty. 

The first attempt is 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 i s 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 

expert .19 Support for this position was given by Rab Dimi. 

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

R . 1 doctor to perform a circum-
. Johanan permitted a Genti e . 

M · is vindicated. 
cision if: he is ·.an..:. expert . Thus , R. eir 

·tha's ruling, however, is also 
The original Barai 

I 
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problematic for its statement in the name 
of R. Judah. As 

the Gemar a asks, "Does R. Judah think that Samaritans are 
to be preferred (over Gentiles}?" El 20 · sewhere, there is 

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

rules against a Samaritan circum::ising a Jew, for he does 

so 11 in the name of Mt. Gerizi·m. ,, 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 r uled that a Gentile doctor 

may perform the circumcision for a Jew if he i s an expert. 

Now that the reversal has been reinstated, this solutio9 

is no longer necessary. Though the Gernara 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 conflict: 

l.·n h1.' s the Gemara next turns its ,attention. thinking that 

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

the first Baraitha, R. Judah 
With the reversal of names in 

. 1 over a Samaritan to perform 
rules in favor of :a - Genti e 

. a Jewi'sh doctor is not available. In circumcision when 
d such a circumcision invalid. 

another place, R. Judah declare 

I 

i 
' 
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And a third Baraitha teaches that the 
circumcision of the 

Samaritan is invalid. For convenience, 
these Baraithot 

will be called a, b, and c r . 
espectively. The Gemara solves 

the problem with the statement that the sage of bis not 

R. J udah bar Ila'i, but R. Judah Hanasi. The Baraitha is 

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

'F.roro where in Scriptures do we learn that the circumcision 

of a Gentile is invalid ••• etc.?' 11 The rabbi of the other 

two Baraithot, then, would be R. Judah bar Ila' i. Thus, 

the views in the three Bar aithot no 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 r uled 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 issue 

in the tradition understood as being transmitted by R. Judah 

bar Ila'i. When this Baraitha was firSt cited, 1 did not 

h.l·m challenging his opinion. 
mention the question asked of 

t but it is important 
In the context above it was not relevan ' 

at this stage of the Gemara's discussion. 
f R. Judah's ruling 

It can be assumed that the basis o 
in the category of mitzvot 

is the assumption that mil~ falls 

that must be performed nD"~' i . e. ' 
tor its own sake . In other 
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words, the operation of · 
circumcision, to fulfi·11 the requirement 

of milahi;.t must be indiended as 
milah. Therefore, when a 

Samaritan does it in the name 
of Mount Gerizim, this pro-

vision of the mitzvah is t 
no fulfilled, and the operation 

is invalid. R . Jose challenges the premise ,of R. Judah. He 

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

performed specifically for its own sake?" Then he states his 

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

dies!" 

R. ~isda, like R. Jose, asks for the Scriptural proof 

of R. Judah. The answer i s found in Ex. 12:48: "Unto the 

Lord shall you circumcise." The first part of the verse i s 

decisive for R. Judah:; milah must be performed "unto the 

Lord" ; that is, for the purpose of fulfilling the mi tzvah. 

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 question that the intent of 

the operation is to fulfill the mitzvah of milah. The Samar­

i tan, 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 

· 17 13 is cited, which View maintained by R. Jose. Genesis : 

reads in part, "must needs ~ circumcised ('1HP '111li1} • 
11 

The 

J.
'n the text by the infinitive be­emphatic form, expressed 

f taken t o imply an inclusion of 
ore the finite verb, is 

' I, 



so 

something. In this case th 
' at would be circumcision not done 

for its own sake. 

rabbis 

It is typical of rabbinic argumentation that when 

each expound different Biblical 
verses to uphold 

two 

opposing viewpoints, the question will be asked, In support 

of what opinion does each authori·ty em 1 h" p oy is 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 que stion is put to the rabbis in our 

dispute . R. Jose expounds the verse, "Unto the Lord shall 

you circumcise," 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 r eads : "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 .,n', m:m ill'JYl 

1'1 'non and the exegesis revolves around the word •n'1. 

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

To 

trans-

1 d , t (" passover to the Lord• • • 11
) • ation cited understan s 1 •·· 

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

unto 

would offer the passover, 
stranger who dwells with you 

. d II 

the Lord all his males must be circumcise. 

How does R. Judah understand the verse cited by 

• I 
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R- Jose? To this emphatic form h , 
e applles the well-known 

dictum o f R. Ishmael: "The Torah 
speaks in the language of 

man." That is, this verse upholds the 
exegetical principle 

that every word in Scripture need not 
have an interpretation . 

Rather, like people, the B'bl 
i e occasionally uses pleonasms. 

There is no need to find additional meaning in such words 

beyond the~r plain sense. 

Finally, the Gernara 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 , :hut .R. _Johanan. says 

that the law is derived from Gen. 17:13. For this interpretation, 

the words '71n, '7l1li1 ('~they must be circumcised") are read 

.,,,l" .,~il :2 "one who i s circumcised shall perform circumcision. 

Thus , Gentiles are excluded from performing the mitzvah. 

The Gernara seeks to understand the different ramifi­

cations implied by the different Scriptural proofs . Two 

d and re)·ected before the answer possibilities are suggeste 

• states that the one who cites ls found . First, the Gemara 

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

Gibeonites23 fulfill the requirement that a circumcised 

Th P
osition supported-Jby Gen . 17: 9 

Person mus t perform milah. e 
because the people mentioned 

Would not permit in this case , 

J.
·n light of Mishnah Nedarirn 3:11: 

are not Jews. This is rejected 
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"one who vows not to d • 
e r ive benefit from 

an uncircumcised 
person may derive benefit from 

from circumcised Gentiles." It 
uncircumcised Jews, but not 

follows from this that even 
though Arabs and Gibeonites 

are circumcised, they are 

r eckoned with the uncircumcised. Thi s bei· ng 
the case , 

Gen. 17:13 cannot suppor t the validity of thei·r performing 
circumc ision . 

The second attempt t ries to determine whose circum­

cision Ge n. 17:9 would support and Gen. 17:13 would not. 

Thi s 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 i s upheld, 

he is permitte d t o circ umcise others bec ause , after all, 

he i s a Jew. However, he is not circumcised, so if Gen. 17:13 

is decis i ve , . he may not perform circumcision. 

In a fashion similar to the first attempt, t his is 

refuted with t he citing o f another rule i n the same Mishnah 

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

circumcised person may not derive benefit from uncircumcised 

Jews, but may derive benefit from c i r cumcised Gentiles." 

h may be uncircumci sed, he is T erefore, even though a J ew 

considered as though he were . Thi s being 

it is believed t hat Gen . 17:13 precludes 

the case , even if 

ci rcumcis ion per-

formed i· t cannot imply that only by Gentiles, 
circumcised 

People may perform the operation. 

t
hat the two viewpoints would 

The Gernara concludes 
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differ over the case of a (Jewish) woman. It might be 

assumed that the Gemara would reason that Gen. 17:13 (under-
stood as implying that one must b • . e circumcised to circumcise) 

would not hoill~ circumcision performed by a woman to be valid, 

whereas Gen. 17:9 (which implies a J ew must do the operation) 

would. This, however, is not how the Gemara resolves the 

issue. Rather, the case of a woman is lmderstood 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 ~~, while 

Gen. 17:13 upholds the view that one must halakhically be 

considere d 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 

the view that a woman may not perform circumcision. The 
. • ·on is questioned in 

possibility of maintaining this opini 

light of Ex. 4:25, where it is explicitly written that 

Zipporah circumcised (her son) Eliezer. The opinion is 
. of the verse, which 

supported, however, by an exegesis 
took, II and n1Jnl, Hand 

reads the two verbs (nj1nl, "and she 
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she cut!"): in causative forms In th 
• 0 er words 

' 
commissioned a man to do the operation. Or , 

alternatively, 

Zipporah 

l.·t may be said that sh b 
e egan the circumcision, but Moses 

completed it. 

To summarize the G , emara 8 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 

r equirement 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 f or a fee in order to prevent enmity. 

The related issue of circurocision is mor e difficult to 

summarize. Howeve r, it seems that the weight of the di scussion 

was to allow a Gentile to perform milah. It goes without 

saying t hat 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. 

2 t hat a Gentile may not nurse a . 
• Baraitha: R. Meir rules . ·on of murder. The rabbis 

Jewi sh infant d ue to the s uspici 
Whl.' le others obse rve. say she may do so 

. t two) Baraithot: (mentioned 3 . Statement: Both of t~e (~i~s h) are necessary, for f:om 
by the Gemara to this Mis n~ t the opinion of R. Meir 
one it cannot be inferred w a 
o r the rabbis would be in the 0ther. 
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4 • Objection (to the Mishnah): A Baraitha 
Jewish woman may be a midwife f sa¥s that a 

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

5 Rab Joseph: A Jewish woman may be · d • . ~---;;:::=-- a mi wife for a Gentile for a fee on Shabbat to prevent enmity. 

Abaye: She can give an excuse to avoid doing so. 

6. Rab Joseph: A Jewish woman may nurse a Gentile child for 
a fee to prevent enmity. 

Abaye: Whether married or single, she can give an excuse 
to avoid doing s o . 

7. Rab 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. 

8. Baraitha (cited by Rab Joseph above, #1., taught by R. 
Abbahu): In this Baraitha minim, informers, and mumarim 
are classified .together. 

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

10. 

Support:Deut. 22:3. 

Possible resolution: The Deut. verse speaks of a mumar 
who eats carrion to satisfy his hunger, while th~ _ 
Baraitha speaks of a mu.mar who does so to vex O ser 
vant Jews. 

Over mumar between Rab Al}a _ 
11. Gemara: Cites the dispute 'd thathe who eats carrion 

and Rabina. One of th~m sai r· and that he who eats 
to sati sfy his h';1Ilger 7s at~um~ther said that he who 
carrion to anger is a ~; e s on is a mumar, while a 
e ats carrion for whatever rea_ •dols- -
rnin is one who actually worships 1 • 

- above): A Baraitha teaches 
12. Objection (to the first view gnat is a murnar. 

that one who eats a flea or 
mumar (since one can 

Question: Why should he only be a - -
only do this to anger}? 

·t to anger, but to t aste some­
Answer: He does not do i 
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thing forbidden to Jews. 

13. Baraitha (nos. 7 and 8). M . . 
b . • 1n1m infer may e cast into a pit and h, mers , and mumarim 

of it . s ould not be brought out 

14. Question : If they may be cast in 
they should not be brought out?' need it be said that 

15. 

16. 

Answers (Rab Joseph bar Hama--Rab Sh 
Joseph, and Rabina): All of the autehsh~tt~' R~ba '. Rab 
· t · or1. ies indicate 
i is necessary to state, for it implies th 
prevent them from escaping . at one may 

Baraitha: A Jew may circumcise a Gentile for conversion; 
a _G7ntile may not circumcise a Jew, due to the sus­
pici~n of murd~r--according to R. Meir. The rabbis say 
Gentiles may circumcise Jews when Jews observe . 

17. 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. 

18. Possible solution: Reverse the names i n this last Baraitha. 

Restatement : The same Baraitha with the names reversed. 

19. 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. 

20. Possible solution: In the second Baraitha (#l1) the 
Gentile was a pub.licallY. recognized expert. 

Support : R. Dimi's evidence from R. Jo~anan. 

21 , Question : Does the original wording of the Barai
th

a 
r.epresent R . Judah's view? 

Support : A Baraitha in which R. Judah ruled that a 
Samaritan may not circumcise Jews . 

Baraitha (#17) must be 
Conclusion: The names in the 
reversed. 

f contradiction between 
22 • Solution (to the problem O a 
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R. Judah '.s .. views (i .e., #l 7 withth 
and #19): The Barait ha (#lg) sho ld e n~a reveraed 
R. Judah Hanasi, and the authori~y 

1
_bne

4
1
1
n
7 

~he name of 
bar Ila 'i. ~ is R. Judah 

Support : Restatement of #l9 "th 
Judah Hanas i said .,." wi the introduction, "R. 

23 . Question (R. Hisda) : What "is the Scr iptural support 
R . Judah Hanasi? for 

Answer: Ex. 12:48. 

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

or R. Jose ' s (opposing} 

Answer : Gen. 17:13. 

25. Ques tion: How does R. Jose e xpound Ex. 12:48? 

Answer: It r efers to the passover sacrifice . 

26. Question : How does R. Judah Hanasi expound Gen. 17:13? 

Answer: As support for the principle: 11 The Torah speaks 
in the language of man ." 

27. Daru bar Papa--Rab: R. Judah Hanasi's opinion (in #2 1) 
may b e derived from Gen. 17:9. 

Alternative: R. Johanan suggests Gen. 17 :13 . . 
28 , Question : What i s the difference between attributing 

the opinion t o one or the other verses in Genesis? 

29. Answe r 1: Circumcis ed Arabs and Gibeonites. 

Refutation: Mishnah Nedarim 3:11. 

Statement: Though they are circumcised, they are con­
sidered uncircumcised . 

3o. Answer 2: A Jewish. male whose brothers_ died ~ro: cir­
cumcisi on , and therefore he was not circumcise · 

Re futation: Mishnah Nedarirn 3:11, 

Stat ement: Though a Jew i s no 
s~dered as tho ugh he were. 

· d he 1· s con-
t circumcise, 



I 

\ 

58 

31
_ Ans\'Jer: The i nterpretationsdiffer over a Jewish woman 

performing circumcision. 

s t a tement : ~he Je~ish woman is cons ider ed as though 
-she were c1.rcumc1.sed, though she is not subject to 

the commandment . 

Question: Is it valid to rule that a woman may not 
32 · -perform c ircumcision? 

support (for a woman being able to do so}:Ex . 4:25. 

-Ref utation : Forced interpretation of the verse . 

---



III. THE THIRD MISHNAH 

Analysis of the Mishnah (27a) 

The third Mishnah contains two ru11·ngs 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. It does not refer to a Jew being alone with a Gentile 

barber, for that would be a violatien of the firS t Mishnah's 

·1 1 
rule against Jews being alone with Genti es. 

59 
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Analysis of the Gemara 

1. Medical Treatment {27a-29a) 

The first ruling in the Mish h. na is that Jews may 

seek medical treatment from Gentiles f or llllll ,,g,, but not 

for nwgJ 'HP1 (See below). The Gemara on th' f is part o 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 29a, 

near the bottom) comes a long discussion of folk cures for 

various maladies~ · The :il i Gemara to this Mishnah closes with 

a brief discussion of the issue of Gentile barbers. This 

analysis will not cover the second section, as it is not 

related to the topic of this thesis. 

As might have been anticipated, the Gemara begins 

by seeking definitions of 11 llll , i g ,, and nul!JJ ·qg,,. The 

first suggestion is that Tlllll ,,g,, means medical treatment 

for which a fee is paid, and nUJ9l ,,g.,, is treatment received 

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

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

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

b t gratis." The second 
ment from (Gentiles) for a fee, ut no 

.. t medical treatment 
Possibility is that 11nn ·qg,, indica es 

t ·tute a danger to life, 
for a malady which does not cons 1 

. s cases. This is not 
and n,rnu ., l!l"1 involves more seriou 

. f Rab Judah, that even 
accepted in light of a teaching 0 

of blood-letting (which 
the puncture made for the purpose 
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1·s not serious and would, ·f 
l. the above defin1·t1.·on is accepted, 

fall into the categor y of lUHl ,u:111 ) m 
ay not be treated by 

Gentile doctors. Therefore the de 
' gree of seriousness of 

the sickness is not decisive, and another definition must 

be found. 

The definition finally accepted comes close to a 

literal interpretation of the two terms. 1,~ft ,.., , 19'1 means 

medical treatment for animals, and .Ill l'J!ll , l!P, is medical 

treatment for people. The comment is added by t he Gernara 

that these definitions are in accordance with the teaching 

of Rab Judah. Though the definitions are accepted without 

debate, a qualification of the prohibition is made by Rab 

~isda. He had a teaching in the name of Mar 'U~ba that 

accepting medical advice from a Gentile doctor i s 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 r eputation, since the Jew will in all 

liklihood ascertain opinions from other doctors. 

the Gemara•s discussion on this 
The remainder of 

issue pursues exceptions to the Mishnah's rule that a Jew 

t from a Gentile~ It has 
may not receive medical treatmen 
b assumption running throughout 
een demonstrated that an 

that if Gentiles have the 
chapter two of Abodah Zara is 

will murder Jews. Several of 
opportunity, chances are they 
th . alyzed thus 

e rulings and discussions an 
far have the 



f 

62 

apparent aim of insuring that th· 
is opportunity presents 

itself as infrequently as possibl 
e. So too, here, this 

theme appears in the discussion of when 
a Gentile doctor 

may be consulted by Jews. Raba (or some say Rab Hisda)had . 
a tradition in the name of R. Joh.anan that in cases where 

it is uncertain whether a malady is fatal, Jews cannot be 

treated by Gentiles. If, however, it is certain t hat 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. J o~anan not violate 

this important precept? This is precisely the question the 

Gemara asks. Weighing the doctor's tendency againSt his 

b Conclusion is that is is worth 
a ility to cure others, the 

Span of lifeY (i1Y~ nn) • 
the risk of losing "a short 

In the 

not Concerned with a short span 
Gemara' s words, 11We are 

brought as authority for this 
of life.~ · scriptures is 

d t risk entering an 
decision. In II Kings 7 lepers deci e 

0 

' d They are uncon­
enemy town in the hope of receivi ng ai · 

kill them, since 
cerned, apparently, that their foes will 
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theY will die soon anyway. Th d e ecision that Jews i n this 

case not be concerned with "a short 

on this precedent. 
span. of life" is based 

A more difficult objection to R J h 
• 0 .anan's apparent 

leniency follows from a Tannaitic source. A ruling is cited 

in support of the previous conclusion about a "short span 

of life, 11 which states that 11 (J ) •·• ews may not receive 

medical treatment from minim, even ilYtl nn'!. 11 Then a well 

known story is brought from Tosefta ~ullin chapter two, 2 

which x:.m::o.un...t.s:: 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 rninuth 

adds a factor which distinguishes this incident, due to its 

strong attraction. That is, the possibility of succwnbing 

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 :Ln his case. 

Because of the significance of this passage, we will 

take a closer look at it. The word l'n may be translated 
t "The term 

as "sectarian" or "heretic." Dr• Freedman sta es, 

denotes various kinds of Jewish sectarians such as 
th

e 

Sadducees, Samaritans, 
Judeo-Christians, etc. according to 

d 113 I the is use. n 
the date of the passage in which the term 

P 
. 290 R Johanan states that 

alestinian Talmud, Sanhedrin ' • • 
1 when they were divided 

the Jews were exiled from Israe 
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into twenty-four groups of • , 4 
minim. Archaeological evidence 

from the Dead Sea Caves and M 
as sad ah supports his · .. state-

ment about diversified groups that were 
around after the 

destruction of the second temple. To R. 
Jo~anan, this was 

the cause of the exile: God punished Israel because they 

were not unified. From R. Jo~anan•s statement there is 

further indication that 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 1P'1A llY, "Iniquity 

Revealed. 11 This is the rabbinic pun on the Greek word for 

the Gospels. Rashi 5 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, 
11 

whereas idoLater:s do not know of God. For this reason, he 

would rather find refuge in the ''Houses" of idolatiers -than 

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

considered to be instigators of jealousy, hatred, and 

and God. This block of material 
competition between the Jews 

f from it we learn 
in Tractate Shabbat is instructive, or 

that minim O
f assembly and a literature, 

had both places 

and that in their books the name of God ap:ears • 
lGb-17a adds to our 

A passage from ,Abodah zara 
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knowledge of minim. R. Eliezer was arrested for the crime 

Of m. inuth, .or "words of h eresy II Whe h • n e was released, R. 

Akiba asked him to reflect on what might have led to his 

arrest. "Perhaps," h e suggested, "you heard some heresy 

and you enjoyed it." R. Eliezer then remembers 

he met in the rnarket :,·Ja.cob of'.!Kefar :Sekaniah·,? 

that once 

"one of the 

disciples of Jeshu the Nazerite. 118 This Jacob recited a 

halakhic teaching to him. The Munich Manuscript reads: 

,::,:xun HP 7 l11l 7 7 1J --"Thus did Jeshu the Nazerite teach 

me ••• 11 but our text reads: , l 'T 1P '7 1 :>--"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. 9 So, here too, 

there is more evidence of an association of minuth with 

Christianity. 

lly W,.,.~ heretics of Jewish birth. The minim genera .,,.._:~ 

Of the heresy must be detemined from the 
The precise form 

the term appears. Often they are guilty 
context in which 

f 
. f . dualism {nP1171 ,ms), 

0 ascribing to the belie in 

r -~bis. From our story of 

a heresy 

R. Ishmael 
of great concern to the cu., 

. ·m were faith healers. 
and Ben Dama, we learn that some mini_ 

t•nian TalmudlO mentions 
The story as it appears in the Pales 

1 
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that Jacob of Kefar Sekaniah 

pandera," which might b ea name for Jesus. So, the heresy 
of minuth to which R. Ishmael refers might 

be Christianity. 

spoke in the name of "Jeshu 

Bloch says that the Jacob in the story was 
not a pupil of 

Jesus, "but it may be safely s · d h 
a~ tat he was a Christian, 

and that he wanted to cure (Ben Dama ) by an exorci sm in the 

f J 1111 
name o esus. However, it was noted h tat the redactor 

brought this as part of an objection to R. Jo~anan'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 i s 

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

12 l:d R Ishmael have re-adherance to the mitzvot. What co.u · · 

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

. verse appli"es to breaking the interpretation of that 
· one must not do so, 

commandments in private, but in public 
for this is R. Ishmael's 

even at the risk of martyrdom. support 

hip an idol rather than be 
statement that one should wors 
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killed for not doing so. But, this 
does not mean in p.ublic, 

because of the injunction, "Do not profane My holy name" 
(Lev. 22:32). It may be concluded further, then, that to 
the redactor, minuth is · associated With .. foreign worship," 

but we cannot determine precisely what rel• • h 1.g1on e may 

have intended. 

In this sugy;a there is another method of determin~ng 

under what circumstances a Gentile may administer medicine 

to a Jew. It, too, is given in the name of R. Jo~anan, this 

time by Rabba bar bar ~ana. 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. 

Jo~anan's teaching is given. Some had it that Rabba bar bar 

~ana said that R. Jo~anan said no internal malady may be 

treated by Gentiles. In accordance with Talmudic style, 

the Gemara asks and answers the question, What is the dif­

ference between these two versions? The answer is the top 

of the hand and foot. Rashi points out that in B. Yoma a4a 

l.·t · treatment of internal injuries the is taught that for 

hab Sugya in Abodah Zara cites B • 
S bat :. may be violated. The 

bar Mattena taught in the name 
Shabbat 109a, where Rab Adda 

and foot are to be treated 
of Rab that the top of the hand 

the Shabbat may be violated 
like an internal malady in that 

t discussion, if breaking 
to treat them. so, in the presen 
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version of R. Jo~anan's 

treat an injury to the 
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(as it is . according to the first 

teaching), then a Gentile may hot 

top of the hand or foot. I£, on the 

other hand, whether or not 1 a ma ady 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 violating _ 

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. 14 With 

his explanation, it can be seen that the statement of Rabba 

bar bar ~ana in the name of R. J o~anan (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). 

th . topic with the aim of 
The Gernara continues on is 

d 1 d begins. R. Aromi said 
etermining where an internal ma a Y 

from the lips inward. In the course of this discussion a 
sought and received treat­

story is told in which R. Jo~anan 

f
rom a Gentile woman. Further­

ment for scurvy of the mouth 
m to her for more treatment on 
ore, , he was ready to return 
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shabbat. The question is · h 
rig tly asked, How could he do 

this, in light of his teaching that any 
malady for which a 

Jew may violate the Shabbat may not 
be treated by Gentile 

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

Johanan's case constitutes • an exception because he was an 
important man. This is not accepted h , owever, because of 

the case of R . Abbahu. He too, was important, 16 and yet a 

~ 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. So, prominence is no insurance against an 

unscrupulous Gentile doctor. Next, the Gemara offers the 

explanation that the Gentile used by R. Jo~anan was an 

expert. 17 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. Johanan • 

and R. Abbahu was that the doctor who treated R. Abbahu was 

a 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 

of Dagon upon the 

pulling down the pillars of the _temple 

18 
Philistines. 

the mater
ial on receivi ng medical treat­

Summarizing 

t
hat to the Gemara nwsu ,,g,, 

ment from Gentiles, it was seen 
""' uowever, the bulk of the 
••cans treatme nt for a person. n 

with exceptions _to this 
material in the discussion deals 

preclude Jews accepting 
Prohibition. Mar 'Ukba said it does not 

• 
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advice from a Gentile docto b r a out drugs R J h • • o. anan is 

supposed to have said that if the Jew Will certainly die, 

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

Ben 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. Jo~anan; 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 

rnaladay 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 111l1l , 19 ' 1 but 
not n ll'J9l , HP"l • 

and n ll'J!lJ , 1 ~Pl ? 2. Question: What is 111'lll , 19'1 

, 1.!l "1 is for a fee' and nn1!ll , l!l"1 3. Possible answer: 11nn 
is for free. 

. h M' hnah state this. Refutation: ; If. so,l• ·.Let• t e is 

is for a :Possible Answer: nnn ,,9,, 

no danger to life, and nuigJ 'HPl 

cases. 

case where there is 
is for more serious 

Refutation (Rab Judah): Ev~nba 
letting may not be treate Y 

de for blood­puncture ma 
Gentiles. 

a person's animal, 
Answer: 1 ,r.1 n ., HP, is for 
is tre.atment of people• 
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Statement: This accords with the 
teaching of Rab Judah. 

4. Rab Hisda--Mar 1 Ukba: J 
regarding drugs. ews may accept advice of a Gentile 

Reason: Jews w~ll ask others, and the 
to protects his reputation. Gentile will want 

5, Raba--R. Johanan. (or Rab Hisda--R 
will certainly die, he may be t . Jto~anan): If a Jew 

rea eu 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 ;,yr, nn~. 

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 fellows":· 'll). Y1l!ll 
~nJ 1JJV' (Eccl . 10:~. But he was bitten by a snake? 

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

11 Could Ben Dama have cited to permit • Question: What verse 
treatment by a min? 

h " · e one does not 
Answer: Lev. 18 ~ 5, "Live by. t em, 1.. • 

have t o die by them (the mitzvot). 
1·ed to this? 

12 · Question : What could R- Ishmael have rep 
1 

Answer: The verse applies in private, 
not in public. 

, t the difference b~-
§_upport: A Baraitha that poi~ts 0 ~vate and in public. 

tween breaking the mitzvot in pri 
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Rabba bar bar Hana--R Joh 
• 1 • anan• A may v1.o ate the Shabbat m - · ma lady for which J 

ay not be healed by Genti 1::~ 
Alternative version: An inte 1 treated by Gentiles. rna malady may not be 

14. Question: What is the difference 
sions? between .these two ver-

Answer: The top of the hand and f oot. 

Support (Rab Adda bar Mattena--Rab)· F . 
the hand a d f t h · or I11aladies of 

n oo t e Shabbat may b · e violated. 

15. Rab Z utr a bar Tobiah : A malady which · 
is on~ for which the Shabbat may be !~~~~~=~ -a diagnosis 

16. Discussion of 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. Fo llowing the quote, "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 

that location provides protection)? If it refers to the 

Private domain, what protection does it give? The answer 

is that it does indeed refer to the private domain. By 

looki'ng J would create the impression into a mirror the ew 

that he is an important person, and the Gentile will be 

afraid to kill him. It might b~ th0ught 
that this contradicts 

. ts from Gentiles in the 
the Mishnah, which forbids haircu 
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Private domain. It must now b e ass urned th at its rule obtains 
when the J ew has no means of defense H 

. owever, according to 
the Baraitha, under spec ial 

circumstances (namely, when a 

Safe ty device is available) · · l.t 1.s permi tted. 

The last part of the Baraitha states that when a 

Jew cuts a Gentile I s hair, he should "remove his hands,. 

whe n he arrives a t his l ocks. 19 The Gemara provides the 

measurement of three fingers length on every s i de as t he 

precise spot where the J ewish barber should stop to avoid 

touching these locks. 

Finally, in this discussion the story is told how 

Rab I}.ana bar Bizna had his hair cut by a Gentile on the 

road to Nehardea. It was pointed out to him that he t ook 

his life into his hands with his carelessness. To this he 

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 
1 

rule 

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

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

since it is trave rsed by many travelers, is like a public 

Place. 
h discussion of this 

Like with the first part of t e 
, iiaterial deali ng with 

Mishnah, the force of the Gemara 5 

barbers is to liberalize 
receiving haircuts from Gentile 

the 

the 

Mishnah 1 s prohibition. That 

feeling of the rabbis in the 

is, the Gemara emphasizes 

Mishnah that if the Jew 
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has some means of protection h 
, e may have his hair cut by 

a Gentile. 

Scheme--Haircuts 

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

2. Barai tha: When a Jew does have h · . 
he must look in a mirror . When ~s J hair cut by a ~entile 
hair he must stop at the forel k ew cuts a Gentile I s oc s. 

3. Restatement: The Jew must look in · 
a haircut from a Gentile. a mirror when he gets 

4. Question: What are the circumstances? 

Possible answer: When the haircut is given in the public 
domain. 

Refutation: What need would the mirror fulfill (i.e., it 
is 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 is 
an important person. 

5 . Story: Rab ~ana bar Bizna had his hair cut by a .• Gentile. 

6. Restatement (of 
Gentile's hair 

the Baraitha, #2): When a Jew cuts a 
he should stop at his forelock. 

7 · Question: Precisely where should the Jewish barber 
st

op? 

Answer (Rab Malkiah--Rcl ·.'Adda .. bar 
length in every direction . 

Ahaba): Three fingers 



IV. THE FOURTH MISHNAH 

Analysis of the Mishnah (29b) 

Our fourth Mishnah turns from more-or-less 
general 

rules governing relations between Jew and non-Jew to 

specific items belonging to non-Jews or ~n 
~ their possession 

that are prohibited. Since these items are almost entirely 

either different kinds of food or utensils in which food 

is prepared or stored, the effect of this 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 ef feet 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 

f The second section consists deriving any benefit there rom. 

of a series of disputed l.·tems. In each case R. Meir holds 

that the prohibition of each extends to all benefit, while 

the majority of the rabbis rule 
to the contrary. The third 

I shmael's inquiry into one 
Part of our Mishnah recounts R. 

two. The incident is in­
of the prohibitions found in part 

discussed, but also 
t Of the issue eresting not only because 

75 
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for the history of the h l a akha as Well. 

In a sense, where the 
prohibition extends to all 

benefit it is quite clear as to why. The connection between 
that which is prohibited and idolatry is v 1 ery c ear. Hence, 
at least at the Mishnaic 1 1 h eve' t ere 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 r 

am calling the second part of our Mishnah, and pursues the 

l ogic 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

planation. 

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 Albeck points out, the 

Clearly the Concern that it had been used 
reason for this is 

made from wine--Rashi explains 
as libation wine~l (2) vinegar 

, ·negar was made originally 
that the wine from which this vi 

H d
ds that the rule also indicates 

belonged t o a non-Jew. ea 
h . g other than 

th -ade from somet in at a non-Jew's vinegar ... 
The Gemara 

Hadri·anic Earthenware--
Wine is permitted; 2 (3) 

h'b 'tion is also connected 
Will define what this is. The pro 1 1 

we shall see, wine appar-
With the concern over wine for, as 

. these containers; 
stored in 

ently was the primary substance 
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(4) skins with a hole in the a 
rea of the heart--Rabban Simeon 

b. Gamaliel makes this rule more specifi 
c, saying that when 

the hole is round the skin is forbidden; 
When it is oblong 

it is permitted to derive benefit fro ·t m 1 • Albeck explains 

that the round hole is a sure sign that the heart had been 

removed as an act of idol worship: 3 (5} b · Ra bi Akiba ruledLthat 

meat being taken to an idolatrous gathering is permitted, 

while that which comes out of such a place is forbidden, 

for it is II like sacrifices of the dead"; 4 (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. 115 Albeck notes that 

this rule actually belongs in the first chapter of this 

tractate. He points out that in the Tosefta (A.Z. l:lS) 

th . placed wi·th the matter of business is law is correctly 

1·n the Mishnah it is placed 
relations with Gentiles. "But 

• because of the similarity 
in (the second chapter) • • · 

116 
With the (law about) the meat of idolatry. 

t of the Mishnah de­
As stated above, the second par 

. (who held that the 
scribes three disputes between R. Meir 

) d the rabbis 
to all benefit an 

Prohilbiition involved extends 
. items over which 

(who held that it does not)· These are 
th

e 
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theY disagreed: (1) the wine f 
o a Jew which has been put 

into a skin bottle or (clay) • 
pitcher of a non-Jew--The 

commentaries point out that to R M . 
• eir the non-Jew's wine 

that was absorbed by the container• . 
is considered "libation 

wine, 11 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) h 1 s els 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 r enders that substance forbidden 

for all benefit. Regarding Bythnian cheese, we shall see 

below that even within the Tanaitic per iod both the prohi-

b . Me1.·r and the rabbis) and the 
ition against eating it (R. 

from l.·t (the rabbis) were 
permission to derive benefit 

Problematic. 

Our 
Mishnah opens with R. Ishmael 

The third part of 

asking R. Joshua why they 
prohibited the cheese 

rabbis differ with R. 

of non-Jews. 

Mei r as to 
Since the majority of the 

we can assume that he refers 
the extent of this prohibition, 

t to be eaten by 
t ·t was no 

0 the commonly held view that 1 
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Jews. R. Joshua responds· nBec 
. ause they curdle it with the 

rennet of a nebelah. 11 R Ishmael . 
. is able to see a fallacy 

with this reason. He points out that the 
prohibition against 

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

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

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

raw. 118 The implication here is that 1· f 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 conswning 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 

part of the anima 1, but as "mere refuse. 119 

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

· "B e they curdle it with explanation of the prohibition: ecaus 

•d 1 t us purposes." There the rennet of calves used for 1 o a ro 

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

Albeck notes, even the fat of 

fat of the burnt offering, is 

such an animal, unlike the 

prohibited.lo And Rashi, 

the dung of such 
anticipating the Gemara, says that even 

d with the intent of 
an . d for it was fe animal is prohibite, . f. 11 

more acceptable sacri ice. 
fattening it up to make it a 

But R. Ishmael knows that the 
f something 

prohibition° 

d to all benefit. 
t y exten 5 

connected directly with idola r 
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so, he puts the question to R • Joshua 11 ' If this is true 
whY then does the prohibition t ' 

no extend to deriving bene-
fit?" R. Joshua skirts th e question by changing the subject. 
Wl..th this, the Mishnah end 12 s. The Gema ra, then, will have 
a two-fold task with regards to thi . 

s interchange: {l) try · 

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 I 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 Wlderstand this, though, we need 

to begin with verse 37: "(God} will say: Where are their 

gods,/ The rock in whom they sought refuge, (vs. 38 ) Who 

ate the fat of their offerings/ And drank their libati on 

wine ••• ?" He then states that just as no benefit may be 

d So t oo may none be derived 
erived from the sacrifices, 

from 

. s uheckesh' " i . e. ' 
the wine. The reasoning employed here 

1 

close connection 
~a Particular kind of analogy, based on 

th
e 

1 
nl3 

of the aw. 
of two subjects in one and the same passage 

mode of reasoning explains 
Mielziner's explanation of this 
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\¥ell what Rabbah bar Abbuha is . 
saying: "The theory of this 

Peculiar analogy is that where t 
wo Subjects are connected 

predicate th in the law by a common 

wise made in regard to 
' e same provisions other-

one of them are under certain cir-

cums tance s applicable to the other. "14 

In the next three analogies the G 
ernara 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 gues tion asked is, What is t he Biblical 

proof that it is forbidden to derive any benefit from such 

sacrifices as are mentioned in Deut. 32:38? The answer is 

Ps. l O 6 : 2 6 : "They joined thernsel ves- unto Baal Peor and ate 

sacrifices of the dead ( D'nll 7 nlT). ,,lS 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. 

f Scr iptural support is asked Next, the question o 

with regards to benefit from things pertaining to the dead. 

1 as in the following in­
The analogy employed here (as wel 

as a nezerah shavah . But the answer stance) is that known ~ 

"a peculiar kind of Gezerah 
here is as Mielziner notes, 

' ah ,,16 t Gezerah Shav . 
Shavah," which he calls "The Exorbitan 
M' . ·t consists in this, that the 

2.elziner says, " Its pecul1.ar1. Y 
a normal gezerah 

argument from a parity of expressions (Le ,, 
the two laws or 

sh . ases where avah ) is also ·admitted inc 
nothing in common 

Pa . h other, have ssages, compared with eac 
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except a single, often very insign't• 
1 icant word which has not 

the least natural bearing on the 

f .,17 M 
conclusion to be drawn 

there rom. ore specifically, he · gives our analogy as an 
ex.ample of an exorbitant gezerah shavah "of 

still a more 
decidedly sophistical character, ul8 since it is based on 

an l.. den tic al adverb (ci, ) found · t · in wo Biblical passages 

totally unrelated t o one another. That is, in Nwnb. 20 ; 1 

we read, "Miriam died there" (oi,), and in neut. 21:4 we 

find, "There (a~) in the wadi, (~he 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 quite as f arf etched answers the question 

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, 

1·s wri·tten about it (See is that the word "forgiveness" 

' f" Therefore, since Deut. 21:8 ) j ust as with the sacri ices. 

no benefit may be derived from sacrifices
19 

we may deduce 

that the same is true wit h respect to the heifer. 

J
·ust mentioned requires no 

The law of sacrifices 
discussion over wine for the 

Proof text, and this ends the 
hut the Gemara m reappears throug 0 

0 ment , though the subject 
t the conclusions in the fol­

to this Mishnah. We may presen 
as is suggested by the 

lowing rnan~er, working backwards, 
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iogic of the sugya: since n b o enefit may 
be derived from 

sacrifices, none may be derived from the 
heifer whose neck 

is broken; since this is true no ben f' 
' e it may be derived 

from things pertaining to the dead ; which teaches in turn 

that none may be derived from idolatrous ' £" sacri ices; and, 

finally, since this is the case, no benefit may be derived 

from the wine of a non- Jew. Each step in this sequence is 

established by means of an analogy of Biblical verses . 

Scheme--Wine 

l. Question : What is the Scriptural support for the prohibition? 
Answer (Rabbah bar Abbuha): Deut . 32; 38. Just as no 

be nefit 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: 38? 

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 sup~o7t for ~~e ~r~~~­
bition of benefit from things pertaining to e e · 

Numb 20·1 and Deut. 21:4: Just 
Answer: Analogy based 0 1,1 • • r • all benefit, so too 

as the he ifer was prohibite~ fo pertaining to t he dead. 
may none be derived from things 

l.·t is forbidden to derive 
4. Question: How do we know ? 

b the he1.·fer in Deut. 21:4. enefit from 
. . the word "forgiveness" 

f R Jannai says. . , 
Answer: The School o · -th the sacrifices. 

. t •t J·ust as w1 is written abou i, 
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2. Vinegar (29b-32a) 

It makes sense that the prohibitio~. of a non-Jew's 
~inegar made from wine would not b 

e challenged, in prin-
ciple, in the Amoraic discus· sion. Since there was little 
question with regards to wine, the same should be true with 

a product derived from 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 w~th the ub • s ject we note 

that the topics covered are: {l} wine that has somehow 

changed (e.g., vinegar, boiled wine}, (2} categories of 

wine, (3) seals, and (4) beer. I nteresting, 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 obvi ous prohibition, 

for why would it be assumed that just because wine soured 
t· ? 

the injunction against it would no longer be opera ive. 

Since the Mishnah must have intended something by specifying 

• Rab Ashi answers the 
a non-Jew's vinegar made from wine, 

implied question about the reason for the prohibition by 

Sa
. that v1·negar belonging to a Jew 

Ying that it teaches 
not require a double 

that is entrusted to a Gentile does 
h vinegar requires a 

seal. lt is clear from this that sue 
necessitates this rule. 

single seal, and that some concern 



85 

Rab Ashi, to substantiate his 
assertion, states that the 

concern over (Jewish) vinegar 
should not be the fear that 

while in the non-Jew's possession •t 
i may have been poured 

out for a li·ba.tion, for vinegar is not used for that pur-

pose. However, if the fear is that he nu.'ght switch his 

(according to Rashi, 20 inferior) vinegar for the J ew's, the 

single seal is a sufficient deterrent. 

What follows this is a block of material that closely 

resembles the above. A Tanaitic statement is quoted, 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 Barai tha, quoted by R. Elai, st,:;tes 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 

b · 1 · ~t 1.·t ceased? So, Rab Ashi oi ed the prohibition again~ · 

extrapolates from this that a Jew's wine entrused to a 

non-Jew does not require a double seal. once again the same 

t requl.·r1.·ng a double sear are 
wo possible reasons for 

due to the concern that 
rejected: it need not be required 

libation, for such a use 
the wine might be poured out as a 

the fear that the non-Jew 
is not made of boiled wine; also, 

is not applicable, 
would hi's w1·ne for the J~w•s exchange 
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for he would not go to the troubl 
e to falsify even a 

single seal. 

The subject of wine th 
at has undergone some 

Change continues with the c·t t· 1 a ion of a well-known 

kind of 

Baraitha. 

It states that boiled wine and alontith of non-Jews are 

forbidden. Prepared alontith, on the oth h er and, is per-

mitted. Rashi understands this last part of the Baraitha 

as indicating that the wine was not · · originally the non-Jew's, 

but that he acquired it from a Jew. 21 The permission is 

understood as allowing a Jew to derive benefit from it, for 

this drink is not poured out as a libation. 22 

The description of alontith serves as the spring­

board for the material that follows. Up to t his 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
23 

does 

not become prohibited under the law forbidding the use of 

liquids left uncovered ('l'.PA cum) ,24 and that boiled wine 

is not to be prohibited due to the suspicion that it may 

h l].'bat1.·on. Note that this is in 
ave been poured out as a 

th t a Jew's 
accordance with the view of Rab Ashi above, a 

des not require a double 
boiled wine entrused to a non-Jew 

0 

seal. 
are two types of wine 

In their statements there 
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and two possible reasons to . 
prohibit them. What foll 

~eports of incidents l.·n h. ows are 
... w 1.ch an Amo 

ra is offered one of 
these drinks and he pronounces h ' . 

is view regarding the 
applicability of the prohibitions of th 

em. In the first 
example, Samuel is sitting with Ahl 

et (a learned non-Jew25) 
and boiled wine is brought to th 

em. ·Ablet withdrew his 

hand in order not to make the wine forbidden when Samuel 

said, "It has been said that bo1.· 1ed wi· ne is not to be 

suspected of having been poured out as 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. J:Iiyya also does 

not apply to such wine. In this case, however, there is a 

h Sa1.d that what Rab Adda says is c allenge by Rab Papa , who 

t Well dJ..luted. It is not applicable 
rue only when the wine is 

to wine that is only slightly diluted, for snakes drink 

Shown that in some instances 
such wine. Furthermore , it is 

snakes will drink diluted wine . 
Raba, then, is cited, and 

the aboV : diluted wine 
he states the law regarding all 

l f orbidding the use of 
the aw does become p rohibited under 

f being poured out as 
uncovered liquids and is suspected 0 

1 to wine that has 
a libation; but neither of these app Y 
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been boiled. The original stat 
ement of Rabbah and Rab 

Joseph, in the case of diluted • 
wine, has been disputed, 

while their ruling on boiled wine has had the 
prohibition 

against uncovered liquids add d 
e as a concern not applicable 

to it. Raba's addition of th 
e possibility that diluted wine 

may have been used for a libation as 
a pertinent suspicion, 

however, is puzzling. Insofar as the information provided 

by the Gemara is 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 Oentile26 because they do not 

mind if it is left uncovered. 27 At the home of a (Jewish) 

W · d h ld d · k ter for, "she is assumed l. ow, owever, he wou rin wa 

to have adopted her husband, s habits. 11 In other words, he 

presumed that in that household the laws of uncovered liquids 

were observed, even though her husband may not have been 

an expert in these matters. 
t It is said of him that 

Samuel's custom was differen • 
'd •s house reasoning that 

he did not drink water in a wi ow ' 

h f her husband over 
s e does not have the fear 0 

H did drink water 
not keep her water covered. e 

her and might 

at the house 
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II f of a Gentile ... or they may not b 
e particular about the 

1aws of uncovered .. liquids, but h 
t ey are particular about 

cleanliness." This would be an· 
interesting attitude worthy 

of comment, were it not for the fact that 1.·t is challenged 

in the Gemara. An alternative version of the practices of 

these Amoraim28 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.29 

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. 30 The reason for this is 

that even such wine is drunk by snakes. Accordingly, the 

fear exists that potent venom is left in the wine. 

To here our Gemara may be seen as comprising two 

d around Rab Ashi's extrapolation 
sugyoth. The first part revolve 

· The second 
from the law regarding a non-Jew' 9 v)..t\egar · 

t . ing bOiled wine and 
took off from the Baraitha men ion 

f' d as a mixed drink with 
~ontith. Since alontith was de ine 

the discussion wine diluted 
Wine, the Gemara brings into 
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with water. This led to the issue of 1 . . 
iquids left uncovered 

as well as the idolatrous practice of 
libations. Now the 

from wine that has been somehow Gemara moves 

its original 
altered from 

state to the cat • egor1zation of wines in the 

possession of non-Jews.31 

This discussion begins with a tradition cited by 

R. Asi. He had a tradition that R. Jooanan said that R. Judah 

b. Batyra said that "there are three types of wine, n 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 corpse. 
32 

As 

Rashi says, "The sacri fices to idols is analogous to (the 

defilement caused by a) dead body. 1133 Similarly, no benefit 

h Ordl.·nary wi·ne of Gentiles, and i f 
may be derived from t e 

it comes into contact with dried food it makes it susceptible 

34 Rashi regards t he 
to the fourth degree of defilement. 

• f this wine as an 
regulation against deriving benefit rom 

· wine. 35 
extension of the prohibition againSt libation 

The law relating to Jewish 
wine entrusted to a Gentile 

be derived 
. dri'nk, but benefit may 
is that it is forbidden to 

challenged t-y a Mishnah 
from it . This seems to be 

{Demai 3:4) 

~hich states that a Je~•s produce en 
is trusted to a non-Je~ 
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considered, for purposes of h 
t e Sabbatical year and tithinng, 

as the non-Jew's own fruit. Th' 
is is explained as being due 

to the fear of exchanging h 
t e Gentile ' s produce for the 

Jew's.36 So too in our case there is the 
possibility that 

the Gentile will exchang h' · 
e is wine for the Jew's. Therefore, 

the Gernara seems to reason, t he h' pro ibition 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. 37 ~n this way the 

fear of exchanging wine is nearly eliminated, and benefit 

may be derived from it. Furtherm:>re, 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. Jo~anan went to Perud he asked if a 

teaching of Bar ~appara was available on this issue. 

R. Tan~um taught him this: 

Wine a (Jew) entrusts to a 

it is permitted to drink the 

·1 38 Genti e. 

The halakha stated by R. Tan~urn to R. Jo~anan con­
. e entrusted to 

tradicts R. Judah b. Batyra's rule that win 

k R 
ze'ira solves this difficulty 

a Gentile may not be drun • • 
. t the differences of 

by ascribing the opposing views 0 

t between R. Eliezer 
0 Pinion found elsewhere in a disagreemen 
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and the rabbis. He cites 
a Barai tha Which reads: "If one 

buys or rents a house in a G . 
entile•s courtyard and fills 

it with wine and the key or seal • . 
18 in the charge of the 

Jew, R. Eliezer permits, but the 
rabbis prohibit. 0 Rashi 1 s 

explanation i s essential her H 
e. e says that R. Eliezer even 

Permits the drinking of that w1.· Th 
ne. e rabbis prohibit the 

Jew to deposit his wine there, but if he already did, he 

may still derive benefit from it. 39 Therefore, according 

to R. Ze 
I 
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 ~appara 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· 

. h discussion which is The sugya continues wit a 

one both in content and in closely related to the previous 
. seals affixed by a Jew 

literary form. The subject matter 1.s 

J A controversy 
handled by a non- ew. to something that may be 

then explained •nion are is cited and the differences of opi 

as being in accordance with 
the rabbis either R. Eliezer or 
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in the oontroversy mentioned above. This 
form is repeated 

when a second version of the argument is cited. 

R. Eleazar said that everything 
is sufficiently 

guarded with one seal, except wine. 
R. Jo~anan held that 

even wine is guarded with one seal. The explanation for 

these divergent views is that, "one · 
is according to R. Eliezer 

and one is according to the rabbis. II R. Jo~anan, that is, 

is in a9reement 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 

~ananel indicates is the accurate tradition, 40 has it that 

R. Eleazar said that everything is sufficiently guarded with 

a double seal, except wine. R. Jo~anan 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. Jo~anan) 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 

bb . rule that it is for­
even in this latter case the ra is 

Johanan agrees with the rabbis 
bidden. In other words, R. • 

Jew t o keep his wine in a home 
that it is forbidden for a 

d if it has one 
b h a non-Jewish courtyar oug tor rented in 

~al. But, if the wine has a double 

rabbis would agree it is permitted. 

seal he believes the 

R. Eleazar does not 
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think the rabbis would permit it 
to be done even with a 

double seal. Therefore, both are 
in accordance with the 

rabbis in light of their divergent und . erstandings of that 
41 controversy. 

A "well kn B · own ara1tha" introduces the next discussion. 

After the Gemara explains the reasoning involved in it, 

another Baraitha is cited as an apparent contradiction. One 

Aroora attempts to reconcile the two Tanaitic souxces, but 

is refuted by another Arnora. 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 Borkata42 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 

was eventually changed. Instead of limiting the extent of 

the prohibition to specific localities, a general rule was 

J.·s forbidden, but it is 
established: wine in open casks 

d casks from sarnaritans. The 
Permitted to buy wine in close 

there which to a certain 
Tosafot make an interesting commen ' 

the material in this discussion. 
extent anticipates the rest of 

a closed cask was originally 
They remark that even though 
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open, since it was the sarnarita, . 
n s intention to sell it to 

Jews it was watched carefully to. insure it was not touched 
by an idol worshipper. The Samaritans do not 

want to be 
suspected of being careless with the laws of 

non-Jewish 
contact with the wine of Jews.44 

The Gernara explains the reasoning in the Baraitha, 

both for the earlier ruling and t he later revision. The 

earlier reasoning had been that Samaritans are not 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 

·se with closed casks. If was due t o the care they exerci 
d Baraitha r equire the 

this is true, why would the secon 

and method of closure? More 
Jew to recognize his seal 

les of the Samaritan the scrup Precisely, why cast doubts on 
in the first, if the casks 

in the second Baraitha, while 
f care has been 

great amount o 
are closed, we may assume a 
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taken? It is interesting to note that 
the objection is not 

onlY based on the two Tanaitic t 
quo es, hut the Amoraic 

explanation of the reasoning in the first 
is essential to 

an understanding of the nature of the contraai· t· c ion per-
ceived between the two. Taken by themselves, the Baraithot 

do not necessarily contradict each other. 

The attempted resolution comes from R. ze, ira. 45 He 

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. 46 so, 

the first Baraitha refers to the city, and there, if the 

cask is closed the wine is 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 1 ira as problematic. 

For, he asks, "Did not that (wine) of the city come by way 

of the road? 11 In other words, wine sold in a shop came from 

a 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. 

Jeremiah, the correct understanding 
Therefore, according to R. 

of the first Baraitha 
must be that closed casks are permitted 

in the vicinity of the wine presses. 
When they were closed 

people around and 
In that case, he reasons, there are many 

f r that if someone 
great care would be exercised for ea 

t act with the wine 
J w have con 

observes that he lets a non- e 
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he will be unable to sell the wine 
to Jews. 

The subject of the last sugya 

vinegar is the beer of Gentiles. The 
in this section on 

discussion involves a 
controversy between Amoraim over h 

w Y it is prohibited. 
There are no Tanaitic traditions ·t d 

ci e by the Gernara 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 

or Baraitha. Perhaps in the days of the Aiooraim they for­

bade it/ ~-s This may be so, yet a study of this sugya reveals 

two important problems with th~ 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. 

1 t . for the prohibition comes from The first exp ana ion 

Rami bar Hama in the name of R. Isaac. This position holds . 
that the reason is "marriages. 11 As Rashi- elaborates, this 

means that beer of non-Jews was prohibited in order t~ . . 49 

1 ttending Gentile festivities. 
discourage Jews from regular Ya 

1 t d "to pre­,J"1l may be trans a e Therefore, the reason nun ., 

vent intermarriages." 
reason, namel~, because 

Rab Nahinan has an alternative 
• uncovered liquids. We note here 

of the prohibition againSt 
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that what follows is one of th 
e Gemara•s methods of clar­

ifying what it sees is an 1 unc ear statement . After citing 
the a utho ri ty, a question is asked about the 

circumstances 
of his s tatement. A few possibilities are 

suggested and 
rejected a s explanations of what 

was i ntended. Then, the 
Gemara remarks that the teaching is II necessary," and sup-

plies the pertinent circumstance to which it may be applied. 

In our case , the question asked i s: What was l eft uncovered, 

that this prohibition should effect the beer of non-Jews? 

I f the answer is the beer while i n the process of brewing , 

the Gemara poi nts out that Jews also do that. Or, if the 

answer is the beer while in the vat, Jews leave it uncovered 

t here as well. so Finall y, if we say that it i s the barrel 

51 t hey 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 t he beer 

is allowed t o settle in a container until it i s clear· If 

this was a method employed by J ews we may assume that when 

th dl.. d d the water, for without question ey this they covere 

h 'bited liquids left water is subject to the law of pro 1 

uncovered. 52 However, we cannot presume that a Gentile 

would cover the water he was allowing to settle. 
for the prohibition, 

If this is the operative reason 

then, so reasons the Gernara, i t 
follows that mature or old 

t for this assertion 
beer should be permitted. Suppor 

is permitted, 
from Rab~3 who said that mature l iquor 

comes 

for 
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venom would not let it mature, and wi ne 
that has just fer­

mented is permitted for the same reason . 
In the case of the 

beer of Gentiles, however, we lear th . 
n at this does not 

apply. £or the Gemara decides that "th 
, e decree against 

mature (beer) was made on account 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 Gernara 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 

r e asons 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 

h' house and he drank 
it. Someone brought Rab Al}ai beer at is 

that both agree that the prohibition 
it. The Gemara says 

l.
·ntermarriage. That is, they 

of such beer is to prevent 
· for that 

fl . i'n their own domain, et they could drink it 
t'ons with Gentiles, where 

would not lead to social rela 1 

a Gentile woman. The Gemara 
0 ne might cast ones eye upon 

took e~traordinary caution. 
remarks , however, that Rab Al,lai 
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The i mplication is that he insisted 
on even further dis~ance 

from Gentiles before he would drink th 
eir beer. The Tosafot's 

Comment here is instructive, for i' t f 
urther clarifies the 

prohibition. They say that, 

In any case, both (sages} would not drink beer in the 
ho~e of Gen~iles. Therefore, one must be careful not to 
drink b~er 1.n the home of a Gentile, for Rab Papa and 
Rab A~ai, who ~ere la~e (authorities}, did not . How­
ever , one who is lodging in the home of a Gentile 
might be pe:mitted t'? send to the city to buy beer 
from a Gentile, for it would be like (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 forbid (drinking Gen­
tile beer) because of intermarriage, but rather speci­
fically drinking it at weddings or regularly drinking 
m the home of Gentiles. However, a chance incident (was 
not forbidden. ) 54 

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. 

ht th Prohibition may be inter-Nonetheless, they reason t a e 

f exceptions to the law preted in a way that allows or 

under certain circumstances. 

happens to challenge the The example that follows 

was strict in the matter above, for Rab Samuel bar Bisna 

t l d that he was once in Marguan. 
of Gentile beer. We are 0 

. important. He says 
Rashi's comment about this place is 

. lar about drinking the 
not Particu that the Jews there were 

. 'dent is more easily inci 55 Wi"th this, the Wine of Gentiles. 
B, a was brought wine 

samuel bar isn 
understood, for when Rab ht him beer he did 

h y broug 
h and when t e e did not drink it, 

• 
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not drink it. There is no 
problem with 

respect to wine, 
but, asks the Gemara, Why d 

id he refuse the 
swer given is that his refusal 

beer? The an-

was based on 
of a suspicion. 11 He felt that 

"a suspicion 

the decree against the beer 
was a safeguard against us ing G 

entiles' wi ne. Were the 
beer to be permitted, he feared ·t 

' i could lead to carelessness 

and eventually to drinking their wine. If Rashi' s comment 

about the Jews of Marguan is correct, h ten this reasoning 
was particularly appropriate. 

Rab ruled in a contradictory fashion. To him was 

attributed the statement t hat the beer of a Gentile is 

permitted, though he would not let his son drink it. The 

Gernara rightly asks, "Which way do you want it? If it is 

pennitted, it should be permitted for everyone. If it is 

forbidden, it is forbidden for all! 11 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 Na.grnan above). But, 

he reasons, the ·bitter taste of the hops counteracts any 

One Who 1.
·s s1.'ckly would get ill from it. venom, and only 

. Rab's son, was sickly. 
And, the Gemara continues, ~iyya, 

that led Rab to forbid his son 
This was the consideration 

. . ·s interesting, for it clearly 
to drink Gentile beer. This 1 

. st drinking liquids 
explains that the law again 

left uncovered 

hygiene. Understood this way, 
was enacted for reasons of 

l ·ke other prohibited 
th · 1 beer, un i e prohibition of Genti e 
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things, was not made for th 1 . eo ogical 
or social reasons. 

A comment by Samuel f , o no real . importance to our 
subject, continues this t · 

epic of health. He states that all 
reptiles have venom and that the 

venom of the serpent is 
fatal, while that of others is not. It 

1
.

5 then reported 
that he said to Rabts s tt · 

on _iyya that uswollen Gentiles do 

not die from drinking liquids left uncovered because their 

bodies devolop an imnnmity from eating abominable and 

creeping things. 11 Perhaps !Jiyya understood better why his 

father did not let him drink the beer of Gentiles once he 

heard Samuel's explanation. 

Our 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 t he light 

of what has been said in these pages, we might speculate 

what the ruli ng would be with regard to the present question. 

On the one hand, in his comment on the Mishnah, Albeck 

stated that vinegar made from something other than wine is 

permitted. 56 In the discussion on beer, there were those 

l . of reasoning that the Who f cl lowed Rami bar llama I s ine 

Prohibition of Gentile beer was a safeguard against inter­

ld drink this beer in their 
marriage. They purportedly wou 

to justify their action. 
own domain, relying on this reason 

think vinegar made from 
Based on this evidence, we might 

on the other hand, we have 
Gentile beer would be permitted. 
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the statements of Rab Na~man and Rab 
Samuel bar Bisna, 

which do not allow for drinking 
Gentile beer under any 

circumstances . Therefore, using 
the reasoning of the Gemara 

at the beginning of this section . 
'we might posit that vinegar 

made from the beer of non-Jews would b f . 
e or bidden, fo.r why 

suppose that the prohibition against th · b eir eer would cease 

to be effective once it was used to k ma e 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 roix 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 dete rmining 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 is 

assume that so far as Gentile beer certainly plausible to 

Would Probably take the Rab Na~rnan view of 
is concerned, he 

Wh1. ch we saw interpreted most leniently. 
the prohibition, 

Scheroe--Vinegar 

. •t· n is obvious. 
l. Statement : The Mishnah's proh1.b1. 1.o 

• · is to teach 
f r the prohibition d t 

Rab Ashi: The reason. 0 to a Jew that is entruste O a 
that vinegar belongin~ double seal. 
Gentile does not require a .1 from exchanging 

'11 deter a Genti e 
Reason: A single seal Wl. , 
his own vinegar with the Jew s. 

... 
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2. Baraitha (quoted by R .. Elai): Boiled . 
that originally was his own wi . wine of a Gentile 

ne 18 prohibited. 
Comment: This is obvious. 

Rab Ashi: The reason f .;;.;...:.__,,=--.-,- or the Baraith . 
a Jew s boiled wine e t a is to teach that 
need a double seal. n ruSt ed to a Gentile does not 

Support: A double seal is not • 
wine is not used for libation!equired b~cause boiled 
deter him from exchanging his w'. and ~ single seal will 

ine with the Jew's. 

3. Baraitha: Boiled wine and alontith 
pared alontith is pemitted. are forbidden~ pre-

Question: What is alontith? 

Answer: A mixture of old wine, clear water, and balsam. 

4. Rabbah and Rab Joseph: Diluted wine is not prohibited 
by the 1 aw 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 that 
boiled wine is not suspected of being used as libation 
wine. 

Incident: R. Ijiyya 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. 

Objection (Rab Papa) : snakes drink wine that is slightly 

diluted. 
d . e is not forbidden when 

Conclusion (Raba): Di~ute win ted of being used for a 
left uncovered, and is sushpec hold for boiled wine. 
libation, but neither of t ese 

. that water left uncovered 
5. Incident: R. Hilkiah affirms 

is prohibited. 
the home of a Gentile 

6 dr 'nk water in . ·a 
• Gemara: Rab did not 1 ome of a Jewish w1 ow· . 

but he did drink it in the ~ widow's house, but did 
Samuel did not drink wat~~ in a 
so in the home of a Genti e. 
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Alternative Version: Samue 
in the home of a Gentil 1 would not drink w t e or a widow. a er either 

7. Rab a: Wine that has form d . 
h · b · t · f e a f 1.lm · pro i 1 1.oz:1 ° uncovered li ui is ~usceptible to the 

days, and is suspected of b q. ds during the first three 
thereafter, neither of th eing used for a libation; ese apply. 

Gemara: In Nehardea it was h ld 
days the law of uncovered 17 . tdhat even after three 

lqUl s still applies. 

8. R. Judah b. Batyra: There are th 
wine, ordinary wine of a Gentilree type~ of wine: libation 
entrusted to a Gentile (wh. h · e' and wine of a Jew 
entrusting it to the Gentit~}.a Jew may 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 tentile assigns him a corner in 
the room. 

Comment: When a Jew is assi gned a corner he may even 
drink the wine stored there. 

Support: A t e aching of R. Tanl}um that it is permitted to 
drink the wine a Jew entrusts to a Gentile. (Note the 
contradiction with R. Judah b. Batyra.) 

R. Ze t ira: R. Judah b. Batyra ts view is in agreement 
with the rabbis and R. Tanhum' s view is in harmony 
with the opinion of R. Eliezer (based on a dispute in 

a Barai tha). 

Comment: The law i n the Baraitha quoted by R. ze'ira is 
in accordance with R. Eliezer. 

9. R. Eleazar: Everything is sufficiently guarded with one 

seal except wine. 

R. Job,anan: Even wine is guarded with one seal. 

. · · agreement 
Explanation: One view 1s in . ( . R 

and the other with the rabbis in • 

with R. Eliezer 
ze'ira's state-

ment above) • 
said everything is 

Alternative Version: R. Ele:z~~u}:)le seal, except wine. 
sufficiently guarded with . • guarded by a double en wine is 
R. JoQanan held that ev 
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seal. 

Explanation: Both agree with th 
disagree as to the nature of t~ \T~7W of the rabbis but 
rabbis and R. Eliezer. e lspute between the 

Baraitha: The wine of En-Kusi · . 
B1.rath-Sirika; the wine of Bo~s for~idden because of 
of Ke far Parshai; the wine of ~:t~ is , forbid~en because 
because of Kefar Shalern. Later ~ ar 15 , forbidden 
wine in open casks is forbidden'. h~ rubling was that 

· t · , wine ought from 
Samari ans in closed casks is permitted. 

Gernara: The original reasoning was that Samaritans are 
not careful about the touch of idol worshippers, whether 
the casks are open or closed. Later, the reasoning 
was that they are unconcerned about the touch of idol 
worshippers when the casks are open, but are careful 
when they are closed. 

12. Objection: A Barai tha 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. 

13. 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. 

14. Question: Why was beer of Gentiles forbidden? 

I c) . To prevent inter­
Answer 1 (Rami bar l}arna--R. saa · 

marriages. 
th prohibition of 

Answer 2 (Rab Nahman): Due to e 
uncovered liquids. 

have been left uncove red? 
15. Question: What might 

h beer while brewing. 
Possibil ity: Te 

also do this, 
Refutation: Jews 

while in the vat. 
Possibility: The beer vat uncovered. 

leave beer in the 
Refutation: Jews also 
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p.nswer: The water used t o make the beer. 

16. Gemara: It follows that mature 
beer should be permitted. 

support: Rab said that 
just fermented are pe~~ture beer and wine that has 

ed. 

Refutation: Rab's ruled 
f 

. 
1 

oes not appl t 
o Gentl. e s, for it was r h . b. Y o mature beer 
agains t their new beer. p O 

l. ited as a safeguard 

17 . Incident : Rab Papa drank beer of a 
of his store. Gentile at the door 

18. Incident : Rab Al;iai drank beer of a Gentl." le 1.· n his home. 

19. Comment: ~oth agree the prohibition of the beer is to 
prevent intermarriage. 

20. Incident: Ra~ Samuel bar Bisna was brought wine and 
beer while in Marguan and drank neither. 

21. Question: Why did he refuse the beer? 

Answer: Because of a suspicion of a suspicion . 

22. 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.) 

Answer: To Rab beer was prohibited because of the law 
of uncovered iiquids, but it wi ll only make a sickly 
person ill. His son was sickly. 

23. Samuel: Statement about snake venom. 

2 made from Gentile beer is forbidden, 
4. Rab Joseph : Vinegar 

25 been Stored it is permitted. 
· Rab Ashi: If it had 

· xed with it, the vinegar 
Reason: If libation wine was nu 

wo uld spoil if stored. 
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3. Hadrianic E arthenware (32a) 
The discussion about H d 

a rianic earthenware involves 
defining the term and then a 

sugya concerned with a related 

issue. Rab Judah in the name of Samuel said that these 

utensils are "earthenware of Emperor Hadrian n 
1
. e a , •• , kind of 

d f h. 57 
pottery name or im. Rab Dimi supplies more details of 

the background of Hadrianic earthenware. 58 He adds that the 

land was "virgin land" when tilled and planted by Hadrian. 

The wine produced was poured into .unglazed pitchers 59 

which absorbed the wine. They were then broken and the 

shards were carried by the tro~ps 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 s upport the 

legs of a bedstead? Then, the question is posed regarding 

I eserving somethi ng for­
the broader issue involved: s pr 

h d) for another 
bidden (in this case the wine in the s ar s 

d 
t d) permitted or forbidden. 

purpose (supports for the bes ea 
in our case wishes to use 

Rashi adds further that the Jew 
not for its sake, but for the 

the preserved libation wine 
is that between 

shards.6 1 The answer the Gemara gives 
find one permitted the use 

R. Eleazar and R. Jo~anan we 
62 

did not. 
Of the shards and the 0ther are c~allenged. 

and strict positions 
Both the permissive 
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Gemara cites a passa First, the 

1enges the 
ge from Tosefta which chal-

authority who permitted the 
use of the shards. 

In this Baraitha (which will be 
cited in full below), Rabban 

Simeon b. Gamaliel ruled in the name of 
R. Joshua b. ~apusai 

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 

Gernara 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 no t extend to deriving 

benefit.63 so, why should their be a distinction between 

leather bottles and pitchers? 

In the second response, Raba attempts to reconcile 

who would per­the apparent contradiction between the one 
·th quoted in ob­

mit the use of the shards and the Barai a 

jection to his 
th t the reason bene­

opinion. Raba explains a 

fit may not be derived from the 
leather bottles in the 

Baraitha is because of the fear 
that a Jew may come to use 

them to patch his own leather 
bottle. Rabbenu ~ananel's 

derstanding 
comment to this is vital to un 

d {the use of which 
that the pottery shar 5 

Raba. He added 

either R, Eleazar 
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or R. Jo~anan permitted nfor anoth 
er purPose," and which 

the objector, on the basis of th . 
e Baraitha, thinks should 

be prohibited) have already f lf' 
u illed their purpose and 

can no longer function· they , are of no use. Therefore, 

else. The leather from the they may be used for something 

bottles, however, can still be used to patch other leather 

bottles; for this reason, their use "f or another purposen 

is forbidden. 64 

To the one who forbade the use of the pottery shards 

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 I 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 situation, and explains the pro­

hibition. Thus, the Gernara has challenged and substantiated 

both views with regards to the use of shards of Hadrianic 

t
. about the use of something 

earthenware. The ques ion 

bidden for a purpose not originally intended for that 

for-

object 

is undecided by our passage. 

Scheme--Hadrianic Earthenware 

. earthenware? 
l. Question: What is Hadrianic 

"Earthenware of the emperor 
Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel): 
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Hadrian.• 

Rab Dimi: Mored t · e ails of how it was used. 

Rab Joshua b. Levi: Comments b 
the wine put inH adrianic eaarthout the superiority of 

enware. 

2. Question: Can the shards be 
a b e dstead? Is preservin s~sed ~o suppo7t the legs of 
purpose forbi dden or per~itt:~~~ing forbidden for another 

Answer: Between R. Eleazar and R Johanan permi'tted 
and the other did not. · . one 

3. Objection_ (to th~ one who permitted) : A Baraitha which 
says it is forbidden to make covers for an ass from 
the leather flasks of Gentiles. 

Respon7es: (1) Why the distinction between leather bottles 
and pitchers? (2) Raba said the use of leather flasks 
was fo rbi dden due t o 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 Gent iles? 

Re sponse: Of the pitchers we say the forbidden matter is 
not present in s ubstance; 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 

animal's heart is quite short. First a Baraitha is cited 

which seems to add to the Mishnah. From it we learn that 

such a skin ~ when forbidden,will have a drop of blood on 

· an i'ndication that the heart was 
it. This, says Rashi, is 

. 1 was alive.65 If there is no drop 
removed while the anima 

hJ.
.de 1.·s permitted. Rab Huna adds a qualification 

of blood, the 
b t the drop of bl ood 

to the Baraitha. The statement a ou 
. d the puncture has not been 

applies when the skin aroun 
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treated with salt. If it has 
. . , t.h4m regardless f 

the hide is prohibited f o all else, 
, or the salt would hav 

drop of blood. This treat e removed the 
tnent make . . 

sit lmpossible to determine 
if the heart was taken out 

as an act of idolatry. Since 
this does not ap pear to contradict the Mishnah (nor is it 
introduced in the T 1 a mud as a contradicti on) ,I assume that 

of blood is an addi tional 

that of Rabban Simeon b. 

the stipulation about the drop 

condition to Gamaliel regarding 

the shape of the puncture. This being the case, we now have 

it that a k. sin pierced at the animal ' s heart is forbidden 

if the p uncture is round and there is a drop of blood 

found on it (or i'f i·t had been treated with salt as a 

cover-up of sorts). 

Further indication that the Baraitha provides addi­

tional and not contrary ways of deci ding whether hides 

pierced at the heart ~re forbidden or not comes from what 

follows. After quoting the Mishnah, "Rabban Simeon b. 

Gamaliel says that when the puncture is round (the hide is) 

forbidden , when oblong, it is permitted, 
11 

the Gemara cites 

Rab Joseph in the name of Rab Judah speaking in the name 

of Samuel, that the law is in accordance with Rabban Simeon 

b. Gamaliel. Abaye is then reported to have said to Rab 

J l.
·mplies that there was a dispute . 

oseph that this statement 

W that 
this is not important , Abaye 

hen Rab Joseph responds 
. song?" In other words, 

answers, 11. 1,e singing a 
"Is Gemara "" 

the law 
resting with Rabban Simeon b. 

the statement about 
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Gamaliel is u.nnecessary if. 1.n fact there was nod' 66 1.spute. 
I conclude, therefore, that the Baraitha is not brought to 
contradict the Mishnah. 

Scheme--Skins pierced . at the Heart 

1. Baraitha: A skin pier d 
and a drop of bl ce at the heart · h 
sign of blood . O<;>d on it is forbidd wit a round hole 

it is permitted. en. If there is no 

2. Rab Huna: This applies when the sk. 
- with salt. If it has, the hide . inf ha~ not been treated l.s orb1.dden. 

3. Mishnah: Rabban Simeon b . 
is round the hide is fo~b ~~~all.el says when the puncture 
permitted. l en, when oblong it is 

4. Statement (Rab Joseph--Rab Judah-- . 
accordance with Rabban Simeon b • ~::~1i~i. The law is in 

5. Abaye: This implies there was a dispute. 

Rab Joseph: Is that important? 

Abaye: "Is Gemara like singing a song?" 

5. Meat 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 

Amoraic discussion. Before we see what was said about this 

issue, a few preliminary remarks might be helpful. It is 

obvious, first of all, that the permission and prohibition 

involve use of or benefit from the meat, for a Jew would 

have no interest in eating it. so, we are dealing with a 

Jew buy1.· ng d to resell it, give it as a 
this meat in or er 

gif 67 something along these lines. 
t to another non-Jew, or 
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Also, since the Tanaitic period 
. , the concerns which 

had with respect to non-Jews h d 
the sages 

a changed. Idolatry as such 
was not as great a threat to the.mas 't 

· l was to the authorities. 
of the Greco-Roman period. Because the £ 

re erence here seems 
to be to actual idol worship, it • 

is not an issue which occupied 

the later generations tt,-Q.,the same degree. The discussion being 

as short as it is, it seems that un~ 1··k~· ~ ~ other theoretical 

debates in the Talmud th ' e 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 

Ak.iba I s view agree. A positive answer is not given, but 

rather, R. tJ.iyya bar Abba in the name of R. Jo}:lanan replies, 

"Not R. Eliezer, for he taught that the thought of idol 

worship is on the mind of an idolater." As Mischon explains, 

this means that at the time of the animal 
I
s slaughtering 

the idolater had already designated it in his mi
nd 

as an 

idol worship.68 That is, the 
act committed for the sake of 

ffering when slaughtered and 
animal became an idolatrous 0 

the meat was to be offered 
before it was taken to the place 

h Gemara, then, does 
as a gift to a god. 69 The question of t e 

a view opposed to 
little more thal!l. inform us that there was 

,Akiba. If this 
the prevailing opinion of R. 

is true, then 



we can describe his reasonin 
g. He must have 

felt that the 
meat does not become an idolatrous 

actually delivered to the place of 
offering until it is 

idol worship. The thoughts 
of the one who slaughtered it is 

not decisive, but the actual 
offering is . Therefore, when the Gemara 

asks for the reason 
meat taken from a place of idolatry Mas 

" forbidden, the an-
swer is that in that case there is no doubt that the animal 
was sacrificed for idolatrous purposes. 

The Gemara again asks, with whose opinion does R. 

Akiba I 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. 10 6: 2 8) for the rule that the sacrifice to idol wor­

ship defiles by overshadowing. 70 He makes the analogy based 

on that verse that, "Just as a corpse defiles by overshadowing, 

so do sacrifices of the dead. 1171 The similarity in thought 

between R. Judah b. Bathyra and R. A.kiba is their equati ng 

idolatrous sacrifices with things pertaining to corpses. 

Scheme--Meat taken to 0 : brought 
from idolatrous festivals 

R, Akiba 's opinion agree? 
1. Question: With whose view does 

Answer (R. Hiyya--R. Jo~an~n}: 
view that the thought of i dol 
of the idolater. 

Not with R. Eliezer'.s 
worship is on the mind 

an idolatrous festival is 
2• Mishnah: Meat brought froro 

forbidden. 

3• Question : What is the reason? 
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Answer: There is no doubt th t 
for idolatrous purposes. a the animal was sacrificed 

4 . Question: .With whose opinion doe . 
meat coming f ram an idolatrou sf R •. Akiba' s view of 

s est ival agree? 
Answer: With R. Judah b. Bathyra. 

6. Business relations with idolat . 
d · f . ers going to 

an coming rom their festivals--(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 fest i vals, 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 question of a Jew going t o an 

idolatrous festival. Also, there is a short discussion on 

a situation clos e to that of the Mishnah, once again with 

the Gemara I s interest centering on a Jew's involvement in 

objectionable activities. 

The sugya opens with a statement by Samuel which 

1 rules, and expands on t hem. gives reasons for the Mishnah s 

on the way to a festival 
He states that with an idolater 

one may not conduct 
• 11 for he goes and 

business ••• 
gives 

the non-Jew will look 
thanks to idols." That is, 

at any 

d . t which the ealings he has as an ac 
idol made possible. 

idol (or god) for the 
Out of gratitude he will thank that 

difference that makes to 
opportunity. 1We might ask what 
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the Jew. Yet when we consider th . 
at this would 

make the Jew 
an accomplice to an act of idol worsh· 

lp, that the non-Jew 
expressed gratitude to an id 1 f 0 or something the Jew did, 
we understand the gravity of the Jew's involvement. 

Though 
not stated here, the Jew would be guilty 

of trespassing 
the inj Wiction, "Before a blind person do 

not place a stum-
bling block" (Lev. 19:14). 72 Samuel also 1 exp ains that a 

Jew may have _business relations with an ·d 1 elater returning 

from a festival, for, "what has happened has 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 

Cl.tea than Samuel's opinion. If idolatry which is stricter 
f this Tannaitic state­

Was a greater threat to the author 0 

. that with a Jew 
ment, then we might expect the ruling 

idolatrous festival 
either going to or returning from an 

The Gemara understands 
l.'t . conduct business. is forbidden to ·t· Rab 

l 's view by c1 ing 
th . · th sarnue is, and reconciles it wi 
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.Ashi. He asserted that the Baraitha f 
re ers to a Jewish 

mumar. If he is on his wa t 
y o an idolatrous festival, ~e 

hold no hope that he will change his m· d 
in• Therefore, silfli­

lar to the case of a non-Jew on his way 
to a festival, it 

is forbidden to conduct business with him. What remains a 

bit unclear is why Jews may conduct business with idolaters 

when returning from their gatherings. Samuel •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 11 again and again," should the same not 

apply with equal if not greater for ce to a non-Jewish 

idolater? 

The second part of this sugya begins with a Bara i tha 

similar to the last, with the difference that the destination 

is a market fair (1,,,). Whether or not an icbl \ttOI'Shipper i s headed 

may do business with him. With for or returning £ran one, Jews 

Same as 1·n the case of an idolatrous fes­a Jew it is the 

to one it is permitted to con­tival: if he is on his way 

forbidden when he is duct business with him, but it is 

returning. 

The problem pointed out a 
d1·ng the difference bove regar 

and non-Jew returning from an 
between the case of a Jew taken up by the 

the issue 
idolatrous festival is precisely · 

S the question is 
t his aaraitha. o , 

Gemara with respect to · d .. _ for-
· t shoul ~ 

. h the Jew, that i asked, What distinguis es 
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bidden to do business with h. 1m when 
returning from a market 

fair? The answer is, "We say he 
sold articles of idol wor-

ship and has idol worship money 
on him. ,. This 

explains the 
reason for the prohibition, but, 

as the Gemara makes clear, 
it does not answer the question. So, it 

points out that the 
same could be said of an ·ao1 

l ater. The response is that we 

assume that a non-Jew sold a garment or wi·ne. 
Could we not 

presume the same to be true with the Jew? No, for had he 

these goods to sell, the Gemara reasons, he would have 

sold them "here, 11 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 

presumed to be "the money of idol worship," but rather the 

. 73 
money of ordinary business transactions. 

. sugya she_ds more light on 
The last comment of this 

the Mishnah's statement 
the problem mentioned above. To 

that it 
with those returning 

is permitted to do business 

from an idolatrous festival, R. 
Simeon b. La~ish adds a 

1 . s to those 
Proviso. He says this app ie 

who do not return 

b ·dden for we say ·tis for i ' 
in bands, " ••• but if they de, 1. " 

. band) to return. 
that it is the intention (of those in a 
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ThiS brings the cases of the 
Jew and non-Jew into 

J harmony. 
With a ew we assume that if 

he goes once to an 
idolatrous 

festival he is sure to 

question about whether 

return. With a non-J 
ew there is a 

or not he intends to go again. 

Scheme--Business relations with id . 
to and coming from their f es~t:~~~s going 

1. Samuel: It is ·permitted to do busi • 
to an idolatrous festival for he n:asys whith a hJ7w going 

· th J .... · ' c ange 1.s mind; 
w7 a ew 7e"-'urn1.ng from one it is forbidden for he 
will most likely go again. ' 

2. Ba7ai tha: ~t is forbidden to do business with a Jew 
e~ ther 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. 

Statement: The same could be said of an idolater· 

Answer: we assume he sold a garment or wine. 

Question: could we not say the same 
of the Jew? 

Answer: He would sell those things to Jews. 
return from a festival 

6 • R. Simeon b. La~ish: If idola~er~usiness with them. 
in bands it is forbidden to 0 
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7 . Skin Bottles and p· 
itchers (33a-34a) 

We now begin discussing the d ' 
isputes in the Mishnah 

between R . Meir and the majority of th . 
e rabbis . The first 

topic is skin bottles and pitchers belonging to Gentiles . 

R. Meir holds that the prohibition extends to all benefit; 

the rabbis believe that J a ew 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 . 74 If a Gentile lined them with pitch • 

and tans the skins, and puts wine in them while a Jew 

observes, the Jew need not be concerned. That is, if 
th

e 

Gentile lines a new skin bottle, the concern would be 
th

at 

libation wine had been absorbed by the pitch, making 
th

e 

1 
. that in our case the wine 

bottle forbidden. Rashi e~p ains 
. t take away its bitter 

is poured in while the pitch J.S hot 
0 

taste . 7 5 (Further on we will See 
why this one contact with 

Gentile wine does not render th
e 

bottle forbidden.) If a 

see that wine is not 
Jew observes this procedure, he can 

poured in after the pitch cools -

f the Baraitha 
The last part o 

is confusing, in that 
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it is unclear why the contact with 

the bottle forbidden. so, the 
the Wine does not make 

Gemara asks "s. 
poured wine into it, of 

the Gentile , ince 

what avail is it that 
a Jew watched?" 

Rab Papa answers with a textual emendation. He 
says the 

Baraitha should be understood as s . 
aying that if a Gentile 

1 ined the bottle with pitch and tans it, and 
a Jew pours 

wine into it while another Jew stands near the Gentile, he 

need not be concerned. The Gernara obJ" ects to Rab Papa's 

restatement of the Baraitha. The problem had been the Gen­

tile pouring wine into the pitcher, so what purpose does 

the J ew 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

Baraitha. It is his view Vides another explanation of the 

1.·nto the flask it is similar 
that when the Gentile pours wine 

to mixing water in mortar. 
. "the wine soaks com-That 1s, 

. . tes its taste. Similarly, el1.nuna Pletely into the pitch and 
when the plaster dries , 

water mixed with mortar disappears 
existed. Wine, too, 

and it is as though the water never 
1.• t dries, the . hand when 

soaks thoroughly into the wet pitc · t h .,76 

~. · d •11 never 
" 1 ne has disappeared an wi 

Rab Papi tries to apply the implied 

come out of the pi c. 

, ' ple suggested by pr.1nc1 
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Rab zebid, and says that it should f 
ollow from what he said 

that if a Gentile poured wine it 
no a Jew's salt cellar the 

salt would be permittea.77 He is ' 
refuted by Rab Ashi, who 

is able to discern a significant d'ff 
i erence between the two 

cases. Rab Zeb id used his reasoning for an instance where 

the wine has disappeared, whereas in the f 
case o Rab Papi 

h · 78 it does not. Ras 1. states with regard 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 

to Rab Isaac bar Joseph. We 
are told that an Arab, Bar Adi, 

kept wine in it, then returned 
seized a wine flask of his, 

the Bet Harnidrash to inquire 
it to him. Rab Isaac went to 

What the law is with respect to his vessel. He vas told 

"practical la.,,• - ­
by R. Jeremiah that R. Aromi taught a 

vessel should be fill~d 
i11'JYl'l7 ilJ'rn --to the ef feet that th

e 
, d Raba is then emptie • 

w1· th three days and then water . for t be the water mus 
"'Y saying that quoted, and he clarifies u 
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eJtlptied 
II 

f rorn time to time. 11 Rash. 
i explains that by this he 

means each of the three days 
some of the water 

and ;the vessel is refilled with more water.79 

is poured out, 

The ruling of R. Ammi is 
pursued with the aim of 

determining its applicability to different 
cases. The Gemara 

first comments that the halakha was understood to 
apply 

only to vessels of Jews that need purification. In an inci-

dent like the one mentioned that occurred to Rab Isaac, the 

vessel had originally absorbed kosher wine. Gentiles' vessels, 

on the other hand, absorb libation wine originally, and 

merely filling them with 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. La~ish said with respect to the 

procedure of R. Ammi, that there is no difference between 

the vessels of Jews and non-Jews. Rab Aha son of Raba then 

says to Rab Ashi that the procedure is limited to the 

b t not to earthenware pitchers. 
purification of skin bottles, u 

not so, that the method is 
Rab Ashi responds that this is 

dl.·scussion substantiates his 
applicable to both. The next 

view. 
· section dis­

If we recall, the beginning of 
th

is 
skin bottles of Gentiles 

tinguished between new unlined 
old or unlined ones 

(which were permitted to Jews) and 
dealt ~itb the question 

(which were forbidden)• The Gemara . , g the flasks 
f 11n1.n 

f the Procedure 0 
0 Gentile wine used in 
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~ith pitch. In light of the above, it 
now seems that old 

and lined flasks too may be permitted 
if purified by the 

method supplied by R. Arnmi. 

earthenware 
The Gernara now turns specifically to 

vessels. A Baraitha (which in style closely 
resembles the 

this section) is quoted, which is in earaitha that opened 

harmony with what we already know about the procedure for 

purifying vessels. It 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 

purification) . Both Rabbenu I:1ananel BO and Rashi 81 explain 

that this permission is given in this case because bran 

and fish brine, being bitter, consume, or, in effect annul, 

h A we saw above in the 
the wine abosrbed into the pitc er. 5 

t he bitterness of the 
discussion of wine used to eliminate 

. substance is annulled, it is con-
pitch, if the forbidden 

sidered as though it never exiSt ed . 
•t · c support for 

This Barai tha has provided Tanna1. 
1 

the question is 
Rab A h . to Rab Aha above. Now, s 1. 's statement 

. ding the use of 
i · ng regar 

asked whether the permissive ru ~ 
Wl.

' thout the purifying 
f , h brine 

Gentile vessels for bran or 15 
ex post facto. Rab 

· or onlY 
Procedure is applicable a priori 
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zebid bar Oshaia responds to this 
question by citing a 

Tannaitic statement to the effect 
that it does apply . a priori. 

There is another method of 
purifying vessels discuss~d 

next by the Gemara. Since it is 

cedure with water, the question 

an alternative to th e pro-

(asked by R. Judah Nesi'a) 

about using it in the case of a J ew acquiri ng a vessel of 

a non-Jew is directed to R. Ammi (who was the authority to 

whom the water procedure was ascribed). This other method 

is for the Jew to place the vessel in a furnace. R. Ammi, s 

response is 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. Amini there is 

no question that placing the vessel into a furnace would 

do the same at least as well if not better than bran. Fur-
82 

therrnore, corroboration for this view comes from R. Jo~anan, 

Who said explicitly, "Pitchers belonging to Genti les that 

have been returned to a furnace are permitted when the pitch 

has been burned off of them." 
vessels to a furnace is 

Along the lines of returni ng 

n
ot holding a burning chip in the 

a dispute over whether or 
it pe rmitted. It would 

vessel to melt the pitch can make 
a statement by Rab Ashi 

seem that this is introduced with 
f vessel, 

U
sing heat to puri ya 

about the effectiveness of 
t o burn off, but so 

~ ot have 
ue says that the pitch does n . tted. This 
1 h vessel is perroi 
ong as it is loosened, t e 
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apparently gives rise to what foll 
ows. We are told that 

between Rab Al).a and Rabina, one held th 
at the burning chip 

iS sufficient, while the other held th 
e contrary view. The 

Gemara comments that the law· • 
is in accordance with the 

strict opinion. This being the 
case, the Gemara has refuted 

Rab Ashi ' s view that when the p · t h • 
i c is loosened, a Gentile's 

vessel placed in a furnace is permitted.83 

Rashi informs us of the difference between putting 

the vessel i n 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. Amrni 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 

. Gentile's vessel without brine and bran, may be put i n a 

1 h question is, Does beer have c eansing it. In essence, t e 

absorbed into the vessel? 
the effect of annuling the wine 

According to Rab Nahman and Rab 
Judah the answer to this 

• ruled to the contrary. The 
inquiry is no; Raba, however, . . 85 

Prevailing opinion, 
text itself does not indicate the 

. ted in accordance Rabina ac but a story is recounted where 

With the lenient view of Rab Na~man 
and Rab Judah. The 

for it shows just 
story is instructive, 

. •s how lenient Rab1na 
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opinion was. He allowed Rab Hiy 

beer into 
• ya son of Rab Issac to pour 

a Gentile I s pitcher b t h . 
' u e unintentionally poured 

wine into it. The comment follows th t . 
a even with this out-

come Rabina II did not worry, II calling it a "mere accident. II 

Since principles have been established regarding the 

cleansing of vessels of non-Jews for Jewish use, the Gemara 

explores their applicability to different kinds of vessels. 

Through examples of Arooraic 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): 

1. 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 

Coml. ng from an alurnine 11
) may never be 0 made of crystalls 

. f · 86 
cleansed, for they absorb a great quantity O wine 

(R. Yosna i n the name of R. Arnmi) 

3. Wine casks of Jews siezed by Gentiles and used by them 

returned may be cleansed by 
to keep wine before being 

4. 

s. 

of "something used temporarily" 
water, for this is a case 

(lab Judah) 
may be cleansed with water, 

II 

Earthen jugs "of Arameans 
h 11 (Rab I Awira} 

0 since they do not absorb muc 
for the . 87 · y be cleansed 

Earthenware jugs from Be-Mikse ma 
. ) 88 

same reason as number 4 (Rab Papi 
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The subject of earthenw . 
are drinking 

cups of Gentiles 
l.· s also considered. The question involved. 

is whether or not 
theY may be cleansed so that Jews may use th em. Rab Asi 
ruled that they cannot, while Rab A 

shi said they could. 

considering the comment of Rabbenu ~ananel (see note SS), 

the view of Rab Asi is difficult to understand. If Rashi 

is correct in his comment about this 1· ssue, h ten the difference 

would be that the cups were apparently more absorbant than 

the two types of vessels about which Rabbenu ~ananel 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 

with water, and the disagreement comes with the third:. use. 

We are then told what the law is in this matter: if a Gen-

the fl.·rst and second times that cup 
tile drank from a cup 

to Jews . If it occurred the third 
was used it is forbidden 

P
ermitted to Jews. It would 

time, it may be cleansed and 
by the third time it was 

appear that in the Gemara's view, 
that it would absorb 

used, a cup would no longer so new 

the Gentile's wine. 89 

i this section 
The next sugya n 

is a discussion of 
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glazes. The issue is the effect 
different glazes hav 

tne purification of vessels that 0:\ 

R. zebid said that if 
formerly bl 

onged to Gentiles . 
the glaze is whit 

are permitted, " i . e., 
e or black, •tney 

they may be cleansed for Jewish use. 
If the glaze is green it may not be cleansed, 

"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 ot 

Meremar: "Glazed vessels, whether black, white, or green, 

ah . 30b we see that this state­are permitted." In B. Pes _1.m 

respect to Vessels of Gentiles in which ment was made with 

their wine had been stored, so the ruling that they are 

Purified and used by Jews. 
permitted means they may be 

R zebid's over the green 
Meremar ' s position differs from · 

difference of 
glaze. The Gemara does not reconcile this 

Meremar 's view 
consistency of opinion, but questions the 

f glazed vessels on 
· the use o With his statement about pas-

. the parallel that in 
Pesa~. It is interesting to note 

first 
sage (B. Pesahim 30b) Meremar 

the question answers 

PesaJ:i?., and 
. ls be used on 

asked of him, "May glazed vesse 
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Gemara then questions the c . 
onsistency of h . 

biS 
16 answer vith 

statement about glazes used • 
in Gentile 

the sugya is arranged the 

us about the way in which 

containers. Here, 

other way around, which teaches 

the Talmud 's redactor molded the 
material he had for different 

purposes. Regarding white and 

black glazes that are not cracked, Meremar said they absorb 

freely and are forbidden. The t · ques ion, 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 J ews! ) on Pesah be-

cause they do absorb matter forbidden during that festival? 

In both the Pesa.l)im passage and our sugya the Gemara elim­

inates the possibility of answering that the laws about 

hometz are Biblical while t hose of libation wine are 

rabbinical, for, "Whatever the rabbis decreed is considered 

as though it were ordained by Scripture.u In our passage 

we cannot be sure who gave the final answer, but in Pesal}im 

it is introduced by, "He said to him.•·" (;p'J ,nw), though 

h Cannot be l.' dentified. The difference 
t ere, too, the 11 he" 

Consl..dered for use on Pesal_l were 
is that the vessels being 

as Rashi states,90 absorb 
used with hot substances, which, 

Gentile vessels were used 
more readily than cold food, The 

for cold substances. 
. b ttles and pitchers 

Of Gentile skin o . 
The discussion 

. Akiba. The story is 
l l.·nvolving R. 

c oses with an incident d 
91 where he ~as aske 

t Ginzak, 0 1d that once he went to 
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three questions which he could not 

answers at the Bet HaE!idrash. The 
answer. He sought th 

question pertinent to our discussion is whether or not pitchers helon . 
ging to Gentiles 

are permitted or forbidden. h Te answer involves another 
method of purifying them so that 

Jews may use th em. That is , 
according to the answer R. Akiba 

received, if they are put 

aside for twelve months they are permitted to Je ws. 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 .92 

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 !in')d ones are forbidden . If a Gentile 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 
is it that a Jew observed? 

Answer (Rab Papa): The Baraitha should say a Jew ??urs 
wine in it while another Jew stands near the Gentile. 

Q_bjection: What purpose does the Jew standing near the 

Gentile- serve? 
;f the Gentile pours a libation. 

Reseon~: He can see. 
. . ' nto a flask is similar 

4 • R~ Zebid: A 
to- the c ase 

Gentile pouring ~ine 1 

of mixing water in mortar. 
. Gentile poured wine into 

gab Papi : It follows that 1.f 1~ is permitted. 
a Jew's salt cellar, the sa 

~~ Ashi: The two cases 
are not analogous. 

5 • -~cident: An Arab stole a flask - -
and kept 

of Rab Isaac 
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water in it. 

R. Jeremi~h : R. Arnmi taught that 
filled Wl. th water for three days the vessel should be 

and then emptied. 
Raba : The water must be emptied d . 

aily. 

6 • Gemar a: R . Arnmi 
I 
s method applies onl 

originally belonged to a Jew. Y to a vessel that 

Rabin : R. Simeon b. Lakish said the • 
between vessels of Jews and non-Je~!. is no difference 

7. Rab Aha: The procedure of R. Arnmi is limited to skin 
bottles and does not apply to earthenware pitchers. 

Rab Ashi : There is no difference between the two. 

8 . Barai tha : If a Gentile put wine into old or lined 
pitchers a Jew may purify 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 cite s 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 i t? 

Answer (R. Ammi) : If bran has a cleansing effect all the 
more so does fire. 

. f Gentiles are permitted 
Support (R. Johanan) ~ Pitche~s t~ pitch burns off. 

when placed in a furnace an e 
d the vessel in the 

lo• Rab Ashi : When the pitch is loosene 
furnace is purified. 

. d over whether 
0 , a d1.sagree 

Statement : Rab Aha and. Ra 1 ~. in a pitcher to loosen 
or not placing a burn~ng h~r 

1
~erroitted . 

the pitch makes the pitc 
·1 's vessel with-

ll. Question : May beer 
out purifying the 

. a Gentle be put 1n, 
7 

P
itcher first. 

~swer: Rab Nal)man and Rab 

Raba says yes. 
Judah saY no; 
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Incident: Rabina allowed Rab Hiy 
- Gentile• s pitcher. , Ya to pour beer 

into a 

12 . Discussion of different vessels f 
or not they may be purified w· tho Gentiles and wheth 1 water. er 

13. Rab As i : Cups of Gentiles may t 
by Jews• no be cleansed and used 

Rab Ashi: They may be cleansed and 
used by Jews. 

14- Gemara: They disagree when the 
used a Gentile drank from it. second time the cup was 

~other view: They d~sagree when the third time the 
cup was used a Gentile drank from it. 

15. Statement: The law is that i f a Gentile drank from a 
cup the first two t imes it was used the cup is for­
b i dden. If he drank from it the third time it was 
used it may b e purified and used by Jews. 

16. R. Zebid: Vessels with white or black glazes are per­
mitted; if the glaze is gr een , it is forbidden. If the 
glaze (of any color) is cracked, the vessel is forbidden. 

18. Meremar: Gentile vessels with black, white, or green 
glazes that are not cracked are permitted. 

19. Question: What is the difference between these vessels 
and the vessels purified for Pesal;? 

20. 

Support· Meremar' s statement that white and blahck glazes 
--.:--='-----· t b leansed for Pesa • absorb freely and may no e c • 

h t the laws about hometz 
Comment: One cannot answer t a. t. wine are 1:-abbi nical. 
are Biblical while those of liba ion 

ah were used with hot 
Answer: Vessels to be used on pes • used for cold food. 

substances• the Gentile vessels were 
, pitchers of Gentiles 

Question (asked of R- Akiba): Are 
permitte d or forbidden? 

Answer: If they are put aside 
permitted. 

ths they are 
for twelve mon 

/ 
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8. Shells of Grapes 
(34a-34b) 

of grapes and 
from a B . 

next topic of discus . 
sion is shells 

sugya begins with a quote 
ara1tha "Which 

expresses the ruling of the m • . 
aJority of the rabbi's in our 

Mishnah that while they are fresh they are forb1' dd 
en, but 

when dried they are permitted The G 
. emara will define these 

terms then explain the extent f h 
o t e permission and prohi-

bition. The discussion cioncludes · th wi statements about other 

items belonging to Gentiles that are prompted by the defi-

nition of "fresh 11 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 l There are five examples food as well as to vesse s. 
93 

Zebid said that dregs Provided by different Amoraim: R. 

a fter this period; Rab ~abiba 
of Gentile wine are permitted 

!led abta94 may be 
the son of Raba taught that a vessel ca -

lapsed : Rab ~abiba 
usea after a twelve month period has 

lling (Gentile) mer­
ruled that leather wine bags of trave 

b Aha the son 
rnonths; Ra • 

are permitted 

Of Rab Ika said that kernels 

Chants are permitted after twelve 
sold bY Gentiles 

f Raba said son o 
f Rab Aha the 

~ ter one year; and finally, • 
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that after this waiting period uthose 
ted or black Juga 

are permitted. 

Scheme--Shells of G rapes 

1• Baraitha: While the shells of grapes and d 
they are forbidden, when dried th see ~ are fresh 

ey are permitted. 

2• Question: What do "fresh 11 and "dry" mean? 

Answer (Rab Judah--Samuel): They are fresh for twelve 
months; thereafter, they are considered dry. 

3. Rabbah ba7 1;>a~ Hana--R. Johanan: When they are forbidden 
the proh1.b1 tion extends to benefit; when permitted 
they may even be eaten. 

4. R. Zebid: Dregs of Gentile wine are permitted after 
twelve months. 

5. Rab Habiba the son of Rabb ah: A vessel called abta is 
permitted after twelve months, 

6. Rab Habiba: Gentile merchants' leather wine bags are 
permitted after twelve ronths. 

7. Rab Aha: Kernels sold by Gentiles are permitted after 
twelve months. 

8 J
. ugs of Gentiles are permitted . Rab Aha: Red or black 

after twelve months. 

9. Fish brine ( 34b) 

of fish brine is 
The sugya dealing with the issue 

. d the r ecounting 
earaitha an comprised of two components, a 

CO
mments to both of 

f , l s AroOraic 0 a pertinent incident, P u . d ais-
11ed containe a 

these. The Mishnah, it will be reca , . h R Meir ruled 
J.·n whlC • 

rabbis, 

. tended to 
th · h brine ex. at the prohibition of fis 

. . held it 
v . 1 the rabb15 
ation of all benefit whi e 

PUte between R. Meir and the the deri-

did not . 
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The Baraitha qualifies th 
at Part f 

t;tthich there 

a Gentile's 

o the Mishnah in 
is no disagreement 

, namely, th t a the eat · 
fish brine is forbidd 1.ng of 

. en. A distinction was made 
between fish brine prepared by an d. or 1.na:ry non-Jew and that 
of an expert or professional cook. This latter b . 

nne was 
permitted to Jews. From this ruling it b 

ecomes apparent 

that the Mishna h does not prohibit fish brine because it 

l., s made with unclean species of f1.' sh R th • a er, as Rashi 

points out, 9 5 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. 96 The Baraitha also 

contains a statement by R. Judah b. Gamaliel in the name 

of R. ?aninah b. Gamaliel that helek97 prepared by a pro­

fessional cook is permitted t o Jews. In the discussion of 

the fifth Mishnah it is learned that ~elek 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 wilb 

'th the principle 
it • The Barai tha rules in accordance WJ. 

that a professional cook would not do so· 

The permission granted in 
the first part of the 

Baraitha is limited by Abimi the 

taught that the first and second 

son of R. Abbabu. He 

extracts of fish brine 

1 cook 
Prepared by a non-Jewish professiona 

are permitted, 

reason the 
b i's forbidden- The 
ut thereafter the brine contain d extracts 

Ge first and secon 
Inara gives is :that the · ·\lline is 

After thJ.S 
t needed. 9 Ufficient fat that wine is no 
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~ixed with the brine. 

The incident which f 
ollows Substantiates 

Rashi's 
comment that the reason for the . . 

prohibi tion f 0 fish brine 
~as that wine might be mixed with it o 

• nee, R. Abba of 
Acco placed a guard by a boat with fish b . . 

rine 1n it. Raba, 

questioning the reason for his • action, asked him, "Until 

h h d d . t?" now w o as gua r e l. • In other words if · , wine were to be 

mixed with it, what prevented someone from doing so before 

the boat docked at the port of Acco? R. Abba I s response is 

very interesting. He throws back to Raba the question, "Up 

until now, what has there been to fear? 11 He continues with 

a simple lesson in economics and commerce: 11If (we shouJ.l.d 

worry that) wine had been mixed with it, (keep in mind that) 

a kista 98 of fish brine costs a luma, 99 and a kist~ of 

wine costs four lumas ! 11 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 h Gentl.·1es, others have been based 
close contact wit 

that Jews do nothing in any way 
on the desire to insure 

connected with idolatry, the practices of which non-Jews 

h frequency. Here, the 
are presumed to be engaged in wit 

h . 100 comments 
. light. Ras i 

Prohibition is seen in an economic . . more expens1ve 
. . w1ne was 

that in the ship I s place of origin, s 
1 wine was cheaper. o, 

than fish brine, 

the concern that 

l ' l.tnited to Bretz 

but in Eretz rsrae . . 
·th the brine is 

b mixed wi 
wine might e 

Israel. 
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The sugya closes with a 
n attempt by R. 

. ustify Raba' s contention that . Jeremiah to 
J wine cold 

. u have been mixed 
with the brine be fore 1 t reached A 

cco. He suggest that the 
ioad came from Tyre, where wine is ch 

eap. R. Ze'ira refutes 
that possibility by pointing O t th 

u at the boat could not 
have come from Tyre to Acco, for th 

at route has bays 

(formed by protruding rockslOl) and shall 
ow waters. The 

captain of the ship would not risk such a 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. 

Gemara: The reason is that wine is added after the first 
two extracts. 

4 • Incident: R. Abba placed a guard by a boat with fish 
brine in it. 

Raba: Until now who has guarded the boat? - -
R. Abba: Until now there has been no need for concern. 

boat came from Tyre, where 
, R. Jeremiah: Perhaps the 

wine is cheap. 
for that route is too 

g. Ze 1 ira: This could not be, 
dangerous. 

.,.. 
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9. Cheese (34b- 3Sb) 

In the introduction to this Mishnah · lt was already 
indicated that there is a difficult . 

Y Wlth th 1· 
. B th . 102 h e ru ing con-

cerning Y n1an c eese. The Gernara• a· . 
s iscussion of this 

issue can be seen as an essay on the t . . 
opic, isolating problems 

and searching for resolutions. The ·essay begins with an 

Amoraic statement and a discussion on it. There is evidence, 

as we shall see, that this introductory part is directed 

at understanding R. Meir I 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 dis­

cussion as the question of deriving benefit from an animal 

used for idolatrous 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 1 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 

Wl.'th a Midrash which is par­cheese. This section closes 

ticularly . th's d1.·scussion. appropriate for l. 

't first cited by 
R. Simeon b. Lakish is the authon. y 

the Gemara 
. question why Bythnian 

in this sugya. To the 
of the cows of 

cheese was forbidden he states that moS
t 

that city are 
Purposes. Now 

d fr idolatrous 
slaughtere O h positi on 

directed at t e · was Rashi states that the quest10n 

1 t is probably 
of R. Meir. 03 This commen 

l ins correct, and e,q> a 
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wllY the discussion which ensues d oes not even 

P
roblem of deriving benefit from th 

hint at the 

c cheeae. However, in 
the context of the essay, we must keep . . 

in mind that in the 
Mishnah, R. Joshua already tried to 9 . 

ive a very similar 

reason for the prohibition, and that R. Ishmael's response 

was, "If so, why was it not forbidden to derive benefit 

(from Bythnian cheese)?" Therefore, we also have here a 

reminder of what the problem really is, namely, determining 

not so much why it was forbidden, 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 

rennet of cows used for idolatrous practices. R. Simeon 

b. Lakish states that "most" of the cows are slaughtered 

for this purpose. The Gemara discusses why he states it 

this way, since " ••. even were it a minority (it would be 

• ) 11 s rt for the Gemara' s 
reason enough to prohibit 1 t . uppo 

from a Sayl.
. ng repeated in various places 

contention comes 

in the Talrnual04 that, "R. Meir is concerned about a 

l.
'f a minority of the 

words, even minority. 11 105 In other 

cows were slaughtered for 
·tis 

idolatrous purposes, i 

Proh.l
'bi't eythnian cheese. 

sufficient cause to 

This quote, 

are dealing 
by the way, is the best evidence that what we 

M ir, 5 opinion• 
With here is a discussion of R- e . according 

. ked above is, 
The answer to the queSt ion as . 1s slaughtered from 

the aniroa 
to the Gemara, that when all 
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w-hich rennet might be taken are considered th . 
h. h , ere ls actually 

a minority w ic were slaughtered for id l 
o atrous practices.106 

AS stated above, R. Meir takes the . . 
m1nor1ty cases into 

consideration. However, were the reason t b 
0 estated that 

a minority a r e slaughtered for idolatry . t . 
' 1 is actually a 

"minority of a minority." The reasoning goes like this: 

since the majority are not slaughtered for idolatry, what 

remains is a minority. Of that group, the • rennet tIU.ght only 

come from a small portion. Therefore, the result is a 

"minority of a minority," and the Gernara says that, "R. Meir 

does not take into cons ideration a minority of a minor ity." 

Havi ng established the r eason for the wording, R. 

Simeon bar Eliakim then questions the consistency of R. 

Sime on b. Lakish. He points out that in a related issue he 

was perrniss i ve with respect to animals sacrificed for idolatry• 

When a Jew107 slaughters 
As a matter of fact, he ruled that 

. 108 
an animal for idolatry, the animal is pernutted. R. 

S . n bar Eliakim 's 
Simeon b. Lakish acknowledged R. imeo . 

d th t way he did, If a 
accurnen, yet explains why he rule a 

Slaughtering I arn wars 
Person says, "Wi th this 

h ipping the 

. is forbidden, However, in 
idol ," he agrees that the animal 

d 
. 60b-6la) the issue was one 

that dispute (See B. Sanhe rin 
blood for sprinkling 

Who slaughtered the animal to get its 1 

to the slaughterers 
on an alter. so, he rules according 

. t he animal ~as 
intent. Since the act of killJ.ng . 

. He explained 
Of his worshi p, he was permissive . 

not part 

R. Meir's 
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ruling the way he did because the 
case of Bythn' 

].. mrol ves animals slaughterd as lan cheese 
an act of . d 

l ol worship 
We now turn to that part of t . . · 

he discussion which 
isolates the problem the Gamara 

must solve. It begins with 

this statement of R. AJ:ldaboi in t he name of Rab: 

If one betrothes a woman with the d 
be stoned, she is betrothed to him uni£ from an ox to 
hand , one betrothes a woman) with t.h( d , on the other 

d f · d 1 e ung of a cow use or l. o atry, she is not betrothed t h' 
0 lm. 

This statement could potentially pose the same problem as 

the prohibition of Bythnian . chees~. Th~ 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 vie w, and the understanding it reaches explains the 

distinction between animals used for idolatry and those 

prohibited for other reasons. 

The Gemara sees that Rab's statement may be arrived 

at either through common sense or by an .. -.in:terp.retatioii of 

Scripture. By the former, the reasoning is that in pre-

' fice the owner 
Paring an animal ~is;~ an idolatrous sacrl ' 

~ 0 uld desire to fatten it 
h dung is asso-

Therefore , t e up. 
"the anticipate the Gemara, 

ciated with idolatry, or, to 
., On the other 

forbidden matter is present in subSt ance. 
o such 

awaiting stoning has n 
hand, the owner of a goring ox 

"the forbidden 
rnotiv-e . Its dung is permitted because, 

rnatter • 
is not present in substance, · g 

at by interpret1n 
be arrived 

Rab• 6 r uling rnay also 

/ 
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veut. 13:18. This verse reads: •Lr!t 
nothing that Ila.a 

doomed stick to your hand " Th been 
•·· ese words 

wer •aid of • 
citY in which idolatry has been 

suspected. It muat be en-
tirely destroyed, including the animals (vs. 

ls l • The word 
nn1ND, says Rashi ,109 is understood 

to teach that even the 

dung is not to be used . In Ex. 21:28 we learn 
that the 

goring ox "shall surl~ly .be stoned .and its meat shall no't be 

eaten." Says the Gemara, "Its flesh is 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 i s pro-

d to all benefit (like the 
hi.bit~d and the prohibition exten s 

. t d llO 
burnt offering and the goring ox), its dung is permit e · 

When R. Joshua said, "Because 
Similarly, Raba continues, 

they curdle it with rennet of calves used for idolatry,•• 

why does the prohibition 
and R. Ishmael replied, "lf so, 

that "if an animal 
not extend to all benefit," it follows 

P
urposes its dung is 

was used for idolatrous 

forbidden." 

consisting of 
t this section, 

We might speculate tha . of it, and 
•s d.1.scusslon 

the statement of Rab, the Gemara it estab-
ose First, 

ld purP . . 
Raba•s cornment,serves a two-fo 
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iishes the principle, stated 
explicitly b 

y Rabbenu H.anane1,lll that the dung of animals f 
rorn which no benefit may be 

derived is permitted, but the dung of anim 
1 as used for idolatry is 

prohibited. The latter animals form . 
a special category of 

animals f r om which no benefit may be derived. 
Secondly, and 

considering what follows, perhaps more importantly, it 

clearly defines the problem the Gernara faces with this part 

of the Mishnah: the rennet of an animal used for idolatry, 

like its dung, should be completely prohibited. 

What follows is an unsuccessful attempt to solve 

this dilemma. It would appear to come after the above sec­

tion for two reasons. First, it follows Raba's conclusion 

drawn from the question asked by R. Ishmael, "If this be 

so, why does the prohibition not extend to all benefit," 

and begins with the phrase, "He (i.e., R. Joshua) should 

have replied ••• " Second, it seems to be pro~pted by the 

reasoning used by the Gemara to deduce Rab I s statement 

from common sense. The suggestion is that the rabbis per-
• 0 the 

rnitted deriving benefit from Bythnian cheese because 

forbidden matter is not 
present in substance" {as is the 

case with the dung of a 
. ) The forbidden matter 

goring ox· 
r ealizing that, 

is the rennet, and the Gemara 

118ince {the rennet) keeps the milk 
matter is present in 

considered that the forbidden the 
attempts to solve 

Before we arrive at 0ther R the reason • 
h discusses 

l"\rob1 ti'on whic ~ em, we have a sec 

rejects this, 

curdled, it must be 

substance. 
11 
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Joshua changed the subject. We begin 
this part With a 

question as to the meaning of the 
verse he used to d' 

1 ' tt t • tvert R. 1shI11ae s a en ion. That ver . 
se is Song of Songs 1:2, 

"For your love is better than wine " .. 
. Rab D1m1 gave this 

interpretation: "Master of the World th 
, e words of YO\lI 

112 beloved ones are more blessed by 
us than the wine of 

Torah." Then the question is asked, Wh Y did R. 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 lips coming 

together to · form a kiss, and said, "Ishmael, my brother, 

press your lips together and be not too hasty in replying. "113 

As Rashi states, 114 he was asking R. Ishmael not to be so 

particular, and stop creating difficulties.
115 

The reason 

he wanted him to stop his questioning comes from Ulla (or 

Sal.'d that he was asking about a Rab Samuel bar Abba), who 

newly decreed law which should not be shaken. 

Mixed in with the development 
of this reason is 

another attempt to solve 
benefit from Bythnian 

the problem of 

t . n What is the ques io, 
cheese. Following Ulla's statement . the 

. b pazzi, in 
, R simeon · 

\.las the reason for the decree. · 
. • because of the . ·a that it 1s 

name of R. Joshua b. Levi, sai F r 
d the cheese, o 

touche 
the Possibility that a snake may have 

and asJcs what 
the moment the Gemara lets this pass, 

Here comes the 
P this reason-

roblem was with revealing 
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remark interesting for the history 
. of the halakha. Ulla 

the authority who reports that 11 
is 

they made a decree in 
, When 

Palestine they did not reveal its 
reason for a year, for 

there might be people that do not 
agree with it and will 

treat it lightly." This is f a ascinating insight into hwnan 

nature, which Rashi states in th £ e ollowing way: "When 

people do not know the reason (for a law) they are more 

likely to treat the matter seriously, trusting the expertise 

of the rabbis. 11116 

Now comes the refutation of the reason attributed 

by R. Simeon b. Pazzi to R. Joshua b. Levi. R. Jeremiah, 

we are told, "sneered" at the suggestion, saying that if 

it were true it would follow that hard and old cheese are 

permitted. He bases this on the statement of R. ljanina
117 

that anything dry is permitted, for snake venom would not 

have let it get dry, and anything that has matured is per­

mitted . for the same reason. As we saw above, this state-

and •~.i·ne, but the Gemara accepts 
ment was made about beer " 

its applicability here. 

the S
ugya continues in its 

With this refutation 

effort to find a reason for the Prohibition. R. ~anina 

puts forth the possibility that 
. h se was for-Bythn.ian c ee 

for it not to have par-
bidden because, "it is impossible . 

. matic statement is 
ticles of milk. " This somewhat enig . the 

milk remains in 
'Understood by Rashi118 to mean that 

holes of the cheese, and milk which a 
non-Jew milked with-
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not react to this, it 

148 

forbidden 119 
. Though the 

should be noted that 
Gemara does 

in his comment 
to this law in the next Mishnah Rabb 

, enu Hananel says that 
cheese was forbidden for the same · 

reason that this milk 
was, i.e . , due to the suspicion that it may 

have been mixed 
with the milk of a forbidden · 1 120 

anima . Now in that Mishnah 

such milk was forbidden, but th e prohibition does not extend 

to all benefi t. So , this could be a solution to the dilemma 

of the Gemara, and it is possible that Rabbenu ~ananel's 

comment indicates a later decision to that effect, 

The n e xt 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 

nebelah, is not considered "mere refuse," and is forbidden. 

The Gemara ' s treatment of this is a subtle refutation. It 

. i'mplies that rennet it-
rightly points out that this view 

. , k d Did Samuel 
lf h quest).on is as e , se is permitted. Then t e 

·stent with 
h . statement consi 

really say this? meaning, is t 18 

In Mishnah ~ullin 
Samuel's opinion in another discussion. 

of a non-Jew's 
8 : 5 there is the ruling that the rennet 

The Gemara asks 
a . h i's forbidden. 
nima1 and from a nebela · 1 d by a Genti e 

· al 
(~Ullin 116b) , "Is the.re an anim 

slaughtere 

that is not a nebelah? 11 (WhY mention 

n b . - 's slaughtered bY -!. elah covers o.ni.ma...r.. 

h when the term 
bot, 

?} samuel non-Jews. 
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responds that the Mishnah should be 

teaching," reading it thusly: "The 
'Understood 

rennet f 

as "one 

slaughtered by a non-Jew, which is 
a nebelah • 

o an anirna1 

- ~ ' ls forbi dden. n 
Therefore, there is an apparent 

contradiction between th ' 
. . 1S 

view and the opinion expressed in th 
e present discussion. 

The resolution is introduced by th 
e formula IPI/Jj7 H'1 __ 

there is n o contradiction. The view {in H 11 . . u tn 11Gb) that 

the rennet is forbidden reflects R Joshua1 f • .. 
• s irst opinion 

that the cheese was forbidden because it is curdled with 

the rennet of a nebelah. R. Joshua, however, revised his 

view in light of Ishmael's objection, and recognized that 

rennet of a nebelah is "mere refuse, 11 and for this reason 

permitted. This is reflected in Samuel 1s suggestion of the 

reason the cheese was f orbidden, which assumes that the 

rennet of a nebelah is perrnitted. 121 Therefore, there is 

no real contradiction in Samuel I s thinking. We know from 

B. Pesal}im 2la-b that the prohibition again5t a nebelah 

does not include deriving benefit from it, so we have here 

dilemma in our Mishnah. 
the second possible solution to the 

for the prohibition cited 
There is one more reason 

f "t from Bythnian cheese. 
Which also allows f or deriving bene l 

Adda bar Ahaba that 
Rab M lk · · the name of Rab a iah taught in d with swine 

it is srneare the cheese was prohibited because f "t 

f t k does not a· The prohibition of por 
e:,cten d to all bene l 

f:rom the animal. 

Two more possibilites are 

the Geroara: 
mentioned bY 

I 
I 



i so 

Rab H.isda said the cheese was f 
orbidden b 

ecause ' t 
in vinegar, and Rab Nahrnan bar 1 122 

1 is curdled 
. saac said b 

Curdle it with the sap of ecause they Orlah. Th 
- - e Tosafot add th . 

comment that the orlah of non-Jews e important 
, like that Of J . 

123 ews, is 
f o.rb idden • These answers are not 

acceptable for ' , as our 
text states, if either were the 

reason for forbidding Bythnian 

cheese the prohibition ought to extend 
to all benefit. The 

Mishnah rules that a Gentile I s vinegar 1· 5 forbidden, in-

cluding all benefi t. Similarly , a f · r uit tree in its first 

three years i s wholly forbidden. 124 

The Midrash which concludes this section is par­

ticularly apropos. It is based on Song of Songs l: 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 . . 
t he disciple. It is tempting to understand this as di rected 

to a student who experie nces the kind of frustr ati on R. 

Ishmael had with R. Joshua. In the Midrash the disciple i s 

likened to a flask of ): f ragrant 
, ,, ointment . When i t 

· · not , d when covered, it is . 1 s opened, its odor is diffuse , 
the "fragrance of the 

Similarly, the Midrash seems to say, 
teaches others , Fur-

disciple will be spread about when he 
teaches that things 

thermore, the Midrash goes on, the verse 
?) will a prohibition. 

hidden from him (like the r eason for 
the darshan's 

. is based upon ~ 
e-ventually be r e vealed. This 'dd n"--

"the hl e 
. "-- n,n~y--as . 

r eading of t he word 11maidens as teaching 
the verse 

n understands 
l1ll'7y. In like fashion, he 
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that the angel of death--n, 11 7 11 
Y ( he Who is 

death'') --loves the disciple, and th appointed over 
at the disciple . 

two world--n1n'11.v--this one and inherits 
the world t 0 come Th 

rash e xpresses praise for the d. . · is Mid-
1sc1ple and a pronu. 

him that despite the hardships, the se to 
pursuit of learning 

will bring the reward of widespread 
influence and eternal 

life . 

Scheme--Cheese 

1. R. Simeon b. Lakish: Bythnian cheese was f forbidden be-
cause most o t.he cows of that city are slaughtered 
for idolatry. 

I 2. Que stion: Why specify "majority?" 

f Statement: Even if it were a minority, this would be 
reason to prohibit it . 

Support: "Rabbi Meir is concerned about a minority." 

3. Answer: "Majority" implies a minority; if he said minority 
it would imply a minority of a minority. R. Meir i s not 
concerned with this. 

4 • R. Simeon bar Eliakim (to R. Simeon b. L~i sh) : ~id you 7 
not permit the animal slaughtered by a Jew for idolatry 

. , · the Gentile 
R. Simeon b. Lakish: In the Mishnah s 

155
~e i dol worship, 

intended the slaughtering to be an act 0 

5 • R. Ahdaboi--Rab: The dung of a go~ing
1 
~~ ~:n 5~~r~~~~e!or 

betrothal , but the dung of an an.una 
to an idol cannot. or script ure, 

from common sense 6· ~ara : This can be deduced -
7 • _g_aba: The rules attributed to Rab 

from our Mishnah. 

(#5) can be deduced 
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~b,·cction : Since ren t. k - .. - ne eeoa "'~ 
matter is present in subst~anc-e··-.lk curdled, th e forbidden 

9 . Mishnah: R. Joshua changed the sub . Ject. 

1o. Question: What is the meaning of Song l:l? 

Answer (Rab Dimi): It is Israel speaking to God. 

11. Question: Why did R. Joshua ask R verse? • Ishmael about this 

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. 

Support• R Hanina' s statement that anything dry or. 
old is ~er~itted because snake venom would not let Lt 

dry or age. 

1 Cheese 1
·s forbidden for it must 

6. R. Hanina: Gentile 
have particles of milk. 

'dd because it is 
17. Samuel: Gentile cheese is forbi en belah• 

curdled in the skin of the rennet of a ~::.::e~-
t is permitted- ooes 

Gemara: This implies the 7e~ne 
Samuel really believe this. 

1 holds that rennet 

S 
· 116b, where samue upport: Hull1n 

is forbidden. R Joshua's first 

116b represents • h • 5 second 
Resolution: Hullin R. Jos ua 
op h.1' s· v1· ew here represents 1.n.1.on; 
opinion. 

y 



18. Rab ~':'~~~=~-~=~~u!~d~t b~r. Aha~~: Gentile cheese Was 
pro 1. 1.s smeared · th . 

wi swine fat, 

19 _ Rab His da: Ge1;tile cheese was forbidden because i·t i's 
curaled in vinegar. 

20 . Rab Nahman bar Isaac: Gentile cheese was forbidden 
bee a use i t i s curdled with the sap of orlah . 

Question: With whom does this agree? 

Answer: R. Eliezer in Mishnah Orlah 1 : 7, or even with 
R. Joshua, who is cited in the same Mishnah. 

21 . Gemar a: If the reason is that of Rab -tJisda or Rab Nahman 
the prohibition ought to extend to all benefit. · 

22 . Mi drash on Song 1 :3. 



V. T}{E FIFTH MISHNAH 

Anaiysis of th~ Mishnah (35b) 

The fifth Mishnah continu.es th~ list of prohibited 

foods prepared by non-Jews begun in Mishrrah four. In this 

ijishnah tl:lere is l)O disp~te that; the prol:\.ibitions do not 

extend to all benefit. In the previous Mishnah a distinction 

was made betwe.en s,omethi.ng -prohibit~d because of a direct 

connection with idolatry (e.g., wine, vinegar made ~rom 

wine , .skins with a puncture at the heart), and th9se where 

the connection is iess certain~ In th~ former, the prohibition 

extends to all benefit; in the latte:i;, acco._rding to the 

majority of the rabbis, it does: not. The items in our 

present Mishnah fall into this latter category. 

These a.re the fooi:l.s o.f non-J·ew,s prohibited in Mi-shnah 

five: (l)milk which a non-Jew obtained without a Jew to 

ob.serve him, (2) bread, '(31 oil, .(4) stewed foods, ('5) pressed 

foods into which they normally put wine, (6) hashed pickled 

fish, (7) br.ine which does not have t,he kalbith f-ish 

floating in ;i.t, l (e} };lelel< (a small permitte-d species of 

fish, which gro'Wi fins and scales when it matures), (9) d:rops 

o-f asafoetida, and '(10) sa.1-conditum. 

The Mishnah, aftef mentioning oil, makes a puzzl.ing 

staterrient: "Rabbi and his cou.rt permitted oil." •Rash.i says 

154 



iss 

th& t it :!3-hO"ul•d not be read· 11 . Rabbi., '' referri,.l\:g ~o tfie re.daotor 

of t,he- Mishnah, btit ratf,u~ .. , ., '·'R~ J'tldah .Nesi • a,., .n: the £irst 

gE;?nera:t£o.n Palesti~Jan Ar!\o.ra-'-:.a - ·· ~ f · i 2 '"he g·;Lan...,..son. o Rabb..i.:. .I.' 

Tosafot add th.at, i••t:_he. sa.ges Qf (.a. Judan Nesi 'a·' s) .gen-· 

e-rati@n ·added tnis t.9 the Mishnah whi1e:;:h .. nis ·grand;fathe:r­

reda.~t-ed . ,; Thei furth~r point oµt th_at tJ1_¢ title ••l?rim~re.11 

or "P'•atria:iz.dp'' applie~ to hqth 0 .f them, !}ut 

gu~:ge o ,f the M.ishnah ~nd Bara-it~a'' is tP'VJl , while in •1:,l:1e 

''l-angua,,ge o:f the lu'no.raim'' is il!P\7l . 
5 In,ternal ev·i ,den•c~ th.at 

it is cor:$ect to peaq R •. Jtt4a:h ~esi • ~ is found on 37a1 :"R •. 

Judab 'Ntt s:i ' a was wal.kin(J an..a.. l:e_a.n.:l.:ng upon th~' shou.lder of 

liis attendan:t, R.. simi-ai , and $aid, 'Sim.1.aiJ you w~r~ not 

the oil.'" 

The r.sasofi Ras'hi •givErs for t :he prohibition o·'f 

stewed fo9ds made by non-Jews .i.s 'that it is- a s'~fe9uard 

,c!-ge:inst int~rf!la.t'riage·. 4 AlSOt· in ;ae~a. l6a, whicli has. a: 

pa:r.allel. pas.s·g,g:e to -the G:em~:ra' 1s .discussion: ,of this M'i•shn:ah,, 

he li'~pe,ats tl)is- a$ the reJi!.S<D·P. :f'or tbe p±-0hibi ti(j,n. 
5 W.ow­

eve:r ,. when the 'Gema:ra s'ea:lictre,~ fo..r a Biblical .v.:erse t.o 

support the injunction~ he comrnen'.ts that they forbade ,it 

:so. that :a Je~ wouid .pot c'C~nte t<0 eat re§'ula.;rly ~ith n:on- Je\)',s,, 

''for (,,the· Geh.tils) way fe.ed {the Jew} -spmetning not p.e.p­

m,,:itted. ,,6 The T.0s-a·fot •s:ay that:- th~ p:r.ohibiti0n was to. p~·e~ 

d' th M' h .h 7 
vent irit.ertn.a'iriag,es· l! a:s R~shi C:.Qj!\Jll~nte . ~n· e lLS · na. • 

· ""· 1... ...... 1··,n:· •e wit:n:ou;t kal.~;lt·p floating in it., 
Eegarding tti!e +'-'-
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A.ibeck re;rnar.k.,s tb:at, paseq ot:1 c;1:n,o,ther manuscript ~ ·t.he 

' • 1· • 
Qril.g~pa, we--rdin-g 'was ''brine wl:i:tcb de.es net })ave fis h · .in it. 11 

Tihe br:in~,. he say•s ., re·f~rs to the liquid whi.eh fish exude. 

:when .:S-~lte:d·, .. and it was forbidqet). 'l,l.Ql:es . .s t-he 'fisn from 

wt;,3'¢-b. it oame was- a permitted sp:e•qi Ers . The. spe.cificat•ion-

Q f · _kalb.ith :wa-s add'e'.Q; to expaP.d _on th~ wo:r;d. '''fi sh, · .. me~an,ing 

that if the k,all:5ith doe_s not. f!oa;t in the ~in.~, it is: 1;1; s .ur;_e; 

'indication f p.:a:t if. was. mad,e from -pr:o.b..i~iJ:ed· .f i.s.il .• ,·s 

l have tri;\_r,is·lated n.,11··f';1j7,o n-~!l -i.n .accp~dan<;:e wttll ,the­

Soncill;O, t~anslati.on~9 It i .s pointed o-ut. the;r:e; .tbat ,tpis is, 

"T1:ad~ tionally expla;ined ~-s salt \J.Sed J;>y· the· io-niq11s as. 'i';\ 

condiment .. ,. which. was m,.i.Jceo.· w.itp. £-a't." An.0th.er scbolar put 

fo.rt:.h the pos.sil;Jili ty tJ)a-t it i :S a corruptiqn of i:stro:kni th;,. 

or ostraee1:ra, which wa_s a· town, on ·the .]?orde.r ·p~t~ee::n- I 8r .ae:1 

and. Egypt,, wb~r~ SgJt :was _.p?Foduced. lO Jastrow t _r~n:$:1:.at:~:s 

the- words , 11·1 umpy salt. 11' ~ll>'~ck, ap,p_arent.ly ascr_ib;ing: to 

the·- -:trad'i ti.;,p.:al unders·tanding. meat:toned by Cohen., gives 

a.e- ,s~ys. th:at it was s ·alt wit:h spiae-s mixed. with it, to 

which the f .at ,Qf -prohibited _fi~li -was added.,lL 

-~alysi•~ of the .Gemara 

'.l'he Gemar:a, s (lisqission: Qf li\ilk attempts to .est.a};)J,_ish 

the con.c.e.p1. that le-d. to prqhihi.t1ng in wh.eh ,a. J ·ew did not 

observe t,tie Ge'.ntile· obtain it... ir:hei~ are tw'° pos.s'i.J;;)ili•t;i.e.s 

I 
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mentioned· (1} the f f • " · ear 0 e~chang.ing milk from a pe,rmitted 

animal with that of a forbidg.eo. one,, an<i .(2) the fear of 

mixing permitted milk with f-orbidaen. 

The first suggestion is rejected because the milk 

of a forbidden a,nima.1 is greenis'h in color and coul:<;i be 

easily detected~ Then the Gemara rejects tbe "f:ear of 

mixing" as the motivation, for the Jew can_ simply curdle 

the milk and determine whether any forbidden milk is in it. 

This test Ls based on an Arnor,aic ·belief that milk from a 

prohibited animal will not curdle. ['o this the objection 

is rai_sed that the test is appropriate if the Jew w.ants the 

milk for cheese. However, according to the objectiort, the 

Mishnai1 is rlea.i ing with a cas.e where the. milk is wan_ted £0,li 

drink. The~efore, the 'fear of rnixing"stands as the Mishnah's 

concern. The r.e.sponse to this is that the Jew ean test a 

sinall amount of the milk . This, too, is refuted, for even 

in milk from a permitted ani1~ai there is the whey w.hich 

does not curdl·e. No,t,bing,,. then, can be established PY 

testing a small amount . It cQuld not be determined whether 

that which did not curdle was prohibited milk or the whey 

from the permitted milk. Furthermore, ,the test is incon­

c::114sive: for another reason. When chee.ae is made, some dr-0ps 

of milk remain between the holes. Therefore, the test is 

always inconclusive, which again cortfirms the ".:£ear of 

mixing" as the reason for the protfibit·ien. A.lso, in the 

Gernara to ·the next Mishnah (39b), where milk which~ Jew 



s:aw a n6n-..J ew obta.in. i· s· . pe-.,..rn1.· t' :.t;,,.d,., we · .. ""' . a<g~_in• $e~ that '1t .he 

.fe:~ rif tnbci.ng" •W:as aceepted ~s a conce,rn. 'This pei)1;g t _be 

e::as,e., it ma:~es sense ·that this rea;son. can be· a,pplied to 

the p;ro)J;iplti.on of cheese i.n the· •fo-urtj-i 14.isb.z)ah, a _s :R:abh~nu 

¥qpan~l suggi::j·sts·-. 

Sch.etne--Milk 

1. , Quest.ion:. Wba=t: ta the G:oncer-n over milk? 

-2. Po,ssihil'i.ty! T·he ,fear of e-xchalh.ging. 

Rejec!'t ·ion.: Milk fi:orn a . forbidden animal is-.. g,reeni·sh in• 
color .. 

J.. J>o..ssibil:i:t-y: Fear of mixing. 

R~jebtiliri.: ,Curdling the milk W,ill shew -if Lt is f;J:''Ont a 
.p.enni tt.ed ·o:r f o·:rbi,dden anim:a.J.. 

support: Amo.rai,c • belie£ that mil'~ 0£ a p·rohibi,ted 
•anim~l •will. lfiot curdle-. 

d,bject.iort (t6 the re.j.ection) : The. te.S't. is appl,ica,hle 
onJ:.,y when the milk i 0s ·wa,nt•e:d f 'O'r (!:p~ese. Thice M_ishnah 
deal-s with mi~ ,wanted for drfatlc. 

R.espott.se: A 1.ittle bit eif the milk ,can, J;,e. GU;rdled. 

Eej e.etioii: (l:,} There .is- always, the' wh~y :which do.e-s . :Q.Ot 
e:u;t:dle,. (i.). Whj:!n chees·e. i ·s mat:lef,.. ~olrt:e d'.rO'ps o.f milk 
rem.ain between the hole·s. 

2,.. l3r.ead ·t 35bl 

The di.s:cussio.n about bread b:e.g.i»,s with a: statern~nt 

attributed l:!Q R., Jo.hap.an PY' R . , I-<;ahana, that, ''Bread •{ta.s, riot 
• 

permi-1:ted ot tbe bet din,." The refer-e::oce. is' to the court 

·of R. Judah Nesi 'a. $.track say·s ·tnat R~ Jui;1ah was, "ix:r 

fr-ie:odly relations w.i'th ..•. the s·cJ:ioel head .rohanan .(e.ar 

\ 
I 

: l 

, I 



1$9 

NapJ?,a'l}.a-J in T'iberias, 11 1.2 MoreONeJ? ,. we ];~·rn, f-urther in the 

Gernara (3.1a-), th,at R.- Judah ~4e the. point hims@.l f that: .breao. 

was not pe,r!(li tte<i ];)y. • h .. b · · · · is, : et din. ;Fr-0m tbe ,a.fsous,sion tbel:'e', 

it s-ee.ms that t .his -nn:is;t ha:ve, heen. ane is~-u.e ,w;it,h him at)d his 

colle~gue:s -, al).d ~x:ipla,ins w};\y R. J:<:l>l)~nan might say that his 

f)ri:en.~ ~id n:ot p.ertnit .brea.d n,1ad'e ~Y a n-0.n~Jew;. 

The st.ate~ent I)romE>ts th~· E,;ema,ra to a$k if' R. Johanan .. ; 

•impl:i;,I:-s that the.re was .someo'r1e who did pe-rmi t Qentil~ ~read .. 

The answer· •±$ yes, .<3.nd i ·s. sub.stantiatea; b¥. ~n i.ncident tol·d 

about •Rabbi. The st,ory i-s: t..oliil in two difJeretjt ways, and 

i :s foll.owed b.:y .a eominent that wli.iche-vei y-ets·ion is corr·ect:, 

both imply a lipii.tation on the vermis'.sien. 

The- first Vte·rsiori is: attti.o:\).t..ed t:o ·Rab Dimi. "When 

~e q:am~" (from E~~tz ·ts:tael) he s,aid that.; 

R,a,bpi once went tQ a field and a n0n"'.'Jew bi'ough:t him 
bread that was ·_pa~·ed in ·a 1arge oven: f:r .o.m ·a s-.eab 
( Qll-e peck) .of flour. l~~bi s.aid; "How. n::iOe thi.s 
b:read is; why did the sage:s forbid it? " 

The, Gemara ans-wers tjl1.s q~.stion, and· -say;s it W<iS to pr-e.­

v:~n.t marriages (i.e ., iri.t~rma·;rl';.riage.s :),,. I 'f • w¢ reca11.,, we 

.saw tha.t this was tbe ~~·~~,qri for th.e pt,ti;hi,bd;tion of bee+ 

( 3lb'l, and .s~m~ ,A:Jnoi;aim were k-nowrt t.e .. qave Lmbibecl it .i.n 

..::i th·a"'"' ~ t wa:s permis.sab:le their ,own domai,n. They• ,r:easoneu "" ... . . 

b no, t!3.·m .. p·ta•t '1.' on from G'e.."1t:i.le women. 'l'he,r .e--eca,use there was . 

l ..::i · · .t ... Q· -~a.ke· seh_- ·se that .o·ut. in a '·fi·eld., fore ., it wou _ u s ·eem . 

· bl ..... 0 f · ...... -1•-..r9. ·1·~tv_,.· wa·"' occurring, ~ ,Jew coul:d' 
where ·P-:r~sUJ11a .. • Y ~· ... •• .... :a· "" 

b · d ·rn 11·-·g"ht_: of what. hQ..s been said., ,fbe ;:e.a · • 

I 
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t:b.e Gem~ra restate·s R a.J;:1bi I s q'.llesti.o_n; IIWn:y ,did the rabbis· 

·see fit to p,r'ohibit ili in t. he S:·1· ·elq.::>, •. "' 4 ~ashi stip.ports the 

underS'tandin9 o.f thi.s .questJ<:m sugge.sted nere by ij.a•,:aing 

that. outside the city -there is n:o fear o'f sed.uet.io,n, for 

it is a nmere inoic,.efcl-t.11 .ro:r a J 'ew ·tC>• h'app,en to ea.t th~ 

brea.d of a nen-J~w th.e:t'e .J.3· Then tl)e stat~mept. is m~{:le that 

due t .o this inc-ident tl}e people as,s·Qmecl, that Rabbi perm-i tt'ed 

·th~ bread .o:f Gentiles., '"but it is no_t SQ,,. II the- Gema-r~ 

fiml.y a:sse·rts. 

The at.her· tradition of th:i ,s story was to,1.d e_i ,ther 

by ·Reil? ;Jos,epli or, a,s some sa.Y.., l;>y Rab S·amuel bar .. n.1·dah. In 

·this v<ers,icm, Rabbi went to ari unnarnea place and n0t.i.ce:d 

that thg:re, w<1s a -~oarcity of br·$ad £or· the ·students·. He 

w~;;s mo'1ed to ask, "Is there no l;>aker her:e'.?""· and 'w.e:0pi.e 

tl)'qo,.ght b~ saia. ll<;entile ,b •ak·er •· II In actu..ali ty , . w..~ a:t:e t.olq, .. 

he a:sked about a: Jewisb baker. 

I-n both tra,diti.ons· "the p.eoplell und_e~;stoocl RcWbi • s, 

gu.e.st•ior,r as, a. :g.ra,ntip.g o•f per.mission ''.tib :e,~t br-e-ad: m~a..e by 

non-Jews .•. '!'be Ge:m,a·YJa cites auth·orit±.£tS w.l)co ~tate '--that re·­

~a-rdl.ess (if the c,,iretmrstg:Itee-s that oc.c.a..si.o.Il¢d his. re,,ijuu:~~ 

~ limitation ,,wa$ also implied. R. ·¥~Lbcr,. c0IllIJ\entin:9 on t.he 

~~ocy 'told BY, Eal>" J·9s,e,ph, said tha.;t tb~ permiss1.¢n would 

only apply to a pl.ace :where there wa.%. nq Jewls,h baker • 

. Simi lp.r ly, R. .Johanan s.aird ~ti.a t the pe:n:I'(li ss ion · :i:I,rtpl ied i ,n . ' 
the versio,1). ·t-0.Hl by :aa.b DtmJ ·w:01ild ·oniy apply to the fi-eld,, 

• • • "P. tb;-.s .s· tatement,. to0, h.e .Jrein,f :o'rce,s 
'but not to the ei'tY• . .:dl ..., 
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t:he v;i.eew that the re.a"';,...... ui;_o,,r t' ho_ · • .,,v .. .1.: .... prqhiQitie!n wa:s to prevent 

Lest we mislinder-s-t;ana the' diSC\l$Siqn on b:r;~ad.,. this 

s-:ugta clo.•ses :with one more incJ~e,nt. Apparen-~.1.Y _Ai.bu (.a 

'fo-urth 9'.~neratioh P:alestin_ian _Amo;ra) ,used to· eat b~·ead made· 

by $.· ~op-.Jew "a,t the b0tind.aries of ~be f ields. 11 Ra~a (or 

_sor;n~ saf-, :R'ab 'Na~rqan bar Isa~c) s~4 i;,Q th~ peopl,e, "Db 

I10t talk to Aibu., fqr he e~:ts the t?read o:f Gentiles. " :With 

-th.is· ·st.at~;n:i.~nt, th.e Ge:mar~ .ma,ke1s cl~ar that the bread of 

non-Jews i~ uni~f1Jestionably forb.idde,n:. 

'S:Cheme--ij•read 

1. ~-- K4i-hana.--.R. Joban,an: ~read was not permi tte.d. b,y ~ne· 
b.et diih 

2. Question'.~· P.oes ;t _his· impiy t:hat ,someone d;i:~. p;ei;mit itJ 

·3\_ An~wer f Y.e.s 

.S·tipport: Rab D:imi i .s ·s.t?r·¥ apoutt Rabbi~ Anot.her vexsi9n 
· c ·f :the st,ory is told b.y .Rab .r·ose:ph {or Rab $·aimie:l. b.a:r 
J.udah). 

Q,ualificatj,ons: .R~ ·H.e1p0·~ Ip the st:or~ Q;f Rq.b Jo.s~ph th~ 
permission. .applies· O.f:l.lY to a p -laee .. wb:ere there is no 
,Jew:i:sh -baker .. · R.· Johan:a:n.: The, v.er~cm of Rab Pi~i only 
l~plies l?er·missiQIJ. in tn~ fi.eld. 

4,. 5:tP.:t'.!f·: Aibu used t9 eat b~ead made bf a non--J~W and· 
Ra..l;lia :tol4 the peop1.e :I.lot t.o .s_pe.ak tQ b.im •. 
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3c,; Oil ( 3Sb-:nb) 

''1:b:e l.ong ·<ii.iscussion on oil contains ,s ·e-ve,ral :,s ·ugyo·tti. 

It begins With .a debate involv;lh.g tl_le opini-~n~· o:f Ra};;> and 

Samuel about the ·souree of ~h h~·'1,.,, ··t · h · · · •• • - • · · · , • • · 1..• e p-r:o . .J..W1 iOJl. 1: -1.s 1s fol.lowed 

by. ,a mor.e detailed -study of t.he ri~ew 0£ Rah. :rn. the· cou:t-se 
• + - .• -

.Qf t'bi~. e~amin';;it:ic:mi, subjeots -are men:t10ned tha,t become 

-c~n.tr.al ls,sues .ef the. two subse~uent discus.s:ions .. Tne ·sec­

tictn el.qs:es w:.i th a,n inc:ident told ·about :a.., Judah ··Ne.s 'ia, 

the authoxlty· from w,hose. court came the permi'ssi.on to, ;us~ 

a G.eiitile '.S oil-.· 

·The mate.rial p,t.bvides ±nsi,ghe into t:he h.alalthic px;-Qc~ss 

.of tht? Babt,l .oni,ah Talmud. '1'6 begin- with,, th:~ in:i,t.i~i del:)ate 

6Qncerns tpe ~cit.hority tif the ptohibi tiJjn. Rao t;l10,lll.g_ht that 

it was .Bibli.c-al in ori-9:i..n., ',Sa,yiri,g, 11Dat:ti.e,l ·a~~r·eiptJ. ,gcga'i,nst 

its use-~;, Ha,q he cited :irorah rather thcc\ll hagiograph-a, the 

disc:us.si0n which. follows · woulJft. ]l•rd.b·.ablY have been dif:f~reilt .. 

ln )lis -view.; however., Daniel is. ·co~cei ved ··qf as a legal 

a:qtJ),o·ritiy pre~·iding over· a co·utt,• and frot0 'this in!?tit.ution 

c·a.m~ tb,e prohibit.±on. Fu:tthe..r· on. .. the.ir w.i11 _be mention o.f 

ot,he-r cou:,::ti; 0£ t:h,.~ Biblic.ai p-eriod .. 

s:am!!~l cite~ ~ reason related t-o the laws o-f puri'.ty 

and the tr,ansf,er ,of il\\puritY f;rG?m one Cleohtairie,r to arr-otile:r•• 

That. is, "T.he• -f<;tc-t tha~ they (nqn-Jews) po~ (int.o t:heir-

oil. -v~ssels) . . re.!fidue from uncl~an vess~l-s makes the-ir o.il 

fo,rbitlden. nl4 An u:nclean v~ssel is not. nece.ssaril.:,y fo:ir-biaden, 

hut :s·omehow has be-en ten.wora.rilY ,defi,J.ed. Therefore·, Samue.L' s 
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r .ea,s0t1 apmlies wi,.en "'e~p· le· are· · t t · 
n-- · ~.. ·l:' ..., : . qu,.1. .e s' ~i.ct wi't'h th.ems·eJ:ves· 

i.n matte.rs .e ·f puri by_. Tne .Gernara c:asts ao\lb,t tn.at tl:\e or-

di~~ry if'e~ ca:i;:es a:bpu.t •such. matt!e:t:s to t:,ne cl:e.~;rr;ee tl:ia:t •w,ouJ.d 

W•a:rrapt: cl~_irning this· w.as, the i'-'E}a~'on for th;e pr.p)l'ibiti0J;1 .o.f 

·oil ..• ,SQ,. Sa1.nuel •1s p,:o:s,ition is· re-sta'beel. to .reflect a ·eonc;:ern 

that 'WOU:ld. be: mo.r ·e p~rtinen:t t:.o tfie ave_:rage Jew,: ;'The 'fa·c·t 

that they pour (into· the.i.r• oil v es;seLs.), r~.sidue from 

?.te.hioited v~.s:seis'. makes t .hei.r oil forbidden .. 11 Rabben:u 

'~attanel .gi~e's as. art example, a vess•e1 be'loJ1;:g'i.ng to a Gentile 

that has be:en us:ed in the ;Eir ·evi.o.us twenty-fo'u:r ho:u.:r::::s ,. LS It· 

is a, forbidden v.e•ss.el during t.hat time, ahd of g•re.ateir, tbn'­

ae:f:n than a y.ess'.el that may not be. uS'ed becaus-e it does not 

meet the ·r~cp:iiremen,ta 0f rit'ual purity.. 

To sa.mu~·l ~ ·the p~ol:i>lem wi,th Rab'·s opin:ion i's faun¢ 

right 1n tpe Mishnah. 'l'here it was fi;rs;t I.earned. that the 

u~e o.f a. non-Jew's: oil i$· .:f'ot1hidden, bat that ~ .. Jur;i.ah 

(~es •iaJ .arfd his 0<;11J.rt p_ermitted it. Tb~ ):'~•:a:son aGcepte'd 

fo.r · the a:ri.g.in.cal proh:ibit:i,on 'ifrust:. be o:f the· s0.;rt th~t a 

rabbi ·and his c,o.urt c<;>u.Ld legitiinatel'~ annui the original. 

d:e·cree •. S·o; he, askp how ~ -- Jud.ah .coul.d have, pe.rm:itted the 

oil". t ,ons·ide:ting -i,1,i;sp,nan Eduyoth 1.:5',, w~e,re it s~y,s th~t 

· · .. u1 ,1..,;.._ a,e,,,.·re-e· o' ·f a:n6ther unle·ss· it is one cou;-t roa:y ·not ann . ,l,a.e . .., · · • • . , . 

greater in pof.li wi,Sdt)m 1µ),d nt~mhrer:s. How~ver t ace~:pting ltis 

• £ th.. la·.·•. to be changed. in. a.n &cci:!ptable. op,1.n :tan. allows· or · e "· 

W
·"":en ~'a:b. I,s~ac ·baz- S'~w.uel ~ar Marta. came. 

fa·s1hiort. That is .. ;. n . 

E·l;',etz 'I~r.ael, he .blfoggh't. a tradition to Ba'hrlon,ia f ,ro.m 

,, 
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in. t.he name ·of ·R. •. ,Simlai 1 ~ tbat proNid~=fS· the logic ·o·'f R • 

. Jud:~J'l .ang ·his bet atn. The ""e .. •rnu.· · ssi· o-n,· "'·a-s· b - · ~ . -- " aseg .ori the p.r:1.n-

ciple, "whe,n the eLement f~qm a f .orbidden ve~se-1 imparts a: 

·bc:i(i flayqr {t0 w.hateti:er ·Jtoshel:'. substance is put it} it)' it 

is permit:tea (to oo:n,slJffle tb:at, f:'.<tlGd o:t drink)f" s~ated di:f­

ferently-, .S.aniueJ, had saiq. th:at; the· .o.riginal regulation S•~ems 

from the fact; th,a,t re·$'idua-l o·ii in, a; prohibited ve.ss:el rem-. 

de1a:s the otfierw.iis~ nenni tted r.-:il , .,,. a·.. "'l -· · · · 1 f · - b. · dd ,· 
i:,,: .., ~• ~ - ean ves-.se · or 1 . en. 

to Jews,. T~e logic u_sed ta, ann'l;l.1 th.i-S: i$. t:.hat the .re-sidue ,, 

whiell t ,s ritually i_µip~re o-n ,acce-unt o:f the ·first c.ont>ai.nS·r 

it w~s in_; is conside;reg· :to impart a .J:?•ad tast~ to ·th.~ 

ritiaalJ..Y pur-e oil. there-for-e.,. ,q,(;?.Cor-di.ng t-o R .. J't;t<ltii:4 ~.e_s;ia­

~d his eourt., the. ·oil of Gent;ile.s is .pe;Dmi_tted. 

we ·will come a·c.r~.S13' ·:tjJli.s. p:rd.ncip1e ,aga_in in the Ge;i_:o.ara, 

s-o it may be n:elp.ful -~o illustrate .its. ~e,?tning here wi·th 

aii'.lGthe.:t ef~affiple qf i'ts:- us~~ T,her:e . a,_re a nombe.r of ruies 

applied to an ~c~idental mixture of' p~r{iiitt~d -~md forbidden 

f b'ods whiGh-· .allow a Jew: ,t<;:r eat the f Sl~d. The over- ±id'.iilg: 

princ1i :ple i~ ·il'mn.j7 11\l'>·.~ p'7.Plll PM:--one: ,Il)ay "hot :a}litr:a,l a pro­

hib'it.io..n a priori. or, a m.i~tur.e of permitt·ea ,anq £0:tpi,dden 

fooqs ,m1J;~t be inagv:ertan;t .. ·11c;tw-ev:er,. in the e,rent of ail 

accident, if the·· proportiqn i _s : ;,si~ty; parts: p .ertnit:ted to on-e 

p-c}rt f .e rb·id~e;n , .,tl)e food is• pe:qµ.;i.tt·ed. The· rule attri:'liuted 

b. · R ~ , ,...,, • • Judah·· .iff "G.ne e~eeption • .l:f· the. p ·rohibitEtd y ' » ~l~uai tQ R. 

t?1ste, th.en the mixture is• pe:tmi·tted food ci:0nvey-s a o.a.d 

,provided that the 
· tt-e ':.:i ··fo.od e:::o.n-s:titutes a.t least 51 pe-rnu. . _ u . • .. 

I 
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pere~at of i ·t .! Similarl:YI, i .f ?I- pot has riot been 1.:1se:d f ~r 

twE?n_ty fou_;r hou_r:sj.-·- Nill, nl ,ilJ,uu, "-" il'l"1j7--th·e f oo.d, that s,ticks· 

to it~. s ,id;es <it:' i •s ab-~~rched w:iil detetiorate a{!_d :Wix with 

r:lceW' £obd co.oke.d in. it•· 1-f t~-at pot has been used ]for )).to-

hi-bi ted food, a:nd nermit .... ed fo""d · r: .... ,., 1:s. susbsequeritly cook.':ed 

in it, it may stil'l i.;.e e .·~_·te~ .. _f"" .. ·."" D • ,...... t}te, hal.alt.ha asslirrie,s that 

the pr.6lt:ibi bed' food imp?rts a bad ta.ste~ ,Moreover·, ·~_ne ro.~y 

as.sume .a 1ressel ·to be iic11p ·n1 il'l"Ml!I i1Vi•i7 ~-n~· ne.ed ppt make 

inqu,iries· .. 

Rap·' s .r .eactio_n to s :amuei I s reµiark is two-fol~ :First, 

ne a:tteWPts to e~plain .Simiai' s .e~lc:P1ation as a piroel:uct of 

h_is partioul-ar location. }le. sa¥,s tha.t si.mlai wa,s 0£ t:ud,, 

an.cl 11't;.hey ar~ i:Hf.f'~r~nt t_he!r,e, f◊r they neglee·t ,the woras, 

of: the, rabbi,s.) " .He implies, ~hat the pennissi.on w~s extend:e.d 

to· th.e people of ·r.ud l,;,ecau:s.e of their i -ack ,o.£ reve·r:enc.e £oa: 

rabb.;ln:i-caI ,t.nj .un_ction.s. Samuel., as· if to c·a11 hi-s , b.!.uff, 

s.ugg.est:s, :th~t they i1rend for Simlai and. ,discuss, the matter 

wit'n him. At this pe.int, ~ajt> ir·grew ~armed"' or "oecame ·pale," 

a:nd pa,cks down.,, r.eali,ii;n.g tliie· tenuoµs greund he tre·a.ded and 

th~ s9uh.~es,s of' Salnuei ' s re:ason;ing. ~ab then s:ug.ge.~ts that 

wh.ile the ori-gina1 pr,o.hlbition qid not ·.have ,Biblical p.re-­

ced~nt, theym~:t", nonetbel~ss; search for ~ne. ·He quGt.es 

ban;i:~l 1:,8: "p-api~l proposed in ni.:s: heart th,at l:re wotil_d not 

def'il,e h -.imself with the p~rtion of the king''$ food., nor 

with tlie wine which he dr·at:¥- .. " 'His. exege.s1is of this ve,r .se 

takes the w:or4 i 1rilll11 

I 

I 
I' 
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wine and that. o'f oil. Rab'.~ positicm has changed, in that 

he ae,c·epts· the: ref Ptta:t;i-on• of tn~ Bible as· the orig;in of the 

~.ro.nib.itioi:i,,. and now :unde:r,stans.s. the Danial pa,ssage crs• sup-· 

port for it. The ~ :ma:ra ,surnm~riz·e's this with the statement 

tha.t in Rah' s ·opinj,on, Daniel. p1rop9s-ed i .n his beatt not to 

\lSe the oil qf <leti,tiles. 11 and t;.au91it i:t tq all. I:s:.tq:e'l ~; 

S~m:uel };)eli~ved .. th~:ft. while he mat l:l_ave ma,q.e tp.i!.§1 ~t·a:temen.t. 

wi1:h. l;'espect •to 'himself; '"he di.a .not t~~ch i.t to ail Israel~" 

T:o. Rab.,. DQ.r1iel' s example -served as support _ror 'th_e .p.ro-

nib:i t::j::ot:,.} to Samuel,. sin<1:e, -!l:ne rnai b.e $,t:rict w.ith ones.elf, 

'but not with others, his exampl·e is unrel:a.ted to the pro­

hib.ition . 

The·• next d:iscuss~oh•;; which -putsues the guest.i:on of 

:D9-niel 's rela;tionshiW to the de.ccee agairi.st oil, serv:e.s to 

fU1:ther r:ec0nc'ile the di ver·g.ent Opirt.i.ohs o.f t'he. re~~on fo.r . -.· . .- . . . . 

·the prohibi tio.P. What em~rg~s is the 'Gem.:ara' s view o,f the 

hi~to·ry oJ' ti)is parti,cu.la.r Law. It begin·s PY .;as,kin.g i,f 

b~n.iel ·r~aa.ly is:s\led ,a decre·e re.ga.rd~in~ t.h~ us.e• o.f Ge~tile 

'bil. The a:nswe~, ?J,tt,;i;ibuted ·to Rab(!.}. iS', - 0Tb.eir t>~:e~¢1, 

o,il,, and wtmien are a,mon:9, the. Ei'ghteen. Thi:n:g,s •. i_i Th.is· i :s a 

re'fe;rence t.0 Mishnah, ,$ba·bbat 1~4,, ·whic.h sgys, 

""h . ··on·m t ·he rul· tnr.rs whd,:.ch t:o.e s·ag~s. enjoined 
.L ··e.se are am · ·-::1 ·.; .. . , · . -:i. • .·. , · , . •, k' ·· , •h b 

· · .; . . . _ . . . om ,o;f Hanan.iah b. aez~. ia. • 
wm+e: 1.n ,t he ;u~pe,r w!~t 'up to ;v.:i$.it .hi m they, voted, . and 
Gor1.Qn,. When• they .. ,. sharnmai: ,eutnumoer~d them 0£ the 
th~Y, _°:£ ~h~. Scho~.1 ~~ eighteen ,things ,aid t.Q~Y decree 
S.ch0ol of Hi_llel,,. .a.. .. . 
: · · . 17 on ttia-t day. 

,I 



l.:···.'s n'"". t kn· ·ow· · ~ 19 ~ · · .n . .i.or certain · 1\ d, 
· · · · · · • p.Cc:Qr, :a.ng to :$p.a,l>ba·t · i ·: 4 t the 

dec.ree wa:s made b¥ the ·sch_c)ols of R.ill-e"·.l ·an.d . SbaltlIJlcU . T~is 

is hi.gbly JPi-obl~mat.ic fbr R'."'·.b,''s 1e1o··s~ti' o·n ... .M· - ... -
~ '•.•. r ~ ·"' ' . . oreov~r, it i •a 

,especl.:ally: e::ltf£ic,q1,t s·i.nce "t.ne s.'t;;atement in the Geinara is 

attrub'titea, to· Re$! Tlte,, G.ema:r-a.' ,s ques.tlon, 

to reconcile thi,~ apfare.ht cqn-tradiction: . 
. • ,. . . . I 

wni:oh really seeKs· 

is.,,, "If y.ou s.a:y 

that ~•ani-el ' -.s 4ec;:ree was n9t acc~pted', .. but that of IJillel 

q..I.ld S.hauun~i WaS,, what i ·s t-h~ ebj ect o-f Rab" s sta~etn:en.t (,th.at 

Dan,i.el decre..e.d. agaihst t:neir o_il) ?· '' in otbe~ words:,, if 

Daniel maae· a .. 4ee.ree which was. u~t heeded., then in es.sef)c:e 

it wa_s. no"t a aearee .. 26 

The answer giVen is :tha,t tn~re were st-age,s in the 

law-. Dariiel de·creed. :against the use 0f the oil in tbe city~ 

and Hillel ap:g. Sha~ai arlde;GJ; to th.1$ by fqfbi0,din:g its use 

outside the city .. ·New thi.s h~s ~9 b.e r:econcileci with· 'th4;! 

statement in our ~shnah bha,t ·the c.ourt of R. Judah per-­

mitted s0.m1athing wnlch had been pt6hi.l)ited by Hillel. and 

~h.amrna.i., After the Qem~ara asks how R: .. J,udab, co'1.l4d ,do Sl;l:ch 

a thing, s·upport for th~ •qojec.tion i s brcru_g:bt •. In a§.d.:ition 

to .citing Mi$:,hna.ti- Edti.yQth l: 5 (See above), R. Jd~an.~n is 

quoted by Rabbah b'a·.:r, bar ~ah~ .as' s,af ing ,. 11 In crny; tt:u1t:;te:r a 

cou·rt: can annul the words or aI)oth'er., except ;fo,r the 

Eigltt:e~n Things., fot eyet,. if Elijah and .. h;i:s• court w~rce to 

. h d t ·~ . ti some {a.n4 4~ ~oJ w.e would, pot ee ,,em. 

Rap. b'esha:rsh.a:ya,· pl:7ovi~es .an e~Pl?:tnation £or tJ1ei 

Jo:hana_;n •·s 'st_ateroent. Th.es~ p,rq)ci.bit,ions may 
~x~epti.011: ip,, R. 
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not lt).e am!fuled hecQ.u$e they s;1;i,:11e.ad to and we·re• aceept~ed by 

·th'e major:i. ty of· the Jews., Howe:vEl?r ,.t tbi.S' d.o.e:s aot hol:d for 

the dec·;i;;ee ,ag'9-m9t the- ,0il o·f Ge·n~1· ·1·· . Th- f · · -. th ... · ,.:,;t ,.,_ es. ere Qre, . e cou"' . 

o-f ~- Juda:l) could vote.· to petini:t;: ft~ ·Tb.e e"7i.¢lenc~ :fo':f;' R:ab 

Meshars_b'.ay,a' s as.se:tt'ion .come.s. fro~ R. J°ohanp.n h.d.m%fal,f ., 

quoted· by E. Salt(Uel bar Abba.,:wlii~h, by th.e way., .Pr9 yides 

$Pr~ ±nsi_gltt -ir(to. the htsto.ry 9f t .be. talakh_~. ~- Jo!Jan~Il 

r~p.o·rted, "The. r .abbis·21 inve$:t;i.g~t~~ ana dete_p:nined •tJ1at 

the p:r.ohibitio..n· -ag:a.ins.t oil }\ad ndt. spreq:d, to the mµj.ority 

o.f the Jews·,, artd. they relied. upon. the. ·r .UJ.,e of Jt. Simeon b. 

Ga-maliel and R. El.iezer bar %adok, who sal.d (Hor.ayot 3:16}, 

'We may no.t' ,issue a . decree £or t.he conimunity unless the 

m~jority is· .~bl,~- to abide by it-.. ' '1·
22' we. now can r..econstruct 

the hist:'o;r,y o'f this law as the .Gemara understands· it ·: Daniel 

de.cre~{i that- t.ht;? .oiil of non- .Jew,s ls }j;rohibit.ed in· the city;, 

I:ti.l :lel and. 'Shammai e-xtended it to; eiltside the <:;ity~ t~e 

p:i:;ohibi'tipn, perh~ps ec9notnioa,lly a ha:t,dsbip upon Jews,, was 

not 'h_ eeded and ·op. tfi~ pasis of tit¢ grlm;:iple 0£ :ij.. Simeon 
V , , ' I 

.o. Gamaifa~l and. :a .. ETie.zer, .R • .Judah p~rm.itte~ Sews to u_s~ 

the 6i.l. 

Th'is ,esaenti~Lly ends· the disr<1!us·sion o-i Qii;l. Th~ 

, th ·""'J' ec.t;..s· =e·.,,,•,t.A• "'·n°d in the. ,p·receeding s:$dtio.n 9orit.intie.s w:i,. •. s1:= · · •"" · "" •·"'· .... "' . ,,,. 

· · · w·· :1' th a_ ~esta~¢me~t of: the saying of mate-rial. lt pegin:s 

Bali i.n: the 

that. 11 rr:ii:..e'i:c . , .L' H ' . , 

.,._,.._. 1· ,.,,_1.·. :t.:-h· e· Nab.ate.an i~ t_he ,name. •.of Rab,, n-a:nie• ,of r.l,iJ./ JII 1,-,; 

-a · . 1 and women are among• the Eighte.en brea _ ,. 01 , ·, · 
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Things.-" "Their t.tom:e~· "· 1• 5- .,.,he , ,,i..:.· . 
_rr· ~~. I,; • ·$ LU::1Ject of the n:e.xt ·sugya,, 

which be:gins with t 'he ouestio "Wh 
· ..,,, · · n,- . at wai;, th~, •decree aga-inst 

thei t w.qmen 1 " 'Th~' t 
a :.tempt will be· ~o· establish, a,$. w,a_s just 

d:o:P.e with ,oil .. , t:he: ·sourq~ and ·de:ve.iopment of tois law •. 

R~.:0 Ngh .• ' man bar Isaac, sa_ ~·. *.' th·e . . _,_u de.cree against Gep:tiJ,.e 

women was that. they a;r:e· con~iQe1:ed ne be in a c.ori;stant;. state 

of nidd.ah (rrte:nstx-uatiqp:·} .f~o·m the time, th~·y ~-re in.fa~ts. Ip 

-Elijah Rabbah it sars, "'1'l.le·$,e , aecdrding to the wqras of 

the S~ribes, qpn:vey \m_cl·ea.nnes-.s. as by 'thehr :flllX: (a): a 

$~ma.ii tqn -' .. and (.b) the :da:ughter,s af the samai:itans even £r6rn t he-ii· 

cl:'a.a'.Les. .••• Q..s also d,0 tl\e gen-t.i.les. n23 

The ..rea:s,cm. for: µ,ll o:f the deer.ee:s, acdoraing t .o .a 

s 't~ternent .attribute.a to/ Rab by Ganeb.~h was to. .. s.afe{r11a::r:a 

.ag:ai,n.st idolatry. 1m attempt is mad~· to s~ppiort t}Xi·s by 

quoting Rab Aha :bar Adda, W.bo ·sa.i'd i'n the name ~£ R, I:saac,. 
• 

'"They i.s,sued the decre·e aga,inst the b.?;'¢ad e~ Gentile~ on 

account 0f tnei~ oil. II .This i ·mp1i:.~s, p:£ Gour,s,e, that 0il 

~as a closer eonnect-ion to i.dolatt<Y,, ·and, the.ref;ore,, it:s 

prohibitie>Jl _is ,stricter 'than that .¢f t;.p,¢ir ·bread~ 'Wh_en '1:-f.h'e 

· · .as-1'-·ed, •.".· h,v th·. _~s 1· s the ca.'se, there· i:s. no answer. que.s tion i. s .~ w :l ~ 

,.,.h.· ·e· t ·"'r:~ •.,:,al ., _a_ ,nd the ,s:t~:tement a.J~,triputeq to The ·quesf't,ion is ... V, ..__,; • 

R 'b · · · d . ''Th-·e···y·· d.ecre __ e.cil. a~inst the±:r:i br.ead arie1; oil a· . is revise .: _ ::i-

1.. · • - · · ·. · an·d ailia1:·-ns··t their wine because o:f' k,leoause of th_ei.-r w1n.e:, · · ·.:;;, · · 

... . _ . t their women ~e:cause of another t:he1.r wo.me;n, a~d a,gains, . - · 

.- . . . thing because o.f ·another. thing. " 
thi.ng·.,. -a;nd, agq.1.nst, t.hat .· · 

t.orbidde·:,;i because of ·i.ts, use 
we kno.w that wine w~ 

EE 
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fo-r i'd01atr.Qu$ :pract.ices., nollc 1-;,,e:·.c·au·_se•_. J.. t 
-'"" J4 . might lead t.o. ::r::e·-

lation~ w:it4 ~01n-Jew.is·h· w,.,.m"""". •'""-ho··ugh th·- . . . • .::i· i ·h "" ._,,.,,, '- · · . i ·s · w,~-13' sa19 w t re-

g:.µ .,J to the.it· b.eet) · Tb,e se.n-ti~_ent of this s :t-at:e~ent, then,. 

is )ttQJ?e h,o:rni.J.Ert:i•cal than__ h. a .. lak-h•·i: ..... .. h ... "' T e 'Gerita.r.a; however,, 

finds an.other i-mp?licatien: of t~is s:tatemen~ with which to 

b.e: ·con'berned, ,naine.ly , that i t 'idetrtif ie,s the p,:ro·b,i'bitiq~ 

aqrairost their wom(!'.rl as rc)._bb_::Lgical. The 0.-bjection ±s raisec;l 

':l~hat. cont-1:!'ary t<i t~is view, it is- :a Biblical inj:Unct.ion, 

,st.ate"d explici.t.y in Deq-t •. 7: 3. $peaki'ng about the pee.pl.es 

of the Se-ven ~&t.lons, the "\1~,t:$E!. S'gY'S, '''Yo\1 sh.all not i •n,t:er­

;ma.I:r'y w.lth them;. do n.ot give y.our d~u.gh-t:.ers to. the,ir ~o•ns. 

or ta_ke t:heir -daught.exs, :for yo,u+ :sgn:_s. '' The· ,.nt;t:x;t ~er;se 

cle-a-Eiy, col).lJ.e:c-ts lnteI{marri-age wit,h idolatry : ,i'Fo~ they wili 

turn yo.ur _ch;il,dren away frOJn Me to worsi::i.ip G't ~er Gods." 

'rhe :p·robl.e.m is. reso1 ve~ by poin.tin.g oui: that the Bi,ble 

spe-ak:s o'f tl\e.- .women" .fl:"OII\ t _l\~ Seven Nat.ions (See vs'~ l)' . 

Therefore,. the as:pect of the p:rrohib-itiQn that may be assigned 

to.· H'il.1:el arid Shanmtai .i.s i t:s extens_i<;m to women of' all ·the 

other riat1qns. of the world.c0-

.1\-~,¢ordin~ to the view oJ R.· Simeon b. Yo-~ai ~ ·however,. 

this ,~~SO'E,~.a~: ~ Biblical ;i.p.jl:lll,ction •. :He .intel:'.Ffre:t.s De1,tt ~ 7;;-·4 

:n , · · ht tt'!m ,Jewi:sn (cited a.bove) .a.s ~ppl-y,irtg t9 any woman w ,o mig · -

Ther-,e· ft> t:e , . •the Gema·ra stat::e.s , '' llib_ii cal ;l.y 
m~.rt. q;WaY,' f.JtQ.:{Il God~-

i .s forbidden ,.only· i-h• t~e. w_ay of t.nterma.rriag~ with Gentiles 

1·eg,al marriag.e, " a.nd Hillel .ana ~h/1mroai decreed a,gain.~t 

mereit:rdcio'lils uenneation·s . tn.ur) •. 
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Continuing. •&lo.-ng the lin~s 0 ~ .th,,, 
·i. "' above ar 9Wl\~n t ., 

it is, sta.id tha.t meretrici.ous co_n. ner,,.ti··,,.,._·_n· -.s . _ "" "" were. foil;lid-den. by· 
t)l~ c0urt of Sb?m.·2'4 The s·u•pp . ..;,rt f. 

- .,, · Ql:' .this: a-ssert:iGm.: i ,s t.J:ie 

stqry of Tam~r, 4all'.9bter-in-1a~·•.• ""f Ju·a·.ah. .... "" When Judah was 

told tbat /I'amar had "play.ed, the harlot 11 • (inn illil.T ) , and that. 

she was p-reg,:r:l'~nt ,, he sa:y.:S , "llr; "'g he·,,., ""'·•· t · a 1 h , .... ... "'.... a.n " · -et · e.r be 

bµrned" (Gen 3-8:: 44-). This ·op!ihipn aS$UJ'!!~·s that •~he wa-s de-

l?erving of §:apita-1 punishment £or vi.oiating the l-aw ~ttril::;n.1te:~ 

tb Sh~m' s . GC\H1rt, and that. Jud.an decided in ac·cordan-c~ •wLt~ 

it. The answer to the. statement that this Bibli'9~l or-

dinanee. wa_;s a ri1lin<1 a .gain~t me.ret.rici©-u$ ·oon:n.est,ians, is-

to limit it. to a non-. .1ew::i.sh, ma.le paving ·,relation.s ,with a, 

Jewish w.6,man; for f:e-ar he ·would puli her to him ·an(;i idola,tr0u,s 

(Judah, of_ ·course,. a:t the t-im~ he p.:tenq'!,IIlced her 

g~ilty ·of tra,zysgre.ssing• this law, .w,as net ~ware t,hat l:)e 

w.a.s the fathe_r o_f her chi1.4.) tt ret(la_i_ned fer Hillel and 

Sllamma,i to, e~pan.d ttiis ta\f t<> include the c~se or a J ·e.w 

wno ha•s· s·.e·Jxmal re-latio:ns wit.11 a G~_ntlle· -woman. 

The claifa is ro.ade., howe¥.~r ., that this sexual un:·::ton 

wa,.s £erbiddel) by a "law of .Moses from Sinai., 
11 

'J.lbi,:s mean..s 

and·. ac.ce.nted :tJ;ia,t :i.t w~s it;. was .ct law so well estab'lished ,:--

never eon:p,,,ected with a BiblicaJ verse; but h:~a •tb.e .salne· 

d ,,. substantiate this·, Misl:lnah San­f-<;>rc_e as ,thoug:t.l it ha ·• .i:o . · - . : . · : 

hed:tih 9:: .G is q-u.otep.~ wh.idh .gays_, ".If a man .• •• h',as sexual 
. · t · k h ' 11,25 m~y •~:t ac .. 1.m .• 

1 . . ... . . h .,,e ... •1.'sh· W' o:ma"", zealots :re ~tiens w.Lt'h a no ~v· .. : · · · •··· •t · 

T11.. • 1 ·· . t··h· :t·· t"'e· i,aw w-as "se impo.r;:t.arit .uis imp, 1.es . a . u . . . 
as to e'quate- it 
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w,it~ a Biblical injunGtion,. 

The ·ar.g):;!ment ~.s .a.n:.s"'.""'·r ·e- d b 
w .~ Y thJ:? stc,t:5.ement tQat 'the 

".law ·,of M.0ses• fr.om $•inai" de·a1s· with, the case o'f a . -Jew 

hav.:ing· ·:re·lations w.ith a Gentile wemap. ln· .publ:;Lc. 'The ·Ge.mar.a 

ref-e--rs to " the ip...o.idel)t :tl)at .. o'cc'Urr.ed.," which R~sh.:i. s.ay;f:f 

i~ the ,s;t9ry- iii-vo·lvi.ng, Zimri and Oo:z·~i in N.uma:er$ 2,$. cs~e· 

last n<;')teJ ~. 'H:i.lle1 and Shamrnai ·c,ame and: issued the de't:ree 
~ • • ~ - ... • • .. 

. that s_uch, r.elpt;i.on:s. '.Wer~ £6:rbidden· a .. ls·o " · · in .pr_l.Vq.te •. 

·TJie ◊pjection t;o attr1buting tliis to· Hillei ,qnd 

Sh~nuna.i ts made ·on t:n:e, hasi:s of a tradition 'that the p1::o­

hio:i ti.o'n was made by the c:tou:rt ,of the. Hasmne91fs. 26 'A: 

state111en1i e:f Rab .n:imi s4p~0rts this: "Tfl'e court of the 

·Hasroone~,ns decreed th.at a J .ew• .wh:o h~s s·Ea.xual re,lations. 

witb ~ Gentile WC{~n is. liahl-e, to. punishment. ··for havincg 

·~e.1~:tion.s wit.h a: ,nldd:ah , a sla:v.$, a n0n-.rewi!sh wo·rnan, 

q:nd a . •m~J:ri.e.d WGil\rIP. " A:n' alt.ern.ative ve:rs·ion <ff ·th:is trc,.­

di ti•on ,. g:notetr by· Ra:_bin., ha·s· 11h~r10.t" inst:ead d f . !I{¢arri4?,d 

wo.nran .. i, we may ass·®\~ tbe .Gemara unaerst?1·nds that the· 

1nUl.ti:p.lici tt 0 ·t tra:t:i,~gr.e,ssions fG:t this si:rrg,ie act implies 

th.at t::lii:s. co.u;rt interto.ed: ;the, taw ~o. apply to re•lations· 

committed in priv~t.e •. 

T.ne. a.n.swer to tn:is j.s· th.at the· Ha:smonean qo·u.rt .. is:sue(ll 

its decr:ee .against intetcoui;se,., but that H.i:l,lel and ·$.b..i:~mmai 

... ... y not· be a·lo-n'<> wi'th. a Gen.tile ordained th.at a ·Jewi.sh man •1•i;t · ... · · ·· - "" ·· --·- -

• .• :... mt.._.·- r _ ___,.,. _,,. ' "f":'I - - • .,~_·,.,- , -;'2- aro. :tJilel!.- C Bibliaal oourt. to which. this, ,wvltfan-,- 11 n,., • 'J!lJ.t:: =•.,.....,,., l..L1.•= 

t o'f: Dav-id. 2 7 Ra}) jud.µi 
can, 'be attr1,.b'l:ltetl; viz .. , the, eou;r 
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cite·s ·the inc.idt:lrtt of Tartiqr an.-'d.- Alnnon (II Sam. l:H a$'. the 

mo.tiv:ation. for. David.' s conrt ~-o-' "' "" issue· s'U<c;'h a decree. 

T"o es'tab1i.sh, the ·dec:t1_(¥e· ·of Hillel and St>-~.i in 

lig.ht of the above, the Gem.ar·_a •s·.··ta·t .es t ·ha:t--_ ~ •1... .-1 Jai.ue \;,~Q1:.ee ·of 

the bayi.cl,ic het d.in proh:ib. ·its a Je·•." ·•s·,-i...,. m .::on: · · b 1 · ...... 1.. 
,n oaL- ,u ,-• to e a one W1.-0u 

P: Jewis.Q. woman. 'l'h;Ett"efor~, 't::he, e~t.ens.icp.n t-o .forbidi;ft ng ,a 

Jewt~J1. man t9 be ,atone· with: a .Gentile 'W.omari is 1e.£t to 

bei..n9 incl u(l~,g as :on,e. -:Q:f the Eighte'.en Thi:ng•s ... The Ge:mara, 

heweve.r, .refuteis· tbis. sol.utior:t. Unlike ,the pre.via.us steps 

in this, discussicrn, the object.·ion is no't directe.d .at, -~he? 

l'aw be.ing- .a.ttribut.ed bo Hillel and ·sllamrnai, but to ~e st.a:te­

ment that the de.c.re.e agai:nst being a:ion¢ wi th a: j ·ewislii woman_ 

was issued bf David's court.- on the co;ntra]';'.y, -w~- a1"e told, 

t'q.is· i'~ _a .Biblical- injunoti:on. Te ·S®:St&ntiat.e thJ$,. R'. 

Jo~·anan guot~s ·simeon l:>. Yeho~a:o.ak as ;1-.aying tpa:t the To.rah 

h.in ts -at the p.r-Qh_ibi tion in· -P,~;ut. 13:: 7-; "If yo1ri' brother., 

your- own mother i,s son •• ~ entices yot,t. .. . .. He i;eason:s . that 

since "the son o .f a mothet ca:n en=tice·,, oai:inq't -t:he son of 

a ,
5
-
0

. e·nti· .ce?. ii T-.,~at i 's•~. the J
0

',1,1Xtapositirin of ·the a ·f ·ather ,.. · 

wol:'ds •jl and 1,.nN. i~ not meant tQ: ·exelu<@ "your father ' .s 

s-on, 11 but mu.s-t me,an .s0,ntething eLse. T,l:ie in'-ter.pretation 

given is, ''A: son -may be a16n.e with. his mother, but. no one 

a ... 10ne
. w.; ..... ~. a_nv. of t -h_g wqm~.n fo'..thidtten l)im in. 

eLse may .b~ .._,.;,n :z· 

.,.._.,,_·,, .· . -. h ,r There,fore, t}J.e- c:onclusiP11 ,restched 
ma·rri:age J.J.,z' the Tora • - .. -

· · · ·t being alan~ witll a y"ewisb 
is. this: the proh:ibition aga,ins: 

w9man is -.Bibl±c<1l 1 oavid, l,s, cou·rt e*tend.ed i,:t to :in.elude 
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'being ,,al.one 'With un:Il\arrcied wome.-. ., 
- ., ~,,,, ·uhe HOU$E!S of H.illel and 

•Shamma:i , . i •n; the f ~:na:l ;phase of t'h~ 1. . i . . . .. . 
· - a\.l s ,de-Vseloptnent, ex-

t~ni:led ,lt to_ inc].ude being alo e . • · . . . 
"n with Ge-ntile· women. 'l'his· 

).as:t e~erp$iQD- i,~ the final atis~e;r to the qµesti .on as to 

,w.,hat t:.he dec.c.r.e-e .~bout · non.-.rewish women. wa_s tl;l~t w.~;s ipcluded 

in the .E:igbtee:n. 'Things. 

The ·Gem_ara now ret:urn1;1 bp: the enigmat.i<:: .stat.e:rnen't 

attributed te Rab, tJ\gt fli1lel and 'Shammai "d~er·eed &gain·st 

·their bread and; oil ·o:e'oa-\l~e f>f th~ir wine, and ~ge:inst their 

wine beca1:1.se of tpei..r women, a.nd against their w.ome!'l ·because 

•of anoth~r thin.g.,. and ag:ains.t that necaus.e cif •another lhi:ngA,i, 

Tbe at·ter,npt will be- 1IJa;.d~ to e.!rtablls'h what the,se, "b~her 

tl\,ings•'t a ,.r,e. Ra,}:}. Na]!unan ·bar Isaac sug,g.e:sts that the~' decreed 

with; respect to -a non-Jewish child that :he. causes ,de·filet.nent 

by s ·emin:al etnis-sion, so that a· Jewi·sh ~hild. do,e$· not be,c.ome 

acc.ustomed to committing hom0se;;ima.1 ~cts. -wl.th l)µn. Ip ,his 

vie\\7, the coritinua:tion 6£ the stateme.nt of Rgp wouid ber 

... .. .. ·and they dec~ee:d aga'inst their women ba,caus~ qf t};leir 

<i:!hild_re·n, c;\nd ,q:gainst t;he<ir ehildren ,be.caus,e o~ homose,-,rna).ity. ·,, 

The question Rab ija!),mq.I) ,rais.es by his ,aiJswe-r is, at. ·wl:lat 

a1;re d0.es a. boy hecom.e· cap~le:· .of .de:f,ilin.g by, a s~;j.oal emi1?sio>n '? 

'11.h,e answe·r is: .attribu.t:e:d to ~~- .z~e' ir.a., ~he ,tells qf the 

dLf'f.ioulty he. h~d' asee:rt.,aining it. Re 1e,a;rn~<:1 ;hat Rc;tb:Oi 

l d lie went to£{. Hiyya, wh0 to;Ld i\iln had ;; aid from a d~y o • • 
..::i ,,,, d y w·hen he r •eturri·ed to 

f . . f , ,,e· ·ar· s· ah""" one .. a· • .. . . -·r0m the· ~ge o: nine :z' . , . . 

d
.• . . h Rabi,_ i . he said to R. ze 'Tr.'a,. "Abandon 
a.•squss .the m~ttei:: w1. t ·.· · P -·~ · --
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mv rule ~nd adop· t th ·t f · · u . · .a · o · R. H.iy·• -ya . c . · .- . .~ • • J.'◊r, s.ince he .is• capable 

of the se:Kua:-l ~~t (at tha.t a·ge'} h . • . -. . . . 
' - ' e 1 $ c~pable of causing 

defile.inent b_y ~ seminal erni"'s• · · ·11 ; -· 
· ' ·· - +Qn.. In et.b..e:r wo:tds, 't.he c_a-

paci ty t .o perf.orm sexualh.,. is d·eci· s1 ···- -· . i:.: • 
, .;z; . .. · • ve in .t,.i:i.s mat b.er, so 

th€ de-cre e, is eff-ecti ve fi;om the acre· ·the ::, . b,a:lak.ha. d.et:e:rmines 

a male .c.apap:l:e· ·of aoing it. 

'Rat,in.· a.,_ adopting· "'"1!-e .. · · · · .. , . _ . ·i..,u principle J\tst estaplisb.ed., 

applies it to gi.rl·s.. He says that a Gentile gir:i 0 :£ three 

years and one · d,ia.y, sinc.e· ~he is capable of the s·exual 9-Ct, 

a.1s·o caus•es defilement by a flux .at th:~:t ?L<ge; The Gef!latia 

r.~marks that ·this i ,s obvious (i;..e .. " why say it1) , hut re­

jects tJjj_.,s ©bj.•ett.ien,. saying that it ·is. ne.ces.sary to stat.e, 

for it, Jttitght have bee.n su:gge.sted. that, . whereas a:t nine ye~s. 

<ITTQ. 9ne (llay a boy knowi? how, to per.s:u-acle a. ·girl into ·co.mmitting 

se-x·u.al act.;s' ,. ~ ,girl at. thr·ee tears and one ,day d,o:~s ·u_ot,, kne,w 

how> ·to ,eptl.t!e' men •. 11.Th_e:raf:or:e 7 we. are t;aught tha.t evei:i tb,ough 

·S'he does •not g·ai11 -t)l;i..s; ~nowl.edge. until the .cfg,e o.f 1,lj:pe, she 

stili cause•s. defil:e'ment. at the a.ge 0 .. f tlire,~· years· ,,:µ1.d one: 

clay• II 

The .sect:_'ion of Gema.r.a 9n oil cort.c.J,udes' w:i.t:h t.be .re.-

. ., · .. · · · ·R J d·ah ~1es:i 'a a:n.d nis poJ:?t t> f a con:v:er$at1:0n between •· . u · . ~, · 

· Wh R . •. Judah says to him that -he w.as 
at:t.endant, ·R. .• S.1,mJai. ,. en -

the 
,,,,,,...urt ·v0ted to permit th~ use of tne 

not pf:e'.sent when ,a;"' 

,,.·1 . ·f· t'l . ·-~·ml·"'1· resp·ortds., ''Would 'J:p..at: iri out: day •"" a.. 0 · Gem i es , .:1.1. ... 

· · ·' - ' _ . . . . . .. 'brea~- .. T'he r~a•sop., R • . Judah 
Yo,u. ·wo·u.10. a;).:so pe1:m1 t their · · · 

I. 

: I 
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gives for ·not doing so is inte t' · res 1.ng · It has nothing to do 

with the issues concerning non-J·ew;-sh """ fo.od, but wd...th the 

reputation of his court . He says that were th.ey to permit 

Gentile bre-ad, they. would be called "ti..e • 11' perm:i.ssi ve court . 11 

~s an example, he rem'inds Simlla1.· of the teaching found in 

Edu~oth 8: 4, that when R. Jose b. Jo' ezer permitted two 

previously prohibited t:hings he was called "Jose .the Per­

m•itter . 1128 Simlai then points' out that Jose had been lenient 

in a previous matter, and that it took three such rulings 

before this pejorative title was applied to him. R. Judah 

tells him, however, that he was already permissive in another 

matter. T);le ;is-sue to which ·he. refers. is fo-und in. Mishnah 

Gi-t::tin 7: -8 . ll'he· Gemara ·on this (Gittin 76b) states that 

while the Mishnah prohibited the woman involved from marrying 

anyone other than her brother-in-law, "our rabbi-s permitted 

her to rniµl'i"Y·• And who is meant by • our: rabbis? 
1 

Rah Judah 

said in the name of .Samuel, • The court that permitted the 

Judah Ne ... i • a indic'ates, he was 
oil. • '' For this re a.son, R. :> 

restrained from permitting Gentile bread,
29 

Scheme--Oil 

l. d aga).·nst Gentile oii . 
Rab: Daniel decree -

esidue from unclean 
2 •. Samuel~ Be-cause' Gentiles pour r oil is .forbidden . 

vessels into oil vessels their 

1 
,,.a...-ce about the 1aw_s of purity'! 

Objection~ Do peop e ~ ... · 

Po
ur residue. from prohibited 

· - se 'Gentiles dd Restatement: Becau · the oil is fo:rb1. en. 
ves.sels. into oil ves-sels 
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3. samu~l: ~Y view. .allows f 
R. J uda:h' "' . :1;-=t. d '•n.. . o.r -'tt.l'l'e d'ec:te:e. to 1:-_.e 11 "" ·I-/,/= ... J}'1 a.nn:u e.d t!Y 

SU!f PO.~~ : Rab Isaac h r .s . .. 
S.,, .... ,a., ' s e· . l .· . . 9 amuel par .Marta•'·' s rt f 

:..i:.uu.. . .., .. ·&p anation . f · · · .repo, o> R. 
•c.·.·o, u· ·rt... · · · · 0 tb.~ ~eas .. o.n.ing·· o:f R. J a· h , . . ·• . ~ -.q. . s 

4 ~ Ob.j,e:cttion ~of Samuel to, Rao , s 
coGrt annul a decree made by i!~!!i? Cdul.d R. Judah 's 

S~pport: M1s.bnah Ea:uY,oth 1:-5 

5 • R:es.pons e (~f l\ah) ~ a. Sirtdai is fro~ Lud 
th.e,i;e negle~:t-· t:he ·v(ords .. of t he irab:bis . . and .. ·t.rre :Pe'bpl:e 

S:&mu'el·: Shall I send for ·_R. ~imlal?. 

ee,mara:: -Rab became pale . 

6 .. Ralb .!i .We· may still sear'.t,h fo?: 'Bi~lic.al su_pp,Qrt, for the 
o:ri.ginal ·proh.ibit:ien . -Ff&}) $\lggests Da.nie.l 1:8 .• 

7. Ge.~ara: To Rab, D~iel prQ!E}osed tJ1·e pr.oh.ibiti.on. for h:Lm­
se-1.f and for· all Is:r;a~l. To Sam1,lel , Daniel did, net in­
tend the .pronib::i ti-on. ·to: apply t.o all Jews. . C 

ia .• Q.uest.iqn~ 'Did. Da.n:iel issu.e a dec.ree agalpst G-~_ntil.,e oil ? 

An-swer (Al:).iml--.t ·ab) : B<read, Gil., -and women o,f Gentil .es 
are among •the ;E,ighte~n 'l'~ings, · - · · · 

·9. Que-stion ·: Why· {lid :Rah s ·q;y th,:at qani:el issue-a;. the -dee.tee,? 

Answer: Da,nie.l i~fs,(reQ ,the gec.ree with ref'er.ence· t io the 
c•ity;• I:1ille1 ahd Sh,antrnai e~tended it, to 0.uts.iae 'the cit.y. 

10. Que.st·ion-: M0w .c-0u1:i:;f ·R • . Jud~h ' s be1
~ o.,in annul thg de:cre,e 

of Hillel ·~d Sharn.mai.? 

Su1n,19,rt: (1) Mlshnall Ed:tiyo.tb. 1:5, (-~1 a~ _.~o~anan '$aitl 
one 

8
ourt can annul an'Y, .de.c,ree pf -another court except 

f ,or the· Eignte~ Things-. 

Alllswer (Rab M~s,harshiaya.) : Th~ ;El'i-ghte~n . T-~·i,n~s were. 
acae;pted by ,the _roa⇒ oritiy of J·ew;~.,, w·ith the exo~ption 
of the one ,·co:nce-rning ·G~nt·ile· oil. 

su 0 ,rt ~, R. .Johanan said th:at ,when• ·the bet din. ~aw ~at 
P.P · · ·• · A : • , h , ······ hlbi'tion 0f Gentile 01.I 

·Jews· dio not abide ,by t. e ,pr:~ .:. ~-, n · b·. G~aliel and
1 

:they relied on the r ,ul,e o:fi R •. s:i:.~eo. · · 
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~- Eliezer bar Zakok, that d 
by may not be issued . a ecree Jews cannot abide 

11. Gemara: Cites the statern:e-nt, "Their 
are among th E' h bread, oil, and women e ig teen Things." 

Question: What was the ... 1--uecree agains·t their women . 

12. Answer (Rab Nahlnan bar rs. aac) :• Gen.t.11· e · d d · · ~ women are coI).-
si ere. in n1.udah frQm infancy. 

13. Answer (Geneba--Rab): All the decrees were issued as a 
safeguard agai;nst idolatry . 

Suppo7t (Rab Al}a bar Adda- -R. Isaac) ·: The decree against 
Gentile bread was- made .on account of their oil . 

Object,ion: ts the decree against oil stricter than that 
against bread? 

14. Resta·teme-nt: They decreed agai_nst their bread and oil 
be·ca-use of their wine, and against their wine because 
of the-ir women, and against their women because of 

, 1,anoth.er thing,,, and again::.t tb-.at bee-a use 0 -f another thip;g . 

Objection: The decrBe against their women is Biblical . 

Support: Deut. 7 : 3 . 

15 . Resolution : Scripture speaks of women of tne Seven Nations; 
Hill~l c1-~d Sh~ai e~tended the prohibition to a l l 
Gentile women. 

17. 

Objec·tion (R •. Simeon b. Yol}ai): This, too, is Bibl.ical. 

Suppo·rt: neut. 7: 4 

Resolution:- scripture prohibited ~egal marriage with a 
Gentile woman; Hillel and Shammai extended it to 
meretricious connections. 

i conn·e-c.tions were ·forbidden PY 
Obj ecti:on: Meretric ous 
the court of Shem. 

t Prohibited Jewish women from 
. Sh m' s co ur h . Resolution: e . t . le men; Hillel and S aromai 

ha.vil)9 rel§ltion.:5 ~i.~h GeJn i_. sh man from havin,g rela,tiops 
. . ~d •a' ~ •.t .. .,.,.. f'drbid "a - eW-1. ' ex.ten · e . ..i. 1..,v • 

with a Gentile woman -
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'Clpjeetion:. Thi-s is .a ,.law o£ M~$.e:s 

SQppQ'rt: ~i shna.h s an.heat-in '9 . 6 ,. . 
fro~ Sinai .. 1i 

Obj',e,c.tion: 'This. was decreeq by the c,ourt of D.avid. 

support (Rab Jud~) -: II .sam. 1:t. 

:2!0.. · Resol ut.ion: Da.v,i:,d 1 ~ fax1:1rt •prch,,ibited a Jewish man .from 
?eiR1 . ~lone w~t:h. a . Je:wisl) worn~n.; 1Ut.ie1 · c1,nd · sh~cii 
Pl70hlb1 ted; a . JcE!Wl.SQ man t:o· be al.one with a: GeQtile· 
wo.maq. 

Objeo:td .. on;• Tl)e qe.c,ree a:sc:r-i,.ped, . to Davi4's eourt. is Biblipal. 

S'Upport. (R.t Jo,h,am~.n:--Sime.on b. Y~hozaq,a:k'): Exegesis of 
B:eut. 13-: 7. • 

21,. Co:nclu'sion.; ·The· 'pJ:ohibiti.on of being a:1o.n~ with a Jf;:wi,s ,h 
woman i ·s· Bfb1it:al; oa,.vid' ,s c·ourt e-xte;n.d:ecf it ·to ii!clud'e 
-bean~ alone with Mroa.rcled women~ Hillel and Sl'i,a:mmai · 
ex:tended it to being a1o.ne with a Gentile woman. 

·2:2. Gem~ra:. Cites the B:estctt~ment, #,13 (abo:ve) • 

Que-s·tipn: Wftat are 'the '"atne:r 'tbi:IJgs:t
11 

Answer {Rab Nahman bar· :rsa:.a-c) :· A Gent:i'le ·chila ,ca,ust;·~ . 
d~f;i,Lert\e~t b;t-· -semina1. :~i-ssio1:1., ~o- a J:~wish <?n.;:il'd will 
·n:ot .o:eectrte a~~ustoinetl tp ·w.IJ\roitti,ng homos;e:x:u.al a~t::; 

with him,.. 

2-3\. Rab ~ahman: f'rt';5.µi_ whi:it .ag:e i •s ,9- bo;y capable .o.f -d~fiiJ-t\g 
b~ seminal ·:emis:s:ion? 

·It. ,z·e' ira: ·Rabbi g.t first ·sa.f.d frof!I. a day old,. f!.. ~i_yya: 
s,~ra .ftom nine. 'yea.~s and one_ (ia:y. Rabbi theµ a g,r ,e·~d 

with n. Hiyya-. 
' . 
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2.4 •. RaJ:~in<:: ·A G~n:ttle girl 
she is ca bl · · of th:te:e years d. - . . . . , . · · · · ~q · ,e 0f the sex,ual a ·t · , an • one day•, because 
fl~ q;t ,tha:t a.ge-.. • · ,e , causes d.:e.f "ileme.fit by 

Ge.rrta·ra: This is 
even thou,gh She 
age, she still 
and one <;lay. 

'2'5. CQnve.rs•at.ion: betwe~n- R. Juda'h Ne:.s·-,; 'a .an· . ..:l,.·· 
da:w. af~e · R J .;;i h · · ... u R. Sipuai the-. ' . . i ., ,, . . l, , r . . • .Ui..a . Is bet a.in _.p·e•,..-rn_,· , ,; _t '"'""d h . . . Qen-t1.le 0.1.l ·· · ...... ,.. _ ·'--"' t e use of 

4 . , Stewed Fo_Qd,~ ('37b-3:8b') 

Tile. 'ma.terial .. ori stewed £oqds ( i. e, :foo.d. · cooked' by a 

-Genti-le). cohc,entrates- on tw:9 basie ~ol)cern,_s. 'the firs,t ±s 

·th~ sou.rg~ qf the prohibition,. ,,anel ,the se:eo.nd i:!:i- the- _prin­

cipifl,S fo:r ·dete1rnlin;Lng what £90,ii fa;J..ls i,nto -~h-is. c.ategory. 

As• pa~t of .thi$ , th~ GeJngra s:e;eks to \Jilde:tl;Jtand .wha:t act.io.qs 

,qf Gent-:ii.e-s :con·stitute ''CQ,Qt,in.g . '' we rec·al.l that R.a:sn-i ~d 

the. To:safa.t .s:ay that the, .,Jteas·or.i: f(;:5.r p,rotd.blting nood cooked 

by a non-Jew was to p'·:t-:event. int,e.rnxa.,rriage., or, in effect, 

to, ma_i.nt-ain ,a soaial ·barr:ie.t b.e·uween J·ews and ~ent-ile-s. When 
, . ' 

'the G·emara ~egin.s . its 'd.i.$cus-siori, Rashi a4.ds tQ this the 

.fear that the no~-J-ew might use -sornetl).1.µg fo·r~idden iti the 

foo,q' s p.xeparatio.n. While th-is :itea-son .em.erges as a minor 

CQ.tioern in the. pas-sa:g~-~ dealt with her,e . ., tbe Gema:ra ' s ·<;3.is ­

.cu'.S'Sion ten,ds to. c.on.f-i$. the .for·me .. r reas(?.n . Most 0£ the 

""·".''"' { .. den·ce 
1
·. 
6 

t· • .,,. . e· n 'th' •ere is' no .met1tion o.f idoJ,at~o .. us 
,:: .v.._ flega l.;v:e.; .. •: -;, •• •I ' . ' .. 

,.. · · h c,ooking-, very ii.ttle of the dis-
'P:..-actices coi:i,nected t,fi t ' 

d t .h.e qu:est,ion ·of f!l~an 
cuss,i.ott s i ,p:y-Ql.ll~,s the. laws of puri 'ty. a.ni · 

. ··ve"" 1·-s th-ere concern that t.b·e non-·Jew 
and unlean .'li.ten~ils,. nor e , •·• •. · · 



might seek to do the Jew harm--that 
1
,

8 , the fears and sus-
picio~s which have permeated the 

material are given no place 
in the present discussion s· 

• ince 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. ~iyya bar Abba, quoting R. Jo~anan, 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 hi·s land in peace. Learning from this verse 

what food Jews may obtain from Gentiles, R. ~yya makes an 

analogy between water and £ood: 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 mus·t be restated in 

a fashion which is not contradicted by the Baraitha. Noting 

that roasting corn does not really change it, the solution 

Whl.' ch has not been changed from its could be: just as water 

d too food that has not been natural form is I)ermitte , so 

altered from its natural form is permitted. Once again, 

found to Conflict with a Tannaitic ruling 
however, this is 

flour and fl.. ne f l our" of Gentiles, clearly 
that, "the first 



ebangell fro.m their natu,r~l ·form, 
· a~e P:S::tmit,t,e'd. One , I,t10·re 

~tteinpt is made to ma~~ an analog'-' bet .. . ·· · · · i . . ·,Ween the water arid 

food ip. t _h~ Deuteronomi pa:s ·-s·age in ·orde""c . . ... to .mak~ :the p•ro-
hibition Biblical. it i-s the same •~s the· last., wit'h .one 

.additi•o11al p.rov:i;,$~: just as. wate_r whio_i,. · ·h·a· 5. not ,..._e.e··.n· n _ J;J chahge:d 

fx:om., ft.s n:a.tural form by merans @f 'fire is permitt,eq,, .so to·o 

must facw .. not have be.en ·ehange.d from its n~ttp:al •form QY 

,inei:l,ns of fire to be pe:r,mi tted. ·this, inde-eia, ii; i :n harmony 

with th,e B:araiibhot, l;_:n;i,t a aiffe:rent pr9bleij\ is .raise.a· by 

the {Etemara--it eannot· he d~rived from' tbe B,:i.blical v~:t,s.Et,, 

o·eeaus.¢ 0there is ·.no mentioo in it ·of £ire.. In the ahs:~rice 

.,o.f anoth'er JP.iassage to s-upport the r\llin,9-_, the. c0nclusion 

reached i$ that ll t is· a ra.l:>'binical law,,. and betlit. 2: 28 

~rovide,s "mere, ·st1pport. :'' That is, it 1J1ay· be· .said thiat the. 

law ·is, hinte.d at in th..e 'i'or~h• ve.t:;s·~ ,. but not .stated e.xpii-

f t.h 1 . 30 
c;Ltl,¥ •. rt by no me.ans is p,;irr1;>of o · e aw. 

The discussion tb.u.s far ~til.ici t .1?{ ,$t?At:es t~t w,bi~n 

Rab, ci te¢1 by, Rab &amu~-1 l:>ar ·l(aa Is'aac' ltlak.¢_S ¢:~plic-i t: 

"That •whi·e,h, is• ~9:ten raw d.Qe:s not dbJtie; unde.r tb,e he~.ding 

gf fo:o-cl ·coo,keq, by Gentiles. 11 Th.ls was th:e .principle ·.acoepte·c:i 

-in Sura. In Purt1he'ditJ1ai a di;f:ferent :rule was ta~g.ht 'wi
th 

. ·. ... • • . · The""'·e· the, t;.radi.ti.on· i\_ias ·that :wh.at .... 
the •s~e attribT:1t-.1on. ,., , .>• 

.: k .... s as a relish does. 
ev.er is npt eat.eh q;t the ta.b.1e -O;i; ' .lu'g ·. 

food: , cao·)(ed t>y: Gentiles. ·A-s· 
ne,t., ~p.IT\e under the. :ti:ead.in~ Cllf 

. has tw:o vex:si-6ns, .. 0£ a teacbJ~g, 
the Ge,Ifl:ara ofteit do$.;s, wnen lt 

l.
. s I r;+1:-at ' is tn-= dif:fere.1.1c~e betwee~ the 

t~e que,stiQn. a~J,ted , ... u 
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by a e·en:tile. 

The block, of mate.rial that fo11·0·--w···s· .. · · f. _ - ;,:a· . , . . . come-s rom, ,{l 1;,tl. s.-

cus $ ion .in Be~a l9•,a._ ·T,l).e ton.iq the·_.,.,e 1,',s· ••"-i:-- • .,_, erl.U'1e: tabs,nil-ih! 

the ie,gal 'fiction which_·. rt_e _-~_. m.it-:s c·"'..,,k1.'_-n·g_ f · • J:' ,.,.., 0n a e,st1.-:val. f.or 

the Sa.pba,th that follows it-. T.:he .conne·ctio.n with the. •p,rEf s~rict 

tof)'ic is· the mention of· "'sm'.a-l.l f i-sh, n: aab :A-ss:i, j,_n the name 

of" R~b, said t.hat s.alt.ed small fish ~;£ ;n◊n-,:rews ~e npt 

conl?i<ilered: in the cate,g,o:-ry- of f·ooa cooked .by· e, ~entil'.~·. 31 

TlJ~ comrn:~nts- of Ras.hi an.cl Rabfuenu. Hatta_nel on ,the pa,spa;g~ in .. 
.Be·~~ are·. i -nstru_ctiv.e,. £or ~ey s'he'.d l'iqbt c;>n th~ p.ri,ncipl-es 

ci 'te.cil. abo;ve in th'e na;:ne: of R.ab. •to Rashi, ·tb~· f _irst vEfr·sion 

is the op.er-at.ive .one. ije say,,s tti:e: reasqn for ·P<ab' s state­

m$nt --about .s~all fis'li is tb.~t the- pr.bhibition: ag.ainst coo·k.ed 

food ''dpe:s not eo,ver f®d .eaten raw. i.• A:_s Ra_i;;bi: under;sto.od 

· ...._ t1,,;,, · ., · 11 f- · s·h wer~e· sa.lted: bfr a -~n;tile, pU:t. ·t ,hi s does: 
l :1.-,, , ,.,,11.e .Si{la> . l. . . . . . a, 

not. constitute cro(:)k:lng. 32, R.apl;)e:qti ·J!artane.i sees this in a 

diff e·ren 'I;: wa'fl ~ To :hi.m,. 

(0f ·t he f:lsh) , but the 

"t.h.e .i;:al ting ~o.ns44 t'.ute s -on'e cJ:)oking 

._ 't ·· ie d~--;i -ncrt coo:k th.em, f 9 r they 
Gen 1. . • ,J.\;.I. • 

ls.0 ! he :reads E..ab Is stat.ement· a,s, -~ 
.we.re alrea.qy coqke'd.-" 

:in the, posse~sion of tlon-\Je_ws,. 
"smaJ.l fish .s~lted (by .re~s) 
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!?tc . " Moreover , he seems to p:r f 
· · e er th.e- version of Rab I s 

principle as taught in Pumpeditha. 33 

fish. 

Rab Joseph con'tinues with the topic o ,f small salted 

s .ince the~ m9,y be eaten if a Gentile rt>ast'ed the~, 

as has just been shown, Jews may use them as one of the 

two foods required to make ·an erube t~shil·in. To· unclerstand 

this with R-ashi ' s explanation of the law of §ialted fish , 

it woul d be said that Rab Joseph's statement is possible 

becaus.e when a: Gentile cooks food that is normaLly eaten 

raw, i t is still permitted . To Rabbenu ~ananelf t h e fact 

that the small t _ish w~re already cooked (i.e., salted) by 

a ,Jew would mean that if a G'entil e roasted them a.fterwa rds 

it does not c,han,ge tp.eir status from permitted to prohibited. 

Rab Joseph also said that if a non-Jew made a pie of 

f i sh hash and flo1;1r 34·· with the salted fish•, it is f:oFbidden. 

To the Gemara, t here w;as a specifio reason for mentioning 

tjus seemingl.y obvious law. It could have been argued that 

that what should be dec-:isive, is the £:ish:-ha.sh. in the pie. 

Would thint--if this were the From whe,t was sa:Ld abo.Ve , we . 

case-- that this dish is permitted. However, it is tbe 

flour that is considered the,· "princip.a:l ,element." Now 

previously there was a Baraitha quoted which taught that, 

d fine flour are permitted. 11 'This was 
"Their first flour an 

long a·s i' t was· not co,oked o,r process.ed, But 
the ca:se •SO 

when a Gentile cooks it , it 
since flour is no.t eat~n raw, 

becomes forpidden. 

11 i/i , 
•[I J I 

1 
I 

! I ! 
I I i 
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The discussion now snift t 
· s -0 the actions of non-Jew.s, 

and what ·oonstitµtes. •"cooking· 11, Th' , 
• · is material begins with 

a la'\il attributed to Rab by Rab Ber· -
. ona. If a Gentile set fire 

to an.uncleared field, he ruled, ail the locusts in it are 

forbidden . The Gemara points out ¥-. . .,0 pos .. s1.· ble 
1.-W' reasons for 

this ruling· It might be argued that in this situation it 

is i ,mpossible to distinguish the P!=rmitted spee.ies from the 

prohibited. Why, then, did Rab spec-ify that a ': Gentile 

burned ,the. field? The .same prohib:i ti.on $.ht>"Qld ·apply l}ad a 

Jew burned the field .. The s.econd possibility is that the 

rule coines on account of the locusts 'beirtg coo~:ed 'by a 

non-Jew. But if this we.re the reas.on., the Gemara objects 

to the prohibition on the ba-sis of a statement .made in the 

name of R~ Jol].anan: if a Gentile singed the hair of the 

head of an animal slaughtered by a Jew?5 it is permitted 

to eat th.e animal, ·., .. • e:ven from the tip of the ear. 
1136 

The Gernara sees this as an indication that the intention 

of the Gentile is important . If his: acti.9n was not done· 

for the purpose. of cooking r then the foo·d may be eaten. In 

the by R. J·o·h. anan·, the Gemara reasons, the· case ruled upon 

Gentile inten.deq. by his action to remove the hair; in the 

h . tention was to <?lear · the field. statement of Rab, t e in _ . 
• that Ra.: .. b, s ruling was made on 

Thereto.re , th~ conchision 1s 
of distinguishing between per­

accollilt of the impossibility 

rr'ti tted and prohihi ted species of locusts' and t;he only 

if 'ed was that in the case upon 
reason ''Gentile" w.as spec 1 · · 
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which he- r'4ec:t, it just h.~pp.ened t~at 
a non-J.ew 'was tp;e, o.n.:e 

Eas.:e,d on the above, •doncl us.:i,._o_n, 
·Ra,~in:a s,;1.y;s · that if 

a Gentile bhraew a tent ·p.in into ,a. stove to iet -it dr y, :and 

a J ·ew 4,ad a ;lr~ady P.1.a;ced a .p_un,ikin inside't tne. ,pumk..£n is 

still p-.er~ttexi. The "'o·-mm· 0nt ,:,.. ,:i "" , · "' ..:.s 'm'aq_e that t:tUs see,In$ to- b~ 

obvious. :aut•,.: it mig_ht have b_e'e-n s·a.1• ,..:i · ""' fh~'I: he i .ntended to 
\ ~ ' .... · . ,.. 

cook the tent pin. "Therefore:,. w.e .a'r:e taught that be. wanted 

:b.o b-4rden. it. 11 ,We derive fr.om thi.s. that n.aa the G~:z.rtil,~­

pl,aced f ·ood in.to the oven and codke'.d it, the J~w 1 
5 ·pumRi.n 

would }'i).q.v~ :be--en. f-erbidd:E!n •. 

N.ow tbat· it has been establishe.d t.hat a Ge.Rtile must 

have i'ntendea to Gook p.e:tmitted fbod fiot ·h-is ab.>tion to m.ake 

it f.orl:!idde_n t0 Jews, t}le G'emara discils::tes what exae~tly i.? 

•iqoohl..?lg. II Rap. Judah said in the n~lime •bf Samµel tb:ctt _£:f a 

Jew l~-.:ft ,I\1e~t on coal~ and a Gentile tu:rrr~d it;, ·the me.at 

1.s. s ,tiil J:1e.rmitt.e·9-. This is ,claii.fie·d 15_y t,be me;t.lJ.od o.f · de.­

:terrtii:nifig th.e: pr)a'ci-se _c_irGµm.s:t;ance,s involve;d~. So., ~were we 

to sa_y th.at. if £.he meat. ha4 n;0 t been tu:cne~ i-;t would have· 

been cooke~ anrway,,. cleal:"1¥ th~ Gen bile's .aqtion wow.9 not. 

A.·r -e· .. we then de-alil)g wit~ the b~ ·eonpidec:re.d "cook-ing. 11 

J.
• f·· t _':,e mea:t bad not been turn,ed 

Opposite situation.,, tb.~t is., t~ ... 

"'h . . is. •O .. bJ•eCted t.o ; ·for it 
1 t w0u·1d .not ha·-ve b,ee,n c.00k.eil'?· ,.1. • LS 

.• J:o·- .od t ogked by a GeIJ.ti,le:. The con-
1.s. :then unqu~stiona:bly ~ 

m_ \,1. s·t_· ':-e 011~ in_ wh-i-ch. t:he n:te~t 
cl u~.i Jlr,. is that the ca$e he-r,e •·· J:J 

h. a,.d ~· t no:t been turped; 
· t•·'O h_ OU_ I.:·S Woutd have J::>een eooked in .... 

i .. ,, 

j '~ I I 
1 r · I 

q 
r ! 1 
i . 

· 1J 1, '. 
I 11 \ 

I l ~ I 
v q 

h 11, 
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now that it has been turned, it 
cooks in one hour. Therefore, 

the statement of Samuel teaches 
that hastening the ~coking 

process is not considered co k ' o ing. 

An objection is made by R. Assi in the name of R. 

Joh. anan . He said that whatever· h ad been cooked by a Jew at 

least to the extent of the food of Ben Drusai37 is not to 

be considered food cooked by a Gentile . The problem is that 

in the above case , them.eat had not been cooked this rnin~mum 

time , and should be forbidden on aoc·ount f b o eing cooked by 

a Gentile . 

The objection is refut.ed 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. Jol)anan, 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 rninimwn amount of 

cooking by Gentiles of food which Jews began:.,. cooking i.s 

permitted. The firs~ one says that if a Jew left meat on 

coals and a non- Jew turned it until the Jew returned from 

the synagogue or House of study, the meat is _permitted. 

Likewise, the second Baraitha states that if a Jewish woman 

sets a pot on a stove and goes to the bathhouse or synagogue, 

a Gent:i,.le may stir the food until she returns without the 

h t hese Tannaitic rulings, two 
food becoming forbidden . Wit 

l) a Gentile may do something 
guidelines have been set: ( 
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(.ine~t 'Qn 

coals) and a Jew, turne·g it?'i Rab Nahman bat Is"'a-c · . .. 
· ·· t · - ,. · ·" .. answe•i::s 

tb,at it e·oo•J@ing begl:ln by a Jew ~nd e.ornpiet.:ea by a. Gentile 

is- p~rmi tt·ed, g.,_ll the more. ,weuld ,it. be' ;iperrn,itted if a .J.ew 

compl~ted the c:0oking be'9'un by a G~nt.ile. Th:en another gen­

eral rule. i ·s stated, with two ~ttributiop-s ,. Tohe· first is, 

"'~'ab.bah. -bar b~,r lj~n~ in the naine· of R .. J0~9,nap, '' g:nd. t..he. 

other is 11·'.R,ab Aha ba·r bar H.a.1;1,c1, in ti:l.e" name of E; .• .Jq~g-n.a,n." 
·,; 

:The ,:ule is,,. ;"whether a: Getiti-le le'ft .it. a,nd a je-w, tu+ned 

it, er a -J~w left it and . . a Gent:'il-S t1;1r.ned .it, ~t ;Ls p~~-· 

mitted. It .is not }?l'.lohifuited U,Jile·s:s (the ooo~ing wq:s. bo:th1 

be.gun ,and compl~ted by a ·aen:tile." The• ,se-con4 pri.ncipiJ:.~ 

now is, 1.ll1d¢'r,s1;;opd to be· that a J~w m\tSt. a_opk the f :qo.d · at 

least ,.on:Ef-t'hird of the ti!Il~ it ,will r~gui:rie-, at eith~'t the 

be·g-innin,,g .or er,i:d of t::he- eooking p.ro.cess .. , 

S
·:houLd be se~n as li.ber-ali:~in.g the Tl'.iese r~l:e~. 

Th. Js beczomes· clear wJ'i,en Rabina .c;tppJie:p 
Misnn.a,b:,'' $ , p(r:0b,;i,_bition, ... 

.. . . h tne Gemar·a has, a1re;a.'.q:Y\ 
the second principl.e to bre·.a~, w-h1.a · · ' -- ·· ·· · 

.. -· . . . tatement ;p;J;aees, a very m.ini.mal 
emphas'ized is. forb:1d,<;i.en. His s · · 

. . t : n its baking ftiir it to 
tequire~.nt £or a Jew's i!'.l'vol vemen_.: i 

. . . 'id t:hat if a Gentile 
b. - · .1-0· e· ·a .t . lie s,a · e· permitted to· Jew.s •I,, · 

I I' 
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kj.ndled the fi.r.e and. a J~w baked .. . .. . 
·' xt, ,or v1..ce vers'a, or if 

a Genit;i..le kindled the fire an-:'! ·b k • A ,. . .. 
-· ~ a eu l.t. 'and :tho · ..... Jew .raked 

the fire-1 the hre..ad i:-s p_·._ e.1::mitte.d .• 
· Th_e· Jew's· i'nVQlv.emen:t· i:S· 

ted-uc$d '.t;.o a s ·ymbo'iic g,~st~_,e •. As. the Tosa£'bt conµrtent.: , the 
im_··. nlication.• .of Rahina' s r(i,_ e_: ·• - ""h 

'I!"' - ,.,. is •"' . at wncrt 1s ~skeq .is .that 

the .Jew be, nearl>y d~ing, the bakip_g. 38· 

The rest: oi tjle Sc~-~tion ae.a,l~flig. :with food coQked ·by 

-G·e."""t.iles oisou.sse.s t. be ..:·m··· n1L·"' ti' f th. .. . . .,i r:- · ... a · on o . 'e various h.iles 

'esta_p,l~s:hed ,thus f~r· on spe.oifi:c fo:0,~:s . . It begi.n.s-·With th.e 

.stat.eme.·n~ that Hezeki~h pe1'111itte_d an~ R:. ,J.ol}atian t>-i'ohioit;.ed 

·eating a Gen,:ti.le I s ·sa1 ted f:Lsh_. When ·••:small sa:l tea fish" 

wa.s the to.pie abo,ve,. Rashi held ·tb:at the· r ,ea:s~n• they, were 

.nO't con.siiler~·a cooked by a Gentile w.a$ ·that salting is n:ot 

a ,c;counted as cooRi'ng'. In this case tte-aekia.h ag;rees ,.. w.hi-l e 

to R. Johana:n i.t is• c'o.ok.ing • 
• 
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Before the story is told Rab D . . . 
' ·. im1. br_:i.;ng·s· the state-

men ts about salted fish and , 
roasted eggs togeth~r. He said 

that both Hezekiah and Bar K 
.appa:ra permitted them. This is 

important, for in the .story that f · 1 · 0 lows it is sai.d that 
R. ?iyya Parva'ah went to th h 

e ou~e of the Exilarch, where 

he wa.s asked about the. 1 ·a,w rega.tding roasted eggs. He re-

ported that Hezekiah and Bar Kappara . • •. perrni tted Jew,s to eat 

them, but that R . Johanan prohibited , th ·· . em. Furthermore , he 

said,, 
11
The oplniori of ·one :authori.ty c~Ill}ot stand against 

that of two . 11
• R.ab Zebid then. said that R. Hi'-!,""'a 1 5 view 

, . ~ -:";Z w.as 

not to be heeded, "for thus did Abaye say, 'the law is in 

accordance with the opinion of R·. Jo~anan., 11 41 

In a Baraitha there is proof that R. Jo~anan •s view 

reflected an already accepted law in the .Tann~itic ~eriod. 

·For act:ordin"9 to it, pr:eserved .caper flowers, heads of 

leeks, li v.e.r worts, boiled w4.ter, and roasted ears of corn 

of Gentiles are all perrni tted (presuroabl.y because they may 

be eaten raw} . Eggs roasted by Gentiles:, however , ar.e fo·r ­

bidden . This .,J3araitha, like the Mishnah, also records · that 

R. Judah Nesi'a and his court voted to permit oil of Gentiles . 

Wh1• -f<.h fbllows .p•resents the fir•st instance The Baraitha "' 

in Which the dieta.tY. laws most significa.ntly enter into the 

d . d by a Gen .. ile . !t says that when 
iscussion of food cooke ~ 

.i!I G.e·nt1.· le in a, large caldron, they 
'-late husks are boiled by: a 

are forb:i,ode:I,\; 

dron, they are 

t ·hey are boiled in a small cal­
however, if 

permitted. The Geroara first questions what 
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a swall caldrgn is. R. Jann,ai 
said that it is one into which 

a swallow cannot enter. ~ashi 
e:xplains that this size insures 

that not-hin<j prohibited was cooked in it. 42 Then the objection 
is made. that a pet's-on could conceiva):)b, c:ut the b. d . ~ · 1.r. , l:.nto 

pieces and place it inside the caldron. It would then be 

considered "·small. " d 
4 an a Jew would be permitted to eat 

datf? husks a Gentile boiled in it. 1he . rule is then revised: 

a smal1 caldron is ·one.into wbich the head of a swallow-

cannot enter. 43 

Another Ta.nnai tic statement .completely c.ontradicts 

the last Baraitha. It says that regardless of the caldron's 

size, date husks boiled . by a Gent,'ile are permitted. '!'he· 

Ge.w.ara reconciles these tw.o Baraitbot by ascribing the 

viewpoint of each to a different principle regarding kosher 

food cooked by a Gentile. In Abodan :Zara 36a i Rab 1sa•ac ·:oar 

Samuel bar Marta $a,id tp.at. R. Simlai reported that the 

reason R. Judah and his · court permitted oil was that if the 

element in a vessel impa.rts :a bad. flavo.r to something -pe:r­

mi tteo. placed in it , the permitted .substcmce may, still be 

ea.ten.· on page 6 7b of this tractate, thi_s view is attri~uted 

t R . . R'esh L"'•k. ish. and R. ·Abbahu. It is o· .ab Judah, R. D1.mi, ..., • 
1n this way: the Torah 

established bY:' R. :Huna b . R. l!iYY:a 

only forbade a utensil which had been used by a Gentile the 

. , ch . , not to •worsen tne .. flavor 
same day, the effect 0£ whi is - · · · 

. ·t After the twenty-four hours 
0 t the kosher food .put . .into 1 • 

. to deteriorate and impart a 
the forbidden food will begin 
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w.a.d: f;I.avo.r 

tJae. 11a~ of 

19,2 

t.o per'mitted food . d . 
· · '' an · tij~ Bible dp-e_s· not f6rli>id 

Stiel\ a vessel . -T· •he· ·r .._f . · · · · . . e, ore . .- t ·n • : e , 1-:atiie.r Baraitrha 1'.s 
in a,gl;-:eern,ent ,with. .this op·· il..'n1· 0 -.,,. ·E· · · ; . ,.,.,. '. Ven. ;,f th ' a· . - ...;. e :.ate .l;nis·ks~ were 
prep,a.I1ed i]'.l a larg·e cald:ro.n,, which. ma~· h .... ~:"e been 

er . .,,.v, •qs:ed p.re-

-v.io.usly £-or ·pxo-hibitea 'food.. it · 4,4 · ... , :is pe1i'n!:j.t.ted. · 

The fiir.st. :aaraitha ·f'-"·11....,, ... ,. "'"'he · ·· . · 
· · "' vn-o 1,,:, op.iru0n that 1£ •the. 

fb,rbid<il-~n substanc.e ;i.mna:~ts a bad· flavor . · · · 1· .i.•t d 'f .. · -d 
• 't' · • . . · · , , . pe-rmi. \.. e · ' oo · 

prepared in ·the· same utens.il is: ·forbl!iden. ·T-his view is 

attrihut~q :to R_ • . Meir '(,See B. Abodah za-ra; p7bl, WhG>. taught:, 

":Whether i. t imparts .a worsen~d o_r improv~:g. f 1a:vor ,. it is 

prohibited. " · His reas.oning is based on the .. lo~rt:c t hat: g~­

SJ?it:e the ~act tllat ,ve,ssel:s ·of Ci'enti_les iropa~t a ha.d- flav.q:r; 

to pe.rmi tted food cqdked in the~., -u_s ,in.g: theJ!1 ·was .'fofb:i:.dden 

h>'y se.r ·ipture unleS's puri.:fi~d witp: hot .water (Se~·-:iliumb . 3'1.23). 

The:r-e.ifore, it :t.e·a-lJ.1Y. makes no ·dJ££e·J;'-ence wtxeth~r ti).~ £lav6-r 

i:rnpa.rt:ed is. bad or go.ad., · fb::r 'G.enti'ie ve_ssels are -piroh'ibited 

trnt.•i1 p.u:i:-ified. For t _h~s rea-s0:n., i .f da;,te h,us.Ks· weite b'oil.ed 

in a . 1c1.J~-tJ,e qaJ,.dron .(which we as,s,ume 11).~~. been used for for-

b . d..:J•;,.. f ~) · h - · f~·o-r•.b-1··:..:1_ . ..,.e· .n. Si.nee· smal.l qaldron,s are l. 1:.J:eh . ·OOu. t ey, are \;l.U 

pres.urned to have been u$ed on:];y fot pem.1.tt~d,' ·f-ood,, date 

husl(s pJ;,epar,e.d in them may be e_aten ,bf J:ews. 

d 
., . ,_r,..,....dk,ea oil ot s ·entiles·~ II 

- h ·ite-m· d. ~•s'c' usse. 1-S '"';\'(, _._ . ·T.:-~ ne.xt ...,. ... 

f 
. l-. .d·· den . but his'. reasc;JIJ,.;i.p.g was­

Rab Sheshet:h. -said it is o-z:;J;,1.J- .... ., 
f the prima.try pos-

··e. li-"'_,. ,.,._- ate.d three er n0t .kno\\fn. Rab sa.fra ., .... .,. 
P.·revit>us cl.is:""' 

d . S gUl.~ del..ine-s . in 
s·b• · s·.e:rve . a "-· -1 +litie-s th.at ha¥e 
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cussio'ns. The cohcern cannot be th . 
at wine was mri.xeo. wi:th 

it, for it would cause the oil to s . 1 Poi ·· N0r could oil have 

peen . forbidden because foo<il cooked by a Gentile is forbidden, 

for oil is edible in its raw state F' -1 ., 1.na. ly 1 the rule 'that 

Gentil.e vessels require cleansinn_· with boi· 11. ng. ;,. . water before 

they may b.e u.sed by Jew.s is not the reason, for the cooked 

oil imparts a bad flavQr and the vessel would still be per-

i:ni tteq.. There£ore, .acco:rding to t .he To·safot, Rab Shesheth, s 

v.iew was .not accepted.,45 Further ·evidence is provided by 

the ref!=r~~ce. of the ' Eh Misl)pa't Ne:t Mitzvah to Mi.shnab 

Torah, Hilkhot Ma' achaloth' As'U,t'oth, . chapter 17, Halakha 16, 

wb.e:re ·Maimonides says that cooked oil of Gentiles is per­

mitted . Alfas~• -s te,xt, moreover, has g. reading entirely 

different from the printed. , Gemara, but w.ith the same lialakhic 

result. on page 1Gb, he _has, .. ,;:Rab Shesheth said, 'Cooked 

oil Of Gentiles is permitted. 1 Rab Safra said, 'This is 

obvious! For what would be the concern?'" 

The fooQ which is d.iscus~ed next is cooked dat~s. 

Were Permitted or not. The 
R. Assi was asked whether they 

to dates that are neither 
question was narrowed to refer · 

Sweet dates are certainly permitted, be­
sweet nor bitte·r. 

,.n.. th~Y are bitter, the.Y must 
cause they may be eaten rc;lW • m,en 

they are unquest1on~bly for­
be cooked to sweeten them., so 

' ddle? R Assi's answer 
bi.NM t f t .hos,e in the nu · ~~en,. But, wh.a o 46 

t eacher decided 
him, for his 

was fhe accepted halakah, 
was that they need not as,k 

th.ey a.re pro.hibi ted. Apparent.lY' 
th

is 
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Finally, the1 t :Qpi,.c. ©f. fio·od: 
. cooked b,,? a ;;._ -. ,, 

.z \J:entile "<::do.ses, 
-wit:J.l .a ~ectio11 on :sh.~ti ta)l. ~ w:hi ch 

is ·~ 4tink p:r;:e.pg.:red w.itn 

toasted flour, and ho:ney •. ~b. ,is ·s.up· -p. ·ose•_l'I, .. t .o = hav.e r-'11ed it 
was permi t .t ·ed"' and., Samuel• s f . .ather ~ 7 

q.nQ:' ·:r.e:vi s~.i '.d it wa.s 
h'b'ted 48 Th G · :pro -.1. • 1 ·· · - .. e '.· e .m?fr a goe.s .on to de.s·¢.r±:oe1 t~e natul;e of 

,to.is .di.s.ag.r .e.emet1t. ,If it is prei?a:i:ed: wi.t'h ·wheat or bai.-l.¢y 

·tpey all a~ee th,e shati:t:.ah is f>ermitteo~ 4.g Likewis.e., if 

the· dX;inlc is· ,p.:1;e.,P'&~ed with lentils ,bo.iled in vi:negar, ~.bey 

all agree· it i_s· :Eo:r,bi.dden ..• so Therefore, ·PQ'ncludes the Gemara
1 

the_ a.Qt-hori ties, d±:sa~reed ·when sh.a titan 3,.$ pr.e_pa:t:ed with 

i.e:n.-til:s boiled . .itn, wa'te.r. The re~sp-q , !oi? t._.he _p.rohib.it.io;n 

a:tt.:tLbuted to '.Ab~a bar .Abba ~nd Levi. woutd ,b'e ,t.o, saf.eg1,1ar.d 

,iig,ai,ust c·a;rel ~·S$ne·.s.$· whi94 Jni•9ht re.·s:ult fa1 a Jew <il,:x-i-w.ik.ing-

:Lt w.h:en made w.itn. lentils bo:i.l eJi in• vi,n·eg·q.r . 

There is another ve,I:s-idn o'f ·tbe dis,g.greeme:nt bet:weEn): 

R'.ab ·· d 1· • f•. i;. · d. · L ·· Th's ~Y.e_-rs.·ion .m.au._. be. th._._e-an Sam:ue :s · • at.i.1.e:r an · . . evi. · ·"'" v . .1 . 
• • - - ~ . • l ---

au.thor.it . .ies {¼gree· that sbati_tcib: P.Fe•pa.:Eed wit)i 1..ent-ils. 

5 3 d · - gr-e·•e·· wh. __ e_n_· it is. ·"".01· 1· .ea· 1· n· f . . ·o· ~b1··a. d·_eh.·_._, ·-· · · bµt ·· 1 sa · -.u w~t~r w_as ,, 
_ . _, . . 1 _ .fency .is., b9 seii on the 

ma:ge .wi t.h wheat or l)ar-ley. Rab. s .e.n. --· · 
. h" f;..-l.-t··ed -J· ,u.st 'beca:us'e 

a J.···t s-ho· u.ld-_· not be prQ l.}!'~ · . SSl;lrOpt.iGn: that 
. lead. ·to ·COt1$uming, ,.st.iati-bah 

0 f tne couc.e·r .. n t _hat i.t ooul q 
. - 1, I 8 

• - :...•hr 'That -is , SamP~' 
Prepa,red wi.th ;Lentils boiled ;LJl :wav= • 

.. .;i_i· n· _g· t0 tha Ge.mara, b.e-
fa ,._... ..-- · · t · t acco.r"" 
' ·, .. .1:1eit -and Levi pr.oh.1b.1. i, f. . . . . • .. h l nt-ils 

h,. prep:ared wi.,t e · 
,.. d . ni,in.g it· w: ·en .. -..au-s,e it Jaj.gh,t lead t.o r1. .. ~ 

I I 
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.bciil:~ti in w~ter. M .d this was ,p:toh.ibit· "'d 
"' fol;' th.e fear if 

m, ir.th t .i:~ad t:o drinRin,g· it •~hen ,!I , 
~·, :, .,, . . ,,ma"-le· LY,(i-i;,h 'le .... t.i· ls b .. 1 d. . 

. ... c · ... · :· O'J;. e .in· 
v.£.ne,gar •. Rah> i -s willin·g :to pronibi t th· ,;i ,. . .. . . • 

· · ·· e \:l.:t:1.nk only ,,when it 
mil"fht. di.r~,cttly lead ;to COtiS'uining Ge·nt1.· 1e · "" . ., ~ •· · · · · . .: ·· ·· · vin~.gar,, but . n0.t 

~hen i-t could l ·ead • :to a.:noth:e:r d-rink wn1.· 0· •h· ~ t .. · · · · .· . · · · · ~n ur,n might 

end in dr inlt i:r:rg it, when made ,wi t.h. vi.nega,,-r ! 54 FlJ;u:cthex.mctte·, 

'Rab ·sa:±,d that ·Barzllai. the ·Gil~~di.te •sent Dayid two ki-n.d,s 

of ~-:hati tah ('See II S,g:tti. 17,t 2·8} . P'erhaps he mea,n.t th.i$. t .e 

s1.1P'stan:ti~ate. t;bat aocordi.ng to, Scri)?ture, two kind.s •0£ •thil:i 

•'a.'r..i11K w~-re- p~:rmitted, a.n~ tho;s~ ntust be sh.atita.h ma~e from. 

Wb:.$at ~,nd l:>~r,iey .• 1\S a, final way ·of j tiat.ifyihg ,h,:is aeci,sion, 

Rab points t:o common practice. He s-a1s, 11:Todaf, in Nehardea, 

peopl.e· carry out t o the rna,rk1e·t ba.ske.tfuls t·o-f Shatitah55>, 
a~d air~ JlO~ •n:iindftU of the •cc;mcel!'n of Sam-g.el! s father and 

S.:cheme.--:S.tewed: Foo'dS 

• 1.· -s th·e sc· ,.._,1.'_nt,1,ra.'l. :sun,rie . .rt fd.r tl):e- p:rrQ-l. 0uesti'on:: Whae ... I,' '!!c • r:-,r 

.. pibi.tiqn? 

3-- Restatement: Ju·s,t. ;:ts water 
been changed wbich has rt0t . , .. 

I I 



from 
fo.oid 
fire 
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Objection_: 0-eut:,. 2:'2\S .make . . . . , - -s. no refe.r:~nc.~ to fire. 

4. C<;>n.cl~S.l.?P ~ The prehibition of 
,is r -abb'l.nLc{il ,.. and Deut·.· ~ .•.. 28- -~ood. cook·~g. QY a Gent-il,e 

4 i,s, supp-ort. 

s. Rab .S~mU.ei b'ar I~aa<::!-- R-ab: Foc:rd . . - . 
under the :pr·· 1.. • "" • ·, • ·· - · · · .eateit :r.~w .d0e.s not come 

. Oul.u.l.t.Lo .n (:)f ·fo.od ,C'(:)Ql'<ed 1,-,t; __ .: a · . 
"' J;JJ' Ge.nti].e. 

Ge.rli:ara,: That was th:e ~ersin"' i ;;,: :su.,...a· ~in p ct.. d ' "''.h ·h ·h· ' .. · · ·- ·"'•~ ,.. ,.,_ ·•, · Ufll.ue J: i.: a t ey 
tau,g 1?: . wna·te-v-er is not -e.ateh at t he 't-<b. l . ·f· k· .. ; - . . •.· . 
a r- ti.sh d · t . -· . .a. e o .ings a:s, 

e . - · Oe$ n .Q i :c~me l.:lno.er the prohibit.ion of food 
copk:ed by a Ge:r:iti..Ie. ·, · -

6 ,. Question _: ,What, is the d-iff:e_':it.en."="'.e· b .. · ·· h t ·1'.,0. "'· ei;W.f~en t _ e " •v~•rsi,on,s? 

.?U-i::s.wer: Small fish., mushrooms; and ,grits. 

7. Rap :Assi--Rab: S-alte.d smal0l fis'lI of Gentiles are ·rt.ot 
c-01?,s:lq.e:red food cooked py ·a G~ntile . · 

8:-. l<a~ ,Joseph :i I.~ a Gen:tile :roasted s.al:ted small fish, a . 
J ,eJ// may rely on it for an -eruhe .tabshi-lin1. If the G.e'l}­
tile· ma:de• a p:ie of fish has'h and flou:r with the fi·sh., 
it i .s ;Eortd.dqen-~ 

9. <:S:emaja.: !I'hi·s s·eem$. :obvi0us. aut, ·it wa.s ne-c,esS·gry ,t _o­
teach. tnat the flour is the prj..n,e-.i:p,al e:~ernent . 

l'0. Rab 'Be'ron.a- -RaJ:H I -f a Gentile s-~t fire to a~ uncle_ared 
f ,ield," ·al l , th~ lobu-s-t-s ~r,e :6orbieden. 

11.. Qu,estio:Fl.; What ai::e, the, circ;umst-anGes· of t-J;>.,is :rn.11.in.g:1 

Mswer 1- ; rt woulQ: be irnp◊s'.S.i.b-1<:· t"o_ ~i·stinguiSh . the 
permi: t ted £·rom. the p:tohil:ti. ted s_pec-ies ., 

"G-...,t ·· 1e"·11 

Objection,~ Why did h~ sp~cifJ .· eu: ·
1 · • ·• . 

Answer 2; T,he lo·cust:s , are fo;rpi.dde~ on account. ot ~b,ei:n.g 

ooo't:ed fuy a Gent-;i.le. 
w. o-u:~ qt th.eY, •be forbidden i 

Obj f?Ci'tion: 1n such a case,. ~ 
.. •· . . . • . ,'Gentile, singed . t~e- he-ad o~f 

Suppor-~ _ __(R •. ,.roi}.an~rt} _· If. a :, Jew it is · permitted to 
an atumal s.laughtere:d, _by a · ' 
eat the ab'.-imal -
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13. R:a.bina: If ,a .Gentile p;ut a ten;t pin .. in 
a· J,eo/ .had put a•, pumki-n,. and h. 

8 1 an :oven into whi'ch 
...... ,, . . . ' i_ohts· :a.·he O"en th' ' ]:ii:.uiu...J.n 1.S pe:tmi,t:ted. -:1 "-' . '';v , , . ·: .e 

Gemqra:. Th:is _is: obvious! Since .. it m.ig:ht hav.e beexi 
the ·Gentile lnteno:eq to cook t,he pi,n., it teaches ~ai~ 
he ~anted t ·o ltaro.e;n• it. tba,t 

14 ., ·E;~~ -l~4.ah~--~;P_~?e~: I "f a . J~w 17ft me~r~ ,on 'coals· a.nd a 
<S.en t.1. Le t .urne<i 1. t, \:he. m_eat- 1.._s p·e~tni tte..d. 

l.5. Q.ues-ti0n>: What ar~ the c:i120um$ta,n·c·e·s of this ruling:? 

AiuiJ,W~·r l ,: If the meat had n:pt b_e·E~'ll turned it woul.d. 
· have cooked · anyway. 

O);ljec-t.i~n~ Tne·n it is ·cl~a:r the ·G:entile tlid no -c:ookinij .• 
,' 

A-ns·wer 2: If the me·a,t h.a.d n.ot._.be.en t'l:1tne.a it w.~u].d. not. 
ha.v,e been cooked .. 

Ok,j,eBtionc: The.n i ~ is, un<9.:uestionahly food' ~o~ked b~y, a 
Gen-fiil·e • 

.l 6 •· Con.cl us,i'on : ·The· •meat woui d. °l}ave li>.e.(fn co.·oke~ ··in t~o 
nour,s .i:f! not · t:1.Wned;;, ·wlth, .t,urn.tn.~ it will cook in one 
hour .. 

<Ques-ttion·:, What mi.ght have be~P s:aiff?. 

1.\Qswer: That ha-sten5.n.g the ceold.:ng p.-~oces.,s i s like cop'Jd.pg • 
' - • • + ,_,. • ~ • 

17. 

J.8. 

• I 

I I 



f ,ood. is p.e:r.:mi t te,a: ·• 

19. Question: _ What if a G 
turned it? entile left meat on ~oals and a Jew 

Answer (Rab. Na1?:m.a.n bar Isaa ) . _ . 
a Gentile J.S permi t.ted, ·al~ ·th.If cooking completed by 
completed by a Jew. e more so is cooking 

20. Rabbah bar bar Hana--R Joh .· . 
Jj.arra- R. Johan an} : Fo~d .is anan (or ~~ ,Aha bar 'bar 
cooking was·both b . . not p~ohibitea unless t he 

egun and completed by a Gentile. 

21. Rahina : Bread is pe·rmi tted if a G t .1 k , 
and a Jew baked · t -en 1 e 1.n.dled ·the fire 

~ . ~' or vice versa, or if a Gentile 
kindled the fire and baked it and th fire . e Jew rakecl. the 

22 . Gemara: Hezekiah permitted and R. Johanan prohibited 
fish salted by a Gentile. 

_23. Gemar a: Bar ~appara per:m..ittea 'and R'. Johanan prO:hibi,ted• 
eggs roasted by a Gentile . 

24 . Rqb D.imi: Reze~iah and Bar Kappa.ta permitted salted 
fi.sh and roasted eggs." 0£ Gentiles'. 

25 . Incident: The Exilarch ' asked R. HiYY.a the law regarding 
roasted eggs of Gentiles . R. Hiyya said Heze):ci ah and 
Bar Kapp.a,ra permitted· them arid R. Johan~n p:rQhibited 
them; and advised the E2µ.larch to fol.low the ma.jority 
opinion . Rab Zebid said the l aw was i n accordance with 
R. Johanc1.n . For saying this, Rab · ze-bid was pois.oned . . 

26 . Ba:tai tha: Eggs roasted by Gent~les are forbidden~ 

27 . Baraitha: Date husks boil ed by a Gentile in a large 
caldt.on are: forbidden, but in a s~all caldron are 

permitted. 

28 . Question: What is a small calaron?.• 

It 1.
. s· one i _nt.o which a swallow can:­

Answer (R. Jannai} : 
not enter . 

Coul
d be cut up to fi_t into 'the 

Objection: The bird 
ealdron. 

l ~-on is one into which the 
Restatement : A sm~ll ca~ • 
head of a swallow aannot enter. 

I 
\ I 
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Commep.t..: The quest.ip~ inquir~s .abo.ut dates that ari= 
nei t;he:r: sweet n,o,r= bit:te.r . 

Answer FR,. As-si_) i My t:eacher (R,. Levi) ruled they .are 
prol}ipj_ ted. 

:n,.- Gemar-a _: J{ega.rding ~lta:t.ftah. oJ a, Gen.ti.le, :Rab P,etinitted it 
qnd :Sam:uel 1 s fath.e.r qnd . Levi .p.ronil'hted it. 

:G~m~~:: The di·$agi;-e:ement is in 1;.he cas:e wne-re th~ 
st1-ati'tah is made· f 'rG>.II\ lenti.ls boiled .in wazt-et- • . Samuel• ·s 
fa:tt.he·l7 and I.evi prohibited itt as ~ i~fe<guard ~,a.J,;-n.$t 
o,rinkin_g _it wh~n the lentils are toil.ed · in vine:9ar. 

f,.1 ternat.i v~ v.er~ion: They iil.sa9rt:e.:~ ~~en. _sh-:~i t .~~ is . 
· rna!iie W'lJth .wheat or barley. Rab p~m.1 tt_!d '1:~ fo~ I;1cr;i<de 

Of ce.ncern: t':h-at it. .c0ulq., lead. to· 4fip:kin.g 1.t w.t-Len :ma 
wit:h le~tils· boiled in water . 

3-6 • Ii~; There a:r;e two, typ,es 0f .shati.t.ah,. 
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'i ,S 

usuaJ..ly- p~t are· f0rhidde:n to Jews 
to. eat, but th~ prQh;;tbitl0n 

floes not ·e~te:nd to all henef·1.· t inh,,._.., . . 
u · · ·• .a;· ._ .... ,e 1.s ,a 'similarity 'be-

twe.en t:his law and the. i;::ule with ·respe-ct .to £·.i· 
9
. h 1..-·· , · ·, . . . . · · ·. pr1.ne, 

dis'Qu·ssed in t~e £ou,i.:th i1:lshnah-- Bating fish brine was: .also-

forh).;i.'d:den because -wine· ·was .o·ft~ mix,ed; wi.th it~ Th~ beia-

·tionshiP betwee-n: thes'e two :rules is tl\e to.pie of t.he shGrt 

di-s·c\.\ss;i.an .of p'res.sed f.oods. 

A remark of ,l!e:zekiah. ,begi-n:s this, ~-U:'gya. He ·-said that 

t :lie l _aw ui th~ Mishn,ah '\/!8,S t.augti,t :w'j. th re.gara t:o pressed 

food ;whi~h :may have w·.ine in it. HGi\o/eve:r, wnen it i,s: ce~tain,, 

tn~ P.±c>hibition ext,ends to all benefit. Now this, apparently, 

was, a,cceptedf 5 7 and t .he- ql.!~stion arise·s · why the p::tpllibition 

agai~s .. :t f';i.$h brine fwhieh wa:s ass-ume:d. always to ~a;(;re wine 

in it) do·es- not. .e,~ten'd t(::} qfl be·Itefit. The answer h;~s. tQ • 

do with tlie reason wine- is a,d,ded to tnese fooas. Win~ is 

added to fish b.rine in erdej:r -t~ .. o~erczronie the ba.d sme-lI of 

the fish". Ras'hi uncie~;s;t..00,d this a.$ an ec;onomic cqn·siderat:1on·, 

f. . . ·no··,t d'i·.n_u·n1· s,1'-ed, the merch-a:n-t \9oui'd not 
OX" ·w.ete the· sm~ll , u 

· 5 8- How~·yer, one 
b.e e,b.le tq ~-ell it ~nd h.e woul<i loS~ moneY,. 

. ~-.n·· · .. qraer to ,~w:e~ten 'the tas.te. 
adds w,i'.ne to.· pressed food ... 

. ._ ... t~·e 'flavor ,, the ~re.lli~ition 
Sine:~ it i .s done, to 1:mprove iJJ . · 

. .. ·t J·· e"·•s frQm. selling · · f t .o · preven ,w · -
e~ten~s to all benefit, a.s i · . . 

· . .· · · · •. d ~s de-., . e would be- v..1.ewe . -
~Ome,thing :in wnicc:h forbicl:q.en Wl.P · ' -

t ·· l ·e's r,t1 the case 
l 

. ld to, Gen i . . . 
.i-cious.,. even tho·ugh, it fs s9 - · 
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0 :e -the £.ish hrine, the. wi,ne - 1:..:1 
w0u ·i.l not be vi,,ewed ·this way • 

. R.- J .ohanan. held an o -. : . ·· · 
·! . . p.a.-n_ipn ®ntr:a:ry, to· g . .k . h • ·aeze : :ia,. s ·, 

that even when it is known that \ii• R. . 
· · - i. · e w-~~ ,us,ed in the prepgratiO.Jl 

""f• pres see· food.s, tl-.e proh· · b · i 
..., · ..... · • · 1 it _on doe.s not e·xtema. to ~rt 

bene. f1' t·- • .S:9 Ti-.•is view 1· s a 
. Ji . . : -' . . ·C.Omrnare. .. t· O· t' he nnac"''e· ··p·· ... . 'd . • C • • 

- • l:' · -•-. "' . i.1e · 0p1.n1on 

of R. Mei-r,. viz ... , t:h~t; rro .)::xE:ure_fit m~y, -Pe: <;ie1;.ived 'fr.em fi.s•h 

bri_ne. Tl:\e Gemarq., ~der:stand-s the uif fel7e:nc-e b;et.ween .R .•. 

J0han.~n 1 
$ view, 0:f- press·ed foods and R:- ~eir 's •view of; fis,J:i 

brine to be that in ,t]ie. cas•e of fish bpi.ne, t;,he 11wi.~e•''s 

60 presen:ce is known." Rashi: irit.~rpr·et:s thi $, to meafi. .'.tha-t 

~hen (?·aten, one dip$ in.to t;he }?rine and eats t_i;i:e win~ mixe.d 

wi tch it. On the ot_h~r b.ilQ:d, t}le pre.s~nce. ot wine in, pre:ssed 

·:l§opd is ncot )<.n,Qwn., bec,~us:e th~ wine is' l.ts-e·d in the juice 

to •pres:et:v.e pi;es.sed. fooi! ~ That: fuice:,. ~ma -the~ef6:r;-,e ~ne 

wine" is not ea:te1t. 

J~ R. Johanan: Evel'.1 if it 
:th_e pte•s:sed f.ood ,_ the 
all be:nEffit. 

. . . . t wine wa.s :qti:~ed with 
is k•p-ow:n. ~~a .. ·· .. ·t · extend to - . . b .. ,· "'n does no . , 
p roJ:l:~ '-1 !::"'"' 

V"i'ew- differ f):'ont lh 
Johana.n I s 4 • .Que:s id:on :- Mt>J.Y:. does R.. · • 

I' 
I 

•I 



... 
.Meir's opinion that nob 
brine? enefit may be derived from fish 

Ans .. wer: With. _ fiph brine the wine, , _ 
w1 th pressed food 'the wi , s presence J,.S known; 

- ne s presence is not kn0wn. 

6. J}elek (39a) 

The Gemara' s discus,sion of helek, •'-em ""-·s 
_1J :1~... with determining 

-wha.t f .ish the M_ishnah meant .. According to Rab Nal)man bar 

~ba, Rab said that it i$ the .sultanith. 61 Even though it 

is a permitted ·,species of fish, Jews were fqrbidden to eat 

·it when sold by a Gentile, for when they pack it~ they often 

include prohibited 'fish :re-sernpling it. A Bataitha is· also 

cited, which confirms tha:t the sultanith wa-s permitted. 

The rest of the mate·rial in this section deals with different 

species of f ish and methods of determining .whether they 

are permitted or not. 

Sch·eme--.Helek 

i. Question: -what is helek? 

Answer (Rab NaJ:iman bar Abba--:&ap) :- rt is the sul.tanith . 
• 

2. Question: why was· it fozbidden? 

h 'bited species o.f fish. 
Answer: Gentiles pack it wlth pro 1 

. .. . f ' ' ·· s and scales at .~he time, 
3 . Baraitha: Fish which ha~e no in itanith and aphi·z are 

-but: g-row them later, like the su -
Per,mitted. 
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7. Drops of Asafo t'd 
· e. 1 a (39a-39b) 

As:afoetida_v (or a.safetida)·: is 
a gum resin obtained 

from diff.erent plants o"f the carrot 
family, and was used 

a;s an a.ntispasmodic . The Gemara has 
little to say on the 

subject, a .nd after cl•arifying the reason for the prohibition, 

the rest of the material is only t _angentially related to 

the original topic . 

Drops of a~afoetidi!. are forbidden bec.aus.e to get 

thetrt the plant is cut witb a knife . If a Gentile does this, 

the assumption is that the knife he uses· i;s a utensi•t that 

is unclean due to its use for forbidden foods. Now p±e­

v_iously we saw the principle,, if the forbidden element . 

imparts a bad flavor to something kosher it reI!lB.ins per.·· 

mitted, appled to allow Jews to eat c·ertain food or use 

Gentile utensils. This is not applied in the present case• 

because, "the pungency of the asafoetida sweetens. the 'fat 

(oh the Gentile' 5 knife) . 11 ,So, it is as though the for­

bidden ele1nent imparts an improved flavor to the perI,.Ri tted 

62 
substat1ce. 

Co
...,01 udes w.ith a _sugya conerned with ~bis .section ~ 

Varl.·ous, products for Jew~. It begins 
G·entiles transporting 

that milk, meat, wine, and blue 
with a statement by Rab 

woo1, if transported by a Gentiie with one se~l, are for­

and e~eese ln9.Y. be 
bidden; asafoetida, fish brine, bread, 

e ~la there is the 
Sent with a Gen.tile with o:r:ie sea,l.. on pag 

Johpnan on seals. ~here 
dispute between R. Eleazar arld R. • 
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·-were two versions oited, a 
an the accepted ha'lakha seems to 

b,e the second version of .;l . Jol]anan , 8 ruli' ng . 
, lll.Z . , that 

neverything is sufficiently 9 d -
· uar eo. With a s.eal within a . 

s,eal , including wine. " What Rab says l' n 
the prese.nt discus.sion 

does not .agree with t:his :view' nor , for that matter, with 

~y of the other views in both versions of the argument. 

aabbenu Nissim cites the Palestinian Talmud to explain Rab's 

reasoning• It .says t.hat eyerythi.ng for):,idden, outrig~t is 

not guarded with ohe seal; everytl:ling :!:hat is prob.ibi te~l 

because of what might have 'been mixed with it is. Rabbenu 

Nissim points out that bread is an exception, for it is 

fo::r-bd.dden o-otr~ght; therefore, there is an additional rule 

that, that which t.he rabbi.a fo:rba@ is pe·rrnitted if it only 

has a single seal . He conclucles·, "ind wine-, even though it 

is a r<1bbinical prohibition, requires two seals, f'or , due 

to the· love of pouring out libatiotts, {a Gentile) would 

) "63 
troubls to falsify (a s ingle seal • 

The Gemara ' s fir·st qu~stion about •Rab ' s ruling is 

about--:. tihe __ __ nature of the concern 0ver breaQ, that .it 

1 Several possibiliti.e•s are 
shoµld even. r.equir.e one sea • 

eliminated and no ;.decision is made . Howeverl neither is· 

. d' ting that it was not 
there a challenge ts 'the ru.l:e, 1:n ica 

1 i ,s required. 
importan4 to know whY any se.a 

t t involves 
The se~o.nd question 

abOut Rab's sta emen 

another issue . In a previous 
. nit was seen that a discuss.10 

h . . certain factor in deciding whet er 
items sent by Jews with 
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,Gentiles are permitted is wheth t 
er here need be the concern 

th,.a.t th,e seal may be bit'oken,, \the good , t . . . . 
s ampered w.ith , and 

then_ resealed. Rab irnpli.es 'that with milk, 
meat, wine, and 

bl11e wool there is the fecp: that the. 'Gentile would go to 

t.fie trouble of falsifying the seal, but he "lb'uld not do .so 

for asafoetida , fish brine, l;iread and eh h 
- · ( · · ees-e. T · e Gemara 

s~eks to understand why he ruled that for cl}~e~e a Gentile 

would not trouble to falsify the seal, but with milk he 

would . The position of the Gefn~ra is cleq.rly stated: "For 

milk he also would not trouble to c0rnmit a fraud." R~b 

Kahana suggests tl)at the solution lies ip exchanging the 

word "milk" with ,,a piece of fish which has no sign upon 

it. u Rashi explains that since it was expensive, a Gentile 

would go the trouble 0f falsifying the seal. 64 The olijection 

to this is that fish falls under the categor~ o f meat. This 

is answered with the statement that in Rab's opinion, "tbere 

are two kinds of meat.'' 

Thus far, Rab, s rule has been challen-geq, because he 

• f- t with a Gentile, implied t hat bread requires a se_a,1 1 sen · 

and because he included miik with, those foods ·re.quiring 

l , s q-uoted ais providing a more than a single: seal. Samue 1 · · 

. but otherwise 
rule wit.bout these two problematic i t ems, · 

. t 65 Samuel's . Rashi points ou ' l:dentical to Rab. However, a ·s 
66 

,67 
1 and Alfas1 Rabbenu H_a~ane · · a~oision (which, according to 

l·n disagreement with 
akh ·)· is not Was not the accepted hal a d 

ting the revise 
'l"l , ·a1.· cates , . accep 
~ab• Rather , as the Gemara in · 
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version of Rab by Rab Kahana (as Alf . . 68 . 
asi does ), Samuel 

believes fish need not be specified, for 
it is in~luded in 

!',meat"f and furthermore, he O ·t b 
mi s read because ne feels, 

as the Gemara does, th.at there · it.69 15 , no c·onc&rh over 

This sugyq concludes with a l}ara:itha whi:ch discusses 

the scruples of jewish merch~nts in Syria. rt states that 

the storeke.epers there were suspected of not bei ng concerned 

abo1,1t s ·elling to Jews merchandise they purphas~d from G~n­

tiles, ther'ehi showing n0 1:e:gard f<!lr th~ inj uncti9n, "Befor.e 

-a blind person do not place a stumbling block. 11 Therefore, 

"We do not purchase wine, fish brine, milk, sal-conditum, 

asafoetida, nor cheese in S~ia, except from ~xperts." 

However, the Jews there did not eat forbidden food, so 

were one to be invited to the home Of a !Syrian Jew, "it i$ 

permitted. to eat any of these. 11 This ruling is und·e:rstood 

rela.ted decision of R. Joshua by the Gemara to support .a 

b .. H sai· d ·tha~ ·t if a Jewish hou~eholder in Syria · . Levi. e 

C·o· untry a r-rift of any Qf ti).ese items, sengs a Jew in another ~ 

~o ·eat them. The Gernara assumes ~hat R. it is permitted-.;. 

Josh u.a reasoned in- the follo\</ing way: 

. . . . . leave (in his house ~ that 
The hous·eholder would not t th ct which is for:bidde.n. 
~hich. i ·s perilli tted and

1
;f it a can be .assumed that he 

So, when be sends (a g h . 'h he himself eats. 
seleets it from) that w ic · · 

f Asafoetida scheme-Drops 0 

1. Question~ What .is the reason 
for the prohibition? 

. . f the· Gentile• s Answer: Because o 

the knife used to cut 

I I 
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plant; and it is a cas 
parting· an improved fleavoof the forbidd,en r. elemeRt im-

2. ~: Milk, meat, wine a d 
guarded wi tn one, s.e.al; :s ~~ue. ~ool are not sufficiently 
and cheese are , · a oetida, fish brine, bread , 

3 . Question: What is 
the conce~n that 
loaf for a stale 
barley, nor that 
by .a Gentile . 

the concern over br , . 
the Gentil e~d? It cannot, be 
one,. nor aewwould exchange a fresh 
h 

~eat loaf for one 0· f 
e would exch • .. · · ange it for a loaf baked 

4. Question: 'Why does· Rab thi k 
seal of m.ilk, bu;t n-ot n :a Gentile would falsif:u t he of cheese? ~ · .... , 

Stat~ment: For milk he would alpo n.ot t. r. ouble the seal. to falsify 

5. Rab Kahana: Exchange the word "rnilkfl with "a _pieGe of 
fish with no sign on it. 11 

Objection : Fish comes under the cate·gor,1 o.f meat. 

Resolution: To ,Rab there a-re two kinds of meat:.. 

6. Samuel: ~e~t, wine, and blue wool are not sufficiently 
guarded with one s·eal; fish brine, asafoetida,, .and 
chee~e are. 

Comment: To ,Samuel,, piea.e$ of fish with no sign on them 
are, consider~d , "meat;" there are ndt two kinds of qieat. 

7. Baraitha,: Wine, fish brine,, milk, sal-conditum, asafoetida, 
and cheese may not be bought in Syria except fr?m ._ 
exp9:rts. tf one is a guest in the horne of a Syrian (Jew) c1 

~11 of them may be eaten . 

8. Gemara: This Baraitha supports a decision of _R. Jo~~ua 
b~ ~vi, that if a . Jew· rece-ive~ any of the items it 
mentions as a . gift, it is permitted to eat tbem. 

9·• Question: What is R. J.oshua' s reason? 

1\nswer: The· sy:tian Jew wo~,ld .send as a gift only what 
h~ bim$elf would be per.nutted t-0 eat . 
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8. Sal- Conditum (3~b) 

The'' sugya which discus,ses s l-
a condi tum comprises a 

definition and a Baraitha which elaborates 
the Mishnah ' s 

prohibition . There is an expl i 
anat on of the reasoning in 

-the Barai tha7 and the sugya c1ose· s · with an additional corn-

rnent relating to the prohibition. 

Sal- condi tum is defined by Rab Judah in the name of 

Samuel . According to this tradition, it is "the salt which 

all '1ll1 '11l li7'7U eat." There are at least three interpr-etatiops 

of the word 711l li77T?o Jastrow70 
i dentifies it with the Latin 

~ig.inarii , or ba,~e.rs of whea~ flour; Dr. Cohen, in his 

translation,, says it refers to "Roman guests ~' ; 71 Rabbenu 

Nissim explains the word a~. "the important among the E.omans," 

or Roman nobles. 72 

The· reason for the prohibition i s de~rived by R. 

JoI:1anan from a Baraitha •. It says that, "Black sal-:conditum 

is forbidden, white is permitted,..~aGcordin_g· to R. Meir; R~ 

Judah says that ,..,hite is forbidde,n and blac, is permitted; 

R. Judah b . G·amaliel say.s that Qotll .ai::.e for,bidden." The 

Op.11 n 1.' on·s , a.ttr ibuted to R. J ol}a.nan explanation . of these 

H
. anah, .1•·s that ·entz:;ai1s a£ .forbidden fish 

by Rabbah bar bar 
- Mir thi~ks that the 

are mixed in with sal-condi tum. R. e 
frQm white fish ~hat 

entrails used in white sa.1- conditum are 

d 
that in the black sal-c.onditum 

are forbidden; R. Judah hol s ~ • 

fish tl)at a;-e forbidden; and 
the entrails are from black 

both col-ors contain forbidden 
acc.ording to t _he last opinion, 
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fish. The 'tel>tt prov-id.es . mo indication of which of thes~ 
views was the accepted halakh;_a •. rogether with the concluding 

comment of Abahu speaking in the - name, of R. ~anina b. Gamaliel--

that he knew an old (Gentile) man "' - -Wu,o used to "polish this 

s.alt with _swine fat '' it -- seems that the prohibition is in 

effect for all types of- sal-conditwn, regardless of- color. 

Scheme~-ScU- Conditum 

1. Question: What is 11 s-al- conditwn? 

Answer (Rab J 'udah- -Samuel) ~ The salt -which 1n11 ,,1l1i71-tU 
.. eat. 

2. Baraitha: R. Meir said black sal- cx:mditlE ip permitted and white 
is forbidden . R. Judah said white is forbidden and 
black is pe:r:mit-ted. R. Judah b. Gamaliel said both are 
forbidden. 

3. Rabbah bar bar Hana--R. Johanan: Explanations of trfe 
reasoning of e-ach authority i.n the Bara.itha (#2) . 

4. Abahu-- R. Hanina b. Gamaliel: I knew an old man who used 
to polish sal-conditum with $Wine fat. 

9. Al'l these· are Forbidden ( 39,b) 

The fiftfi Mfshnah, 5 summary r.emark is, ''Behold, these 

are forbidden, but their prohibition does n.ot exteDa to all 

benefit. n The G~~ara understands, these words te be a guali-

Ml.. sh·na. h. so, .at the end of this 
fication of the rules in the 

. What does this concluding 
Ge:q1ara, the questiQn asked i-5 , - · 

words erophasi~e ,that toe 
statement e,xclude? That is, t 'hese 

benefit , implyin,g that -
Prohibitions do not extend to ·all 

, • h they db . irhe Gemara refers 
the,r .e is a ci.reumstance in whic 

t · authorities which describe 
baek to pr,e,tious statements bY wo · 
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,when. this, .i.s true . He.·z·eJi;::iah would :say' th . . . 
. · · · · at the M.1,shnajl 

e~cJ.u~es the· ,c ·g;:se wheir-e' it is kn~w.n that . ... ··· · . . wi:ne or. vinegar 

~- as u.sed in th:e. ·pre.paiat.1on o;f1 ··pressed. f .o.r:'l_d,s· •. 11F . . f . 
V OX ll. . J.t 

i~ known, -they ~re .fot-b:idtlen e:ven :fo.:t l;:>e:net;it ,, " ·con\rnerit~ 

Rq,ishi. re.o R. Jo:~§,nan, the Mishna.h excl~des. fish b ~ine and 

·Bythn.i.an cheese,. 'Tl)..is re-fers b~ck te. t)le,: ·f'p~r:th' Mishnah, 

.t-,here ·R .• M.ei_r s~i-fi the pronibifior:i. o.f the.se foods e.xt!ehds 

t© a'.li b~nefit. The princ-ip'l.e b ·ehi~d R~ Jotl-a~an. 1 s opinion 

.is that an a.non!n\O'J.S s.tateme~t 'in the msbnah J;efle'cts th$' 

·opinion of R. Meir . . Sinee th,e. ,c;oneiusing liqe in 0:0.r ~i.sR,n~-

. · . 73 
is not .attributed t o arty, T'anna, it is a:s<::;ribe.d to· R. Meir. 

Sqhe~--All these are Forbidden 

L Mishn_ah:- These· are forbidden;, but t heir prohibition does 
not e~bead 'to: a.11 benefit·. 

t . dues-ti-on: What does the. ~i.shnab exclude? 

1 <ill bhe. .case-. whe,,r:e it is 
An·Swe:t:. ·'l'~ Re:ekia,h, l~ exc: 1.1 , ~:s ·a •·: p•;i::ess'ed fo0ds., 

known -that wine .or vinegar wa$ us~. . in . •c . , • • • • • 

- . , • 1·, - n:o ,bene·.f it mav b. e der_ · . .l. vfe'dhf'rbo~. . .· fo ,r if- it is .l'l;naw,n:, ',J. ne 
M.~.-s_~~ah exclude:s· :J:.$... ; r.i. 

them:; to· lL Jehan..arr, th~ "" . ~l'l·i 

an.a: Byt;hnian ofie·es·.e, ! 

I I 
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VI. THE SIXTR MISH~AH 

Analysis of the t-1i~hnah { 39b) 

The last Mishnah in chapt er two of Abodah Zara is 
distinguished from t;.he othe:rs in th t • . · a it comprises a list 

of foods of Gentiles, p,ermi tted to Jews. The. list may be 

divide4 .into tw.o groups. On the one hand , several of the 

foods ,pe-rmi tted in this Misnnah were. prohibited UIJ.de.r cer­

tain GOnditions in the fifth ·t-tlslinab. So, mil'k ·which a Jew 

observed. a Gentile .obtain, pres~ed foods which are _not 

usually made with wine or vinegar , pickled herring w:nich 

has not been minc;;:ed, brine whis::h has fish in it, and 

leaves of asafoetida (presum~ly which have not been cut 

from the p1a,nt with a knife1) are all permi tted . Additionally, 

these -were also permitted: honey, grape clusters, and rolled 

. o.l i v:e cakes.. R ._ Jose , on the subject of olives, said tl\at 

olives wh·ic:h are ready to have the.j..r pit.S drop o'ut a:re 

forbidden. Albeck2 says that the- reas0n for his ruling is 

that Gentiles put them in vinegar. 

M. h ah states that locusta 
The last ruling in the is Il , 

1 b ''ket are forbidden, while 
that come from a shopkeeper s as. . 

P.
eriri. tted. The f i nal state­

those from his stockroom are 
l b ·t the locusts 

th.at the same ru e a ou 
me-nt of ·the Mishna,h is 

h · g from a priest . 
of Gentile shopkeepers applies to pure· asin . · . 

m
eaning of this ruling • 

The ·Gemara will explain the 
211 

------ ------ --
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The first group of foods are permitted for reasons 

the Mishnah states. The othe r group may h ave been included 

because originally there was a controversy over them which 

Since they meet the Mishnah does not preserve . the require­

ment of being edible in their raw state , there is no reason 

for them to be forbidden. The b revity of the Gernara on this 

Mishnah reflects the lack of controversy 

Analysis of the Gemara 

1. Milk ( 39b) 

over these items. 

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 does 

not see the milking, the milk is forbidden. But the Tosafot
4 

1 f th
;

5 
Baraitha for the Mishnah ' s 

c. aim that the implication o ~ 
rule is that the Jew need not actually witness the milking, 

out at least be in a pos ition that he could have done so . 

What 
the Gemara derives from the 

This understanding is also 

Baraitha. determine the circumstances with 
The Gemara seeks to ·b'litieS are suggested 

Which the Baraitha deal.S• TWO possi 
1 
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and rej,ecte,d.. The second of th . 
,ese, upon reconsideration is 

ace:epted, and a conclusion is reached a:b . ' 
· out the Mishn~h 

based on the• Gemara ' s underst a· 
an 1.ng of the aaraitha. 

The. Gemar:a first con'Siders 
whether the Bataitha 

treats of a situation whe~e there 
are ~o fo~bidden species 

of ani@als in the Gentile's h d · er ~ This is rejected, for it 

is obvious that the Jew · ·· 1d ·. . cou drink the milk,. 'l'he secon.d 

possibility is that there were forbidden spe~ies 9 £ animals 

in the herq. Thi§; at first is not accepted for were th· , . l.S 

the case, how 0ould the Baraitha rule that the Jew could 

drink the milk? If he did n.ot see from which animal it came( 

he might drink forbidden milk. 

The Gernara de.cides that the situation of the Bar.aitha 

is that there is a forbidden animal i .n the herd . Howeve·r, 

it adds that the Jew is sitting in a, ~at where if he were 

to stand he co·uld see the Gentile milting the animal. Tl:le 

rsea-son for the Baraitha, 5 ruling, as. tpe Ge!llara understands 

it, is that it might have been said that since wh·en the Jew 

is sitting he cannot see the milJd;ng, be• i;h~uld be CQJ)­

Cerned that the Gentile mixed forbidden milk i:vith th
e &er­

mitted. Therefore, the Baraitha teaches 
that the fact that 

'f h . stood U!P. ,is suf­
the Jew could observe the Gentile 1. .e 

b' from mixing W1clean 
.ficient a deterrent to dissuade im 

. . the Mi shnah, we now may 
milk with alean. Applying this to ~ 

. 'lk which a Jew could 
\lnderstand the ruling to• be that mi · ··· · 

• 1.· 5 permi ttecl • 
have ·seen a non-Jew obtain 
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Scheme--Milk 

l. :e:12raitha.:: l£ a Jew W'aS •sitting nearby ,:.h .
1 - ..... , · 1ked· a cow , the Jew ma d · " 1 e a Ge·ntile 1, ..., Y rink the milk. 

2 r , g_uesti.on: What are the ci_rcums.t •q;noes of the :Ba:raitha? 

AflSWer ~; When there are no forbidden an .
1 · ima sin the herd. 

Rejection: The•n it i •s obvious the Jew can drink the milk. 

Answer 2 : There were forbidden species in th.e herd. 

Reje.ction: How could ·the milk be pennitted in this case? 
1 

conclusion : TI;ere were forbidd~n species, in. the herd, 
but the Baraitha also teaches that the Jew must sit in 
a spot where if he stood he could see the Gentile milk 
the animal. · 

3. Question: What might have bee,n said? 

Answer: In that situation ·the .Gentile might mi~ milk 
from a -forbidden animal. Therefore, the Ba:r.aitha dis­
misses this concern. 

2. Honey ( 39b) 

Th¢· Mishn.ah • ~ ru:ling on honey: i :~ispired very little 

for the Gemara to discuss. No controversy challenges' 

qualifies, or clarifies tha Mishnah • Rat}].er, the· G.~mar~ 

. w1.· th honey t.here is no concern that s1~ply points out tnat 
. dd The sugya considers three 

would lead to it being f orbi en◄ 

with the food of Gentiles, 
of the .pr:lfflary fears ~s·sociated 

1·cable to honey .. That. 
and dismisses all of them as not ?PP 1 

. ,. ght miQ.C his wine 
l. t · Gen.tile ·ltl.1 · · s , there is no concern tha a. 

. k the hone ~tth ho.ney· , for that hlould ~a e 
Y 

rancid. Honey 

·~ f d. cooked by being 00 · · · 
couJ. account of 

d not ·be prohibited on not for-
ey i$ 

raw. LastlY, hPD 
a Gentile, for it is .eaten 
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,bidd:en because tlle c0 ntairr ; . . . . .. e-r :int0 .whi_ ch· it iS ThU,t · , 

c.le.a:nii;t.g W-ith boiiing wat-ser b ·f . . . ·· t- . r .~q'Q_.1.res 
. e ore, a J · ~w may us· · · t. · 

i... · · incinle th t . . . e• .1. · •· We. app•_b ~ 
t,,&.'e pr ~,_• rr - . - . a . th~ forbidden sub. t . . -· :i· . s _ance in th· · · · e· oentalner 
.rniparts a b.ad flavor t:P• tt.. - . .i~e hone,y . wh •· h .. · 

' ic · is; i;her_eft>re , 
p.ermit'ted. 

3 .. Gra,pe ·Cl us-ters, (.39).;>) 

'the Mi,shn~b s.-tate:s that eve~ wnen gr.ape elus:t:ers 

.., ·. e aw w .l.J; ·· r.e~ _el[.':s .1:ood s:u,sceptiolle to -e~ude ·mo· ·1·· s .. tu~e, th · l · · h '' h d. & · ·· 

defilement. by ·a liquid does not a,ply to. th~m. 'Nus being 

fh.e ca:se ,._ they ,a.re permitted., The .. Ge.ma;ra Gites· anot:he·t' di.'f:>·­

put~, t.h.e conc.lusiQJl ~:t whi¢h. seems to. contr.aaiet our 

M:.ishn·an •. -Th.e disagre.ernEfnt i,s, between Hil~el aud shamtnai., 

a.nq is inc:;,lude_d in the li.St o:f ".Eighteen ·ThiI;19.:s'" whic.h 

were voted upon b.y th~ schoo1:s o-! 'HiJ)el apq, $.1:larnina-i in 
th

e 

Chambers of Hanariiah '.Q,.,, Hez,ek.-iah b. ® .rio.n. 
5 

The a.tgUII1ent .. ·~·- - · . 
\il:as ··•.·b•.e.·J.._.·'I.., ·e .... . . . ,., v ··s·te"<i (·'bv a J.e.w.) ·for the 

" ' i;;..1, i. ... or· I)Ot grapes J~ar, e· · , ::i; • . 

·g•·r· d;ef·il. e~ent _b;y a lj.guid. 6 
· ape press are ·s·us·$ep.tib1e. tp .... 

. . . d thev are. !J.')re law· 
a •;1· l , 1 . .-. . .. . d ,51..•ammai sai:. - .• .:z. 

... · e sai·d they .al:'.\e: n;o:t aµ , · n """ _ _ 
"h .. . • The n:robletlt <dearly 

Wen· t'" · • "".· .f '?·. a:romai • · .r. · aqpor.d.ing to· the view "' ;,;J 

• 1.aw which re.nd&"S' food 
ls Why· .. our Mishnah s"'ys tha't tne 
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susceptible to defilement b.y a liquid d . oes not apply to 
.grape clusters of a Gentile. 

The Gemara reasons that the 
difference between these 

two cases is the purpose for wbich the gra~s are to _be 

used. In the dispute between H-ille1- and Shamrnai· the . grapes 

are to be used to make a liquid ( '.i ) h ' w ne , wile in our Misbnah 

the· grape.s themselye·s· -are to be used fo,r food. We may under-

st~:!ld tl:iis in light of the. Gema.ta' s explanation of the issue 

i n Shapbat 17 a. In that J?assage,. Sharnmai 1.s opinion that th~ 

exuding liquid mak;.es the grapes susceptible to uncleanness 

is accounted for by t he fact that it was the person's in­

tent that juice e.xude from the grapes . Efl,rlier in that 

Gemara (12a) it wa·s e·stablished t:hat whert a person I s action 

was intended to •produce a liquid, it can cau$e de.filement:. 

When th,e p,e-rson gather.·s grapes for the purppse of making 

wipe. he may do something which will cause juice to come 

t ""'St for ripeness). Since he do~s from the fruit (.e. g. , to •"" 

J. uice makes ·those gr~pes 
thi s by himself and on pu~pose, the 

t However, in out Mishnah, th.ere 
susceptible to defilemen • 

done t .
0 

cause jujce .to come from 
is no s -uch intentional ac't 

exud~ moisture naturally, there-
the grapes . That i -s, the)' . 

for eating exude juice by 
fo-re, when grape cluste11s m~ant 

h grapes susceptible to 
themse.1 ves, it does no.t maKe t · e 

de.filement. 
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Scheme-- Grap Cl e usters 

1. Mishna:h: Even though r 
law which renders fo~d ape clus~ers exude moisture the 
liquid does not apply t~~~=:~J.ble to defilement by a 

2. Objection: A Baraitha says that 
grapes harvested for the 

9 
Shammai decided that 

defilement :by a liquid . rape press are susceptible to 

3. Resolution: In the Baraitha's case the 
to make a liquid; in the Mish h 1 ~rapes were used 
are for food . na 5 ruling, the grapes 

4. Pickled Herring (39b- 4oa) 

The material on pickled herring deals primarily with 

the method of determining whether or not the fish have 

been minced. The topic leads the Geroara 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 

11Ininced. 11 Pickled herring is. not considered to be minced 

if the head and backbone of the fish are recognizeable. 

Rasni understands this as teaching that the head and back­

bone of each fish must be recognizeable, and points out 

that from the head of a fish one can de~ermine if it is a 

permitted species . 7 

the aaraitba with a disagreement 
The Ge~ara follows 

b t Rab
. Huna., 1.'n agreement with the Baraitha, 

e ween two Amoraim. 

not 
considered minced "so long as 

said pickled herring is 
. ble "Thi~ is disputed 

the head and backbone are recognizea • · 
long as either one is 

by Rab Nal).man , who holds that as 
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into tliis di ... 
· " s.p·ute.1 an Qb.jection. 

i .s r:ai.•sed against hoth o.f th · . eit v-.iews Both ..... 1· 
· ·. ·, . 1.:1.11P y that the. 

C:ri'.te-ria for deternii:ning whether tne, ·:fii h . . 
· .s is a pe:11mJ tt:$d 

.5~eqies g.re its h_ead and ~oil:' oa·n~'i.,..,..no H"' ... 
.c- 1

· • "'.~J.:I"' "' • '"'waver, Reµ> t1lf.1Ya 

oar -~arnq. ~oint,s out tha:t i~ was accepted that, fis't are 

9onsidea:;;e.d peffli t t!.ed if: they have fins .and scciJes. 8 Jili~aye 

r~{, i;>l ves the. diffioul,:ty by a_ss·ert.in:g ·t ha:t the M..is.q·n~ tq 

wn..ioh. E:ah 'flk.ba_. r~fe.:i;red de:als with. :tbe skat~e ·and pelamys 

fi.sh. 9 The h~ads .of t.he-::se, f :i.sh a_re ~im.ilar to th'd's.e· o.£ 

forbidden species, a.no, ther-efbre.,, ,the head cannot p;e us:e;d 

as a c ,rite;rion. With d't:hsr- fis.fi the he.a.d m<1y be use,d to 

dete,rmine if the fisli is a permi.tt:ed va.riety. 
• • •l 

'The Gemara returns to the :dispute between ~.abs Huna 

and Nahttran wi t,lt a st..atem¢ii:t m~de in, tn.e ·n·am~ 0f Olia b.Y 
. ;; . 



De.~pi te the f ·act th , . , . . . . .. at t:h-e h~lakha was 

l l 
. nab Hun·· a a· Ba . .. t · dete:rm-ined to 

fo .ow s;'-- • , J;q,.1.- ha is · 
. Cl tea w.h· 1' "h 

· •· • •• · a,; c.on~_:tadicts· h i s 
epi'nio,n,. It -st.ates that ~ven .. .f . . . 

• . . . •. l. _ one in a h:i;indrea pieces- 'Of 

fish bea.r ,a, s1.gn. of oein~ f1rorn a p·en..~t · ·· ........ :ted spee'ies-· al.l th 
. . ; " . ,.e 

pieces are pernu.tt.ed .. T.n1s ruL:imn :· , . 
'fj. 3...s U lust.r.abed in tlie 

Bar~i-tha by· the io11owing ca·s·e-- rt on h. · ·· • c~ ii_ppem-e.d. that. a 

G.e-rt.-t.ile l;>rought a pa_r-re:t C'bntain.lhng· pieees of .f'i.'. "-h .'.l\ . · • . . . . . .,-._ '• ~- .sign 

w1as fo:un<i o,n. .on~ o:f, )t'h~m t •h' aJ. si.:.,...w·e•,;j · t f .. •~ :i... . Uw ~ l. WaS rQ~ a p_e:tm4,tte'd 

vq:riety t an.d R-. S'i·meon 'b. ·Gama·1 +e·1 dec·la·r .ed . .L... . tlJ;_e wh,ol.e p~rr~l 

pertn:i tt.~d.~ 

The rea:sen t:J:1e above B~ra.itha -seems t-Q coptr~diot 

th.e o.pi:nio.n Qf ~fl};) !Jun~ is th~t Q:e ,said that each piece 

bad to bear a si~.n of being penn:i:tte-a. for even t.ne, br.irre 

to be perm.itted. Rab .Papa, who ·st~te_(i tp..at t~e halakha was 

i.n a-cc~:rdan;c~ with Rap ~·una,. :tesol:ves 'ttie probler.n with the­

Barai tha by sayin9-' that .it ~ppli-es o~ly ~~_en "the piece·s· 
·.. . . -11 

ar.:e ~like. n ·tii_s .resoluti•qn. i _s exJ;>lain'ed both bY, Rashi. ·· 

~a Rab:b-e_nu· .H,a.nan.etl2 as: :rneanil'ig that t::tie pie:ces can l;:>e 

· w· · de~ling • 
seen to be. a ·c-omp:J:.ete· fis:h. -Thet_efore·, ~·1.nce · e are 

.. ,.1." t 'h . ,, e.,,,.·e need bear the sign .Qf -a ·per-
"' one fi.sh, only one pi -..... - . 
...,_ , lf'_,.•e.mara_ ·asks. what• if tn.is were true; is.· 
u,J.tte.d S'P~G•:Les. The .., • 

there is one fis:h cµt in t o 
the p.up_pos:e ·o.f the· Batrait~a. If 

• • s a peJEm;i tt,!:td sp.ecti.es, 
:P.ieces., ans. it can ·l;>e .seen tnat 3,,t 1, · · · 

jiowe!f.e~ i' the 
. . . . th' t it itiaY be eate~• 
l..t sh,pule;:l ]>e obVl!OUS -· a .. ' 

't .. :t· ae:eid:e.s the 
""h1' ,nt:$ irnpor .an ;1 

Baraitha do.~s- prdvide so!ll9 '-' ' '='· · .. --, · ·e1. ,, ·a 
.. d that it wa~ .me.Xi ... .z 

'Gtmt.a·r.a • . It c,o~uJ:d h.iave b,een .·sa..i · · · 



coine,id~nce thaf. the p.lee.es fit . .... 
· · · together ,"'·"' ......., one, flsh, and 

al.'Ztu~l.ly· t..tl~re are pie¢es, 'fl;leim -mar _ _ _ 
- . - . e th,an on~ v~ra.e·ty. 

,_,,,,,. to• )De con.aern.ed ·with, ,th, .s _ . · Were 
""""' - - - .., possib'' 1 · --- .J., l.ty' we 'W~'llld th-ink 
:th?t .e_aco pieqe must b.e·ar a. si.gn _ f b . . · 

· · e. - eing, _f rolt\- a permitted. 

spe.cie•s. The:ref9_r~, the purpose' of th _ . 
· · e BaJZ'ai tha is: to, in;-

s:t.ruc1;:. that if the. pie,ces·. seem to b·· -f -· · · · .e r:qm @ne fis,h,, ·ant'l if 

the-re· :i;..s .a si(j'n of 'bein:g a, p.e,rmitted , . • . · · Sf>ecies. ©-I). . 0ne 9f t lte 

pi-e.o·es, th:~:n all of them q;re pemnitted a-nd no furtb.~-r in­

quiry i 's necessa.:t'-,y. 

The disc.us:s'.ion ce>ntinues ,with. a . sto,r.y~ the. end re­

s.glt O'f wbicn is- to, exp·t'.ess· the uncerta:int.y ove1: tne. issues 

rai•s:ed in· thi,.s· sugra. We ~r~ t<,ld tlia.t a 00.at loadei with. 

mud-fish arrived at Si~ara. 'Rab thma ba·r H.innena irtS:p.ect£i.d 

it ap.c;l $~w scales of: a fish aI).d (l~c:l:ared ·tne errt,ire. loa~ 

, 13 h. ..,.. ,,,,..,. ·t • . . . 
p~rmi 1;:te:d. A'c oqrding t .o the 0To:.saic>t, _1s p.1.,es ....... ~. ion. w~s 

th.a:t the boat contained only· .one s;p.e,9ies of ·f-ish', q;p,d th.e 

· · Raba ~iSa',gre,ed: 
:Sc.ales in~icat.ed it w-as a pe-l;nri.tted speci§ls • 

i.. ,j;. th load ID~Y' ;be· 
wit,h :R_ab ;un:a • s dec'j:.siori, !i?a~Qnil'Hj t.,._a\, .· · e 

f
. .h .t:· · . ..,·h " .. ;,th. s· ·-::-a·, es, are. common~ I_t is pos-rqm a plaGe- ·w :ere .fJ.;;:, · ....... . : . · ""' · -'- - · · 

. . ;; d ,::
0 
. ..:'1..1,' -?'de·· .r;. sp·- ecies,, and 

s ,;ible ·th~t tj;iere w~,re petmitt,.ea an · ~ ... 1a1 _u 
O 

· -

... _·- ld. "'o'~-ncidentalY:Y have .be-
the scale~ Rab ·Huna .net.iced ·ao"1 •, - "' · =~ , · · · · 

• .h , f·ore· oab'a i&:sued a 
l

. s·ne"'1·,es. T -.er.e ·--· . , n . . 
·on,ged. to a per.mitt.ed ,D,' - "" · 

d.e~r.ee fo.rb-idding tb.e lo.ad· 

f R:ab· H:una The decr~e o . · • - - • 

r:eports t:hat aah' ·pa-p.i told b-im 
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Ashi, oh the other hand, sa·a 
. l that he was- told· by 

Rab Papa 
t~at Rab Huna permitted even th f. 

. e ish thems~lves, Bec.ause 
of thiS, Rab Ashi said he would n t b . 0 · e in a position to 
forbid the fish; however, h t • 

e con inues, "nor cou).d I per-

mit them, considerin.g what Ra);) Judah said in the name. of 

Ulla .'' s·o, according to R~·'-
a.u Ashi, Rab IJuna's decision dis-

a.g:rees ·\ol.ith th.e vfa~w that t. b · -' ·O e permitted the sign 0'£,. being 

a permitted species must be seen on each fis}:l . This wo.ul.d 

mean that Raba is in agreement with what was supposed to 

have been the accepted halakha. 

The Baraitha first cited in this sugya al-so said that 

"brine whiah has fish in it "means brine with on-e or two 

kalbitb fi-sh floating in it . The Gemara questions why it 

states, "one or two kalbith fish fl.eating in it." The answer 

is that the number required. depends on whether the barrels 

are, open o~ closed. Accprding to Rashi, 
14 

if the barrels 

H. reason. s that if there ~ere open, two are necessary, e 

thou_ght that the fish acciaentally were just one it might be 

ared TWO of tlie kalbith: 
fell in after the ,brine was prep · 

Sufficiep.t to sl;lb$tantiate 
fish, on the other hand, are 

th
e ~uices of pe;rmitted species. 

that t.he brine was made from J 

closed, one kalbith 
This means that if the, barre1s were 

enough to declare all 
fish faun·, d , , . , of· the b,arrels is . 

in one . ts an incl-dent 
the Gemara recoun 

Of the' ha;r·re'ls permitted. Now . 
. ' on o£ the B.araitha . 

. , interpretati . · 
Which chalLeng~-s Ra~hJ. 5 hab R b Adda .bar A a, 

bar Idi was with a 
Once, when Rr..:: IJinnana 
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.... ,e· said that if a hon-Jew· b·ro.·. h 
Jl . . · -ug t b 

a. oat full of ba:rre·ls ·.o-f 

f :;_5:n bri~e- and ~ kalbith t· ·• 1. , . ... . . ·.. is1l is' f oun_d· in. one 
0 £, the,rn,. the 

Q~re ls wo µla b~ .pem.itteq. if th , . : .ey ci;re, ·one· n· r ·f · ""h . 
,r: • "' · ~Y: .a.re 

clo,sed,, the on:e •with the kalb£tJi fi.sli. would i..: . __ . • . 
· · · ... u.e pe:pni.tted 

out .tp.e rest prohibited. R. •. ~dda asRed g. ~fnaen:a the 

.sou:rc;e 9£ hJs opin.Jon. }le. ·rep.lied th.at be--h~ard it freril 

tn.ree· s.ch:ola:::r-s :_ Rab-, Samuel., -an.a. ,it.: lfol):a:a,ar.,.. :a:ashi says 

h t these th.!ree are f · h t · .. a o · •s·u.c;:: eminence th.at. aI). ap:in.ion ·bas,ed. 

up_o,n tnetr views is .a.s telj.able a:S o:p;e ·1;1a$.ec!, ·0n s·cti:.ptµte _ ls 

Ra:ttbenu .Ni·ss~16 prov:ioes a w~y· ·to .soive the apE,are.nt con­

tradicti'.Qn betwe'e:n. the views 0:f t..ne Baraitha. a.nd R.. Hinnena - . ~ 

l:}a4!: :tcl:i. Me points· Otlt that ~P.-'imonia~s ruled t~at with open 

barre.ls, all m~y be per~itted if Qne k~l.bi:th fish. is found 

in ·one ef the bar.1r~ls; if the b-a,rte~s ave close!i, all a re, 

forp;idden l.lllless t.w~. ·.k.:alb.ith fish. are: {d\,lnd ~ ~i.ffer:ent 

l
'"1 • •. o'f 1!)~ •. , ~ 

barrels. t This view i.s in h.arrno:hy with the opini.on ~ 

~n~ -A.Qso, the Tosafot c·oroment that iP Jight of· R. 

• · t rp!reted the ~emara Hinn.ena::."s statement., Eabbenu Erfra1:m in e : , · , - · 
• 

·r' ,.,_r.:r_.,uire ·one' kal-bith ·f-:i:sh .a-nd 
to teach that .open b.ar:rels ""~ -

· b are.· 
b;ead·. or ·back, ol'l..e. . 

· i'f 't.he - · 
::> .• no·t mineed 
a • Rab ·N~hman: I .t 1 S 

re;cogi)izeable. 
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4 • Objection 
accepted 
scales. 

(to no~ • . 2&3') :· Rab Ukb 
that fish are p . . • ~· bar Harn~ says . t 

errnitted if tn h 1 was 
ey ave fins and 

5, Resolution : R·ab Ukba bar Hama • . 
and pelamys; with other fi h 5 Misnnah refers to skate 
det'.errnine if the· fi' sh · . 

5 
~he head c~n be used to · ..1.s ,Perm..l'tted . 

6. Rab . Judah- -Ulla: Rahs Nahman. a a . 
m~y o.nJ.~ be, eaten if th_e, he•a,d n an~~a agree th.at .he~ring 
n1.zeahle . They disagree over eat. · aok,bone. are recog-

. ing the brine. 

7 . Rab Papa: Th e law is in ~accordance with Rab' H'Uha. 

s. Objection : A Baraitha states that if on · a 1...undrea· . ·f fi ' I.. b e in ,._, 
piec~s •o · SOJ:1 ea! a sign O'f being from a penn'itted 
species, all the pieces are permitted. ·· 

Resolution (Rab Papa) ·: 'nl~ Ba:~a::i:tha I s rule applies wben 
"the pieces ·are alike. " · 

9 . Question: ·What is the purpose of :the Baraitha? 

Answ.er: To instruct that if the pieces se.ern to be from 
one fish , and if there. is a sign o·f bei.ng permitted on 
one of the pieces, then all of them are permitted, 

10. Stdry: Rab Huna bar Hinnena declare.d a l0ad of: fish . per­
mitted when he saw · scales of a fish. Raba prohibited 
the fis.b , for the load may have contained prohibited 
species . 

1.1 . R.. Jeremiah; ~ab J~pi said Bab ¥una permitted the brine 
only. 

Rab Ashi : ~ab Papa said Rab ~una ~ermitted the Ifpi=~~d 
brine So I cannot forbid the fi.sh; nor can 
them, · in l _ight of what Ulla said ( 16} · 

• #1') .; '"Brine w:,ith fish in it" 
12. Baraitha (co1;1-tinuat1on of lb~th fish floating in it . 

is brine with one or two ka l. 

. , . . s that if a Gentile. brought 
Story: R. Hinnen a bar Idi sa:( h brine an<;l a kaJ'bit1;I fish 

a boat fu11 of barrels· of fis ls are permitted if 
11 th barre · . • h i ·s in one of theJn1 a e losed tbe barrel W).t .. , _ 

they are open; if they_, a~e c and' the rest a,re forbidden. 
the kalbith fish is permitted 
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5. Leaf of Asaf · t·d •.. Qe i a (.4'0b) 

The Gemara adds very little to the 
Mishnah's state-

ment that a leaf of asafoetida, when 
not cut with a knife 

bY a Gentile., is permi:tteo-. Rowever, s·i· nc" 
:,, "' it does· seem to 

be obvious that the leaf is permitted, the Gemara {:)oints 

out that an argument could be made that in certain cases it 

sho~ld be forbidd,en. 'I'h·at is, were there o.r'c5ps of resin ·on. 

the leaf, it rnigbt 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. The~~fore, th.e purpose 

of the. M.ishl'l,ah, according to the Gernara, is to instruct 

that it may be assumed that the drops on the leaf detached 

themselves without cutting, and came oft together with the 

leaf wh.~n it was plucked. 

Scheme--Lea,f of ]tsafoetida 

1. Gernara: The Mishnah 's ruling is obvious · 

2. Question: What might have been sa'id? 
the Gentile's 

the leaf c.ame from . Answer: That ·drops on 
knife . 

3. Conc lus ion : '11he p-qrpose ,o.f 
Jews may assume the drops 
knife. 
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6. Rolled olive Cak · es (40b) 

The Gemara' s treatment of roll d . 
e olive Gakes is 

similar to lts dis,oussion of 1 a eaf of asafoetida. Though 
ttie ruling ip the .21.ishnah 

seems c:>h:vious,. the Gemara pos­

tulates an argument that could lead to the d.ecisio·n they 

Should be forbidg_en . When th'e 1· 0 ives are very soft, it 

..,._,·· ·ght be a~gued that w.ine ·w·as pu·"t i'n the ...... · m. Therefore, tlt~ 

purpose of the Mishn.ah is to teach taat even when they are 

soft, they are permi teed. It may be as-surned that oil is 

added ,to th.em, not wi:ne. 

Rega.rding the st;atement of R. Jose that, "olives 

whose pits are about to drop are forbidden 1 " the Gemara 

asks what ''pits ready to d1:;op'' m.e:ans'" ,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 rul-e is obvious· 

' d? 2. Ques'tion:. What might have been. sa1. , . 
ft wine i.s mixed with 

Answer: That when the olives ~re so · ' 
,th~m. 

M. hnah is to teach t:hat 
3 · e of the is th • Cone.l us ion: ~he purpos il is !Tlixed with eIJl . 

when the 011.ves alle soft 0 

4 - Mishnah: R. Jose said olives 
drop are f ,orbidden. 

' ts are about to whose pi 

·ts are 
5 "olives whose pi. 

· Question : What are 

about t-o drop?" 

pits drop out 
Olives whose ' 'na) • Answer (R. Jo_se bar J_IanJ. • 

when held in a hand. 



1 · Locusts (40b) 

The material t:>n locusts.consists 
only of two Baraithot . 

Tne first adds little to th 
e Mishnah beyond providing a 

reason for forbidding locusts sold from a .h .k 
sop eeper's bas-

ket. According to the Bara 'th 
i a ' not only locusts, but ca~ers 

and lee ks are permitteq w~.en they are brought ~it.her f;rom 

a warehous:e, stockroqm, or a ship. 19 H.oweve;r, they are for­

bidden when bought f .rom a sh0pke·epe1:' s ba-$ket on the 

counter in front of the store_, because, "they sprinkle wine 

over the·m.,.2° 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. ~owever, it may not he 

purchase{l from the counter -in f rqnt of the sho_pkeeper. Our 

te:xt does not give the re.ason for tl'.l.is prohibitiop. H'owever, 

t he Tosefta21 say.s it is because the cider "hc!-S been 

adulterated 11 (if,.,,Tlltl ,J~D). Alfasi22 says it .is beoause th.e 

shopk~eper mixes wine with it. 

Prompted b-y tbe mention of apple cider, anathe:r 

Baraitha is c .ited wh.icb, involves apple cider of Gentiles . 

In this teaching it is 

with a disorder of the 

r ecounted how Rabbi was once i'll 

powe.ls. He asked whether or hot 

apple ~ider of Gentiles was, permitted or forbidden. R. 
drank 

Ishmael b. R. Jose te:.11€1 him that his fathe·r once 

the 

G~ntile when he was ill 
seventy yeax; old app).e cider of a 

Rabbi ·took this as in-
w.i,th -the same sickness Rabbi had. 

. ed he sent for so.me, 
,dicating it was perrn;i.tt . , 

and , according 



Rab ·shes·he:t;h .,ijns~te.r;s th~ G'emar."'_··•·s· 
... question_, What· is 

~h.e meap:ing of 
0

·.tl'le same rule ij~plie.c,. t -o 
1" "" th'.'e pr .test • 5 

·share'? 11 -He· ,said that the 1-1.· .. . isl)·na·h· · 1 Ii:liei:rde·d that the rule· 

aboti:t pur,chasing· loo~ts ~pplie:s to ·a ,prie-s.t; who. is sus'Pecbed 

o.f, ~ell.ing the heave ·of.t:ez:.i .n9 ;as .though, it w,e,re ~.ell'!mGn foo.d. 

Whei, a pe.,rsen buwa- f :ood fxom ·h1m, the· su~pected p:r·fest ·must 

bri,ng it f.rom his w,a;rel'louse., st9ckroom;,. or a b-i,ts'k:et. When 

be brings it from one d·f these ·plaeei;-, t,he p~iest .wo,rilcl 

h.e·sitate to sel_l his ~riest:' s ~:hate,, f'.or f,ea~ that the 

r .~b_inical au.thoriti~s might ·nea:t' of it. ·ang ,f~t>r'.lv.e 'him of' 

.h:i,s $hare.. I;t 1.s forbid4en to purchase' f:t:91'1,l him when tbe 

ifood :i_Si · '' j,._n f rottt of him., " f9r f'e:ar he fiij.xed the pr.iest ' .s 

Sltare, with other foo<a.. . 

• i· f. th'e' f·o· o.d is .in a o,asJcef. .. , it In the expLana:t.ion., 

may b? pu~ch{:ls·ed. In t'he fJ':i,s_hnih, locusts may •n.tit be. bou.ght 

b. . ,1•p • t b t •mu· s·,,.. .,,.,.,me· fr,o,n the Stdc~:iro<;.>;m,. l as;swne fiopi a ·a:_S.N.e . , U , 1.. v-"'!>.i• . 

th .same as the Mish,nah, that Rah Sl;i,e·s.:ne·tp. • -~ intent. is · -e 
~ - , th.at •wn:i.eh t -s on dis_plaY 

n.aniely ,, ,,tb.a:t :what is forb.iliid~P. i .s 

""n tn.·_._e: one, hand,. i's whe;r.e .tbe· 
fox itm:n:e-diate sale. This, "' 

. n loc'ust'S, and, 
Ge:t1tile s .torek.ee:pe3; wo,1,1ld sprinkle wi•pe 

0 

miCJht find' food lace wtie.te one on the ,other ,ll.and, .Jt.s. the. P. · · 

i,.,_ein~· ·t .h . . e ·p·rieSt ' ,s share . s\'isp~c.t~q. of kJ ... 
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Scheme-- Locusts 

1. Baraitha: Locusts, capers, and leeks are forbidden when 
bought from a Gentile shopkeeper ' s basket in front of 
the store, because he.may . .sprinkle wine over the.m. 

2 • ,Barai tha: ~ story about the time Rabbi drank apple cider 
of a Gentile as a cure for a disorder 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 

.. L.Thirty-eight pages f o Gemara contain an enormous 

amount of material. At tne conclusion of this study, I 

truly understand why the word "s u • ea Ls often used to de-

scribe the from one 

chapter is not easy. One confronts a paradox: on the one 

hand, a chapter of thirty-eight pages provides susbstantial 

Talmud. To accurately draw conclusions 

material from which one 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 .. Row-

ever, the urge to make such statements must be controlled 

for a variety of reasons . To describe one authority's view 

of Gentiles would require a study of his utterances reported 

throughout the TalmUd- A thorough knowledge of the history 

of several civilizations over the course of many centuries 

would be necessary to discuss the significance of historical 

events on .the material studied. 
be said at the conclusion 

What is it, then, that roaY 

Ca
n be made to describe what was 

of this study? An attempt and to discuss some 
learned about the Talmud as litezature throughout the second 
of the themes and concerns that appear 
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chapter of B. Ahodah Zara. 

The schemes of the 
sugyoth presented in t~is thesis 

have serv.ed a two- fold purpose. They' · · 
have been hel pful de-

vi~es to aasist .. ;t}:ie reader follow th . . . 
e analysis of tRe Gemara 

and understand the course f th 0 e discussion. Also, they 

demonstrate t 'hat there is a consistency·• d an: flow to a 

'1'?1linudic argument. It became clear that nothing was really 

extraneous,; t.l:1ere was a log_ical connection between statements 

within each sugya. There was nothing· tha·t ·could t · no read1.l¥· 

be seeh as somehow pert;inent to the subject. 

Moreover, ,the;r,e i~ evidence of a logical order to 

the sugyoth strung together . Each s·ugya can be seen as a 

part of a whole, placed together a'S· units in the J.~ger 

passage of Gemara in a .logiC•i;ll fashion. i,. theme, 1ike a 

threaa,, runs between the sugyotli, shaping them into a fi.ne 

literary unit. Detecting this theme aod understanding its 

course is part of the artistry involved in the study of 

Talmud. 

h . a.bout the· manner i .n .,which the reda~tor Samet 1.ng 

of the material made use ,of the -sources available to· him 

that passages that appear in 
was als0 noted . It was .seen 

l d can be molded to fit into 
differen-t places in t .he Ta .mu 

T
~~s is evidence that the sugya is a 

dif.fe,rent con;t~ts. ,u. 
The material studied in t~is 

contrived literary de~ice . 
- bs • contention that, "in the 

thesis substantiates . L. Jaco 
much an actual record of 

Talmudic . ~ugya we have not so 
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de.bates and discussions but 
1

, 
a iteraru r k 

• ,l ewor ing ot the 
origina.l material 1.n which pro . . . 

f t nl ef ec • 
. IIU.nence is give-n -to literary 

The sche;mes repeatedly reveal th f 
· · · e requent use of 

the ques'tion-ans'wer furm of the sugya. The redactor seems 

to use this form as a means 
of bringing pertinent information 

about the topic unaer sc-rutiny. Ther:e ;
5 ... also, iadicat'ion 

tpat the question-answer .form is not the work of an actual 

ma:qshap (one who pose-s th.e questiqn) and tartzc1-n (one who 

ahswers), but the use of the.se fictitious · characters by the 

redactor of t:t):e sugya. This .format provides the opportunity 

to cite traditions he. wanted to re,;;:br·_d. Jacobs said of this. 

form that. it is "th~ common method of the Gemaia to comment 

on the Mishnah. " 2 It i ·s an aritficial d~vice, as Jacobs 

said: 11 If w¢ are correct µi our assumption, the ,Geltlara pre.­

re.rs to. convey all the r elevant informati on (about the mat­

ter being discussed) in the more artificial .b,ut more dramatic 

,,3 The sugyo'th analyzed form of the question .and. answer. 

in this thesis tend to confinn the validity of Jacobs, 

theories. 4 

Thr:oughout the 

several assumptions about Gentiles· 
;ish-Gent-i1e relations. 

f Ab dah zara ,studied ~ere 
chapter o 0 

and concerns that occupied 

For the 
the sages with respect to Jew · . 

. . e revealed in ·the 
dramatic chan9 

most part., there was no 
. perspectives. 'The 

d Amo.raic · 
material between T~nai tic an 
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main exception to this is the concern 
over the actual wor-

ship of idols. The Amorairn 
' though familiar with the practices 

and customs of idolatry, do not appear to have been as 

troubled by the attraction of idolatry to Jews as were their 

predecessors. The following ar th e e 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 t0 sell., for 

doing so would diminish the animal's value. 'rhe Gemara m; 

accepted this belief, and even brings testimony of Amorairn 

who witnessed sodomy between non- Jews and animals to sub­

stantiate the claim. As if to emphasize the point, the 
d to "prove 11 

Gemara cited an Amoraic midrash which was use 

Prefer 
sex with animals belonging· 

that Gentiles actually 
,_,

1
. th their own women. This belief 

to Jews over relations w 

rabbis of the runoraic period 
also shows the distrust the 

· .r/Vnical1Y · the notion 
seems to view "'" 

had for Gentiles. They 

that Gentiles will not 
. od my with the animals of 

commit s 0 

are afraid of being caught }JY 
other Gentil es because they 

. f being discovered by Jews. 
them, but they are not afraid 

0 
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.2•. I:rnmoral ,sex,.ual - 1-re atio:ns· ... · .. ,_ . . 
. ,.,,J. I..U "WO"". ' en. 'The M.'h. "" •~• .. , . :LS :naih 

accep'b'S th,~ belief ~hat ·if a J·e~ish .·· . ·. ; . 
.. . . wo~n, is alop.e wi.t.h G~~-

til:es-: they w~ll .abuse her sexuall~ .. This . . . , reason. for· .the 1aw 

prohibi ting,J a woman fr-◊m b.e±ng al . . .. - . on.e watl} them. was ·S:UI:lported 

both. PY o:t.b;?l:'. T~n,.naitic• and .7'...:or.a•c e 'd· .. · ·· · ni.u · "" · · vi . en.ce. Tlie 'G;e.mara,, 

hew.e,ver , ·do.es (Ill~lify th,e test-:r~·ct· i' on b·ut · .. ... 1 . .., . , · . · -cer·1.-ain y, not 

be.cause the a.s·sumption .is. ne't valid Mor-,,;,,,v· er· --_ ... __ , . . • . ~v .. , a-n· nuio,r ·a. 

stated ±:hat it is· a frequ$nt <i>'ccu.rrene'? for a Ge,:o,tile tq 

visit bis fri'enlis :tQ.r t).:l;e pu,x:po-se of ·en,ga:ging ~n sex,ual 

.iiI)'t'e:tcourse with t-h..e -i'r wi-ves,. 1\lso., tne Gema.t.a holds tnat 

a Gen.tile, ;woman .ha::s no .1;:qn.trol: ov~r her l).usband' s fidelity. 

T-he· '.i~pl.i.o·a:tion ·was that Jewiis.h wt;>rnen. do., .Aga:i n,., th.e· distrust 

of th:e rab,b .is for non-J'ews is- cle~rly ev.ident. 



t:ne t 'al;>o.is .h:~d o-f n.,Qn:-Jews•. 

4. Gert.er.al: safety ·of J~ws: T'"'e bi h 
w L'l s . na:l:i, J:ev.e.al~ an 

att.i t.~d·e of concern for tb.e s,afet.y f. o J:ews l'.l?Qt.•· · 
· · · · ~ 0 · ... e;ve-r, o.er-

tail'l ·Batai thot, but;. mor.e: es.peoiall , .· . 
~ · · Y ' some o.f :the }~me:ra'im 

.cited, s 'eemed to feei ·tha:t t:be ,thr.e :t . . .. . a was not. as OIJlt.l·!li""'J?I.eseilt 

as tl:l~· M;i.shnah seems eonv•inced i't w.a_s mh b 
· • • .la• e, · ~st ex~ple is 

the lenienay· wit.h r ,es,pect ,t .o r ·e.,celving. ,mediGal t:reatme.nt 

from ·.G.ehti.les. ·Several e~ce~tidh. 0 t.o· t ·h·e ·••·i'· sh•n::i_ h, 5 st i . . J:' • "' · L'l · • ... . x ~gency 

were tn~de by the. A.:moraim.. We are, even t.o1d ·of at least two. 

a:ut}lori ti~-s famong them the highly i::espec:ted R. Jo~anan bar 

Nap.paha,) who sought 6tit, Gent'il:e·s .for me,dical tre.a'tment . 
• 

. Afio.ther wat in w:trich qoncern for Jew,s • saf.ety was re-v.eaied 

is. the inter·e.s1:dng ·fai..tb the r ;abbis .of· the Aroor:aiQ p~ried 

h~d in tne trrotedtibn :•of t .he· goverrut\ent. Tn¢.y·: stl;'ess that 

a Jew ,with eonI:1,~ctiens d.n, the gJ:HJ,e~nrn~n't, or •who i _? i.mp.ot--

1::'ant; is more s·ee ur:1? than tho.Se with.out·· such. cpnne{':;tions • 

Ev~n gi y..ing the impre·ss;i.;011, ·of being impoi;tant, wh~t·her or 

not it is t~:u~ ,, c;,an he1~ a Jew • 
several st.a.t~ments in the 

5.. suppet:tin<j idQ}.atry: 
• . . . , .:i . • ,.ns.ure tni:it Jews do• tic>thi:ng 

•Mtl.shn~n were· C:leatly; 1.n.ten•de~ to .k -

. . . t ate-s the p:r.aptice of 
that diree·tly, s ·upp.orts or peipe u ··· 

. . . 1. to a Geritiie woman 
e~t. ·.eod.1-ng he P ' · 

id0lat:ry.. This :even me.ant 
. . .. h, s action the J'ew 

in childbirth was pro:hi'.];5:i.ted, 'for by t ~i . 
.. t the v,oi'ld. In. the 

'h . idolater .in ()) 
would. help· brin~ a:not .. er ·· · ·· · lt does ,,no~ .se?m to Ytave 

Gem:ara t .his met a tni1e-ed, react•iotl•· 't . . . but this· .was· n0.., 
t. o the Am9raim.·, 

be~n as great a conoe.rn 

----



universally -accepted Th· •t .. . • .. •a is, Rb 
. . . . ·a Jos.eph feit 

sno.ul:cl d,o cert~.1n: ,i:h:in-gs, in . ... . that Jew~ 
. . Qltder- to a . . . .. 

·e .... m, ·ty l'.'-f_: G -~ • 1 . . void raising the 
p.••~ ,.. en.1,.1 -es fo.r Jews Hi . 

. ~ . s. v.1-~w,,. ho.wev:e-r, ;l:llet. with 

0 :pposJ tion. Evidence that •the· Amotaim w ··. . .. ere J..e.s,s ·c·on• c · · ·· d 
• h. • .;i 1. t · , , . erne, w~t iuo ,a ry is Pt°imaril_y fo· -. d . . .. 

· un · in :tne laG!k, of qiscussi0p.s 

dir~ctly r~lated to it . Th ·• e 'St ron.gefit ·sti(tem· en·t ·s ~ome f+o.m 

Tahnai t.±.c so:urc-e-.s. ,What wa· ·,s a· . . . · · qoncern f.o.r th . • e Amora·im ,.wa,s 

a Jew. doing aDy·· thing· th-""t '.youl;:: e · · · · "" ... · . "' · nco_ura."'. ·e ,:, ant tt0n-.J e-wish, 

~o.:psliip. 'Tied {rt with t:~ip was· t_he, d· e ."'i' ..,_.,,. t:~-~ - .a.cc . ..., in.s:ux:e ·tb•at 

i]:ews do n_ot r by· th_eir ac·'ti.' o·ns ,.,_a G- t · 1· .- . . ;. "' • ,u.s·e en .l es :to PU~ the 

N':eahi.de: laws . 

·6. u_a-~ ·o·f rlan'.<ii be,n.e,_f it f.r;om. tl.)..1:ng,-s ·a.ssoci.a:ted. with 

ido.latiy: ·The stat:em:e.nts of tlle 'I'ann~itic- pn-9:- Amotaic 

.aµth.o·rJ. t..ie·s i;-eveal .some unde.:rstan.:s:!.:Lng of the r.eli:gi.on$; of 

,the· pe:opl~ pit'Q'\llld tl'!,_em. var.io,us re~ul~tioij.S· ·-were mane bas·e4 

on the· knowledge; that a e1s.rt~tin itern is· .o.ot used f:n idQlat:i;ou:s 

•• - .::1 • th th · l · ' s o·.t w .. ~_._·r,.. rite s. 'Tl);_e r~bis- :were acquainteu w.1 •• , .e1.r P a.ee . "' 

ship pn,d., some -9f tqe practices that 0.c:rc:µrr.ed in tl}E:$ ... .Ma.ny 

of the prahibi ti,-.ons ,i.n· the· Jourth Mishnah extended -:to· all 

1:)ehef i.t db:e te a cl:ear soti'nec~ion wi:ttl i .d61-atry • ,Whe:r.e bh~ 

he. ·~ne'f:'it w~s atlowe(i. The An\6:rai c 
conn.ec_t1.on is· 1ess .certain, 

·1·• _.,_ •• t .h ___ i_,s .r.¢:~Jai:d, kl~:ny o·'f the 
rnq.teria.l sh-o.ws le;~·s Qoncern ·~ 

tr, a· · .a 1 t.1.ons· of the 

Which· bl J · ena . e .. ew.s 

idol.atry. - • and een,tiles:. 
. be-twee.t1 -Je'VIS 

,sopia.l inter<1-ctJon 
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r;rnis concern ;i. s nev.-er ex.pre.s-se·a 
e-xplic:i. tly in ~e· ~ihnah .. 

1-1owe-ver, a,s was observed_., i.t 's ... ·cleal'ly s.a:. .... t d . 
· · · · ,..g;, e l.Q other 

sources, primarily in Amo.raic· fradi't.io.l"ls .. •.· · 
•1- . There· ~~n. b.e · 1 i ttl'e 

question that the•, effe.ct of ma .·. · · · ny of th~ ·prohibitions in tne 
r,_U.~shj\·ayotb. anQ. B.ar-ai.tnot 1 • q_ o. P. {"' · 'l • e. , . 1 ,<1,P.a'l:es·t i' • · · - · · · · n1.an sources) 

·wa~ to ~e•strict opportunities for. Jew"' ., and Ge.l.ltil.es te sP-

c i .aJ.ize. Moo.?ae even. ti~ces the. conee.r-.n• fox i~tei:~:rriage 

back to the da"!,S. of Ezra · .:3 N. h · 5 • .11' • · _ ap1a . ·. e , em1.a ,. · and c:a..1.1s the c:on-

oe_rn. ove-r as'.s ·.;i..milat:i:.on the- "ori:,gin of J,ewish ··e-xclusiv~ness. tt 6 

In. tne .Amor'.aic period, th:e pe;r~e:l ved ·th:ceat of as-sillti.1-ation 

"" prev1,ous y. T111s b,y n-o, means wa. s not as g_ r -eat a-s. i"': ,w·.a.s · ·· 1· ~ ·- · 

m~a11t a relari-ng o.f the px:.ohibitiori.s .• But. t:qe fa_at. cannot 

be ove;i;-i:ook.ed th~t many, o·f the i.nci:qents recount]~·d, ±n the 

.Gemara: have. t.p do with rabbis= so(::ializing .with Ge:ntiles ,, 

both in their 0~n homes ~hd in t}le homes .of' nop,-Jews. It i ,s 

·a1ao clear '.in all t.)le ~t~-t-i:a.l tna:t ther~· w.e:t:e .activ:e. b.usines:S 

G·•en""i' les· .- ,Fnr'.t _h __ ermo .. r-e.,. it 
relatiop.ships between ,Jews and ~•\:>. ..., 

· , p ·ri· ""cl.' p-·1e·s w0 r· ·e .. a,io'tepted witb.t :te£$pect 
was ~reen that sever-a"" . ~L - · . ..,.. · "' · 

t 
. ., 

1
, .... h. 

1
• eh· •b·"'o· ·a· .le-ned· · t he ·p0ss..ibiii ty 

, o. Gen·t
1
ile_ f oo·d $1Gl ute.nsa :s , .. , .· - . · ..... w · · · · 

r.vn,. . a ·s '"' .. _,.,_ .. .1.' ·al·_ ,,.,..d·_. bus1hess 1:evel. Othe·r evi-
for intera,ctip_n ,;;,.u """' ...... -

d 
. ::-n·,. t .e.·.,.,.,c.t·. -~o-:n ,i_n the ~oraic· p~riod' niaY, b~ 

enoe of :i-nc·r :e,ase-di ... ,,_,.. .... 
c.d>nsulit:Ln<J .Gentile-aoct:9.rs. 

seen in what wa.s· said· above ab.out 
· . th-,"'- J·ews we,re, a.s:sociating 

rt: is possib_, le thii-t tbe fact · a.,,_ · · · 
the•Jtromin~nce at t;he 

... o...,·e . . d . . G. t· l.. ,,ec: increased 
w -~ an. ~ore: -with· ' e_n .· .i: "" · · 

Co . . f·.· 'a· ....... ou·s f'n·r.r_·_, Gentile ·enm1tY• ·. ncern . .-or .. :1- ,, . • 1 -.:.t f the ma.· •.teri.a: 
t 'ng insi9"-' 0 · 

~.cortomic~:, An interes -l. .· 
8. 



studied i ·s th.e. r.~alizati·0 n. o.f: the 
"· \ . . role of ee·on·. "' ... . · ,, .. •· . . . " ... · vllU.CS 1.n 

peo.ple' s live-s •. Th·at •is•, it wa,s nated . . · 
· • • , es.pe~;i..ally b , h 

. ~·"" 't . ..";f t .e Aroor~im.,; i.;ua. econom~c conside . t • . · r .~, ).ons · would b·-·e· taken tnt;o 
aoco:un.t by G!:!ntil'e·s- t :etttp;ted to co • t . . . 

· · ll).IIU · 1 IIUI\O ra l,: a.ct.s . As, 

e).{amples., the Ge,mara· liblds 'tl\at a G •·t· i · · en 1. .e would n:ot: :cis•k. 

Losing the sal:e: ·of a red heife·;tl.' by p· utt • · · · · · ' · ·. , · · ang a load ~n it 

(vthidh would invalid~te it as ,a s.acrifioe'),;, Gentil~s; ,it< 

was. sa·ii;i,. w.ou;I.d not eoJ;llll\it ·so-&omy with 'their. o-wn, .aira.imals-

if they int~nd to ;s¢'ll, th~m,i Gentiles· will not .abuse a· 

Jewi.sh woman .b:eing· he:Ld ,hostage, beca;11s-e they know her 

·liusb~nQ: ,;.,ould hot pay tlte ranspm :mo.n'ey if they did. Fµ:l,::'ther­

itlO.re, the prohibition of ,Gentile ~Go.ds was a mea,ris ot. 

limiting c;oinpe-t:ition. This,,. to ,be. -sure~ .i.S co'I.U;lter.balanced 

by many' o;E the ruliin.g,s · whl'.ch ·pe:tmit Gent.iie goods, thus 

'e.nc0uraging comp:etitioJh 7 It. was a-lso se·en ,t~~t- a conce:t:n 

of t:.he ra'.bois wa,s whetng_r oi; not. a p'l'ol)ib:Ltion \iioul<i •ca:U$e 

eoo.nomic h~rdship 'for J·ews. I! Lt did,, this· ~ight ·be 1~pund.s· 

for ann uli,i;ng tti~t ~ecree,. 

In I Mac.q. 1:2 is: foum{ the J'ewisr'l argUil\~nt .for 

. ·ounding cuiture: °.Let us go and 
ass·imil.ation into tbe .surr · - · , · 

__,,. 
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regulations whieh drastically mark Jews 
off from other 

people. While not opposed to increased . 
. . relations between 

Jews and Gentiles, it is clear th 
at the Amoraim were as 

adament as the Tannaim that Jews . . 
· muSt protect their religio~s 

and cultural integrity. Moore notes that the 
laws of cle~n 

and unclean and t _he dietary 1 h - aws ave been perceived as 

ways of putting hind_era.nces in th · · e way of Jewish intercourse 

with no~-Jews. He says, "Of this t~ere- is neither internal 

nor exteI.'nal evidence. " 8 To M . oore, these laws were simply 

~ncient custom:, similar to those of other cultures. I must 

respectfully disa.,gree 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

G~ntiJ.e re lat.ions. The -rabbis recogniz.ed 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,. tpe Amoraim tried 

to balance the growing social and business intercourse 

h maintenance a~d rein­
between Jews and nori-'"'jews with 't · e 

f orcement of basic restrictions· 

J
. ,.,s pal.· a for se.par,ation w~ quite 

The price the e,. ·· 
·. separatene-ss of the Jews .• •. was 

higl). As Moore says, ''The 4,9 

one of the prime causes of 
the a-n:imosi ty toward them· 

Other £actors contributing 
. t:1·pathY of non-Jews to the an 

' sh toward Jews were the Jewi 
Judaism is the . , t ' on that -conv1.c 1. 

manner in 
On~ true religion, and the 

h . h Jews asserted 
W J.C .. 



.,2 39 

t:h·is; 9onviction .• T}le reason: J - 5 - ew . w~re not toi.'e:rate·d1· __ . . wr-it:es 
.M,oote, '·'"las qJ.11e_fJ;y because they a l on:e w· - .. . . ·ro 

. . . · - e~e :i_nt0l.e:rant-.. " 
I aJt\ not. qU:aii fied to r~f'ut¢ this la·s't .. .._ . . · · 
· · :S1.::at,en_ient, and I do 

not do'Bht that some- hatred bf ,Jews- c;,pn be attr1,butea to 

ehe tie~ce des,ire of J~w$ to . .. ¥5:i:'.oteet themselves a.nd the' 

path the:y cllose bo achieve 1;h;iit ,goal., Ht>w~ver, ~e m\l.S.t 

~eep ih mind that s~w.eral ·~.£ the ·it'es.triotions wer~ ba$eQ 

0.IJ the he. l ief that be·cau$.e. the Noahide 1a;w.s apply to cill 

peopl e, Jews mus-t~- do pe·tb.it.tg to eause a. :ntm-JEJw to v._iole\te· 

them .• M0re't:ive,:r, it was seen ·that fear· -and dist1=-ust l,i.y be­

hind many .ena~t:men.ts .•. B.efat:e too much· -respoti'sibil-ity for 

apti-Jewisli fe:el.i.hgs is placed an Jews, .the. t.ause:s f ·or t:h:e­

J~:a;r: &nd ·distrust which p,erjrt~ate chapte:t two of· B .• ,4bO,da.4 

Zara need to be analyzed. 

----
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Part r 

1. Rashi,, A.Z. 22.~, s.:v.. l'I(. 

·2. Ibid. 
d" ated as a sacrifi,ce is 

3 Th t · · for an ,animal de 10 ft (A z 5: 1.) the • . .· e erm the 'Tose a · · -, • 
il.Yj7 l 1l ( See Glossary) • In · t. on constitutes dedicating 
que.stion is asked! Wha~r~~sl. sacrifice? The .. answer-ro the 
a:f). _qnimal for ~n ~~ola . ered dedioated', · ~ • f:0 

,,. 

given is that it is cons id t1· on) was done to it. t · ( f consecra sage does no 
time that an act O h t the Tosefta pas ·. 
Lieberman points out t a 
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sp-ec,ify ti:e de;ea w~iQh will .. , . 
Ho~e\7~-r. -,, _ it •doe:s say t .hAt ifmak:e ~~e anJmal sacrea·., 
an1.m_ a_ l . (ia c~onaec_rated·) fo· ·r •. ! P

1
e_:t1son says._, ·11 'Tl:iis. 

. t'l,;.1.ng :c th . . i\:,,lo -atn1 ' ,._ h. . no -.u · .,, .1.:0•r . ere 1.s no 0· ,,... . . .. :--~·• • • u.e .· _as• •said 
(. . . .b . . •. . . . .... nsee;i;at1:on :i: • . . 

.L . .ie. e -rm~n,-, 'He_lle:nism, ·p. _14 7,) · T • · J.)o.r i.dol worshi.p'' 
Ql ~s:i:-on i :s tb.at ·some act :must b . ~erefo~-e-, the cqn.­
animal . f_o.2: t,he pu.r_p.oseof offe~n?e~c;,:i;,m.ed on _'.t..~e .. 
·-to an. 1.dol :foi- the animal to b . .f 1.~ . &s a sac-:n.£1ce 

·· · · · e conside·tetl ~~-ill. 

4. R:ashi s:a:Ys' this mean.s• th"'t "The a · 1 · · d 1 · · . .;:i • • • "" ' ru.ma ha& been. made. -an .l. o . , a.nu the~ nl"o-st""a·ted t'nernsel.ve· s • . :i, :l:"c"- .... be.f0:tie it" 
Ra·s.01, A .• z. 22b, adlott.:). 

5.. This is ho~ A. Mis·chon ,translates the saying in orh~ .. 
. So11oino Talmud, Aboi:).ah ·Zaz-a, _p. 11'4·. -

:6. As Will b(;? s.een, thi's lenieii:ey is• 9•u.alifi,ed below. 

7 .. The word NiliiH connotes· not only "evil smel,l,," but also, 
"mo·r.al ±mpur.ity," and "lust" (.See Jastrow:, Oi-<~tien:ary 
of 'the Ta-rgum;i.:m, 'Talmud Babli, :Y.eri,rshal.mi ,; a.ne!l Mfairasfiic 
Lit-eratu.:ce, 1975, .s:. y •. HlinlT). · In the three plac'es tni:s 
.pas:5-age occurs, ThEt Sq;ncino Talm1;1d t12an·s1ate:cs it as . 
'•'l-u:st," "lu,s;t.ful.nes•s," and '"·filthy lust.~'' Beoau$'e· of 
th~ cont·e:xt in Aboda.;ll Zara , I have t:ra.irslate.a' it as 
'' .evil smell, "· 

.a . "In .the· gar{ien,· q,f Eden, ·accordin'1iJ to a trad:Ltion." 
(Sonci:no Talmud, Jeb.arr.oth, p. 711.J.,, t)Q<te 14) • 

9. That is, the human s:p.e9-'ies •.. ~ee Jastt<\lW:, nic~ticinary~ 
s. v: RDn ,-t, and 'Jhe SonP-ino ·T,al-muci1~ ·Yeb&xn°th, p... 711, 
note· 15 .• ·- ·· 

10 •. Ja.strGw (Ibid.) adds 't,J:1~.t i:t ·wa;s, ''chec.l<,e¢l througb: t.J;ie 
• f • t -. r If 

11. 

1_2,. 

1.3. 

in.fl.uence .of ~el1g1.on. 

. ., . . . . , i1 D 11 M 'ii 1 -!I l. M ~ M • 
p'e·e Rashi; A.Z .• 23.b,. s.V-:-. 

.. ,, s a d'.ig-ress•iOn: int<:>, the ' 
Follo-wi· n·g· this statem.ep,t ,i_. • d 1oe-ifer. Tb,'e dispute is ., . . f -"'he re J• , .,. ~,£·' . O"'" .- · 1 · ·t"-)! , f nolines:s O - i:. · · , · t ,. f -a sc,.e,x;,..: . .1.ce , . ... qua l. . Jc P . . . . ;s 1 s tha 9 · . · · h 
O:·~_ ..... · r":h-e.· ther its hol.i:n~s . . · · tenan¢e <?f t e ver ,,., .. . . . . .. , d :for .-~ll.e ma1,n .. 
of something dedicate. 
T_emple. 
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that when 
purposes , 
back than 

buring an animal f 
this watchin . ram a Gent· 1 
the birth of 9 t~y a Jew need ~o: for sacrificial 

. e mother of the extend further 
purchased animal. 

1s. see Zeba.l;im 116b. 

16 . I Sam. 6: 10 . 

17. The Mishnah, tri3.ns H rb versity Press 19 74' 1 e ert Danby (London·. ' , p. 533. Oxford Uni-

18 , For more on the law of of the Eighteen Thi· n ,,n,, see Part F · gs . ive, the discussion 

19 . In our text the attrib t . . of Samuel •.• " However ui~on is, "Rab Judah in the name 
this block of mate rial appthe two ot~er places where 
B,. Sotah 7a--Rab Jud"'he tars--B .. Kiddushin 80b and 

· ~u GJUO es Rab. 

20, Rashi, A.Z. 25b, s.v. nl.Jlll. 

21 • ~-· l_!ullin 91a, Tosefta, A.Z. Ch . 3 . 

Part ' II . 

1 . 1 . Soncino Talmud, Abodah zara, p . 130. 

2 · Rab~ei:iu 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, 

11

for she would 
be giving him life." See Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, 

A . Z. 7a, s.v. p!L 

3 . Rabbenu Hananel comments (A:~Z , 26a, ad loc.) that Bib­
lical support for the position that Gentiles may nurse 
Jewish infants can be f·ound in Isa, 49:53. In that 
verse the prophet says of Gentile kings, "And kings 
shall be thy foster fathers and their queens thY nursing 
mothers ( 

1
7np7 lD). n It should also be ~oin~ed out that 

Rabbenu Nissim says that this p.ermission is on~Y ex­
tended "in times o f danger," e.g., when the~e :i.s no 
Jewish woman available to nurse the child, see Rabbenu 

Nissim to A1fasi, A. Z. 7b, ad 100, 1 

4 
• Lauterbach, "Attitude of the Jew TOW•

rd the 
)Ion-Jew,• 

p. 202. 

5 . Rashi, A.Z. 26a, ad- lOC, 
6 ,Abodah zara, P• 131, Jastro"W 

• The Soncino Talmu~, 
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(Dict;,ionary, s.v. tl,ilT ·) translates: "b 
nursing - '' · ecome ungainly by 

7 • Rabbenu "Nissirn to Alfasi, A. z. ?h, 
s.v. 

8 . Laut·erbach, "Attitude of the Jew Toward 
pp. 232-33 , note 62 . the Non-Jew," 

9 . Joseph S. Bl.och, ,Israel and the Nations trans 
0 Leon Kellner (Berlin: Benjamin Harz, 1927), p. 0 1a~: 

10. See Danby' s translation of The Mishnah, p . 342, note 1. 

11. The text of this Baraitha which Alfasi, Rabbenu Hananel 
and Rabbenu Nissirn had included apikorsim in the · 1ist 
of those that should be cast:~into but not pulled out 
of a pit . 

12. See also Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A. z. 7b, ad loc. 

13. See The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 131, note 6. 

14. Rashi, A.Z. 26b, s.v. 1111Pn~. 

15. That is to fulfill the mitzvah of circumcision. I. u~.e 
the wo,rd milah to denote more than the mere operation 
of removing the fore·skin. 

16. See Mena~ot 42a. 

17. In Mena~ot, instead of th text reads 'Kll'lN . D'lJlJ 11,Y e 

Z P 132 note 4. 18.. See The Soncino Talmud, A. ·, • ' 

. his reputation j ·ust to 
19. Who would not risk damag7n9A.Z. 27a, s.v. nnlllD N!Jl'l 

mutilate a Jew. See Rashi, 
and Tosafot, A.Z. 27a, s.v. N!Jn l. 

20. 

21 . 

22 . 

23. 

Tosefta A.z. ch. 3· . • see 
d Mt Ger1.zim, 

. f Samaritans an . · y of the Jews, 
For a discussion o and Religious H1.stor a . Jew s 
Salo .Baron, A social . . t 2· Phl.lade.lP i . ..,6-35. 

· - - - -· - ·· · T mes Par 1952) P~· z.. vol . 2: Ancien , f .America, · ' 
Publication Society 0 

See Ra-shi, A. Z . 2 7a ad 10c. The soncino Talmud, 
eads , l UJA • In -tha t the Munich 

The text of the Gemara i ~ is pointed out 
A Z P 1 34, note 9, 

• • , • J,\ 
M.anusc·ript h?t5 'l lY • 



J..i. 1, •. :,A)..beck, ill!!/!) ,.,'1lt>. ill'Jl2 1\ z 
r _ 'l"_ ~IJ' · llj,i 

2. See a1S,a P,. S-ha.bbc1,t 14.d. 

3. 'I'h_e . Stfncino Talmud Sh~1..b 
• • •. f Q:IJ at, .:P• 5.,;-9· I note '6-~ 

4. Hi•s s ·crip'tural s,un .... 0··....,t. 1.' "!:I 
. . ' . . .. · • . c-i:- .. .._.. s i:.2e'k 2 . 

Isr_ael s rebell-io1.1-sness · •· · : 3, wliiqh sp·ea:R•s- o"t 
. . . 

s. Shq.pba,t 116.a; s. V. Ql:J,71 'i911. 

6,. Ac:co•r.ding to the reG1.ding· in -..,. -. . ... 
.. . u 'UI 1t> , .i711;im' • 

7. "Tdentif~_ed. wi,tb :Sucl1nin, nertli o-f h · . , -
Batt au£ in Galil'ee ..... " mh 8-. ·· . t .e _plain Gf El . • .• • .... .. e .. onc1.no· O\"a. ·lmu·d . "' z 8'5, note 3.. · ·· .. , , ~ - • .p. 

9. Note t:hat it is not a ne--gative· tefe!'e,nce to J:e$~s. ~-. 
E'lie:z:er ' :s crime·;. a-s he understood it, wa,.s. t.pat he 
listened t-0 ·t.he · hala·kha att-ribu:tred: t .o·, J.'E!'SW> and. e-njq.yed 
it~ More}o·ver; he · had no refutat.iQn ,of it. He• rea_l.iz·~s 
tha1;: .h_i,s er.:t1or ·was •en_joyiil.CJ ,S0.J:tie,thin.9 t~'ll;g~t by· ~ In,m-, 
and tb.,a:t he .listened lon·g eno-ug_h to h~.a.r. hi,s b:~-aJduLc 
gisct1s.sion . .- •F:o,r. the int-erpieta.tion ~f t;b.J:.Ss pa~.sgi.~e I 
a,m. in.debte<t1 to Dt... ..Ja)cob Pet'uc:howski •. 

lo - . d 
'• P. Shapbat 14 . 

11. 

12 .• 

13. 

r -::sa 
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That the Gernara c-i tes this 
h .. h. version of R . teac ing ere, when it could h ·· • Johanan' s 

d ·t· "th ave ment · • tra 1 ion WJ. equ~l force- and , 10r_ied the variant 
said at the . end of the pre;icus c~ns-1der1.ng. what w.as 
that there is agreE3ment that it ~ rag:raph, it seems 

· 18 the .accurate tradition. 
16. See B. Sanh. 19a. 

17, ... See B. A. ·Z. 27a, -w.her~ circ,umc-ision performed by a 
Gentile who is a pu.bl1.call¥ recogni-?ed expert is 
permitted. 

18. T~is-. is !he second re~e~~nce in this chapter ·to .the. 
distinctive· trouble' rn1,n1.m caused tile Jews. Fw:-thermore 
it i s another indication that to the, redactor a min ' 
could have been a non-Jew. In t .l;le context, it would 
cert:ainly be justified to say this·-,. since the discussiot). 
involves the similarities between the cas.es of R. Johan·an 
and R. Abbahu seeking medical treatment. · 

1:9. These locks were w9rn by R;Qman and. Greek yo,uths of the· 
uppe.r class, and we.re offet:e:d to the ·gods on: arriving 
at puberty. See Mishnah A.Z. 1:3-, Deut .• Rab. 5.2, Lev. 
Rab. S23. The rabbi·s were also aware of the 7ustom of 
off.ering hai:r to Kemosh. see Mekilta de-Rabb.1. Ishmael 
to ·Ex. 2·0 ~ S. 

Part IV 

. l.. Albeck, nnm .,,," nilli,, A.Z., P• 3291 s.v; l"'il. 

2. Rashi, A.Z .. 29b, s~v- ,,,_ 1n'pnnn il'il~. 

3. Albeck, A.z., P• 330, s.v. l"lll7 n11w1. 
ilJ l'JT.I .,,,o ill!lfl , 

4. See Ps~ 106:28. 

5. Bloch, Israel and tb.e Nat'ionS, P· 
31

·• 

6. A:lbeck, 
., A z p. 323. ill t'.in ., 11t:1 ill!/"' • • ' 

. , S V p1n11J plPl' • 
7. Ibid., p. 330, • · was not 

, however, . 
that this v1.ew, 0 benefit may 

8. The M.ishnah notes it was aecid~d ~ha~ ~ck b.olds th,at 
-accepted, ,and tnat . urnt offer.1ng .. A . .1:P show: that the. 
be derived .from the b the Mishnah . t? (Albeck, Ibi.d., 
that was added l~ter to Ishmael's o-p1n1on . 
sages p.isagree W1 th R-
.p. 330. 



--====~---
24:6 

~ .• Rashi, A.z. 29b l'i; s , •. v . • p!Jy 1'·"' .... . ,~ '"'1 Plnl ~ 

l __ '.0 •. · A],.beck, il.J .. El.-_·l'J , 11 .. · M ·. lJ7lJ< htt·. 
. ,'V :i')l';tl? I A '"' 

- . · ..-c,~ ·p. 33'0 ;; , 

h 
. , ~ .. V. . lJ l il · . . . 

11. Ras x~ ~ .• z:. l9:b, svo· ~l ·- 1111n,1'7,yi1Jll'i7 
• • " ::ttJ n:r· . · • . ' 1lY, ,,, ,'AY n:n 

12 R
, J · h· · ~ , . ill. 

. . • • OS ua Llll.SC·usses a . . . 
0 .~- Song~- l: '2. rrhe -sp~c ~~aimrnat:1.oa1 questi0n 
,d,_1:scu~·~:iq:n. 1 "' c-s are not ··· abo.u.t Song important to our 

13. Miei·ziner, __ J;.""""n'""t_;;;·D·:..::·o::.;:d:.:u~a~t:.:!i~·o~n~t.~9~J;!· ~~~~ t>i:~ T.almud,, .pp. · 15,.~-ss .• 

.1:4.. :tbi:.d. , p. 15 3. 

15,. 011., pa;ge J2b ~f A . .-z. :&. Judah b B th . . 
this ver$-e the law that the · . ;. yra dar:1.·v.es .from 
}:jl,' o·v:ershad9wing. . . ' , . sacri. .LC!;! to idols aei iles 

16. See, Mi·el·ziner Irtt.t· d · ·t. . ,,. . 0 Ud 10n to, the· Talmud, pp. 147 - i O. 

17.,. rbi,d.,. pp. 147~48. 

18. Jbld., P~ 149,. 

19 •" Se.e The sonci,,no. _;_;_-=.:::::.::.:::.=.:.:.:r:...~T2::J \~l~J;n~u~d, A,. z. , P'• 14 7, ,note 10 .• 

20. Ra$'hi, J\ .Z. Z9'b, :~ • .v. ,g1'7n1 N .o.1wb. 

21. E:_as.h_ i, A. z. JOa, s. v. ttn:"'ll!! n,'11'1) l~lti 

22 • 'r~e ,Gema . ..r~ ex.,plains that al'ontith is a roiX;ti,u:e' of' ol~ 
w":i: . .ne,. .clear wat~r , and bal,sa:m,, ax:ii w·as d:rronk b~£9r e 
lea·:ving a ba.tb hp use. to ·help ~e·ep w~rm .. Se;e s .. •Shabh. 140a. 

2 3-.. .R~s-hi s~ys this: mi~tJ,p:e eoasl,s:t .s of two i~ar-t•s water t o 
01;1e, p .qrt wine .. (A:. z, . 30a, s. v • . nr.11,)· .• 

2·4- It 'Seems tha.t 'tn:ts prip:oip,1e on;ly Qip,p~i~s to•. l 'i~u.i'ds, 
_primarily wa-:t;.e.r, t:hat a. snake wil.l a.r:1:~, .an4 _for tht1 
period o f time during Whie.'1 '\TenP.m 1J.ema:l.'ns potent·. 

~5 • Se~. a:-. s·hal;>bat 12.9-a( 156p. 

here that the concern -isi.'-'nt· at 
It -;ls int-E~·t ·gsting. to- µ.ote d· 0 him e.vil,,1 but .rat};):er 
that the .iidn~\leW seeks t.o 
is. strictiy hygi'eniP• 
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31. :r _ alTI -~k~pping ~he di:gr~s~ioti. into -diff~r.ent liquids 
tbq.t come ,_und~r. the: pfohibiti0:n ,of unt:o:v~re·d Uq.1,1.ids ­
,and ~h~e Gl..$CUSS·J..OI) _ of Sti.µ,ke, ~enom (30h i tep; to the 
bat:tom .,of· the• page.) . · - · · · 

32. Tlile $,oncino· T,almud, A. z., p-. 153, note 7. 

3.3 . Ra$h.i, ~~z .• 3;0.0 , ,s . v. i1111'ln i1Kll-11J,-,. 

3<4,. Th~ Soncino Talmud, A-. z • . , p:. 153, note· 9. ,, sa:Yi:i to s-«:;-e 
Tosa£ot ·to :ees:ahim 14a, i; .:v ~ ~:,,.1n, far an e_2qrlat:i.a,t_ipa: 
-o.f · the ne.eessity .f0r a mtnim-um qu.~J;lt).t-y ,to cQJnmunicat;e-
c;ie-fi:1-eJqent •. · 

35. R~sh_i;, A.Z. 3.la,, .s.v. .iiMli'.J•l 11.l>~ DP' 

36' . Rash_i, A. z .• 3_1-a, ad .lac. 

37. 

39 . ,.. • 3.·l_· a,. a_d. 10c. -· . • Ra~:1:111 A.Z .• 

40. 

DDI>~ 

either 
:ha; 



42- "Probably Borkeos on th b 
Judea mentioned in Josee h OUild.ary between Samaria and 
soncino Talmud, A.Z. P p1u5s5 , ~ III, 3, 5,q" The 

• , note 5. 

43. see Rashi , A.z. 31a, ad loc. 

44. Tosafot, A. Z. 31a, s.v. n11nm,. 

45. :.nthro<;'iu<?ed . by the formula for such a 
T ere 1.s no contradiction." resolution, M,rli7 M'r-

46. Rashi, A.Z. 31b , s.v. 1'Yl. 

4 7 • Rashi, A . Z • 3 lb, s. v. UH< 1"'1il M~. 

148 .• Tosafot, A.Z. 3lb , s . v. 'l!JD. 

49. Rashi, A.Z. 31b, s.v. nunn oum. 

50. Rashi says, "It is accepted that snakes do not drink 
beer from vats." A.Z. 31b, s .v. 1J?'1All 'Ill p1<. 

5 1. Rabbenu Hananel says (A.Z. 31b, ad loc.) that this is 
done so that the barrels do not burst ·when the beer 

ferments. 

5 2. Rashi, A. Z. 31b, i;. v. JPD ,~~111 M1nKl. 

53 . In A . Z. 35b this statement is attributed to R. ljanina. 

54 . To·safot, A.Z. 31b , s.v. ,;i,,nni. 

55. Bashi, A~Z. 31.b, s.v. 1Kl.A1D'1 . 

56. Albeck, illtlD ,,TO i11!11', A.Z. P· 329, s.v. P' ,n'mnn. 

57 .. Ibid., s . v. ,p11'i1 Diill, 
' ted in the Gemara, the 

58 . Whenever Rab oimi has been_ ci "Rab oimi, when he came 
introductory formula, has ~een;e this provides added 
(from Pale stine)! sai.d. · · H~ r' it could be expected 
credibility to h1s co1'1lJ'(len~, 

0 
ould be more informed 

that a P~lestinian_ au!h~ritiowPalestine, 
about something pertaining 'll be dj.scussed 

gl
azed and unglazed, wi. 

59 . Pitchers , both 
below. "OUX: ))est wine is 

60 . R. Joshua b. Levi conunents that 2a ao 1oc.) explains 
like their third. 11 Rashi (A,Zd ~ k' produced after 

th
e 

that '' their third" means 
th

e ri.n 



61. 

62. 

63. 
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t h i r d time the .shar ds are soaked! 

Rashi , A. Z. 32a, s v "" .. • " T '".)I, 

The t..ext of the Gemara dd . . 
is according to the one a h s 1.n .P~renthesis : 1'The 1 
J:Iashas indicates that R. WA-~ pernu.tt~d: •• The. Masore:w 
is apparent that these word~er hb . .1ehtel saiq that it 

. s _ould not be read. 

It i :s unclear why the Gemara .. 
leather bottles, from which f<:>:s not u~e the case of 
sages ruled benefit may be d 7 e tha pitchers, the 
;clos:ely re.late t:o the pres:en:r~'='ed. This wo.uld more 
bottles. Perhaps the pitchers .1.spute• ?Ver leathe,r 
bein9 made of pottery there i:r~ ment1.~ned ~eca1;1se, 

Hd~drian~c _ earthenware: whi ch is :h~e~:!~~~~h~~P~~t~de.,.. 
.1.scussion . · · .. 

·6.4. ·Rab.benu l}-an-a-nel, A. z. 32a, ad. l o.a . 

65 . 

66 . 

67. 

Rashi _, .~ . z . s~v. l'7i1 1.\J J 17!! y1j112. This explanation is 
also found in -t.he Pgle-stinian Talmud ' s· comment to 
Rabban Gamalie:l 's statement. Lieberman said that the 
rabqis had in mind the rites of the ·mysteries of Demeter, 
A:ttis , ang Cybele . He a1s9 cites · the• deso.iri,ption of 
these rites by Clement of Alexandria: "The drink of 
bile, the e.xtr ~ction of the hearts (of the victims) and 
unspeakabl e obs-ceni'ties ••. 11 Lieberma.Jll says further, 
"This extraction of the 1ivin9 heart from the sacrifice 
is not known to. have be.en practiced in the re9"ular rites 
of· idolatry . It •was mo·st p1,obably connected, ~1th the 
oriental mystery worship" (Lieberman, Hel l.t;n.1.sm, ~- · , 

pp. 119-120) . 

Rashi, A. Z. 32b , ad loc . The Tosafot (A.i . .32b, . s.v. 
,il.J '1il ) gi v.e the rea7on for stating that 

th
e G;::it!i ~ 

accoxding to the view of Rabb~n Simeon b. , . 
n , • d · d not bave tbe general rule, 
... since the Arnora1.m i . liel teaches- in 

' in any pla.ce where -R. suneo.i:i b · ~a~ had to 
our Mishnah , the 1aw rests '1'1th him, 

th
ey 

decide in accor dance with him. 
. .. dl: s ent gifts t0 their 

We know· e hat some ral!lb7s r .e-po:t_e ls Y i31oeh thinks they 
Gentile friends on their feSt l.Va w;re not idolaters in 
did .so , "for they kn~W. that l teer Bloch cites as evidence 
the sense of the religious a R • Judah sent a present to 
A. Z. 6 4b, where it safS tha~. ~ls and said, ''I know 
a Gentile on one of his ~es 1. ~r . " Also, this passage 
that he does not commit idola -'$ · Judah and made· the 
says that .Raba did the same as ~ - See Bloch, Israel 
same· ,comment to explain hiS act on· 
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I 
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11 
I 

and the N.a,tionsr pp. ~O'-ll .. 

6 s • Tl;te ,Sqhc·ino Talmud A z . . . .. , •· . p. 160,. .note l. 

6'~ •. Si~~ ·.l:<a~h.i., A. Z • 32b ., 8·. " ·• , , ... , . . . • . v • • ., fi.ll!IOD ·w . .. ..,n.tJ., 

70·"' see The Soncino. Tal · 00 ---~.;_;;;_:.;;;;;;;..:.:=-·= · ~m~~-., A.t. p. i60; ·not,e 2~ 

7·1. Above~ the s,ajJ\e vers·e yi,el:ded th• . : . . . 
l:>~p..efit •Il\ay be d,eriv~d f.ro.rn tbiti i.s ~nale~: "Just ,a.s no 
·ti'ead, so may no .p;enefi.t be der;' ·. gsd pfer:tail)ii:i~ ·to ~he . . , . 1ve ·rom :!;:heir Siicri fices. ,, 

72; 'C._'~- _A.z, •. 6b, where t~-i's ver-se. is. used · . • ... 
su,pport that one-. should .. not :offer win;.;. t~os. ~cN:rip.~ural 
a tor 

· 1:mb t 11 . .• . . ~ . .., az1.r nor 
. . . n 1. .. . . ·O a ·son of Noah,. 11 It i& fotl:S'idd ·· b ·.• 
fo,... the i.ta·"·i· "" ~·o d .. . 'k . . . . . . en oth . "" . I," ,,.. · :.. .~ · . · ·.n .. n ·. ..wine and .ft>r the "chi-l d . · n · £ 
Noah i, to ea 1i a 1:imb· t · .... f · · · · re 

O 
· _.. . · -. . •. ·. · . ~rn. ·rorn a living animal. Like·-

w:i se ,. i .n our M.islu?,ab it 1:s :th.e Je-w·'·s a:etion w,hich will 
be ·taken ~s co~t;r-.ibutit'HJ te the non-Je.w,',s a(;::t o;f idoi 
wor·sni~:• see· •<;l,lSo A . z,. 2.2a. 

73. See Rabben.u. Hananel., .A.Z. 3'3a,. at3.' l crc. . . 

74. 1he. .nar:a':i. tha could b_e read,. "old a,nd l_ine.d ski-p. bcfttles.." 
My understandin'g is. b~1?e.d on Ras·hi, who conil:nerited t.hat 
old. sRi•n bott les have; ,abserhled w:inlil .(and' th.ere-fore · a:i;:e· 
forbid.!=len), .and if t~~Y' ~re, .pitche:~:' .even if witte was 
.only .in th'efu once,. t,pe- pitchers wiJ;l h,.a;ve abst:i:r:l)e·d 
·sopi.e.. See ·~a9Ili ~ A .,. Z. 33a, s,. v. P!HJH.l,ll o~.ieP • 

75 .. Rashi, :A.i .• 33a, ad loc. 
76 " · · - ad lo<Z.. 'l'. he wine,. ·tl).erefo·re, d()es not 

. ~asfli., A •. z. 3. 3a,, 
r~nder thf! :flaS:k eot:J:;ii-dde..n .• 

·7··7.. ,... · i.-1··\1 a,b.· sdt:.bed, aeco.itdi;n:g 
Sin·~e· t:h.e·· :win•e c:,ould: be t,,..;9,rou.g,u. -~ 
te Rashi ('A .. Z. 3Ja, ad loG.) • 

7:8. A-Z ~ 33at ad 10:c·~ 

79 • RaShi,. A- z,. 33'a, s .. v. nY? n.).ID,. 
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8·6. R~s.hi,. Ji. ·Z... ~lb, s,. v.. '.i11m.1. im~ PM:. 

8'7.. B.e-:: Mik~e Vf·a:~ 
11 

a fr~nteir tow~ ~et\llee:n Babylon 4nd 1\.rab:i,a r 
(The Sonc1.n.o -Talmud-, A. z.~ p. :!,'6-4 ,, note· 1) • 

s·a. Rapoe.ni;l ~ana,n~l (A. z. 33.b, gd lee • .) e~lains the reason 
for numbers 4 and 5 ,as being· that, the.-s~ ve-ssreJ.~ " •.•• ·are 
not used. for :stor,age-•. ,. ~ha:t i-s ,., it. is not eus-tomary . 
for- a ·per'?on .tq .fil;L th.em. and .l .. eave tp'e-tn ih- -storage_ 
fa.;r .. a long t-im~~ ~atne;r-, .(,tb~S fill them). tor .a short. 
while and then dti'nk frro1I1. tne1.rr •• ~ -11 -Tb.i.$ b~il'l~ '.th~. c.a?~, 
tbe.y may be rinsed with wat.e~ ~na then are permittea .. 

8:9. ~lee Th~ Sonb'ino Talmud, 1L-'.Z .• p • . 16.4.,. ngte· ·4'. 

90. Rashi, .A. ,Z •. 34a,., s.v. piln:i 11/it!li!Jn ;ilT . 

91 11 • • i'ciien ti £i ed -wi ~h Shi-z t s· • B ~ of the rfrmia · . ~· ·· ·Gan.a-z.~ -ka,. . . . . . . . . Talmud A z p 165, 
lake, N.W. of Per:sia~ _ _('!be S'<Dnc.i,no ·< - · '· · · .. · · 
note ' s . 

93. 

fist), pres~rved, 

91. Se~ the n.e~t 
in brine. ~ 2;.3 of a pint. 

l to a log, 0 - _ 
98 ·_ · about eg~a ·h • A measurement · ·. · · · · · , , .,,,Gcording 'ta' '!..!. 

·· . f ri<.fini ... 
99·• i. ,._ sountrY o o t'. 7 

In :the. non-Je\4 Su ~ ·. . . • 1,66·, n.,O e • 
S:oncino· Talml!d, A- Z • P 

I I 



'h'· A •. z. 34b,: 100 •. Ras · ir &y. :MIJ1'7'l '' .o 

10,L. ~ash·i, A. Z·. 34!;>, ad l:o·e .• 

10·2. I.:Q B. Yoma 1o·a this c:itt~ is · d · 
E 

,.;;· -.: ,...,.~ ~ .1 e~ti..fie:& with, Tub .. ai· . .1·.n· • . ., Asia. ·J.•,LJ.nor. . 

105. J .astrow (Didtioha±y, S:. v. Mtf1'Y',ll} translates -·. "takes in­
t:o, .consideration the· po•ssib'ility ·of ·tn~ r~r.~.r ca,ses .·n . 

106. My explanation is based· on Rashi ,('.A. z .• ·J4b, ad loc .. ),. 
That he Jrten:tio·ns rennet indicates, that he sees a. tela.;; 
tion.srhip 'between, '!:t. Simeon b. Lakis.ll' s , .reason and R. 
j0s~u~.'''s ~e'COJ::td re·a·son for the p~ohill°iti0n.. l]o Rashi, 
the e0ncern wa•s tlie· animal from which t:he r ·enn&t. was taken.·· · · · · · · · · ·. 

107 ., From t.h-e context in ~- ·sanh . . 6,0b the :i,.sS\l~ seems to 
i:rtvD.l :v.e c!.. Jew ,who doe,s. v~riou·s ac.t~• . f iat idolatrous 
purpos·es. 

4 
'loll "ul 

10,8. Tosafot, A; .• -z. 3 b,. ,9.v •. , lv1;; 

l0·9. R~sbi; A,.z .. 3'4.b,. s.v.nllll!iD .. 

l.J,.O. :tt sho:uld ·b.e. k:apt in rnirtd he~e that __ d~~ and r.em1e't :are 
understood. t .~ b_e in t:he .same ea.tegery Wlith r .espect to 

t,hi~· dis·cn s.si.(m. 

111. Rabbenu: Hanane.l,. A.Z'. ·.3.Sa, , a:d loc. 
' . - f-. .. . 

,o.1.•_.,.,_,,..ion_ary_'1 s.v •. ,flltlno 
11. 3.·. · i' "":'.· b .~1· Jastro\l>', ..,.,:.. - -· 'This transJ..at,;i:ori . ., J;C 

114. 

U:5. 

R h . A z 3·sa ad loc. a S . .l.-, ' · • . .'o . . - '.I -

. . 
1 

, • . . . (:A-.Z'... )Sa ad 1oo .. ) is inter-
Rabbe:nu .Hananel ·s ,co.romerLt.h_,. it. me th:iS occurred, E.~ 

' - . • • ,;i• ~-hat ::>t t e ' J:. c ' h I se•;,or•e':ts esting•. He . . sa,.;i..u. .; ,.,, . . ;,,and.,- the: To.ra · s . · ·· -"". . ' 

I.s, ...... ae·1 ,;;·a:s- a ~,.oung 5.t:udent_, · ... - p 11 aowev.e-r ,. tbJ:·S 
.LUU_ ~ - .... . :Ii · .. .. - •··1 theV!· grew" u .. • . . 

were not rev-e.~l.i3d: unt 1. · t .1a,..·,,,.· ·ti:..,8 . ~emi:tra µnder·st;ands it. 
· · · t 1eas w u u misses· the point.,. a · · · · .. 

. .,,5 ,. S ·v·. "•J"K idl'7i-. 
ll t.r. ""· .h . A .• . 'Z- ,J a·, • . " V• is.B,·S, , J., . 

I ' 
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111. '.rbis 'ii,{as attl'ibtated to Rab 
eai:lie-x. See A. Z. 3],b ,. 

11g. -s.e.e the next M:i~hn~h. ,., 

1~0 .• Rabbepu ¥an~nel, i .. z\ 35b,. ad lee. 

121. 

1.2 t.. :Rabbe.n.u H.a;nanel :contrnents that " ... . . tne prohibition; of 
.orJ.ah .e·x:tends to. ~11 behefi t.11 1(:A,. ·Z;_ .• ·'3Sb, ad l o~:); •. Se~ 
also· ·oanby'1 s tt;anslation of The Misnnah~ P ~ 89 ; notre 1. 

Pa:rt V 

_ . l. T.he Ge.mar a does not di:$cus.s n.tililbers, 6 ·ano. 7' • 
I 

2. Rasl:l.i, A. z .•. . Jsb, $•.V·· tlif.iil nw i 1 n.i 1P1 11
1
11 ·,,. 

3.. Tos.a.:f0t, A • .z .• 3.£?·~, :s.v. ,~k~ 

4. ·Rashi, A-~ Z. 3~b, ad 1Q~. 

5. Rashi., Beza .t6a,~ S.• v. Dl")Jl ·~ 7 lrJ,-;l unm Dill. ,l''N • 
.. 
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13. Rashi , A.Z. 35b, ad loc .• 

14. 

15-

16 -

Jastrow ,_D_:i._.c_t..::.i..::.o.:.:n.::a=.rLy. . .. 
4..I $ • \7 • i)!J? '7T • 

Ral;>benu Eananel A z 36 · ' · · · a, ad loc. 

Simlai was apparently . . 
,,,,..f R J dah sent out t 
v • u . Nesi' a I s b . . 0 a.nnounce th . 
Gentiles. Simlai "S"eem ettd1.n. concerning the o 7ldecree 

f J d
. h II, 5 o have b .1. o.f o u · a · s e-nterouag . eep a prominent mb 

part~c1;11~~ly. oontrovers~~1 a~~c~h:n tn:e, lat~e;r mad:e a er 
to N1,s1.b1.s, in Babylon i d .sion, S1mla1 was, sent 
local authorities" · (E·n~yc~ or ed .. : to transmit it to the 
s • v . "Sirnl ai .. ") . - · opae 1.a. Judaic~, 197 4 ed, r 

17. The Mishnah, trans. Danby, p . loo. 

18 . E . g., Danby, Blackman, Albea,k . 

19. For some. of the t:radition~l conjectwes see . . . 
trans.. Danby, p ... lOO note 11 Alb k. , . The Mishnah, 

4 
o 6 ' , , ec , illl'l1l Moed p 
. · ., note to Mishnah Shabbat l· f s·ee· • also's Shab, b.t 

13b-14a. · · ·· ·· · · .a 

20 . Rashi , A.Z. 36a, ad loc. 

to Rashi \A.-Z. 36a, ad loc.) R •. Judah and his 21. Accor .. di'ng , 
court . 

2.2 • Also quoted by the Gemara is the Scriptural support 
brought £or this _statement by Ri'.. Adda bar Ababa. 

23. The Mishnah , trans •. Danby, p. 803, paragraph 20 .• 

25 • 

26 . 

"In line with the rabbinic concept of the pr e- e.~dstence 
of the Torah and its institutions prior to the revelation 
at Sitiai , Shem 1 5 

1 tents~ (Gen . 9: 2 7) were ':1ccord~gly 
identified as a beit-mi4rash--an academy with which 
Eber , Shem• s great- grandson, s-ubsequently, be?~ 
associated , and whicn also ser.ved as a ~et-::.n· 
(Encyclopaedia Jttdaica, 1'974 ed. , s.v. She ) · 

"'· . . . h. an be found in Nutnb. 25: 6- 9. 
.n. Biblical example of t is c • front of Mos·es, 
In ~ha,t passage,, a z7a~ot. e:xecuteS, w~ h·ad sexual 
an :tsra.elite ana a .t,ti.dianite wqman 
r elations. 

. . in the Talmud is nere 
The only mention of tb.1.5 court · . scribed: to it here 
'?-11d a. Sanh •. 82a , wher7 the 1;: :re several theories 
1s . also attributed to it. Th~ to a teltlPorary court 
about its origins. I t may re er 



ii1'. I:rt B: ~et'aaho't 4a Oa•vid is said to ha-ve been a ha-lakhic, 
attth?r·i t>7 and a~ bet din. The ia;w .Qf · 11n,,,, _is also 
attributed to ha,.s· cou-rt iJ;l. B;. S~h. ill'). 

,2;8 ., In our text, the name gi v:~n l.S ·'1Josep:h tbe Per]!titter, 1, 
hut. 'i.A thE? Mi ;:;hnah it is ";J' os;e ., 11 

• 

29. 'r_he ~ugya c:;lo·se·s with .a dis,c,uss-ien a'bout the two 
•.Mii:..~nayot:1;1 me.nt;i.,Qn~d al>ov:e, w_hich wi.11 not be discussed 
becaus.e th,~y a,re· not releya,n:.t to-my topi~·-~ 

30. se:e Eira, :zi..on :Melanuned, Eshn~v Hat-almud ,(.J'e·.t.us·alem: 
Ki ry a t-s.eph5:!lZ ,, 19'76 ) , P.. l 7, s . v. N1i:11ltJK. 

31. The t:emn, used to identify tlle non-Jiew in. th.e Uel.a 
pa's,sage., is 7 1':>3. 

32. Ras:hi :1 Beza l6a,, s .. y. a,·1jJ 74'·H?.l a.,·~t.i l:1ililt ptt., Jjr. €.ohen' s 
tEanslat.i~n {'l'he ·so-rr~i.no. Talmud) , ~•.sm~ll fisn· when, 
s-al-tea (by heat.lien$) do ~ot -come w1.th7n (tbe law_ of . 
What is pro.hibit~dj on ace01;1flt «:>f haVJ.n9' :'b7en coo]ceii 
by 'heathens," refJ,e.ets RashJ.:' ,s 1,nt~rpr.etat1on. 

3'3. R:a:bbenu l{a.nanel, ·Bezq l~a, ad lqc. 
~ -· .~ ·- ~ • 

34. Jastrow, Oi~tionary, s. ~- ·IUl?.,.i!, 

Z '185 note 3. 
35. Se•e The, sonc1no Ta,lrov.d, A. • p.. .. ' 
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4Q. Rashi, A.Z. :3flb,, S&<-V. , .. . ·,r, ,l'f'l9P, 13.. 

41~ ~or .s.o'ine rea~on,. ttli.$ ,got ~:. .. 
As . a co~se~ue:noe of :s·peaking z.~b.id into deep 'trouhl:e. 
drin.:Jc o.f sou.r -wtne and. died. up, he ·Wa'S. 'Jl'lv'Em a sp~e~q 

4 2. Ra1s,11i.,. A-. Z • -38b ,. ad lm;. 

43. "T.her•e is nG uncl:~.an th.i.I)..g· th •·· a.t small.,, ~' $q.ys Rashi fl'.bid~ )' . 

44. An;ot:hex ~cc:epted view, .i-s, ·tnat a Jew ma . , . . . . .. , . 
inNuiring· that such a ·po"t h . : · · ¥ as·s:ume wifb_ol:lt 

-.:11 •• -· • • • • · · • as not. been . d i ·. ·"'· · twe.I.lty-_f our hq;u.rs ., · · ·, ,'Q.s~ n tue last 

·4•5 . Tosafot, A. z. :38b; s ... v. ''K:. 

46. T.he Gemara _ (38b) remarks af t.er thi:s that hi.s teacher 
Wq.S . L'evf ,. pro:p§:161:Y R:• Levi . wllo, like .As:si, w-~~ a 
p(µp.1.1 -of R. Jol}~n:a:n • 

. 47. This· i:s the- cp~n r,eference to Abba bar Abba1
• 

4 8 • The r~raso.n th~Y. !-0..:rbadfa it ·was because vin~gar is .. added 
to .it because it is so swe~t, .. acco.rding t9. 1fashi, :A.z. 
3·81~ ,. ad l oc •. 

4·9. R:a.shi (Ibid.) says this is, t:rue. Qecause i:n ·this eas~ 
t .h.~y 'do: not ad.d vinagar. 
· · h.e·. ·c·· ,""u$·e 0£· _ the., p· robi,bition.. of so ... !f for nq oth$F r,eason; u ... . . · 

Gen·t1le v'ine.gar. 

51 .. A .• ,z·. 38'p·, ad .lo.c. 

sa • .Rash.i, A. ,z. 3~b.,. ad 1cc. 

s9,. Thc;>ugh tJie Gemara does not 

·t R_-.• Joha:nan' s mention .l . . , 

·i 
I 
' 



view contradicts the v· . 
Judah b. Ba tyr a• s opinf ~w .1.n the four.th Mishn . 
rived from Gentile wine n _ that no benefit may· a~ and R. 
DJ77 DnP . f Whether it is ,~, e de-

. · "-"' P 1 or 

60 . Rashi, A.z. 39a, ad loc. 

61 "A fish of th • . . . e anchovy species" ( 
A. z. p. l.90, note s) • .TI:!_e Soncino Talmud, 

62. I am skipping a block of mat · 1 • 
h · a eria that dis '; asing .. rops of asafoetida fr • · · CU$:ses. -pur-

1n q_~est.ion. om Jews- who.~e status is 

63. Ral;!benu Nfssim to Alfasi, A.Z . 16 a , s.v. n">Jn. 

64.. Rashi, A. z .• ,3'9b, ~a.v. n . nlJ,"nn 

65. Rashi, A.Z. 39b, ad loc. 

·66. Rabbenu lfananel, A.z. 39b, ad loc. 

,67. Alfa~;i, A. Z. 16a. 

68 . Ibid,. 

69 . It is interesting to note that Alfasi (A. z. 16a} ruled 
in accordance with Rab, but with changes. T.hat is, he 
SUbsti tutes "pieces of fish " for "milk " a.s one of the 
items sufficiently proteoted by one seal . He does, ho~­
ever, decide as Rah> did about pread. 

70. Jastrow, Dictiona.ry, s.v. n1 11J1;1'10. 

71. The Soncino Talmud, A.Z. p. 195. 

72. Rabbenu Nii;sim to A'.lias-i, ~ •. z. 16.a ,, s.v. pN. 

7 3. . . . M · , Mishnah was one: of 
Accoroihg to tradition, R. ei.r 5 

· i R Judah was 
the main source,s· used .bY. R. Judal: Han~s c;ll~otions i~ 
supposed to hc:1ve us,ed thirteeJ! .MishnN d 41a. P. eorayoth 
compiling his . See B. Sanh. 86bal, ~ - J~d~ism in the 
III, 4 8·C. Cf . A. Gutt,mann , ~R~ab~~n~J.~C::...-!:~=:;:.,;.----
Making, p. ,~37ff. 

Part VI 

1. ~ocording to Ra$ni, A. Z • 3.9b, 

2 - Albeck, illl'ID, A.Z .. P• 33l-32 , 

s.v. 

s.v. 
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~ . Rashi, A.Z. 39b~ s.v. 71('UJ, -ll?P . 
4. Tosafot, A.Z. 39b s , 'v, Nl'Jn, 

5. see Mishnah Shabbat l: 4, B. Shabbat 13b ff. 

6. For the full discussi on on this issue see B. 
7. Rashi, A.Z. 39b, s.v. Shab . 17a. 

P'l:P l . 

8. See .B. Bullin- 59a . . 
9- The pelamys is a species of tunny 

Talmud, A . Z. P~ 197, note 6). 
fish (The Soncino 

10. Rashi, A. Z. 40a, s.v. Ml7'lD M7 'Ill l1'lJ. 

11. Rashi, A. z. 40a, s.v.n111, nlJ'nnr,J, 

12. Rabbenu Hananel . , A • Z • 4 0 a, ad lo c. 

13. Tosa·fot .A.Z . 40a, s.v. ,nn,. 
14. Rashi, A.~ • . 40a, s. v. n,n1m1 nPln. 

15 . Rashi, A.Z. 40a, 

16 • Rabbenu Nissim to Alfasi, A. z. 16b, s.v. 

l 7 • See Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Ma I aohalot Asuro:th 1 ch. 3. 

18. Tosafot, A.Z. 40a, s.v. lMJ. 

19 . Rashi's comment (A.Z. 40b, s.v.l'tt'19j7) verifies what 
was said at the beginning of the ,analysis of this 
Mishnah, that locusts may be eaten uncooked, He points 
out that they are usually cooked, press7d, and p'reserved, 
but are not prohibited on qccount of bei-ng cooked by 
a Gentile because they can be eaten raw. 

20. In the Tosefta (A.Z. ch. 5) it says wine is sprinkled 
on them to improve their appea:r:-ance · 

2 l. A. Z. ch. S. 

22 • A. Z. l 7b~ 

Conclusion 
1. Louis Jacobs, Studies in Talmudic LOgic and Methodology 
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(London: Valentine, Mitc:hell, and Co 
p. 125. ., Ltd~, 1961.), 

2 Ibid p,. 91. . . ., 

4 •. For a full discuss.ion of the question.-answer form, see 
Jacobs, Studies, pp •. 127-31. 

s. See Moore, Judaism, l:19f. 

6. Ibid.,. P• 19. 

7. see Louis Gin:zberg, "The· Significance of the Halacha 
for Jewish History," in On J.ewisb Law and Lore (New 
York: Athene.um, 1970), pp. 80-c88. 

8. Moore, Judaism, 1:21. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Ibid;. , 1: 323. 
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GLOSSARY 

., 11 , 1 : · The la.w £orb~dding, liquids tha 
uncover~d, espe.cially, water. The 1t nave l;)een le.ft 
cern that a _ sn~ke l'!lay have drunk f:w re~lec~s ~he C.on-
left venom 1._n 1. t. om the llqu1.d and 

irnn 1>.! Lite.rally, "s_ojourne,r-p.rosel. t ,, , . 
for a non-Jew who observes the sev! e . The term 1s us.ed 
of Noah. By renouncing idolatry - hen laws of. the c1:1ildr.en 
citizenship in Eretz Israel se~ Sa:nmhay96bacqGu~r.e (ll~it;ed) 

6
. 4·b .A · ' ; 1ttin 57b 

A.Z. . • s opposed to a l~ln u,a p,y ,x · .' 
convert to Judaism. 

15 
a complete 

~~ ~h~s wor4=1 me~ns en.joyrnent, pleasure, benefit. A pro­
hibition ~hi:ch 1,ncludes. illfl i1 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 ln any othe.r 
way. 

11n: A Haber is a member of an orgainized fraternity of 
--Pharisees. They impos·ed ·st.rict dutie-s on them.selve·s, and 

we re particul.arly .r.igid in thei:r observance of the Law, 
especially the levitical laws .. 

10l 17 '~ The verb TDl means to p·our off- a . l~batiQ~~ l1'l 1', 
· is wine that is forbidden due to the mani1.pulation G!f a 

Gentile &uspected of dedicating it f.or :idolatrous purpose
5

, 

or when it is known to have occurred. 

~-·p: This is a meeting place, market, or annual fair, gen­Rashi aef.ines it as 
erally dedicated to a deity. Hence, 
an idolatrous market. 

, ect of samaritans. In 
.....!U2: A Cuthie is a member of ~he 5 under ,censorshifi·' the 

editions of the Talm'Q.d published 1 ce of ", ~, fi 
I 

l JY • 
word cuthie frequently takes the. P a 
1 'n. etc • . , ~nd ·vide v:er,s~. 

i1 , ·1· d an expert. 
!.. n n_ 111: Refers to someone s-kil e ' t tes Judaism;, ,apos a .. , 
a., . h ~ strayed from d trine. see 
- 111 111: These are Jews, who av .a/or belief and oc. Erul:>in 69b; 

or oppone,.nts of Jewish l?iW an san'-edriJl i,a, 44a, 
G ., · · th ila; .L'J u 1.tt1.n -46b-4 ?a; aorayo · . d ''to set aside. 

f '' an · 
rt :t . "to cut of , " an~roal set -!?J!!: Fro,m the verb meaning a it means- an · 

In chapter two of Abodah za:r ' 
a . rl 

s1.de for a sacrifice. 
260 
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0 ., 3 111 .: Jewis:h ber-etics or sectar • 
- refe r to Pauli•ne Christians iJan~. The term also C"'"' 

J . h h · · ' e"11.sh-Chri t · . ""' non- · ewJ..s er.et1.cs. See Hullin 13 s 1.ans, and even 
• a,b; Shabbat l6a. 

nt1 ·10n: Informers, traitors; those who 
the hands of the· Roman government. delivered Jews into 

i1 1 ., t< o·, vo: •~For the sake of prevent1· ng · u 
1 -feeling." 

n~.,lJ: Str1ctly use d, it is · 
..:.--.......,-thrat was not slaughter-ea a pernu~ted spe.e;i.e:•s of ani,mal 

pro~erly, or not slaughtered 
at all. A forbidden species ~s ~alled i1lin" ,illli1:l. Ofct•en, 
however, nel:)e lah is usea to .1.nd1.c.ate a forbidden anil!lal. 

o 1.,., an o·: Ordina~y wine of n.on-Jews whicq has not been 
suspectetl of be~ng tLSed for idolatrou.s pur poses. From 
one of the meanings .of on'O, namely, "so,mething unknown .. 11 

o' l .l l .J 1.11 Y: The verp 11)1 m.eans "to use:n ~nd "to worship .• 11 

It es~ecially denotes"to use for _idolatrous- purposes, 11 

So, D., .l.J 1.J 1 l l y mea ns idolater. It is the t.erm, foi.md in 
the Talmud for non-Jew. The censors used it instead of 
other words that were consi'de red offensive:. Therefbte, 
it is difficult to determine whet.her it me~.ns "'idolater, 11 

"Chri-s.tian, '' IIRoman pagan," etc. · in a particular· cont~~t. 
See tne Introduction for an explanation of .my translation 
of the term. 

11 ham " "l wdness 11 

n1,1y:- The singular ,111y means "nakedness, s e, e . ' 
--'- • • , 11 • 11 . a 11·a woman for-" obscen.i t y." Also, 1.t means 1.nce.st, an . . . . . " 

bidden ·to a ma.n (:and vice versa} op account of consanguim.ty, 

illll1M il19: The r~d heifer used fo;r puri£icatiop ce.remonies. 
See Numb. 19. 

l . · ' th" "c:opulatE! with,
1

" 

ilY., .11: F the verb meaning "to ie w1. · ' " rom beia.st' n "to comrni t p,.ed.astry. 
"to have connection with a 

fo .. r an_iroals. As d.istin@ished 
1111n ,,n,,: Medical treatment 

from: 

~ 1 l'.' D l ,, l~ ,.:r ~ Medical treatment for hwnans · 
"obscenity," 

,, f 1 ess The tercm 111eans i' dolatrous 
n 1 !l1n: From 111n, 

" deb a uche.ry, " 
festivals. 

meaning ou n · · · · what occurs at 
.often referring to 
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