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Th e Gemara asks: And why not say that this is indeed so? Th e 
Gemara responds: Th e verse states: “And you shall bring the 
meal-off ering that is made of these things unto the Lord; and 
it shall be presented unto the priest, and he shall bring it unto 
the altar” (Leviticus : ); just as presentation to the priest is 
in a vessel, so too bringing it to the altar must be in a vessel.

Th e baraita states: And he removes its frankincense to one side. 
Th e Gemara explains: Th is is done in order that the frankincense 
not be removed along with the meal-off eringN  when the priest 
removes a handful. As we learned in a mishna (Menaĥot a): If 
he removed the handful and a pebble, or a grain of salt, or a 
crumb [koret]L  of frankincense came out in his hand,H  it is 
invalid. Th e handful must be entirely fi ne fl our.

Th e baraita continues: And he removes a handful from the place 
where its oil has accumulated. Th e Gemara asks: From where 
do we derive this? As it is writt en: “And he shall take from there 
his handful of the fi ne fl our thereof, and of the oil thereof ” 
(Leviticus : ). Th e Torah also states: “And the priest shall make 
the memorial part of it smoke, even of the groats thereof, and of 
the oil thereof ” (Leviticus : ). Th e handful should be taken 
from the area where there is an abundance of oil.

Th e baraita continues: And he puts the handful into a service 
vessel and sanctifi es it in the service vessel. Th e Gemara asks: 
Why do I need this sanctifi cation? He has already sanctifi ed it 
once, when he initially brought it to the Temple. Th e Gemara 
responds: Th e sanctifi cation here is just as with the blood of the 
off erings. Although the knife sanctifi es bloodN  by contact with 
the neck of the animal, since the knife itself is a service vessel, 
the priest sanctifi es it again when he collects it in the service 
vessel. Here too, it is not diff erent;N  the meal-off ering must be 
sanctifi ed twice.

Th e baraita continues: And he gathers its frankincense and 
puts it on top of the handful. Th e Gemara cites the source: As 
it is writt en: “And he shall take up from his handful, of the fi ne 
fl our of the meal-off ering, and of the oil thereof, and all the 
frank incense which is upon the meal-off ering” (Leviticus : ).

Th e baraita continues: And he then brings it up

and burns it in the service vessel. Th e Gemara asks: Does he 
really burn it in a service vessel? Rather, say: He brings it up 
to the altar in a service vessel in order to burn it.

Th e baraita continues: And he salts it and places it on the 
fi res. Th e Gemara cites the source: As it is writt en: “And every 
meal-off ering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 
: ).

Th e baraita continues: Aft er the handful is sacrifi ced, the 
remainders of the meal-off ering are eaten. Th e Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive this? As it is writt en: “And he shall 
bring it to Aaron’s sons, the priests…and the priest shall make 
the memorial part thereof smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus : ). 
Th e memorial part is the handful. And it is writt en aft erward: 
“But that which is left  of the meal-off ering shall be for Aaron 
and his sons” (Leviticus : ).

ֶאל  ״ְוִהְקִריָבּה  ְקָרא:  ָאַמר  ַנִמי!  ָהִכי  ְוֵאיָמא 
ַהְקָרָבה  ַמה  ״,  ח ְזּבֵ ַהּמִ ֶאל  ּה  יׁשָ ְוִהּגִ וגו'  ַהּכֵֹהן 

ְכִלי. ח ּבִ ה ֵאֶצל ִמְזּבֵ ׁשָ ְכִלי, ַאף ַהּגָ ֵאֶצל ּכֵֹהן ּבִ

ָלא  י ֵהיִכי ּדְ ק ֶאת ְלבֹוָנָתּה ְלַצד ֶאָחד״, ּכִ ״ּוְמַסּלֵ
ָידֹו  ִדְתַנן: ָקַמץ, ְוָעָלה ּבְ ֲהֵדי ִמְנָחה, ּכְ ְקמֹוץ ּבַ ּתִ

סּול. ר ֶמַלח אֹו קֹוֶרט ְלבֹוָנה – ּפָ ְרּגֵ ְצרֹור אֹו ּגַ

ְמָנַלן?  ְמָנּה״.  ׁשַ ה  ְתַרּבָ ּנִ ׁשֶ קֹום  ִמּמָ ״ְוקֹוֵמץ 
ְמָנּה״. ַ ּה ּוִמּשׁ ְרׂשָ ְמָנּה…ִמּגִ ַ ְלָתּה ּוִמּשׁ ְכִתיב: ״ִמּסָ ּדִ

ֵרת״.  ְכִלי ׁשָ ׁשֹו ּבִ ֵרת ּוְמַקּדְ ִלי ׁשָ ״ְונֹוְתנֹו ְלתֹוְך ּכְ
ֲהָוה  ּדַ ִמיֵדי  ִזיְמָנא!  ֲחָדא  ּה  ׁשָ ִקּדְ ָהא  ִלי?  ה  ָלּמָ
אר  ַצּוַ ּבְ ין  ַסּכִ יּה  ּתֵ יׁשְ ַקּדִ ּדְ ב  ּגַ ַעל  ַאף  ם  ּדָ ם,  ַאּדָ
ָהָכא  ֵרת,  ׁשָ ְכִלי  ּבִ ֵליּה  יׁש  ַמְקּדִ ֲהַדר  ֵהָמה,  ּבְ

ָנא. ַנִמי ָלא ׁשְ

ְכִתיב:  יו״, ּדִ ּבָ ט ֶאת ְלבֹוָנָתּה ְונֹוְתָנּה ַעל ּגַ ״ּוְמַלּקֵ
ְנָחה״. ר ַעל ַהּמִ בֹוָנה ֲאׁשֶ ל ַהּלְ ״ְוֵאת ּכָ

״ּוַמֲעֵלהּו
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ֵרת ַמְקִטיר ֵליּה?  ְכִלי ׁשָ ֵרת״. ּבִ ְכִלי ׁשָ ּוַמְקִטירֹו ּבִ
ֵרת ְלַהְקִטירֹו. ְכִלי ׁשָ א ֵאיָמא: ַמֲעֵלהּו ּבִ ֶאּלָ

ְכִתיב:  ּדִ  – ים״  ִ ָהִאיּשׁ י  ּבֵ ּגַ ַעל  ְונֹוְתנֹו  ״ּומֹוְלחֹו 
ְמָלח״ וגו'. ַלח ּתִ ּמֶ ן ִמְנָחְתָך ּבַ ״ְוָכל ָקְרּבַ

ְכִתיב:  ָיֶריָה ֶנֱאָכִלין״. ְמָנַלן? ּדִ ״ָקֵרב ַהּקֹוֶמץ – ׁשְ
ּוְכִתיב:  וגו',  ָרָתּה״  ַאְזּכָ ֶאת  ַהּכֵֹהן  ״ְוִהְקִטיר 

ְנָחה ְלַאֲהרֹן ּוְלָבָניו״. ״ְוַהּנֹוֶתֶרת ִמן ַהּמִ

 In order that it not be removed along with the 
meal-offering – ִמְנָחה ֲהֵדי  ּבַ ְקמֹוץ  ּתִ ָלא   The verse :ּדְ
states: “He shall take from there his handful” (Leviti-
cus 2:2). If anything else is in his hand when he 
removes the handful, the handful will not be whole 
(Rashi; Tosefot HaRash).

 Although the knife sanctifies blood – ב ּגַ ַעל   ַאף 
ין יּה ַסּכִ ּתֵ יׁשְ ַקּדִ  The Gemara apparently indicates that :ּדְ
the slaughtering knives in the Temple must be con-
secrated as service vessels. According to Rabbeinu 
Efrayim, however, other statements in the Gemara 
prove that the knife need not be a service vessel. 
The Tosefot HaRash and the Tosefot HaRosh discuss 
this issue, and both note that there is no conclusive 
proof for either opinion. It is possible that the knife 
must be consecrated as a service vessel ab initio, but 
if one slaughtered with an unconsecrated knife the 
offering would be valid after the fact.

 Here too it is not different – ָנא -Ani :ָהָכא ַנִמי ָלא ׁשְ
mal offerings and meal-offerings are comparable in 
many ways. There are four sacrificial rites involved 
in animal offerings: Slaughter, receiving the blood, 
carrying it to the altar, and sprinkling it on the altar. 
There are likewise four sacrificial rites involved in the 
meal-offering: Removing the handful from the vessel, 
placing it in a service vessel, carrying it to the altar, 
and burning it on the altar. The initial placement of 
the entire meal-offering in a service vessel is not 
considered a true part of its service. The structure of 
tractate Menaĥot, which deals with meal-offerings, 
is parallel to that of tractate Zevaĥim, which deals 
with animal offerings.

NOTES

 Crumb [koret] – קֹוֶרט: This word refers to a small 
item or fraction, similar to the Greek κεράτιον, 
keration. The word carat, a measurement used for 
the weight of diamonds, may be derived from this 
Greek word. However, both may derive originally 
from older Semitic words. Some sources assert that 
koret is a variation of the word keretz, meaning slice 
or small piece.

LANGUAGE

 Came out in his hand – ָידֹו ּבְ  If the priest :ָעָלה 
removed the handful, and a pebble, a grain of salt, or 
a crumb of frankincense came up with it, it is invalid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:3).

HALAKHA
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Th e baraita uses the phrase: Aft er the handful is sacrifi ced. Th is 
phrase can be understood according to one Sage as he holds, 
and according to another Sage as he holds. As it is stated that 
there is a dispute between the Sages: From when does the sacri-
fi ce of the handful render the remainder of the meal-off ering 
permitt edH  for consumption by the priests? Rabbi Ĥanina says: 
It is when the fi re takes hold of it, i.e., when it ignites. Rabbi 
Yoĥanan says: It is when the fi re consumes most of the handful. 
Each of these amora’im understands the baraita in accordance 
with his opinion.

Th e baraita continues: And the priests are permitt edN  to put 
wine and oil and honey in the remainder of the meal-off ering. 
What is the reason? Th e verse states with regard to the gift s 
given to the priests: “And I, behold, I have given you the charge 
of My terumot…for a consecrated portion” (Numbers : ). Th e 
phrase “for a consecrated portion” indicates that the gift s are given 
as a mark of greatness and should be eaten in the manner that 
the kings eat.

Th e baraita concludes: And they are prohibited only from allow-
ing the meal-off ering to become leavened. Th e Gemara cites the 
source: As it is writt en with regard to meal-off erings: “It shall not 
be baked with leaven. Th eir portion I have given it of My off er-
ings made by fi re” (Leviticus : ). Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
says: One should read the verse as if the phrase “their portion” is 
part of the same phrase as the prohibition of baking with leaven. 
Th is teaches that even their portion,N  i.e., the portion given to the 
priests, shall not be baked with leaven.H 

§ Th e mishna states: All other meal-off erings require oil and 
frankincense. Th e Gemara asks: But do all other meal-off erings 
actually require oil and frankincense? But isn’t there the meal-
off ering of a sinner,H N  with regard to which the Merciful One 
states: “He shall put no oil upon it, neither shall he put any 
frankincense thereon; for it is a sin-off ering” (Leviticus : ).

Th e Gemara responds: Th is is what the mishna is saying: All 
meal-off erings other than that of the sota require oil and frank-
incense, and they are brought from wheat; and they are also 
brought from fi ne fl our. However, the meal-off ering of a sin ner, 
even though it does not require oil and frankincense, must still 
be brought from wheat and brought from fi ne fl our. Similarly, 
the omer meal-off ering, even though it is brought from barley, 
requires oil and frankincense, and it is brought as groats.B  
But this one, the sota meal-off ering, requires neitherN  oil nor 
frankincense, and it is brought from barley and brought as 
unsift ed fl our. While the meal-off ering of a sinner and the omer 
meal-off ering are similar to other meal-off erings in one of these 
respects, the sota meal-off ering is diff erent in both respects.

It is taught in a baraita (Toseft a : ) that Rabbi Shimon said: By 
right, it should have been the halakha that the meal-off ering of 
a sinner requires oil and frankincense, so that a sinner should 
not stand to gain by not having to pay for them. For what reason 
does the verse not require them? It is so that his off ering will 
not be of superior quality.

ֵליּה  ְדִאית  ּכִ ְלָמר   – ַהּקֹוֶמץ״  ״ָקֵרב 
ַמר: ַהּקֹוֶמץ  ִאיּתְ ְדִאית ֵליּה, ּדְ ּוְלָמר ּכִ
י  ֲאִכיָלה? ַרּבִ יַרִיים ּבַ יר ׁשִ ֵמֵאיָמַתי ַמּתִ
י  לֹוט ּבֹו ָהאּור, ַרּבִ ׁשְ ּתִ ֶ ֲחִניָנא ָאַמר: ִמּשׁ

רּוּבֹו. ת ָהאּור ּבְ יּצַ ּתִ ֶ יֹוָחָנן ָאַמר: ִמּשׁ

ַיִין  ְלתֹוכֹו  ן  ִליּתֵ ַהּכֲֹהִנים  ִאין  ָ ״ְוַרּשׁ
ָאַמר  ַטֲעָמא?  ַמאי  ּוְדַבׁש״.  ֶמן  ְוׁשֶ
ֶדֶרְך  ּכְ ה,  ִלְגדּוּלָ  – ָחה״  ״ְלָמׁשְ ְקָרא: 

ָלִכים אֹוְכִלין. ַהּמְ ׁשֶ

ְכִתיב:  ץ״, ּדִ ַחּמֵ א ִמּלְ ״ְוֵאין ֲאסּוִרין ֶאּלָ
י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ֶחְלָקם״,  ָחֵמץ  ֵתָאֶפה  ״לֹא 
לֹא  ֶחְלָקם  ֲאִפיּלּו  ָלִקיׁש:  ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ

ָאֶפה ָחֵמץ. ּתֵ

ָנחֹות  ַהּמְ ְוָכל  כו'.  ָנחֹות״  ַהּמְ ל  ״ּכָ
א ִמְנַחת  ֶמן ּוְלבֹוָנה? ְוָהִאיּכָ ְטעּונֹות ׁשֶ
ים  ָישִֹ ״לֹא  ָאַמר:  ַרֲחָמָנא  ּדְ חֹוֵטא, 

ן ָעֶליָה ְלבָֹנה״! ֶמן ְולֹא ִיּתֵ ָעֶליָה ׁשֶ

ֶמן  ָנחֹות ְטעּונֹות ׁשֶ ל ַהּמְ ָהִכי ָקָאַמר: ּכָ
ּוָבאֹות  ין,  ַהִחיּטִ ִמן  ּוָבאֹות  ּוְלבֹוָנה, 
ֵאיָנּה  י ׁשֶ סֶֹלת; ִמְנַחת חֹוֵטא, ַאף ַעל ּפִ
ין  ָאה ִמן ַהִחּטִ ֶמן ּוְלבֹוָנה – ּבָ ְטעּוָנה ׁשֶ
י  ּוָבָאה סֶֹלת; ִמְנַחת ָהעֹוֶמר ַאף ַעל ּפִ
ְטעּוָנה   – עֹוִרין  ַהּשְׂ ִמן  ָאה  ּבָ ִהיא  ׁשֶ
ֵאיָנּה  ְוזֹו  ֶגֶרׂש;  ּוָבָאה  ּוְלבֹוָנה,  ֶמן  ׁשֶ
ּוָבָאה  ְלבֹוָנה,  ְולֹא  ֶמן  ׁשֶ לֹא  ְטעּוָנה 

עֹוִרין, ּוָבָאה ֶקַמח. ִמן ַהּשְׂ

הּוא  ִדין  ּבְ ְמעֹון:  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ְנָיא,  ּתַ
ֶמן  ׁשֶ ְטעּוָנה  חֹוֵטא  ִמְנַחת  ֵהא  ּתְ ׁשֶ
ר.  ּכָ ִנׂשְ חֹוֵטא  ְיֵהא  ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ּוְלבֹוָנה, 
ְיֵהא  ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ְטעּוָנה?  ֵאיָנּה  ָמה  ֵני  ּוִמּפְ

ר. נֹו ְמהּוּדָ ָקְרּבָ

 From when does the sacrifice of the handful render the 
remainder permitted – יַרִיים ׁשִ יר  ַמּתִ ֵמֵאיָמַתי   The :ַהּקֹוֶמץ 
remainder of the offering is permitted for consumption once 
the fire has consumed most of the handful. The Rambam 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan and 
his understanding of tractate Menaĥot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 12:13 and Kesef Mishne there).

 Even their portion shall not be baked with leaven – ֲאִפיּלּו 
ָחֵמץ ָאֶפה  ּתֵ לֹא   It is prohibited to allow any part of the :ֶחְלָקם 
meal-offering to become leavened, even the portion eaten by 
the priests. One who causes the offering to become leavened 
is liable to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:14).

 Meal-offering of a sinner – ִמְנַחת חֹוֵטא: No oil or frankincense 
is placed on the meal-offering of a sinner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 12:7).

HALAKHA

 The priests are permitted, etc. – ִאין ַהּכֲֹהִנים וכו׳ ָ  The Torah :ְוַרּשׁ
(Leviticus 2:11) prohibits leavening or adding honey to the por-
tion of a meal-offering burned on the altar. As the prohibition 
against leavening applies the remainder of the offering as well, 
one might assume that the same is true with regard to honey. 
Therefore, the baraita states that honey may in fact be placed 
on the remainder (Minĥa Ĥareva).

 Even their portion – ֲאִפיּלּו ֶחְלָקם: This interpretation does fit 
the straightforward meaning of the verse, which states literally: 

“It shall not be baked with leaven. Their portion I have given it of 
My offerings made by fire” (Leviticus 6:10). According to Rashi, 
Reish Lakish places the period after the word “portion,” indicat-
ing that it is the object of the first sentence. Others explain 
that according to Reish Lakish, the clear intention of the entire 
verse is that no part of the meal-offering may be allowed to 
leaven. His reading of the phrase “their portion” as connected 
to “not baked with leaven” is meant only as an allusion to the 
straightforward meaning of the verse.

 Meal-offering of a sinner – ִמְנַחת חֹוֵטא: The meal-offering of 
a sinner is a poor man’s sin-offering. Generally, those obligated 
to bring a sliding-scale sin-offering must bring a lamb or a goat 
or, if they cannot afford one, two birds. One who cannot afford 
even this brings the meal-offering of a sinner.

 This one requires neither, etc. – זֹו ֵאיָנּה ְטעּוָנה וכו׳: The Ramban 
notes that the Hebrew word for barley, seora, is similar to the 
word for an angry storm [se’ara]. The verse (Numbers 5:25) refers 
to this meal-offering as a minĥat kenaot, a meal-offering of 
jealousy. For this reason, the sota drinks out of an earthenware 
cup, a symbol of breaking and destruction, and dust is placed in 
the water of the sota, symbolizing death. The Sefer HaĤinnukh 
explains that since oil is used for anointing kings, it is not proper 
to use oil for offerings related to sin.

NOTES

 Groats – ֶרׂש -Wheat and barley were ground in the follow :ּגֶ
ing manner: First, one would grind the grains crudely with 
some becoming finely ground flour and the rest remaining 
coarse. After the contents were ground, they were sifted to 
separate the finely ground flour from the coarser meal. The 

finely ground flour was considered of lower quality, while 
the coarser meal was considered more desirable. This coarse 
meal is called solet when made from wheat and geres when 
made from barley.

BACKGROUND
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And by right, it should have been the halakha that a sin-off ering 
brought for transgression of a prohibition punishable by karet, 
e.g., consumption of forbidden fat,N H  requires fi ne fl our and 
libations of oil, and wine. Just as burnt-off erings and peace-
off erings require these, a sin-off ering should require them as well 
so that a sinner should not stand to gain by not having to pay 
for them. For what reason does it not require them? It is so 
that his off ering will not be of superior quality.

But the sin-off ering of a leperB  and his guilt-off ering require 
libations, as they are not brought on account of a sin. Th e 
Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani 
say that Rabbi Yonatan says: Leprosy comes on account of 
seven matt ers.N  Leprosy develops on account of sin, so by exten-
sion the leper’s off erings are also brought on account of sin. Th e 
Gemara answers: Th ere, from the time he contracts his leprosy 
he gains atonement for his sin through the plague of leprosy itself. 
Consequently, when he brings the off ering, he brings it only 
in order to permit him to eat sacrifi cial food.

Th e Gemara asks: If that is so, then the sin-off ering of a naziriteB  
should require libations, because it is not brought on account 
of a sin. Th e Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon holds in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, who says: 
Th e nazirite is also a sinner, since he denies himself wine 
unnecessarily.

Th e mishna states that Rabban Gamliel says: Just as her actions 
were the actions of an animal, so too, her off ering is animal 
food. It is taught in a baraita that Rabban Gamliel said to the 
Sages: Scribes, permit me, and I will explain it as a type of 
decorative wreath [ĥomer],L  i.e., an allegory. 

ְטעּוָנה  ֵחֶלב  את  ַחּטַ ֵהא  ּתְ ׁשֶ הּוא  ּוְבִדין 
ֵני  ּוִמּפְ ר.  ּכָ ִנׂשְ חֹוֵטא  ְיֵהא  ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ְנָסִכים, 
נֹו  ָקְרּבָ ְיֵהא  ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ְטעּוָנה?  ֵאיָנּה  ָמה 

ר. ְמהּוּדָ

מֹו ְטעּוִנין  ל ְמצֹוָרע ַוֲאׁשָ אתֹו ׁשֶ ֲאָבל ַחּטָ
ִאין ַעל ֵחְטא. ִאיִני?  ֵאין ּבָ ְנָסִכים, ְלִפי ׁשֶ
י  ר ַנְחָמִני ָאַמר ַרּבִ מּוֵאל ּבַ י ׁשְ ְוָהָאַמר ַרּבִ
ִאין  ּבָ ְנָגִעים  ְדָבִרים  ְבָעה  ׁשִ ַעל  יֹוָנָתן: 
ֵליּה,  ר  ּפַ ִאיּכַ ּדְ הּוא  ְגֵעיּה  ִמּנִ ָהָתם  וכו׳! 
ים  ָקָדׁשִ ּבְ רּוֵיי  ּתָ ְלִאׁשְ  – ן  ָקְרּבָ ַמְייֵתי  י  ּכִ

ָקא ַמְייֵתי. הּוא ּדְ

ְטעּוָנה  ֵהא  ּתְ ָנִזיר  את  ַחּטַ ה,  ֵמַעּתָ א  ֶאּלָ
ָאה ַעל ֵחְטא! ָסַבר  ֵאיָנּה ּבָ ְנָסִכים, ְלִפי ׁשֶ
ָאַמר: ָנִזיר ַנִמי  ר, ּדְ ּפָ י ֶאְלָעָזר ַהּקַ ַרּבִ ָלּה ּכְ

חֹוֵטא הּוא.

ְנָיא,  ּתַ כו'.  ם״  ׁשֵ ּכְ אֹוֵמר:  ְמִליֵאל  ּגַ ן  ״ַרּבָ
ְמִליֵאל ַלֲחָכִמים: סֹוְפִרים,  ן ּגַ ָאַמר ָלֶהן ַרּבָ

ִמין חֹוֶמר, ה ּכְ ּנָ יחּו ִלי ְוֶאְדְרׁשֶ ַהּנִ

 Sin-offering of forbidden fat – ֵחֶלב את  -Certain sin :ַחּטַ
offerings are brought for unintentional transgression of 
prohibitions that are punishable by karet when violated 
intentionally. All such sin-offerings are referred to as a sin-
offering of forbidden fat, as distinguished from communal 
sin-offerings or the sin-offering of a nazirite. Rashi explains 
that this name is used as a general term because the pro-
hibition: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), 
immediately precedes the halakhot of sin-offerings in the 
Torah. The Rosh suggests an alternative explanation, that 
this sin is particularly common. It could easily happen that 
a butcher would fail to remove all of the forbidden fats 
from the animal, resulting in the consumer unintentionally 
violating the prohibition. Furthermore, once the fat has 
been removed from the animal it is difficult to distinguish 
between permitted and forbidden fats, and a person is 
therefore likely to eat the forbidden fat unwittingly, requir-
ing him to bring a sin-offering.

 On account of seven matters, etc. – וכו׳ ְדָבִרים  ְבָעה  ׁשִ  :ַעל 
In tractate Arakhin these seven matters are enumerated 
and derived from verses. They are: Evil speech, murder, an 
oath taken in vain, forbidden sexual relations, arrogance, 
robbery, and envy.

NOTES

 Sin-offering of forbidden fat – ֵחֶלב את   Libations are :ַחּטַ
not brought to accompany guilt-offerings and sin-offerings, 
with the exception of the sin-offering and guilt-offering of 
a leper. The Torah expressly instructs that these be accom-
panied by libations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:2–3).

HALAKHA

 The sin-offering of a leper – את ְמצֹוָרע  The illness referred :ַחּטַ
to in the Torah as tzara’at is traditionally translated as leprosy, 
although it is not identical medically to that disease. The 
halakhot of leprosy are recorded in the book of Leviticus in the 
portions of Tazria and Metzora (see Leviticus chapters 13–14). 
In the Mishna, tractate Nega’im deals exclusively with different 
types of leprosy. After a leper has been healed, he must follow 
a procedure established by the Torah (Leviticus 14:1–32), part 
of which, e.g., shaving his hair and cutting his fingernails, is 
performed outside the Temple. Afterward, the leper comes to 
the Temple with a lamb for a guilt-offering and a log of oil for 
waving by the priest. After the sacrifice of the guilt-offering, the 
priest applies some of the animal’s blood to the leper’s right 
earlobe, right thumb, and right big toe. Next, the priest takes 
some of the oil in his hand and sprinkles it seven times opposite 

the Holy of Holies. Some of the remaining oil is placed on the 
earlobe of the leper, his thumb, and his big toe. Finally, some of 
the remaining oil is placed on the head of the leper. When all 
this has been done, the leper sacrifices a lamb as a sin-offering 
and a second lamb as a burnt-offering. If he is poor he sacrifices 
a bird instead of a lamb for both offerings.

 The sin-offering of a nazirite – ָנִזיר את   When a nazirite :ַחּטַ
completes his term of naziriteship, he must bring one female 
lamb as a sin-offering, one male lamb as a burnt-offering, and 
a ram as a peace-offering (Numbers 6:13–21). He must shave 
his hair and burn it beneath the pot in which the meat of the 
peace-offering is cooked. After these offerings have been sac-
rificed, his period as a nazirite ends, and he is no different from 
anyone else. The halakhot of the nazirite are discussed in the 
Talmud in tractate Nazir.

BACKGROUND

 Decorative wreath [ĥomer] – חֹוֶמר: The text here reads: 
Ĥomer, which is understood to mean a ring on which spices 
are hung. This indicates that the explanation provided is 
homiletical, adding additional ideas like a spice adds flavor. 
Some understood the word to be related to the term ĥumra, 
meaning stringency. Rav Se’adya Gaon’s text reads: Homer, 
which he explains is derived from Aramaic and denotes 
a story.

LANGUAGE
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And why did Rabban Gamliel speak up? It was because he heard 
Rabbi Meir saying an alternative explanation: She fed him, i.e., 
her paramour, delicacies from around the world; therefore, her 
off ering is animal food. Rabban Gamliel said to him: Your expla-
nation works out well in the case of a rich sota, but with regard 
to a poor sota, who cannot aff ord such delicacies, what is there 
to say? Rather, the reason she brings an off ering of animal food 
is: Just as her actions were the actions of an animal, so too her 
off ering is animal food.

mishna Th e priest would bring an earthenware 
drinking vessel [peyalei]H L  and he would 

pour into it half a logN  of water from the basin in the Temple. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Th e priest would pour only a quarter-log of 
water. Just as Rabbi Yehuda minimizes the writing, as he requires 
that less be writt en on the scroll of the sota than do the Rabbis, so 
too he minimizes the amount of water to be taken from the basin 
for the erasing of the text.

Th e priest would enter the Sanctuary and turn to his right.H  And 
there was a place there,N  on the Sanctuary fl oor, with an area of 
a cubit by a cubit, and a marble tablet [tavla]L  was there, and a 
ring was fastened to the tablet to assist the priest when he would 
raise it. And the priest would take loose dust from underneath 
it and place the dust into the vessel with the water, so that the 
dust would be visible upon the water, as it is stated: “And the 
priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel; and of the dust 
that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle the priest shall take, and 
put it into the water” (Numbers : ).

gemara Th e Sages taught: It must be a new earth-
enware vessel;H  this is the statement of 

Rabbi Yishmael. Th e Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of 
Rabbi Yishmael? Th e Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael derives 
this by means of a verbal analogy between “vessel” in the case of 
the sota (Numbers : ) and “vessel” from the case of a leper 
(Leviticus : ). Just as there, with regard to the leper, a newH  
earthenware vessel is required, so too here, a new earthenware 
vessel is required.

And there, with regard to the leper, from where do we derive that 
a new vessel is required? Th e Gemara answers: As it is writt en: 

“And he shall slaughter one of the birds in an earthen vessel over 
running water” (Leviticus : ). Just as running water has not 
been used beforehand for work, i.e., once used it is no longer 
considered to be running, so too the vessel must not have been 
used for work.

Th e Gemara asks: If this verbal analogy is extended, then just as 
there, running water from a fl owing spring is required, so too 
here, with regard the sota, running water from a spring should be 
required for the water of a sota.

Th e Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yishmael it is indeed 
so, as Rabbi Yoĥanan says: With regard to the water of the basin 
in the Temple Rabbi Yishmael says: It is collected from spring 
water. And the Rabbis say: It may also be from any other type 
of waterH  and need not be collected from spring water.

Th e Gemara asks: Th e verbal analogy can be refuted: One cannot 
apply halakhot stated with regard to a leper to a sota, as what is 
unique about a leper is that he requires cedar wood, and the 
hyssop, and the scarlet wool for the performance of his purifi -
cation ritual, and these are not required of the sota. Why, then, 
should a new vessel be required by the sota?

Perek II
Daf 15 Amud b

ִהיא  ָקָאַמר:  ּדְ ֵמִאיר  י  ְלַרּבִ ָמֵעיּה  ׁשְ ּדִ
ָנּה  י עֹוָלם ְלִפיָכְך ָקְרּבָ ֶהֱאִכיָלתֹו ַמֲעַדּנֵ
ָהֵתיַנח  לֹו:  ָאַמר  ֵהָמה,  ּבְ ַמֲאַכל 
ְלֵמיַמר?  א  ִאיּכָ ַמאי  ֲעִנָּיה  יָרה,  ֲעׁשִ
ה ְבֵהָמה,  יָה ַמֲעׂשֵ ֲעׂשֶ ּמַ ם ׁשֶ ׁשֵ א, ּכְ ֶאּלָ

ָנּה ַמֲאַכל ְבֵהָמה. ְך ָקְרּבָ ּכָ

ֶחֶרס,  ל  ׁשֶ ָיֵלי  ּפְ ֵמִביא  ָהָיה  מתני׳ 
ּיֹור;  ְונֹוֵתן ְלתֹוָכּה ֲחִצי לֹוג ַמִים ִמן ַהּכִ
ם  ׁשֵ ּכְ ְרִביִעית.  אֹוֵמר:  ְיהּוָדה  י  ַרּבִ

ִים. ּמַ ְך ְמַמֵעט ּבַ ָתב ּכָ ּכְ ַמֵעט ּבַ ּמְ ׁשֶ

ִנְכַנס ַלֵהיָכל ּוָפָנה ִליִמינֹו. ּוָמקֹום ָהָיה 
ִיׁש  ל ׁשַ ה, ְוַטְבָלא ׁשֶ ה ַעל ַאּמָ ם ַאּמָ ׁשָ
הּוא  ׁשֶ ּכְ ּה,  ּבָ ְקבּוָעה  ָהְיָתה  ַעת  ְוַטּבַ
ְונֹוֵתן  יָה  ְחּתֶ ִמּתַ ָעָפר  ְונֹוֵטל   , יּה ַמְגּבִ
ֱאַמר: ״ּוִמן  ּנֶ ִים, ׁשֶ ֵּיָרֶאה ַעל ַהּמַ ֵדי ׁשֶ ּכְ
ן  ּכָ ׁשְ ַהּמִ ַקְרַקע  ּבְ ִיְהֶיה  ר  ֲאׁשֶ ֶהָעָפר 

ִים״. ח ַהּכֵֹהן ְוָנַתן ֶאל ַהּמָ ִיּקַ

ה,  ֲחָדׁשָ ֶחֶרס  ל  ׁשֶ ָיֵלי  ּפְ ָנא:  ּתָ גמ׳ 
י  ַרּבִ ָמֵעאל. ַמאי ַטְעָמא ּדְ י ִיׁשְ ְבֵרי ַרּבִ ּדִ
צֹוָרע,  ִלי״ ִמּמְ ִלי״ ״ּכְ ַמר ״ּכְ ָמֵעאל? ּגָ ִיׁשְ
אן ֶחֶרס  ה, ַאף ּכָ ן ֶחֶרס ֲחָדׁשָ ַהּלָ ַמה ּלְ

ה. ֲחָדׁשָ

ֶאת  ַחט  ״ְוׁשָ ְכִתיב:  ּדִ ְמָנַלן?  ְוָהָתם 
ִלי ֶחֶרׂש ַעל ַמִים  ּפֹור ָהֶאָחת ֶאל ּכְ ַהּצִ
ָתה  ֶנֶעׂשְ ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ַחִּיים  ִים  ּמַ ַמה  ַחִּיים״, 
ָתה  ּלֹא ֶנֶעׂשְ ִלי ׁשֶ ֶהן ְמָלאָכה, ַאף ּכְ ּבָ

ּבֹו ְמָלאָכה.

אן ַמִים  ן ַמִים ַחִּיים, ַאף ּכָ ַהּלָ ִאי ַמה ּלְ
ַחִּיים!

י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ּדְ ַנִמי,  ָהִכי  ָמֵעאל  ִיׁשְ י  ְלַרּבִ
ָמֵעאל אֹוֵמר:  י ִיׁשְ ּיֹור – ַרּבִ יֹוָחָנן: ֵמי ּכִ
ָאר  ְ ֵמי ַמְעָיין ֵהן, ַוֲחָכִמים אֹוְמִרים: ִמּשׁ

ֵמימֹות ֵהן.

ן  ּכֵ ׁשֶ ְמצֹוָרע  ּלִ ַמה  ְלִמיְפַרְך:  א  ִאיּכָ
ִני ּתֹוַלַעת! ָטעּון ֵעץ ֶאֶרז ְוֵאזֹוב ּוׁשְ

 Would bring an earthenware vessel – ל ֶחֶרס ָיֵלי ׁשֶ  :ָהָיה ֵמִביא ּפְ
An earthenware vessel is brought and a half a log of water is 
poured into it for the sota to drink, in accordance with the opin-
ion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9).

 He would enter the Sanctuary and turn to his right, etc. – 
 The priest would take the vessel and :ִנְכַנס ַלֵהיָכל ּוָפָנה ִליִמינֹו וכו׳
enter the Sanctuary. There was an area of one square cubit to 
the right of where he entered where there was a tablet and 
a ring affixed to it. The priest would raise the tablet and take 
dust from underneath it (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 
3:9–10).

 A new earthenware vessel – ה ֲחָדׁשָ ֶחֶרס  ל  ׁשֶ ָיֵלי   The sota :ּפְ
drinks from an earthenware cup that has never been used, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9).

 New – ה  A new vessel must be used for the process :ֲחָדׁשָ
of purifying the leper (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara’at 11:1).

 From any other type of water – ָאר ֵמימֹות ְ  The water of the :ִמּשׁ
basin, which the priests use to purify their hands and feet, need 
not be spring water. It may be any water fit for use in a ritual 
bath, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:12).

HALAKHA

 Drinking vessel [peyalei] – ָיֵלי  This refers to a phiale, from :ּפְ
the Greek φιά η, fialē, and the Latin phiala, meaning a vessel 
used for cooking and drinking. The peyalei was made from 
clay, metal, or other materials, and was apparently shaped like 
a shallow pan. This is the Aramaic translation of the Hebrew 
ke’arot (Exodus 25:29), which are among the vessels of the 
Temple.

Phiale

 Tablet [tavla] – ַטְבָלא: From the Latin tabula, probably via 
the Greek loanword τάβ α, tabla, meaning a flat table-like 
surface.

LANGUAGE

 Half a log – ֲחִצי לֹוג: Rashi on Menaĥot 86a explains that this 
amount is known by oral tradition (see Griz there). However, 
Tosefot Yom Tov asserts that the tradition does not indicate a 
specific amount of water but rather demands that there be 
enough water to ensure that the scroll can be erased easily. 
Since Rabbi Yehuda requires less to be written on the scroll, he 
infers from the same tradition that less water is necessary (see 
Tosafot on Menaĥot 86a).

 And there was a place there – ם  This spot was :ּוָמקֹום ָהָיה ׁשָ
noticeably different from the rest of the floor of the Sanctuary 
(Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Although there were other tablets 
on the floor of the Sanctuary that could be raised, there was 
still a need for a designated tablet, as the Temple was built on 
rocky terrain, and not all of its tablets had dust beneath them.

NOTES
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Rabba said: Th e verse cited in the mishna states: “And the priest 
shall take holy water in an earthen vessel” (Numbers : ). Th e 
Torah makes no prior mention of the need for the priest to bring 
with him an earthenware vessel. Th erefore, the verse must mean 
that the water should be placed in the vessel that I have already 
told you about, i.e., the vessel used for the leper.

Rava says: Even according to the opinion that a new vessel is not 
required, they taught that the earthenware vessel is taken only 
when its exterior was not blackened from usage. But if its exte-
rior was blackened,N H  then it is unfi t for use by the sota. What is 
the reason for this? Its requirements are similar to those of water: 
Just as the water must be clear and unchanged in appearance, 
so too the vessel must be unchanged in appearance.

Rava raised a dilemma: If the vessel’s exterior was blackened, and 
it was returned to the furnaceH  and became white again, what 
is the halakha? Do we say that once it has been disqualifi ed, it 
is disqualifi ed forever and can never be rendered fi t for use? 
Or perhaps since it has returned to a white appearance it has 
returned to a state of fi tness.

Come and hear evidence from that which Rabbi Elazar says: If 
the leper tied the cedar wood, and the hyssop, and the scarlet 
wool for his purifi cation to his basketB  behind him, so as to carry 
it on his back, they are disqualifi ed, since their form has changed. 
But there, aft er those items have been tied, they can be smoothed 
out again as if they had never been used, and still they are unfi t. 
Evidently, aft er being disqualifi ed an item cannot become fi t again.

Th e Gemara answers: Th ere, the items are permanently unfi t 
because they are peeledH  due to tying and can never truly return 
to their original appearance. Th at case does not provide proof.

Th e mishna states: Th e priest would enter the Sanctuary and turn 
to his right.N  Th e Gemara asks: What is the reason that he should 
do so? Th e Gemara responds: As the Master said: All turnsN  that 
you turn should be only to the right.

Th e mishna continues: Th ere was a place there, on the Sanctuary 
fl oor, with an area of a cubit by a cubit, and a marble tablet was 
there and a ring was fastened to the tablet so that it could be raised. 
When the priest would raise the tablet, he would take loose dust 
from underneath it and place the dust into the vessel with the 
water, so that the dust would be visible upon the water, as it is 
stated: “And the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel; 
and of the dust that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle the priest shall 
take, and put it into the water” (Numbers : ). Th e Sages taught 
in a baraita: If the verse had stated only: “And of the dust that is 
on the fl oor,” one might have thought that the priest could prepare 
the concoction from dust from outside the Sanctuary and bring 
it in aft erward.

ִלי  ּכְ ֶחֶרס״,  ְכִלי  ״ּבִ ְקָרא:  ָאַמר  ה,  ַרּבָ ֲאַמר 
ָבר. י ְלָך ּכְ ָאַמְרּתִ ׁשֶ

ָניו,  מּו ּפָ ּלֹא ִנְתַאּכְ א ׁשֶ נּו ֶאּלָ ָאַמר ָרָבא: לֹא ׁשָ
ַטֲעָמא?  ַמאי  סּוִלין.  ּפְ  – ָניו  ּפָ מּו  ִנְתַאּכְ ֲאָבל 
ִלי  ּנּו, ַאף ּכְ ּתַ ּלֹא ִנׁשְ ִים ׁשֶ ַמִים, ַמה ּמַ ּדּוְמָיא ּדְ

ה. ּנָ ּתַ ׁשְ ּלֹא ּנִ ׁשֶ

ן  ְבׁשַ ּכִ ְלתֹוְך  ְוֶהֱחִזיָרן  מּו,  ִנְתַאּכְ ָרָבא:  ֵעי  ּבָ
יָון  ּכֵ ָאְמִריַנן  ִמי  ַמהּו?  נּו,  ְוִנְתַלּבְ ָהֵאׁש 
ֲהדּור –  יָון ּדַ יְלָמא ּכֵ חּו, אֹו ּדִ חּו – ִאיּדְ ִאיּדְ ּדְ

ֲהדּור?

י ֶאְלָעָזר אֹוֵמר: ֵעץ ֶאֶרז ְוֵאזֹוב  ַמע, ַרּבִ א ׁשְ ּתָ
תֹו ַלֲאחֹוָריו –  ֶהן קּוּפָ יל ּבָ ִהְפׁשִ ִני ּתֹוַלַעת ׁשֶ ּוׁשְ

ִטי! סּוִלין. ְוָהא ָהָתם ָהְדִרי ּוִמְפׁשְ ּפְ

ִאיְקלּוף ִאיְקלּוֵפי. ָהָתם ּדְ

״ִנְכַנס ַלֵהיָכל ּוָפָנה ִליִמינֹו״ וכו׳. ַמאי ַטְעָמא? 
ְיהּו  לֹא  ּפֹוֶנה,  ה  ַאּתָ ׁשֶ יּנֹות  ּפִ ל  ּכָ ָמר:  ָאַמר  ּדְ

ֶרְך ָיִמין. א ּדֶ ֶאּלָ

״ּוִמן  ַנן:  ַרּבָ נּו  ּתָ כו'.  ה״  ַאּמָ ם  ׁשָ ָהָיה  ״ָמקֹום 
חּוץ  ִמּבַ ן  ְיַתּקֵ ָיכֹול   – ִיְהֶיה״  ר  ֲאׁשֶ ֶהָעָפר 

ְוַיְכִניס,

 Its exterior was blackened, etc. – וכו׳ ָניו  ּפָ מּו   :ִנְתַאּכְ
Many commentaries discuss whether this halakha 
is only according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
who requires the water of a sota to come from the 
spring water in the basin, or whether it is true even 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis (see Jeru-
salem Talmud). Although the Rambam does not rule 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael 
requiring the water of a sota to be taken from the 
basin, he nevertheless rules that it is necessary to use 
a new earthenware vessel. Some explain that this is 
due to a textual variant in the mishna (see Melekhet 
Shlomo). According to others, the Rambam maintains 
that only halakhot concerning the vessel itself can 
be derived from the halakhot of the leper, but not 
halakhot concerning its contents.

The commentaries also discuss whether blacken-
ing caused by age, even in the absence of use, is 
suffi  cient to disqualify the vessel.

 Turn to his right, etc. – ָנה ִליִמינֹו וכו׳ -Certain com :ָפּ
mentaries question the import of this requirement, 
as the tablet was located to the priest’s right in any 
event (Be’er Sheva). According to some, the reason 
that the tablet was deliberately placed in that spot 
was in order to require the priest to turn to his right 
(Yad HaMelekh; see Ĥiddushei Batra).

 All turns, etc. – יּנֹות וכו׳ ל ּפִ  According to Rashi, the :ּכָ
source for this principle is a midrash concerning the 
twelve oxen under Solomon’s Sea in the First Temple, 
which teaches that they faced right. Others explain 
that this statement of the Gemara is not a binding 
halakha but a praiseworthy suggestion.

NOTES

 Was blackened – מּו -The sota may not drink from an earth :ִנְתַאּכְ
enware vessel that appears aged, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9).

 Returned to the furnace – ָהֵאׁש ן  ְבׁשַ ּכִ ְלתֹוְך   A blackened :ֶהֱחִזיָרן 
earthenware vessel is considered new after emerging from a fur-
nace. The Kesef Mishne questions why the Rambam rules leniently 
on this matter, given that the matter is not decided in the Gemara 
and the principle in cases of uncertainty with regard to Torah law 

is to be stringent. The Mishne LaMelekh suggests that the Rambam 
agrees with Tosafot, who claim that a blackened vessel is prohibited 
by rabbinic law. Therefore, one may be lenient in cases of uncer-
tainty (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9).

 Are peeled – ִאיְקלּוף ִאיְקלּוֵפי: The cedar, hyssop, and scarlet wool 
used to purify a leper are disqualified if peeled, in accordance 
with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara’at 11:1).

HALAKHA

 Tied…to his basket – תֹו קּוּפָ ֶהן  ּבָ יל   This type :ִהְפׁשִ
of basket was normally woven from willow or date 
branches and was formed into various shapes. Often 
there were handles attached to these baskets to aid in 
carrying them when heavy. The baskets were some-
times carried on one’s back, in which case one could 
stabilize the basket by tying items to the handles or 
hanging the basket over a wooden rod.

BACKGROUND
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Th erefore, the verse states: “Th e dust that is on the fl oor of the 
Tabernacle,” indicating that the dust must be from inside the 
Sanctuary. If the verse had stated only: “On the fl oor of the 
Tabernacle,” one might have thought that the priest may dig with 
axesB  to loosen the dust there. Th erefore, the verse states: “And of 
the dust that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle,” indicating that the 
dust must be lying there loosely. How so? If there is already loose 
earth there on the Sanctuary fl oor, bring it; if there is none there, 
then place loose dust there from elsewhere, and then pick it up and 
use it.

It is taught in another baraita: Th e verse states: “And of the dust 
that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle”; the fact that the verse does 
not explicitly state to take the dust from the fl oor of the Tabernacle 
teaches that the priest would prepare dust from outsideN  and 
bring it into the Sanctuary. When the verse states: “Th e dust 
that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle,” Isi ben Yehuda says that 
this phrase serves to include the fl oor of the Tabernacle when 
it stood in

Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon,N B  and also the Eternal House, i.e., the 
Temple in Jerusalem. Th e dust for the sota is still brought from the 
ground of the Sanctuary wherever it is located, even aft er the Jewish 
people are no longer in the wilderness.

Isi ben Menaĥem says: Th ere is no need to derive this halakha 
from the verse. It may be learned by an a fortiori inference: With 
regard to the prohibition against entering the Sanctuary in a state 
of impurity, a lenient matt er for which there is no court-imposed 
capital punishment, the Torah does not diff erentiate. It is prohib-
ited for an impure person to enter the Tabernacle no matt er where 
it stands. Th erefore, with regard to the impurity of a married 
woman, which is stringent and carries the penalty of strangulation, 
all the more so is it not clear that the Torah does not diff erentiate? 
Th e dust must be brought from the Sanctuary no matt er where it 
stands. If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “And of 
the dust that is on the fl oor of the Tabernacle”? It teaches that one 
should not bring dust from his own basket and place it directly 
into the water; he must fi rst place it on the fl oor.

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is no dust there, 
what is the halakha? May one place ashes in the vessel instead? 
Th e Gemara responds: Th ere is no need to raise the dilemma if 
one holds in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, as 
they say: We never fi nd ashes referred to as dust in the Torah.

ן״.  ּכָ ׁשְ ַהּמִ ַקְרַקע  ״ּבְ לֹוַמר:  ְלמּוד  ּתַ
ַיְחּפֹור  ָיכֹול  ן״,  ּכָ ׁשְ ַהּמִ ַקְרַקע  ״ּבְ ִאי 
ר  ״ֲאׁשֶ לֹוַמר:  ְלמּוד  ּתַ ַקְרּדֹומֹות?  ּבְ
ָהֵבא;   – ם  ׁשָ ֵיׁש  יַצד?  ּכֵ ָהא  ִיְהֶיה״. 

ם. ן ׁשָ ם – ּתֵ ֵאין ׁשָ

ר ִיְהֶיה״  ְנָיא ִאיָדְך: ״ּוִמן ֶהָעָפר ֲאׁשֶ ּתַ
חּוץ  ִמּבַ ן  ְמַתּקֵ ָהָיה  ׁשֶ ד,  ְמַלּמֵ  – וגו' 
ן  ן״ – ִאיִסי ּבֶ ּכָ ׁשְ ַקְרַקע ַהּמִ ּוַמְכִניס. ״ּבְ

ְיהּוָדה אֹוֵמר: ְלָהִביא ַקְרַקע
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ילֹה, נֹוב ְוִגְבעֹון, ּוֵבית עֹוָלִמים. ׁשִ

ָצִריְך.  ֵאינֹו  אֹוֵמר:  ְמַנֵחם  ן  ּבֶ ִאיִסי 
תּוב,  ה לֹא ָחַלק ַהּכָ טּוְמָאה ַקּלָ ּוַמה ּבְ
לֹא  ֲחמּוָרה  ִאיׁש  ת  ֵאׁשֶ טּוְמַאת  ּבְ
לֹוַמר  ְלמּוד  ּתַ ַמה  ן,  ּכֵ ִאם  ן!  ּכֵ ׁשֶ ל  ּכָ
ּלֹא ָיִביא ִמּתֹוְך  ן״? ׁשֶ ּכָ ׁשְ ַקְרַקע ַהּמִ ״ּבְ

תֹו. קּוּפָ

ן  ִּיּתֵ ם ָעָפר, ַמהּו ׁשֶ ֲעָיא ְלהּו: ֵאין ׁשָ ִאיּבַ
ֵעי  יּבָ אי ָלא ּתִ ּמַ ֵבית ׁשַ א ּדְ יּבָ ֵאֶפר? ַאּלִ
רּוי  ּקָ ׁשֶ ֵאֶפר  ָמִצינּו  לֹא  ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ ָלְך, 

״ָעָפר״.

 Ax [kardom] – ַקְרּדֹום: Based on the description here and 
elsewhere, a kardom is the Roman dolabra, a two-sided 
implement. Its broader end was used for chopping, while its 
narrower side was used for hoeing or breaking. The narrow 
end was either bent, as depicted here, or straight.

Roman dolabrae

BACKGROUND

 That he would prepare dust from outside – ן ְמַתּקֵ ָהָיה   ׁשֶ
חּוץ  Rashi notes that since the verse does not state that :ִמּבַ
the dust is from the floor of the Tabernacle, this teaches that 
the dust can be from elsewhere. The Tosefot HaRosh objects, 
as the verse clearly refers to the dust of the floor of the Tab-
ernacle. He explains that the dust may originate elsewhere, 
and need not be taken initially from the floor of the Tab-
ernacle, but it must be placed on the floor there and raised 
before being mixed with the water.

NOTES

 Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon – ילֹה נֹוב ְוִגְבעֹון  Rashi possessed a :ׁשִ
textual variant that refers only to the Temple in Jerusalem. He 
explains that Shiloh need not be included, as it was the home 
of the Tabernacle itself. Nob and Gibeon need not be included 
because they contained only the great altar, on which primar-
ily communal offerings were brought. Since the meal-offering 
of a sota could not be brought there, they were not used for 
the sota ritual at all. However, according to Tosafot Nob and 
Gibeon should be included, as Isi ben Yehuda might hold 
that the sota ritual could be performed there (see also Meiri). 
According to Tosefot HaRosh, Shiloh should be included as 
well. Although the Tabernacle there was built on the basis of 
Tabernacle in the wilderness, there were also stone additions, 
and it was therefore distinct from the Tabernacle of the wilder-
ness and needed to be included separately.

NOTES

 Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon – ילֹה נֹוב ְוִגְבעֹון -Prior to the estab :ׁשִ
lishment of the Temple in Jerusalem, the Jewish people erected 
the Tabernacle from the wilderness in Shiloh, located in the 
land of the tribe of Ephraim (see Judges 21:19). Shiloh is located 
about thirty-five km north of Jerusalem on the ancient moun-

tain ridge road that crosses the country from north to south. 
The remaining foundations of the Tabernacle have been found, 
and a modern synagogue has been built commemorating it. 
After Shiloh was destroyed (see I Samuel, chapter 4), the Tab-
ernacle was moved to Nob and then to Gibeon.

BACKGROUND




