
§ Apropos the  just cited, the Gemara cites a related 
It was taught in another 

A synagogue, a house jointly owned by partners, and 
a woman’ the impurity of leprosy 
of the house, like all other houses.
obvious; 

Lest you say “And 
the one whom the house is

His and not hers; his and not theirs, 
to the exclusion of a house owned by a woman or by partners. 

that these houses are also included in 
this halakha.

And say it is indeed so 

responds that the verse states: “In a house of the land of your 
possession” 

Rather, why do I need the 
His, if every house is subject to the impu

a halakha

himself alone,  who refuses to lend his vessels to others and 
says that he does not have them, will be punished. 

possessions for all to see 
when he is forced to empty them from his house due to leprosy. 

one who lends his vessels to others; his house is 

And with regard to a syna-
 the impurity of leprosy? 

But wasn’t it taught in a might have thought that 
synagogues and study the impurity 
of leprosy. the verse states: And the one whom the 
house is this is referring to a house that is desig-

houses that are not designated 
for him but are public property.

as it is the subject of 
a tannaitic dispute. , which states that a synagogue 
can become impure with the impurity of leprosy, is in accor
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir; that , which states 
that a synagogue cannot become impure with the impurity of 
leprosy, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, as it 
was taught in a A synagogue -

 is obligated in the mitzva 
of mezuza, as it is a dwelling. With regard to a synagogue in 

it in the 
mitzva of , it. Rabbi Meir deems 
a synagogue like a residence with regard to both a  and 
its susceptibility to leprosy.  

And if you wish, say 
diction between the  with regard to the synagogue. Both 
this  and that  are in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, and it is , which states 
that it can become impure, is referring to a synagogue 

, which states that it 
cannot become impure, is referring to a synagogue 

And if you wish, say 
contra diction between the this  and that 

 are referring to synagogues 
of

Houses that become impure with the impurity of leprosy – 
: A woman’s house or one belonging to 

partners, and likewise a synagogue or house of study that has 
a residence, can become impure with the impurity of leprosy 
(Rambam 

Upon a house in the land you possess – : 
Some explain that this derivation is based on the use of the 
word house without attribution, indicating that all houses are 
obligated in the mitzva of .

One who dedicates his house to himself alone – 
:

Who refuses to lend, etc., and explain that his miserliness is 
manifest in his reluctance to welcome guests into his home. 
Ultimately, he will empty his possessions from his house 

Mezuza and leprosy – : The Gemara sees no dif-
 of  to the of 

leprosy of the house, although the connection is not obvious. 
The basis for the analogy is that in both cases there are precise 

may 



and this , which states that a synagogue does not become 
impure, is referring to synagogues in large Since those 

not the property of the local residents but that of the public. And 
that , which states that a synagogue becomes impure, is 
referring to synagogues in villages, which belong solely to the 
residents of the village, and their status if like that of a house 
owned by partners. 

And do the synagogues in large 
with the impurity of leprosy? Wasn’t 

it taught in a 
your possession” your possession 

with the impurity of leprosy, and the 
city of with the 
impurity of leprosy,  since it belongs to all the Jewish people 

Rabbi Yehuda said: I heard that 
it is only the mikdash] alone that does not 

inferred that synagogues 
and study halls in Jerusalem with the 
impurity of leprosy, and that is the case even though they are 
synagogues in large 
must emend the  and say that Rabbi Yehuda said: I heard 
that it is mekudash] site alone. 
includes synagogues and study halls. 

§ 
With regard to what principle do 
disagree tanna holds: Jerusalem was not divided 
among the tribes  but belonged to all of the Jewish people,  
and as such it does not become ritually impure with the impu
rity of leprosy. Rabbi Yehuda holds: Jerusalem was divided 
between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin.

 of impurity apply there as apply in all other cities in 

And that dispute corresponds to the dispute 
between these tanna’im, as it was taught in a What part 
of the Temple was located in the portion of the tribe of Judah? 

the entire Temple Mount, excluding 
those areas in the portion of Benjamin, 

part of the Temple was in the portion of 
the tribe of Benjamin? 
Hall of the Sanctuary, -
lies. And a strip of land emerges from the portion of Judah and 

 altar is built.  
 longing to engulf it 

every day. 
belonging to the tribe of Judah intersected its tribal land and 
wanted Judah to transfer ownership so that the land with the altar 
would belong to Benjamin. 

An allusion to this is that which is stated  
and he rests between 

abide something stuck between his shoulders and constantly 
rubs it to remove it. 
privileged  to ushpizekhan]  to the Almighty, as 
it is stated: “And he rests between his shoulders,” alluding to 
the fact that the Holy of Holies was located in the territory  
of Benjamin. According to this , Jerusalem was divided 
among the tribes. 

Jerusalem does not become ritually impure with the impurity 
of leprosy – : Houses in Jerusalem do 
not become ritually impure with the impurity of leprosy because 
the city was not divided among the tribes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 

Division of Jerusalem among the tribes – 
: In order to reconcile the apparently contradictory bib-

lical texts, everyone agrees that initially Jerusalem was divided 
between Judah and Benjamin. However, at a later stage the 
city was chosen as the sacred site of the Temple. The dispute is 
whether at that point the entire city was expropriated from the 
tribes and nationalized, or whether that was limited to just the 
site of the Temple ( ).

On which the altar is built – : It is clear from 
other sources that the majority of the altar was in the territory 
of Benjamin, and only its southeast corner was on a strip of land 
belonging to Judah. 

Therefore Benjamin the righteous was privileged – 
: The tribe of Benjamin coveted that strip of land 

because they knew through divine inspiration that the altar 
would be built upon it. That is why they were privileged to have 

was constructed.

Portion of Judah and Benjamin – : This dia-
gram, which is not to scale, indicates the division of the territory 
of the Temple between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin.

Division of the Temple between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin

Host [ushpizekhan] – : From the Middle Persian aspinj, 
meaning hospital or inn. 



And this tanna holds: Jerusalem was not divided among the tribes 
at all, as it was taught in a not let their hous-

the houses were not actually theirs. Residents 
of Jerusalem did not own their residences, as the city belonged to the 
entire Jewish people. Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok says: Even beds were 
not rented.  , with regard to 

the hosts would take them
from it that it is his empty wine jug and 
hides to his host.

And do the synagogues 
with the impurity of leprosy? Wasn’t it 

taught in a 
for a possession, 

and it becomes 
entirely yours. However, in a case where 
divide it among the tribes, or where they divided it among the tribes 
but did not distribute it to the patrilineal families; or where they 
distributed it to the patrilineal families, but every one of them does 

individual portion, from where is it derived that it 

whom the house is designated for him and who 
is certain of his ownership, houses  
designated for him. Apparently, the legal status of synagogues in vil
lages is that of communal property, as the portion of each individual is 

Rather, there is no distinction in this regard between synagogues in 
large cities and those in villages. And with regard to the original ques
tion,  we responded initially with alternative resolutions 
to the contradiction between the . 

§ And they would designate another 
priest 

is obvious that if  the incumbent High Priest 
prior to the 
one initiates the replacement by dressing him in the eight garments of 
the High Priest which renders him 
acting High Priest. However, if the incumbent 
High Priest initiate 

unique to the day, which are the same as the tunic, trousers, turban, and 
belt of the common priest. How is it evident that he is the acting High 

Rav Adda bar Ahava said: by means of his belt.  

of the common priest, which was a mixture of the diverse kinds of linen 
 works out well according to the one 

who said: the belt of the High Priest, 
which the Torah clearly states is made of a mixture of diverse kinds, is 
identical to the belt of
the belt is made of linen. When the replacement priest dons the linen 
belt he is initiated as the acting High Priest. However

 High Priest is not identical to the belt 
of the According to this approach, 
throughout the year the High Priest wears a belt of blue and purple wool 
and linen, while the belts of common priests are made of white linen 

Priest dons a belt of white linen, his belt is identical to that of a common 

Even beds were not rented – : This is 
because the spot where the beds were situated did 
not belong to the homeowners (Tosafot Yeshanim).

How does one initiate him – : The 
early commentaries ask why the replacement priest 
was not anointed with oil for this purpose, and an-
swer that there was no anointing oil in the Second 
Temple period. King Josiah sequestered it along with 
some of the Temple vessels, before the destruction 
of the First Temple (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Ha-
Rosh; Me’iri). With regard to the basic question of 
why dressing the replacement in eight garments 

some explain that since the eight garments were 
sometimes donned by a common priest if he had 
to consult the  to seek divine guid-
ance, in order to initiate the acting High Priest it was 
necessary to not only wear the eight garments but 
also to perform some portion of the service (Tosefot 
Ri HaLavan; ).

By means of his belt – : A variant reading of 

the special belt that the High Priest wore on Yom Kip-

common priest throughout the rest of the year. The 
High Priest’s belt throughout the year was a mixture 
of the diverse kinds of wool and linen. Therefore, it 

Priest to exchange his linen belt for one of diverse 
kinds as initiation. Since, wearing that belt violates 
the prohibition of diverse kinds for anyone other 
than the High Priest, donning it would herald his 
change of status (Rabbeinu Tam; ). 



Abaye said: 
with the four linen garments, he is initiated and promoted to the 
High Priesthood by donning the eight garments of the High Priest 
and turning over one of the limbs on the altar with a fork,  

performing part of the service while wearing the garments of the 
High Priest, he is initiated as acting High Priest. And this is -

the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav Huna said: A 
non-priest who turns over with a 
fork  is liable to receive the death penalty because he engaged in 
Temple service restricted to priests. And Rav Pappa said: 

 
initiates him.  

service, which is valid only if performed by the High Priest, initi
Wasn’t 

it taught in a all the sacred vessels that 
Moses made, their anointment with oil 
that point forward, 
not require anointment to be consecrated; rather, their use in 
Temple initiates them  Here, 
too, with regard to the High Priest, him.

§ Apropos the belt of the High Priest, the Gemara cites the afore
mentioned dispute in its entirety. When Rav Dimi from 

he said: With regard to the belt of the 
,  there is a dispute between Rabbi 

and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. One said: 
mixture of diverse kinds of wool and linen, like the belt of the 
High Priest mentioned in the Torah. And one said: 
of like the rest of the garments of the common priest.

 Rabbi 
who said that the belt of the common priest was a mixture of di-
verse kinds, as it was taught in a be-
tween a the belt; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 

the belt 

the High Priest and the common priest, when is there a dispute 
between the If we say that the dispute is with regard to 
the rest of the days of the year, there are many 
between them, since the High Priest serves wearing eight gar-

priest wears four 
that could not be the point of the dispute.

Fork [tzinora] – : Some commentaries suggest that the 
term  is a contraction of , meaning wood of 

ashes ( ).

Fork [tzinora] – :  is the name for bent metal ves-

Some curve into hooks, while others are a ring at the end of a 
metal handle. The  in the Temple was a large fork with 
two tines used to turn over the burning wood on the altar or 
the limbs and organs placed there. The Aramaic translation of 
the term fork in the Bible is .

fork – :
service in the Temple is liable to receive the death penalty. 
Even if he merely turns over limbs that have not yet been 
consumed and thereby hastens their burning on the altar, he 
is liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam 

His service initiates him – :
befalls the High Priest on Yom Kippur, the replacement im-
mediately continues the service with no need for a particular 
initiation rite, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa 
and the supporting baraita (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 

Consecration of the Temple vessels – : The 
vessels of the Tabernacle that were crafted by Moses in the 
desert were consecrated by anointment with oil. However, 
from that point onward anointing with oil was unnecessary, 

and subsequent vessels were consecrated through their use in 
the Temple service (Rambam -

The fashioning of the belt – : The belt that the 
High Priest wore during the year was made by weaving wool 
and linen together, as was that of the common priest. The 

linen. This follows the principle that the ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in disputes with his 
colleagues (Rambam 



Rather, is it not 
between the High Priest and the common priest on Yom Kippur?  

between the belts, the belt of the common priest must be made of 
a mixture of diverse kinds. According to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 

belt of the common priest must be made of linen, like that of the 

say this is not a proof, 
as during the 
rest of the days of the year. However, the dispute is not with regard 

priest, but rather only with regard to those four garments 

understanding that the dispute is with regard to the rest of the year, 

that of the common priest is made of linen, while according to 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, the belt of the common priest 

from the . 

When Ravin he stated this 
the belt of the High 

Priest on Yom Kippur, everyone agrees that it is made 
linen, as stated in the Torah. With regard to the belt of the High 
Priest during the rest of the days of the year, everyone agrees that 
it is a mixture  disagreed only with regard 

 priest both during the rest of the days 
of the year and on Yom Kippur, as Rabbi 
was a mixture of diverse kinds, and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, says it was made of linen.

Rav in a 

shall he put  questions 
the formulation of the verse. Since at the beginning of the verse it 

what purpose does the 
verse state: “Shall he put upon,” 
Rabbi Yehuda says: donning the mitre and the 
belt for the removal of the ashes, even though it is not explicitly 

the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 

Rabbi Dosa says the 
halakha that the garments of the High Priest  on Yom Kippur are 

Priest wears just four linen garments. Although he may not serve in 

may serve in them during the rest of the year. Rabbi 
says reject this statement  of 

Rabbi Dosa. Yom Kippur is 
not the same as the belt of during the rest of 

mon priest during the year is a mixture of the diverse kinds of wool 
and linen. 

And furthermore, there is another reason to reject the statement 
of Rabbi Dosa. Could it be that with regard to garments that were 
used by the High Priest to perform a service of 
the common priest will use them to perform a service of minor 

what 
purpose does the verse state Shall put on? to 

garments  and to teach that as long as they are 

The common priest on Yom Kippur – 
: Some of the early commentaries wondered 

about this expression, as the entire service on Yom Kippur 
is performed exclusively by the High Priest. Some suggest 
that on Yom Kippur, removal of the ashes from the altar 
was performed by a common priest (Tosafot Yeshanim; 
Tosefot Ri HaLavan; Tosefot HaRosh). Others explain that 
on Yom Kippur common priests were responsible for 

). The Ritva writes that by Torah law only those parts of 
the service unique to Yom Kippur were performed exclu-
sively by the High Priest, whereas the services performed 
every day could be performed by others on Yom Kippur. 
Later, the Sages instituted that even those services not 
unique to Yom Kippur would also be performed by the 
High Priest. 

Shall put on comes to include the garments of the 
High Priest – : Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 

Yehuda, who says that the removal of ashes from the 
altar requires two additional garments. That is because 
it is clear that since removing the ashes is part of the 
service, the priest must wear all the requisite garments 
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

There are two responses to reject this statement – 
: The reason Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi requires 

not be used, that does not mean that use of the other 
garments was prohibited. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi cited a second response (Tosefot HaRosh).

To include threadbare garments – : 
A priest may serve wearing threadbare garments, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Ram-
bam 



And Rabbi Dosa follows his line of reasoning, as it was taught in 
a 

on when he went into the Sanctuary, and shall leave them there” 
that the garments worn by the High Priest 

require interment  and may not be put to addi
tional use. Rabbi Dosa says: may 
not use them on Yom Kippur in year. According to 
Rabbi Dosa, they may be worn by a common priest during his 
service, as they do not require interment. 

§ 
 Sages taught in the the 

High Priest and they appointed another in his stead, and then the 

original High Priest returns to his 
With regard to the acting High Priest, all the 

mitzvot of the High Priesthood are incumbent upon him. He 
serves wearing eight garments and it is prohibited for him to let his 
hair grow, to rend his garments in mourning the death of a relative, 
to subject himself to impurity imparted by the corpse of a relative, 

the statement of Rabbi Meir.

Rabbi Yosei says: original priest while 
the to serve neither as High Priest with eight garments, 

with four garments, as once he was elevated to a state of extreme 
sanctity he may not be reduced to a state of minor sanctity. 

Rabbi Yosei said 
involving the priest Yosef ben Elem  of Tzippori,  who, when a 
reason for  High Priest, the priests ap-
pointed him in his stead. 
resolved, the Sages said: original High Priest returns to his 

while the to serve neither as High Priest nor 
High Priest, 

due to hatred,  
two High Priests with equal standing in the Temple; nor as a -
mon One elevates to a higher 
level in downgrade. Once he 
has served as a High Priest he cannot be restored to the position of 
a common priest. 

that Rabbi

halakha  with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei  that 
the original High Priest returns to his service, while the second is 

And 
the second priest violated this provi

sion and served as High Priest wearing eight garments, 
is valid. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: halakha -

the opinion of 
that if the original High Priest dies, the second returns to his 

as High Priest.  

Require interment – : The linen garments worn 
by the High Priest on Yom Kippur require interment. They 

tanna (Rambam 

Yosef ben Elem – : The story is also related in 

-
tityahu, his relative Yosef ben Elem replaced him that day. 

: Tzippori was a large town in the Upper 
Galilee, and the perennial rival of Tiberias for recogni-

Temple period it enjoyed special status among the towns 
of the Galilee because of its large and learned Jewish 
community.

Zodiac mosaic in a synagogue in Tzippori

Due to hatred – : There is a principle imple-
mented throughout rabbinic literature that two leaders 

-
evitably lead to rivalry and dispute. There is a well-known 
midrash about the moon being unhappy to share the sky 
with the sun. Therefore, the moon was rendered a minor 
heavenly light to avoid hatred and jealousy. This is an 

The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yo-
sei – :
with regard to this ruling from two perspectives. First, this is an 
example of a for messianic times, when the Temple 
will be rebuilt, and the halakhic principle is that rulings are 
not issued for that period (Tosafot). Second, why does the Ge-
mara need to rule explicitly in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, when in disputes with Rabbi Meir the ruling is 

always in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Tosefot 
Ri HaLavan)?

ha-

is resolved, he is reinstated. As for the second question, it was 
necessary to state that the is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as in this case the ruling might have 

unattributed mishna in tractate Horayot contradict the opin-
ion of Rabbi Yosei ( ). One approach answers one 

for messianic 
times, the standard principles of halakhic ruling are not in ef-
fect. Therefore, an explicit statement ruling in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei is needed (Rav Shmuel Strashun;  

). 

One who has served as a High Priest – 
: An acting High Priest on Yom Kippur must step 

down when the original High Priest is reinstated, but he 
remains committed to all the obligations and restrictions 
of the High Priesthood. He does not return to serve as 
a common priest, and if he performs the duties of the 
High Priest, they are valid. Should the original High Priest 
die, the replacement is appointed to succeed him (Kesef 
Mishne; ; Rambam 



obvious. Clearly, the second priest may 

Lest you say that the mere knowledge that another 
priest is in waiting to replace him is enough to generate hatred, 
and would be for him like a woman whose husband has taken a 
rival wife in her lifetime; therefore, Rav that this is 
not a concern. 

§ Rabbi Yehuda says: 
would even designate another wife for the High Priest lest his 

and therefore the Sages did not designate another wife for him. 
the Rabbis: -

he become impure, which is why the Sages designate 

the Rabbis could have 
said to you: Impurity as it is not unusual for the 
High Priest to become impure either due to secretions from his 
body or from an external source. , and 
therefore there is no concern lest his wife die. 

the Rabbis said to 
If so, that you are concerned lest his wife die, there is no 

wife die, requiring designation of a third and even a fourth wife. 
spoke well to Rabbi Ye-

huda, 
Rabbi Yehuda could have said to you: For the potential death 
of one wife, the potential death of two 
wives, as the likelihood of that happening 

And what would the Rabbis re
If there is reason to 

for a potential death, then even for the potential 
death of two wives, 

the Rabbis there is no 
distinction between concern that one wife might die and con
cern that two wives might die, let them say the same with regard 
to their own opinion. Just as they designate a replacement lest 
the High Priest become impure, they should designate a second 

Gemara answers that the Rabbis could have 
High Priest is vigilant 

If he is vigilant in 
avoiding impurity, then why do the Sages designate another 
priest 
ment is that a replacement as a rival, all the 
more so will the High Priest be even more vigilant in avoiding 
impurity to maintain his position. 

§ And 
is designation of a second wife 
One stated 
himself and for his house” 
and this designated woman is not his wife as they are not yet 
married. What purpose does designation serve if his wife dies on 

He betroths her 
But that does not solve the problem. 

As long as he has not married her, she is not yet his house, i.e., 
that not only 

is a replacement wife designated, but he actually marries her. If 
so, has two houses,  

make atonement for 
himself and for his house” 
house and not for two houses.  

He has two houses – : The early commentar-

Jehoiada had two wives, and sons and daughters” (II Chronicles 

before he became High Priest or that he divorced one of them 
(Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). Another possibility is that the verse does 
not mean that Jehoiada had two wives but that he arranged for 
two women to marry Joash ( ). 

And not for two houses – : A High Priest 
who has two wives must divorce one of them before perform-
ing the Yom Kippur service (Rambam 



that 
second wife, he If he di-

original 

it is in a case where he marries her and 
her provisionally,

Kippur, then she was divorced retroactively and he has only one 
wife; if she does not die but the original wife dies, her divorce 

And perhaps neither she nor the original wife will 
die, and the High Priest then has two houses 

Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to her, the wom

you will not die If she does not die, then she is 
and he remains married to the original wife; if she dies, 

isn’t that original wife alive 
And perhaps the second one will not die and 

 a valid meaning she is 
not his wife, but might die, leaving the High 
Priest without a wife 

Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to
that one of you dies. this 

one dies, that one is alive, and if that one dies, isn’t this one 
alive? And perhaps neither one of them will 
die, and he will then have two houses. 

And furthermore, Is a document of that 
sort a valid Does a condition of that sort take 

But didn’t Rava say:  is your 
 not drink wine for 

all the days of my life .  
bill of divorce in the Torah is called a bill of severance, meaning 
that for the document to be valid all connections between the 

document that maintains a permanent connection between the 
spouses, e.g., not to drink wine for all of her life, the document 

condition that you will not drink wine during all the days of the 
. Since the condition is not 

dependent on her and him but on the life of a third party, it is 
like any other condition in a divorce.

the women dies, that is a condition that maintains a relationship 
between the husband and wife for as long as she lives, which 
invalidates the divorce. 

Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to 

the other wife, 
does not die, the second woman 
woman dies, isn’t the second woman alive 

 will die in the 
middle of the 

Divorces her provisionally – : This prob-
lem is also discussed in the Jerusalem Talmud and resolved 
there by saying that the High Priest conditionally betroths a 
woman but does not marry her. Some commentaries write 
that he betroths a woman on the day of Yom Kippur itself. 
Although betrothal on Shabbat and Festivals is prohibited 
by rabbinic decree, it would be permitted in the Temple. 
Later commentaries suggest that perhaps he marries the 
woman but does not consummate the marriage.

Severance – : The principle established by Rava is 
one of the foundations of the 

a woman. Therefore, if the divorce contains a stipulation 
that extends throughout the life of the woman, there is no 
severance, as she will always be linked to him. Some say 

might eventually violate the condition and retroactively 
invalidate the divorce. 

Conditions in bills of divorce – : If a bill of divorce 
is given with a condition that ties the woman to her husband 
for the duration of her life, e.g., a condition that she may nev-
er drink wine, it is invalid, as there is no severance. However, 

if the duration of the condition is limited, e.g., you may not 
drink wine as long as so-and-so lives, or for a certain length of 
time, the bill of divorce is valid (Rambam  



second woman is not a 
valid bill
retroactively that he performed part of the
married to two wives. Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said 
to 

perhaps 
will die  and the bill second 

woman is a valid bill he will remain without a house 
at all. 

Rather, this is a case where  of them provisionally, 

die. And to the other 
 

-
terpart will not die, 
of one wife; and she will not enter the synagogue,  

 
women is a valid 

remains without a wife. 

Rather, it is a case where to one of the women, the High Priest says: 

does not die. And to the other one of the women 

If this wife dies, that other one is alive; and if that other one dies, 
this one is alive. What is there to say 

and 
it will turn out retroactively that he performed part of 
with two houses, married to two wives. If he sees that she seeks, i.e., 
she is about to die, he will then preemptively enter the synagogue, 
rendering the bill the dying wife a valid bill of

way, a second wife can be designated for the High Priest without him 

Rav Asi, and some say it was Rav Avira that 
However, if that is so, 

the singular, one derives one wife and not two, then two widows of 
yevamot]  who

one house,  i.e., they were married to the same man, should not be 
obligated to marry his brother in levirate marriage. 

his yevama shall go up to 
his yevama will draw nigh to him” 

a situation where 
the deceased had two wives; in that case one of them is required to 
marry his brother in levirate marriage. 

Ravina, and some say it was : 

considered his house, i.e., his wife. However, if that is so, a betrothed 
woman whose betrothed passed away should not be obligated to 
marry his brother in levirate marriage, 

halakha

be married outside 
-

an.  Although she is technically still outside the family, the brother 
of the deceased must either marry her in levirate marriage or perform 

. 

Perhaps her counterpart will die – 
:

-
miss the proposition. For example, the Gemara could 
have pointed out that if her counterpart does not die, 
the High Priest will have two wives (Tosafot Yeshanim). 

Perhaps…she will not enter the synagogue – 
: Although the woman could 

have been forced to enter the synagogue, the involve-
ment of others renders the condition unreliable (Tosefot 
HaRosh).

Two…yevamot – :
house, in the context of levirate marriage, could be 
understood as teaching one house and not two houses, 
in the sense that the brother-in-law may marry either of 
his brother’s widows but not both. If that derivation was 

of Yom Kippur, the conclusion would be that the High 
Priest achieves atonement for only one of his two wives. 
However, since the conclusion with regard to Yom Kip-
pur is that a High Priest with two wives achieves atone-
ment for neither of them, the conclusion with regard 
to his brother’s two widows would be that he is not 
permitted to marry either of them (Tosafot Yeshanim; 
Tosefot HaRosh).

Outside, to include the betrothed woman – 
: The derivation here is based on the 

an outsider? It is a woman who is betrothed. Therefore, 
a man is required to enter into levirate marriage with the 
betrothed of his brother who died (Me’iri).

Two…yevamot who come from one house – 
: If a man dies, leaving several 

wives but no sons, his brother enters into levirate mar-
riage or performs  with one of the widows. The 
rest are then permitted to remarry (Rambam Sefer 

To include the betrothed woman – : 
The  of levirate marriage apply equally to the 
wife of a deceased man and to the betrothed of a de-
ceased man (Rambam 



§ Apropos the death of the wife of the High Priest, the Gemara 
cites an additional . -

 ,  on the day of a 
does not eat  Rabbi 

. What is the mean
-

sary only to bring him from his house.  
for the High Priest to serve in the Temple when he is an acute 
mourner, but it is a mitzva to bring him from his house to serve 
in the Temple for the entire day to help ease his pain. 

Abaye said to according to the opinion of Rabbi  
Yehuda, we remove the High Priest from the Temple when he is 
an acute mourner, as it was taught in a 

g  on top of the altar  
and heard that a relative in  
the middle the Temple; this is the statement of Rabbi  

the service and then 

 
 is referring to a common priest, it is reasonable to say  

that the same is true with regard to a High Priest as well. Rabbi 

exits the Temple, and you say we bring the High Priest who is an 
acute mourner from his house 

Rather, Rava said: 
What 

to say that the High Priest does not serve 
for the entire day even though the Torah allows him to do so, due 
to a rabbinic he forget that he is an acute mourner and 
eat consecrated food forbidden to him. Rav Adda bar Ahava said 
to Rava: And did Rabbi Yehuda ?  But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
would even designate another wife for him lest his wife die? 
And if his wife dies, he nevertheless performs the Temple 
and Rabbi Yehuda did not issue a

may not serve for the entire day that he is an acute mourner. Rava 
these cases , in the 

mishna,  does not eat, he 
too will . However, here, during the rest of the 
year, when everyone eats, he too will 
decree was issued.

And 
in a case like this, would the halakhic status of 

considering that According 

divorce in which case she is no longer his wife and if she dies he 
Al-

though the status of 
is he not troubled 

the service on that day. 

mourner – : A High Priest serves in the 
Temple even when he is an acute mourner, and his service 
is valid. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna and the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the baraita (Tosafot; Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam 

acute mourner – : Although a High 
Priest serves in the Temple when he is an acute mourner, he 

To bring him from his house – : Some 
explain that the reason he is brought to the Temple is that 
if he remains at home, there is concern that the High Priest 
in his grief might touch the corpse of his relative, an act that 
is prohibited. 

: 
Most of the commentaries claim that the Gemara is referring 
to the High Priest (Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Ri HaLa-
van; Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). The author of the Me’iri agrees with 
Rashi that the Gemara is referring to a common priest and 
that had the Gemara been referring to a High Priest, it would 
have mentioned it explicitly (Ritva explaining Rashi’s opinion). 

And did Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest he eat – 
: In the the following 

be concern lest the High Priest forget himself and eat at any 
point during the Yom Kippur service. Some answer that this 
is not a legitimate concern, as the entire Yom Kippur service 
would be abandoned in that case (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 

). Yet others 

food is greater than the concern lest the High Priest eat on 
Yom Kippur. The prohibition for an acute mourner is to eat an 
olive-bulk of food, whereas the prohibition on Yom Kippur is 

Ohel Moshe). 



During all seven days 
he sprin-

kles the blood , 
and he removes the ashes of the lamps of the candelabrum, and he 

hind leg  
Priest performs these tasks in order to grow accustomed to the 

 On all the other days 
of the year, if the High Priest wishes 

any portion that 
he chooses t  and takes any portion that he chooses 

Who is the  who 
taught 

mishna is not in the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as 
if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, it is dif

Didn’t Rabbi Akiva say: With regard to a ritually pure person 
upon whom a sprinkling fell, it renders him 
impure? 

how can the High Priest perform the 
Temple 
water on each of the seven days of his sequestering due to the pos
sibility that he was impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. 

the sprinkling will render him impure. 

As it was taught in a “And the pure person 
will sprinkle it upon the impure person” 
emphasis that he sprinkles the water upon the impure person comes 
to teach that if he sprinkled on the ritually impure person, that 
person becomes pure; but if he sprinkled on the pure person, that 
person becomes ritually impure. the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. And the Rabbis to teach that 
it is considered sprinkling only if it is performed -
tible to impurity, whereas if the water was sprinkled on items not 
susceptible to impurity, it is not considered sprinkling. 

What is as we 
learned intended 
to sprinkle on an animal,  which does not be
come impure when alive, but happened to sprinkle it upon  
an impure person, if water remains on the hyssop that he used  
to sprinkle the water, he should repeat the action and sprinkle  

sprinkling was onto a person, who can become impure, the water 
 

by improper use. However, with regard to one who intended to 
sprinkle on a person but happened to sprinkle 
it upon an animal, even if water remains on the hyssop, he should 
not repeat 

use, and may not be used in a second sprinkling. 

The head and the hind leg – : These parts 

it is appropriate to give those portions to him ( ). 

-
mal, etc. – : There are two contra-

intended to sprinkle on an animal but instead sprinkled on a 
person, he must repeat the sprinkling; however, if he intended 
to sprinkle on a person and sprinkled on an animal, he need 
not repeat the sprinkling, independent of whether or not wa-

Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para

that the priest should sprinkle a second time with the water 
remaining on the hyssop; however, the Me’iri explains that 
the individual dips the hyssop in the water a second time and 
should not use the water remaining on the hyssop.

There is also a dispute with regard to the rationale for this 

However, if water is unintentionally sprinkled on a person, it is 

is a special 

on an object not susceptible to impurity (Tosafot; Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna; Tosafot Yeshanim). 

Based on the variant reading of the Gemara, there is a dis-
pute whether the status of the water is determined by the 
act that was performed, i.e., the sprinkling of water on an 
animal, or by the intention, i.e., that one intended to sprinkle 
on an animal (see Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para; 
Ritva). Another approach explains that if the priest does not 
sprinkle the water properly, either due to improper intention 
or improper action, he becomes impure himself. Consequently, 

 
in further sprinkling (Rabbeinu Tam; Tosafot Yeshanim; Rabbi  
Shimshon of Saens). 

The practice of the High Priest – : The 
Sages accustom the High Priest in the Yom Kippur service dur-
ing the seven days of his sequestering. He sprinkles the blood, 
burns the incense, and removes the ashes from the lamps of 
the candelabrum so that he will be prepared to perform the 
service on Yom Kippur (Rambam 

:
Priest does not participate in the lottery like the rest of the 
priests, but may perform any service that he chooses. He may 
also take any portion that he chooses before the other priests 
(Rambam 

animal – : If one intends to sprinkle pu-

to impurity, and instead sprinkles on a person, the sprinkling 
is invalid. The individual must dip the hyssop into the water 
again and sprinkle with the appropriate intention. However, 
if he intends to sprinkle on an object susceptible to impurity, 
and instead sprinkles on an animal, he sprinkles again with 
the water remaining on the hyssop and need not dip it into 
the water again (Rambam 

Kesef Mishne). 


