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* The posuk (Vayikra 6:3) states, yv7n nx 0™
- [a Kohen] should separate some ashes [from
atop the mizbeach], nawmn Ysx vy - and he
should place it near the mizbeach. On an
ordinary day this avodah, called ywTn nmn
(the lifting, or separating, of the ashes), was
performed around the time of daybreak. The
Mishna (20a) says that on Yom Kippur it was
performed much earlier, after midnight.

The Gemara (20b) explains that terumas
hadeshen was advanced to midnight on Yom
Kippur because of a concern for the fatigue of
the fasting Kohen Gadol ( ynoT nvon own
9ym). Tosfos explains that terumas hadeshen
was performed extra early on Yom Kippur in
order to give the Kohen Gadol time to rest
afterwards before beginning the morning
avodos.

There are several opinions as to the extent
of the Kohen Gadol's duties on Yom Kippur.

(a) The Ritva (12b) cites his teacher' as saying
that min haTorah the Kohen Gadol was required
only for the offering of the special Yom Kippur
korbonos and the Yom Kippur ketores. The
standard daily avodos, however, such as the
korbon tamid and the terumos hadeshen, may be
performed by any Kohen.? By rabbinic decree,
however, the Kohen Gadol must personally
perform all the avodos of the day. Therefore,
we find that the Mishna on 31b speaks of the
Kohen Gadol slaughtering the korbon tamid on
Yom Kippur and our Gemara speaks of him

performing terumas hadeshen.®*  However, if
the Kohen Gadol felt too fatigued to perform
these extra services, they would draw lots and
an ordinary Kohen would perform the standard
daily avodos (see Mishna 22a and 25a) because
it is not essential that the Kohen Gadol perform
the daily avodah.*

(b) The Riva (cited by Tosfos, end of 20a) says
that the Kohen Gadol was obligated to perform
all the daytime avodos on Yom Kippur. He
was not obligated to perform terumas hadeshen
because that was performed at night.

(c) The Ramban® deduces from the fact that the
procedure of drawing lots to select a Kohen for
terumas hadeshen is discussed in Mesechtas
Yoma (see Mishna 22a) that an ordinary Kohen
(selected via lots) performed terumas hadeshen
even on Yom Kippur because Mesechtas Yoma
deals primarily with the avodah of Yom Kippur.
Moreover, he notes that the piyutim (which
were compiled by early scholars®) for recitation
on Yom Kippur indicate that lots were drawn
even on Yom Kippur to determine which Kohen
(Hedyot) performs terumas hadeshen.

The Sefas Emes notes that terumas
hadeshen is not included in the list of avodos
(mentioned in the Mishna on 14a) performed by
the Kohen Gadol in preparation for Yom
Kippur. This indicates, as the Riva says, that
the Kohen Gadol did not perform terumas
hadeshen on Yom Kippur.

(c) The Baal Hama'or maintains that the authors
of the Yom Kippur piyutim mistakenly included
the drawing of lots in the Yom Kippur service



because the Kohen Gadol would perform
terumas hadeshen on Yom Kippur, and it wasn't
subject to determination by lots.

2] The Tosfos HoRosh cites our Gemara as
proof to the Baal Hamaor's position. The fact
that the Gemara says that terumas hadeshen was
advanced to midnight because of a concern for
the fatigue of the Kohen Gadol indicates that
the Kohen Gadol was obligated to perform it.

The RIi, in defense of the Riva, explains that
the sages wanted the terumas hadeshen
performed early, so that the mizbeach would be
ready for the Kohen Gadol to start the avodah
immediately in the morning. They were
concerned that a delay might cause the Kohen
Gadol to tire later in the day before he
completed the required avodos (see Tosfos n»7
DWN).

The Riva himself says that the word
"Gadol" should be removed from the text of the
Gemara and the proper reading is, nvoSN own
11271 - because of the fatigue of the Kohen (not
Kohen Gadol). We are concerned that by the
time dawn arrives the (ordinary) Kohanim
might be too weak to perform terumas hadeshen
and therefore it is advanced to the middle of the
night.
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The Gemara lists five sacred things that
were present in the first Bais Hamikdash but
were lacking in the second Bais Hamikdash.
Among them are wmpn M - the Divine spirit
(akin to prophecy), and the Urim V’tumim.
[The Urim V’tumim was a parchment with
Hashem's name that was inserted into the Kohen
Gadol's choshen - golden breastplate. The Urim
V’tumim infused the choshen with a Divine
power to give advice on important matters and
foretell the future.]

Tosfos is of the opinion that the Urim
V’tumim was an inherent part of the choshen
and if the Urim V’tumim was lacking, the
choshen was considered incomplete.
Consequently, Tosfos maintains that it is not
possible that during the second Bais Hamikdash
era the Kohen Gadol wore the choshen without
the Urim V’tumim because wearing an

-2-

incomplete choshen is tantamount to not
wearing a choshen at all, and the Kohen Gadol
is forbidden to perform the avodah without a
complete set of eight vestments (o 131 90NN).
Hence, Tosfos asserts when the Gemara says
that they lacked the Urim V’tumim during the
second Bais Hamikdash era, it means that the
power of the Urim V’tumim (to respond to
queries and issue prophetic revelations) was
lacking, but the physical Urim V’tumim
parchment was present. This appears to be the
position of the Rambam as well.’

The Ravad® disagrees and maintains that the
physical Urim V’tumim was lacking during the
second Bais Hamikdash. Nevertheless, the
Kohen Gadol was permitted to perform the
avodah because he says the Urim V’tumim was
not an essential component of the eight
vestments. As long as the Kohen Gadol wore
the choshen (and the other seven vestments) he
was considered sufficiently attired, even though
the Urim V’tumim was missing.

The Ravad argues that if the only thing that
was lacking in the second Bais Hamikdash was
the Urim V’tumim's ability to respond to queries
(as Tosfos and the Rambam say), the Gemara
would not have listed the Urim V’tumim and m»
wTPN as two separate items, because the power
to prophetically respond to queries is an aspect
of wmpn N.

In defense of the Rambam and Tosfos, the
Brisker Rav® proves that the sphere of N1
wmpn and the power of the Urim V’tumim to
prophetically respond to queries are different
realities. The Mishna in Sotah 48a says that the
[power of the] Urim V’tumim was nullified
when the last of the omwxy ooy - earlier
prophets - died. The Gemara there explains that
this occurred at the end of the first Bais
Hamikdash era.’® Prophecy, on the other hand,
existed until the beginning of the second Bais
Hamikdash era (at the time of the demise of the
DNINK N0 - later prophets, such as Ezra
who lived during the building of the second
Bais Hamikdash). Hence, it is clear that the
Urim V’tumim'’s potency was not linked to the
power of prophecy (and ruach hakodesh). It is
therefore entirely reasonable for our Gemara to
count them as two separate items.
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The Mishna relates that originally the
Kohanim would race up the ramp of the
mizbeach and whoever was first to reach within
four amos (cubits) of the top of the mizbeach
would obtain the rights to the mitzvah of
terumas hadeshen.

The Mishna says that if there was a tie
between two Kohanim, the supervisor would
determine who should be privileged to perform
the terumas hadeshen by means of a lottery.
Rashi explains that all the Kohanim (who
competed for the mitzvah) would be asked to
put out a finger, and the supervisor would pick a
random number and count from a random
starting point. The Kohen upon whom the
count ended was declared the winner (see
Gemara 25a). [The Gemara on 22b explains it
is forbidden to count b'nai Yisrael and therefore
they would count fingers instead of bodies.]

The Gevuras Ari asks why Rashi says that
all the Kohanim would be included in the finger
lottery, as opposed to just the two co-winners of
the race. The other Kohanim should be ruled
out since they lost the race.

The Tosfos Yom Tov explains that a finger-
lottery with only two participants would be
subject to bias and fraud because the supervisor
could easily determine the outcome from the
beginning. If he picks an odd number the count
would end with the Kohen with whom the count
started, and if he selects an even number it
would end with Kohen counted second. Hence,
for the sake of fairness, we must include all the
Kohanim in the lottery.

The Magen Avraham' (as explained by the
Machatzis Hashekel) rejects this answer,
arguing that it is possible to organize a fair
lottery even if there are only two participants.
We could have someone other than the
supervisor select a number and not announce it
until the supervisor chooses the starting
Kohen.?? Alternatively, we could use another
type of lottery in which cheating by the
supervisor is not possible, such as selecting
numbers from a box.

The Magen

Avraham, consequently,

deduces from the words of Rashi that whenever
any selection process fails to produce a single
winner, the entire process is declared void and
must be repeated. For example, if there is a
lottery in which the winner is determined
according to the highest number picked from a
box, and two people win because they both end
up with the same [high] number, the entire
lottery drawing is declared void.  When the
lottery is repeated, all of the original
participants are entitled to participate - not just
the two co-winners.

The Me'il Tzedakah™ agrees with the
Magen Avraham's approach to the Mishna but
disagrees with the comparison to a lottery
drawing. He maintains that an ordinary lottery
that successfully narrows down the competition
to two people is valid. The following lottery
need only include the two co-winners and not
the other participants who drew lower numbers
and clearly lost the competition. He explains
that the case of the Mishna is different because
the race is not in the category of a lottery.
Rather, it is used as a means of circumventing
the need for a lottery by agreeing to award the
mitzvah to the first Kohen to arrive at the top of
the mizbeach. In the event that the race does
not produce a winner (such as when two
Kohanim arrive simultaneously) the race
method is abandoned, and we revert to the
method of a standard lottery in which everyone
is included.*
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The Gemara (22b) says that King Shaul was
punished and dethroned because he was too
humble to be a king and did not react against
people who humiliated him. The Maharsha
cites the Gemara in Kiddushin 32b which says
that a king has no right to forgo his honor
because dishonoring a Jewish king is akin to
dishonoring Hashem. Therefore, Shaul's crown
was taken from him.

The Gemara (23a) proceeds to say that a
talmid chacham (Torah scholar) also must
protect his honor because an insult directed at a
talmid chacham is akin to an insult against the
Torah which he represents. The Gemara



explains that even though it is praiseworthy for
a talmid chacham to waive his honor, this is
only if the wrongdoer asks forgiveness and
attempts to offer appeasement. [The Gemara
says that a talmid chacham should not actively
pursue and exact revenge on someone who
wrongs him, but neither should he entirely
forget and forgive™ (unless forgiveness was
asked) because he must uphold the Torah's
honor.]

The Sefas Emes wonders how to reconcile
this Gemara with the famous episode regarding
Hillel's humility and patience. The Gemara in
Shabbos relates of an individual's futile attempt
to excite and anger Hillel - to no avail. It is
apparent from that incident that it is
praiseworthy for a talmid chacham to ignore
insults directed at him and to forgive (even
before being appeased).

The Sefas Emes answers that the Gemara in
Kiddushin 32a cites a dispute as to whether or
not SyNn Y115 yM1d Yy Ynnpw nn - a tamid
chacham is empowered to forgo his honor. The
Sefas Emes suggests that our Gemara follows
the opinion that a talmid chacham, like a king,
is not empowered to forgo his honor, whereas
the Gemara in Shabbos is of the opinion that a
talmid chacham is empowered to forgo his
honor. Therefore, the Gemara there assumes
that it is praiseworthy to forgive and forget,
even without being asked forgiveness.

The Rambam does not seem to concur with
the Sefas Emes's approach because, despite
ruling® that a talmid chacham may forgo his
honor, the Rambam*’ codifies our Gemara and
rules that a talmid chacham is obligated to
protect his honor.

The Rambam,® however, distinguishes
between an indignity that occurred in public and
one that was committed in private. If a talmid
chacham was insulted in private then he should
forgive and forget. Our Gemara which says that
a talmid chacham should protect his honor is
referring to a case in which he was insulted
publicly. In such a case he is obligated to
uphold the honor of the Torah which he
embodies.

Alternatively, the Rivash®® draws a
distinction between a lack of proper 72>

(honor) and outright y»12a - indignity. He asserts
that the Gemara in Kiddushin permits a talmid
chacham to forgo his honor, such as to excuse
people from their obligation to rise in his
presence, but he may not allow people to
humiliate him.?

The Ritva draws a distinction between
ordinary matters and spiritual matters.? If the
insults are related to personal matters, the
talmid chacham is urged to forgive and forget.
However, if the insults are related to spiritual
matters, then outright forgiveness is deemed
misplaced humility.?
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* One of the avodos performed with a mincha
(meal offering) is kemitzah, whereby the Kohen,
with his three middle fingers, scoops flour out
of the bowl containing the mincha. The flour
that he scoops into his palm is called the kometz
and is burned on the mizbeach. The o»vw -
remaining part - is eaten by the Kohanim. The
Gemara in Menachos 6a states that it is essential
that the Kohen scoop an exact kometz. His
fingers may neither be overflowing with flour
nor short of flour.

R' Chiya taught in a braysoh that the
minimum shiur (amount) of ashes that the
Kohen must remove from the mizbeach when
performing terumas hadeshen is a kometz. This
law is derived from the law of mincha offerings
by virtue of the fact the same word, o>, is
stated in both passages (mw n1). Just as a
kometz is the required shiur that a Kohen must
remove from a mincha offering, so too, a kometz
is the amount of ash required for the mitzvah of
terumas hadeshen.

The Gemara on 47a derives from a posuk
(smpa) that the Kohen must perform the
kemitzah with his bare hands, not with a vessel -
even if the vessel was shaped to hold exactly a
kometz of flour. The Ritva® comments that
despite the mw N7 comparing terumas
hadeshen to kemitzah, it was obvious to the
Gemara that the Kohen need not scoop out ash
from among glowing coals with his bare hands.
Therefore, this aspect of the law of kemitzah is
not applied to terumas hadeshen.



Rashi points out that since the Kohen cannot
take the burning ash with his bare hands, it is
impossible for him to scoop an exact kometz (as
required for a mincha). It was obvious to the
Gemara that the law of terumas hadeshen is
compared to kemitzah only insofar as the
minimum required shiur, but not with regard to
the maximum shiur. Even though with respect
to mincha it is forbidden for the Kohen to scoop
out more than a kometz of flour from the
mincha, with regard to terumas hadeshen the
Kohen is permitted to take more than a kometz.

The Rashash points out that it is possible to
produce vessels (measured to specification
according to each Kohen's fist) which hold
exactly a kometz-full of ash (just as the Gemara
contemplates regarding mincha). Consequently,
he questions why the Kohen is not required to
use such a pre-measured vessel to remove an
exact kometz of ashes.

The Chonen Deah* explains why the p’sul
of a amn y»p (an oversized kometz) applies
only to a mincha and not to terumas hadeshen.
He postulates that an oversized kometz
invalidates a mincha offering, not because it is
an invalid act of kemitzah, but because there is
a halachic requirement for the entire mincha
(including the portion that will be eaten by the
Kohanim) to remain intact until after the
haktoras hakometz - burning of the kometz. The
problem with an oversized kometz is that the
surplus flour protruding from the Kohen's fist is
technically not a portion of the kometz but
rather is classified as part of the o»yw
(remaining portion). Therefore, if a Kohen
scoops out an oversized kometz and burns it on
the mizbeach, the mincha is posul because a
portion of the o»vw was destroyed before the
kometz was [entirely] burnt.

In the case of terumas hadeshen, however,
even if the mitzvah requires the removal of an
exact kometz of ash, it does not concern us if the
Kohen removes a little extra - even if the extra
ash is not classified as terumas hadeshen ash -
because the removal of extra ash does not
invalidate the avodah of terumas hadeshen.”
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The Gemara says that it is forbidden (for
anyone other than a King who descended from
Dovid Hamelech) to sit in the azarah -
courtyard of the Bais Hamikdash. The Gemara
says that the chambers that are built on non-
sacred ground outside the azarah and have
entrances leading into the azarah are included
in this prohibition. Although these chambers do
not have the full sanctity of the azarah (i.e., a
korbon may not be slaughtered there, Zevachim
19a), they contain enough sanctity to allow for
the eating of kodshai kodashim and to prohibit
sitting there. [See Tosfos for discussion as to
why the Kohanim were permitted to sit there
while eating the meat of korbonos.]

The Binyan Shlomo® deals with a question
of whether it is permitted to extend the ezras
nashim (women's section) of a shul into the
men's section by moving the dividing wall (or
mechitzah) into the men's section. He wonders
whether doing so is perhaps a violation of the
rule n5p NWYTPS NN NWVITPN PTIIN PN - 0Ne
may not diminish the sanctity of a holy item or
place (see Al Hadaf above 27 97).

It was suggested that the ezras nashim in
question contained the same degree of kedusha
as the main shul since there was a connecting
door between them, and our Gemara says that
the chambers of the Bais Hamikdash that
opened into the azarah have the sanctity of the
azarah (regarding many laws).

The Binyan Shlomo rejected this argument,
noting that the Gemara says that a chamber that
has two doors, one opening to the azarah and
another opening to the outside, does not contain
the sanctity of the azarah (unless it was built on
sacred ground). Since the ezras nashim had a
door leading to the outside of the shul it would
not acquire the sanctity of the main sanctuary
even though it had a doorway leading to the
shul.”

In conclusion the Bais Shlomo asserts that
the women's section of a Beis Haknesses
contains the same degree of kedusha as the
men's section because women daven there and
respond to kaddish and kedusha - even though
they do not count as part of the minyan.
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The Mishna on 22a says there were four
daily [finger] lotteries in the Bais Hamikdash
made to determine which Kohen should perform
the various avodos (with the daily korbon
tamid). The first lottery determined who has the
right to perform terumas hadeshen. The second
lottery was for the right to slaughter the korbon
tamid and the third lottery determined who
performs zerikah - the throwing of the tamid
blood - (Mishna 25a).

The Gemara notes that there is no mention
of a lottery for choosing a Kohen for n5ap (the
act of receiving the blood). Evidently, says the
Gemara, either the shochet (slaughterer) would
receive the blood (upon completing the
shechitah), or the P~ (the one who performs
zerikah) would receive the blood (and then take
it to the mizbeach and perform zerikah). [The
Gemara concludes that the P performs nbap,
see there for the reason.]

This Gemara clearly indicates that it is
theoretically possible for the Kohen who
performs shechitah to perform kabolah as well.
In other words, after the shochet completes the
act of shechitah, apparently, there is still
enough time for him to grab a vessel and
receive all the animals wain o7 (lifeblood).

The Mishna on 31b says that on Yom

Kippur (when all the avodos had to be
performed by the Kohen Gadol), the Kohen
Gadol did not complete the shechitah (of the
tamid). Rather, the Kohen Gadol had to allow
another individual to complete the shechitah
because he had to quickly take a vessel and
receive the animal's blood while the shechitah
was being completed.
Question: The aforecited Mishna on 31b clearly
indicates that the act of kabolah must begin
during the shechitah so that all the animal's
blood should be received. On the other hand,
the Gemara on 25b indicates to the contrary -
that it is possible for a Kohen to perform [the
entire] shechitah and then perform kabolah.?

The Mikdash Dovid® suggests that there is
a fundamental difference between shechitah
performed on korbonos all year round and the
shechitah performed on Yom Kippur. The

general rule is nmay w> nvnw - shechitah is
not considered an avodah - and therefore is
valid even if performed by a 3. Presumably,
shechitah may be performed even with one's left
hand, since it is not an avodah.* On the other
hand, on Yom Kippur when the Kohen Gadol
must perform the entire service including the
shechitah, the shechitah is considered an
avodah and presumably must be performed with
the Kohen's right hand (as is the law regarding
zerikah and all other avodos).™

Accordingly, the above question is
answered. During the year, it is technically
possible for the Kohen to slaughter the korbon
tamid with his left hand and simultaneously
hold a vessel in his right hand to receive all the
lifeblood of the korbon. On Yom Kippur,
however, since the shechitah is an avodah
which had to be performed with the Kohen
Gadol's right hand, he was not able to
simultaneously receive the blood (for kabolah
must also be performed with the Kohen's right
hand). Therefore, the Mishna on 31b says that
the Kohen Gadol must have another individual
complete the shechitah while he takes the vessel
in his right hand and performs kabolah.? 3
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* The fourth daily o»s (lottery) determined
which Kohen offers that day's ketores.

The Mishna says that only Kohanim who
had to date never offered ketores were included
in the ketores lottery.

The Gemara explains that the posuk
juxtaposes ketores with a blessing for wealth
(Devarim 33:10-11, /N 772...7°982 NNOP IDOW
yo>n) indicating that one who offers ketores will
be blessed with wealth. The mitzvah of ketores
was therefore an especially sought after
mitzvah,* and was reserved for Kohanim who
had never performed it before.

There are several midrashic sources which
liken being a sandek (holding the infant during
his bris milah) to the offering of ketores.®
Based on this, Rabbeinu Peretz (cited by the
Ramoh in Shulchan Aruch®) writes that a father
should not extend the honor of sandek to the
same person twice. Just as the mitzvah of



ketores was assigned only to new Kohanim and
was never repeated by the same Kohen, so too,
a father should not honor someone with the
mitzvah of sandek for more than one of his
children.*

The Noda B'Yehuda® notes the minhag
does not seem to follow Rabbeinu Peretz, for in
many communities it is customary to honor the
Rabbi of the city with being the sandek at all the
brisim performed in the community.

The Chasam Sofer,* however, explains that
the minhag to repeatedly honor the Rabbi of the
city with being the sandek is not in
contradiction with R' Peretz's position. He
submits that the Rav of a city is likened to a
Kohen Gadol and the halacha is that 5y1y yn>
w2 PN 1PN - a Kohen Gadol is given first
choice in offering korbonos - and he has a right
to offer whichever korbonos he wished. Just as
a Kohen Gadol had the right to repeatedly offer
ketores as often as he wished,* so too, the Rav
of a community is permitted to accept the honor
of being sandek for many boys in the same
family.*

The Vilna Gaon* comments that if being a
sandek is likened to offering ketores then a
sandek should be blessed with wealth, and he
wonders why this does not seem to be the
case.”

The Chasam Sofer,* in defense of Rabbeinu
Peretz, explains that a sandek sometimes
forfeits his blessing of wealth in punishment for
his sins. Nevertheless, explains the Chasam
Sofer, even when the sandek does not attain
wealth he is considered fortunate because the
mitzvah serves to spare him from other potential
punishments. If he had not served as a sandek
and not lost his potential wealth, he would have
been punished in other ways, such as with
sickness, poverty or death.

991
NN AN 9POY
* If a 71 - non-Kohen - performs avodah in the
Bais Hamikdash, he is subject to omw »12a nnm
- death by the hands of Hashem - and the
avodah is invalid. The Gemara (24a, 27a,b and
28a) discusses which services in the Bais
Hamikdash constitute "avodah™ with respect to

this halacha.

R' Yochanan says that if a 2% arranges the
wood of the navyn - pyre of the mizbeach - he
is N7 2»n [and his avodah is invalid, meaning
that the pyre may not be used]. In order to use
that wood for burning korbonos, the
arrangement must be undone [and taken off the
mizbeach and then brought back up*] and
rearranged by a Kohen.*®

The Ritva says that demolishing the non-
Kohen's arrangement of wood does not nullify
the death penalty that the 2% incurred upon
arranging the pyre. [The purpose of having a
Kohen rearrange the wood is to validate the
wood for future use on the mizbeach.]

One view cited by the Tosfos Horosh
disagrees and maintains that taking the wood off
the mizbeach does indeed retroactively cancel
the death penalty incurred by the non-Kohen
who originally arranged the pyre, because it
retroactively nullifies his invalid arrangement.

[Note: The Gemara in conclusion revises R'
Yochanan's assertion and says that he was not
referring to n>yn 7o - arranging the pyre -
because that service does not constitute a
genuine avodah. The Rambam*’ (as explained
by the Kesef Mishna) is of the opinion that the
Gemara only means that a non-Kohen who
arranges the ns>9yn is not subject to »72a NN
o nw; however, his arrangement is invalid and
must be redone by a Kohen.]*®

The Rabbanan assert (Mishna in Menachos
6a) that if a non-Kohen performs kemitzah, the
mincha offering is posul even if the kometz is
returned to the vessel and a Kohen performs
another kemitzah.  Once the kometz was
performed in an invalid manner or by an invalid
individual, it is posul and cannot be rectified.*

In light of this, the Sefas Emes asks why R’
Yochanan validates a n>3yn that was re-
arranged by a Kohen after having been arranged
by a non-Kohen and declared invalid.

In answer, the Sefas Emes distinguishes
between the avodah of kemitzah which is a
significant avodah in its own right, and the
service of no9yn 7o which serves merely as a
qwon- preparation - for haktorah - burning the
korbon. Based on this distinction, the Sefas
Emes suggests that if a non-Kohen erroneously



performed the avodah of nawnd o»ax nxdyN -
bringing the limbs of a korbon onto the
mizbeach - the invalidation cannot be rectified,
just as a non-Kohen's kemitzah cannot be
rectified.*
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The Mishna relates that before slaughtering
the morning korbon tamid they would send
someone up to an elevated place to ascertain
that dawn had arrived. The Mishna explains
that this precaution was instituted because they
once made a mistake and slaughtered the tamid
before dawn, mistaking the moon's light for
daybreak and they had to burn the korbon at the
noywn ma - place designated for burning
invalid offerings.

Rashi explains that the basis for invalidating
a korbon which is slaughtered before dawn is
the posuk yoy»aoonay which is interpreted to
mean - during the daytime you shall slaughter.

The Rach cites another source from a posuk
which says that one korbon tamid should be
offered ap11a - in the morning, and one in the
evening. This posuk indicates that the morning
tamid may not be slaughtered before morning.

The Brisker Rav® explains why Rashi
rejected the Rach's source even though 921 is
stated specifically with regard to tamid
(whereas oonay oyay is stated in the passage
concerning shelamim). The posuk 9122 does
not teach that shechitah performed prior to
dawn is posul; it merely teaches that the
mitzvah to offer the tamid cannot be fulfilled
before morning. If not for the posuk oy
p5nay we would have said that a tamid that is
slaughtered at night, although not a valid tamid,
may be offered on the mizbeach as an naT noy
(donated olah offering). We would have said
that another korbon should be offered after
daybreak to fulfill the tamid obligation but the
korbon slaughtered prior to daybreak is not a
korbon posul (and it need not be burned at the
noxywn m31). The posuk oonay oyay teaches
that slaughtering a korbon at night invalidates
the korbon and it is burned at thenswin nia.

In explanation of the Rach, the Brisker Rav
suggests that once we know (from the posuk

9123) that the korbon tamid obligation is not
fulfilled with a nighttime korbon, we know that
it cannot be offered as a korbon nedavah either
because the tamid must be the first korbon of
the day (as the Gemara on 34a derives from the
posuk NNWNA N NN, cf., Tosfos 29a, xon 177).%2
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The Gemara notes that the incident cited in
the Mishna on 28a, whereby the moon's light
was mistaken for daybreak, could not have
occurred on Yom Kippur because there is no
moonlight visible in the eastern horizon before
dawn on the tenth of the month. Rashi explains
that only towards the end of the lunar month
does the moon rise at the end of the night.
[Rabbeinu Chananel adds that on the tenth of
the month (Yom Kippur) the moon sets two
hours before dawn.] Thus, the Gemara
concludes that the mistake occurred at the end
of a month, not on Yom Kippur.

Interestingly, the Rambam® writes that
although the incident mentioned in the Mishna
did not occur on Yom Kippur, another, similar,
incident did occur on Yom Kippur whereby the
tamid was mistakenly slaughtered before dawn.

The Meromei Sodeh wonders how the
second incident (on Yom Kippur) occurred.
The Mishna says that as a result of the first
incident the sages instituted that the tamid
should not be slaughtered immediately after
dawn, but only after navn 95 »a dxp - the
entire eastern sky lights up. [This is the opinion
of Masya ben Shmuel in the Mishna and it is
codified by the Rambam.>] How could it have
still been nighttime if the entire eastern sky was
lit up?

In answer, the Meromei Sodeh explains that
the sages' enactment (to delay the tamid until
the entire eastern sky is lit) did not apply to
Yom Kippur. The sages allowed the Kohen
Gadol to slaughter the tamid on Yom Kippur
immediately after dawn, so that he would get an
early start on the day's avodah and not get too
hungry and fatigued before completing his
duties (3na1 NWoIN Nan - to spare the Kohen
Gadol from tiring later in the day, see above 971



’9). Therefore, even after the enactment, it was
still possible to err on Yom Kippur.

The Meromei Sodeh infers from the
wording of the Mishna on 28a and the Gemara
on 29a that when the inspector was sent up to
the roof to observe the eastern sky, he was
required to respond differently on Yom Kippur
than on an ordinary day. The Mishna indicates
that on an ordinary day he simply had to declare
NP2 - [it is] dawn - whereas the Gemara on
29a indicates that on Yom Kippur he had to
declare »np12 pHa - the day has dawned (which
implies a greater sense of certainty than »xp3).
On Yom Kippur when the shechitah was
performed immediately after dawn, they
required the inspector to be doubly certain that
the day had indeed dawned before proceeding
with the shechitah.
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The Mishna says that even a person who is
tahor must immerse in a mikveh before entering
the Bais Hamikdash [to perform avodah]. Ben
Zoma explains that this halacha is derived from
a kal v'‘chomer argument. Since we find that the
Kohen Gadol on Yom Kippur is required to
immerse when changing from one sacred place
to another (i.e., from the heichal to the kodesh
hakodashim, as stated in the Mishna, and as
derived from p'sukim on 32a) then certainly one
must immerse when entering the Bais
Hamikdash from non-sacred ground.*
There are several views regarding this tevilah
(immersion) obligation:
1. Rashi asserts that tevilah is always required
before entering the Bais Hamikdash, even for
non-avodah purposes. [Rashi maintains that the
word nTayy (to perform avodah) in the Mishna
is imprecise.]
This position seems to be supported by the
Gemara (30b) which indicates that (based on
our Mishna's halacha) a metzora must immerse
in a mikveh before he inserts his hands into the
Bais Hamikdash to receive his purifying blood
and oil applications. From this Tosfos ( n7
nm) adduces that tevilah is required whenever
entering the Bais Hamikdash - even if for non-
avodah purposes (as Rashi says) - because the

metzora's act of inserting his hands and having
blood and oil applied to them is not an avodah,
and, nevertheless, requires immersion.

2. Tosfos maintains that the obligation to
immerse when entering for non-avodah
purposes is only miderabbanan (a rabbinic law).
Min haTorah one is obligated to immerse only
when entering to perform an avodah.

3. The Tosfos Yeshanim maintains that there is
no obligation to immerse when entering the
Bais Hamikdash - unless entering to perform
avodah. He explains, however, that with
respect to this halacha the term "avodah™ has a
broad meaning and includes any Bais
Hamikdash procedure, such as mmna ynn - the
blood and oil application on a metzora's thumbs
and shechitah, even though these actions are not
considered genuine avodos in the stricter sense
of the word.

4. The Tosfos Rid maintains that there are two
actions that warrant tevilah: (a) Entering the
Bais Hamikdash even for non-avodah
purposes (as Rashi says), and (b) starting to
perform avodah (in the Bais Hamikdash>®) -
even for one who has already immersed earlier
upon entering the Bais Hamikdash.  For
example, if a Kohen spent the night in the Bais
Hamikdash (tending to the burning of the
korbonos on the mizbeach), he must immerse in
the mikveh in the morning before starting to
perform the daytime avodos.”’
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As cited above, the Mishna on 30a says that
everyone entering the Bais Hamikdash must
immerse in a mikveh even if they are tahor.
According to Ben Zoma (cited above) this is a
biblical requirement derived from a Kkal
vichomer from the Kohen Gadol's tevilah
obligation on Yom Kippur.

R" Yehuda (30a) disagrees and maintains
that the obligation for a tahor person to immerse
in a mikveh upon entering the Bais Hamikdash
is a rabbinic law instituted by the sages to
prompt one (who thinks he is tahor) to carefully
consider and recall whether he perhaps came in
contact with tumah a while ago and has since
forgotten that he is tamei.



The Gemara (31a) poses a query as to
whether a chatzitzah (foreign matter attached to
one's body causing an interposition between
one's body and the mikveh water) invalidates
this tevilah.

Rashi explains that according to Ben Zoma
[who says the obligation for one to immerse
upon entering the Bais Hamikdash is min
haTorah] it is clear that the law of chatzitzah is
applicable. The query was posed only
according to R' Yehuda who says that this
tevilah obligation is a rabbinic law (to prompt
someone to recall any forgotten tumah).
Perhaps any act of immersion is sufficient to
accomplish the goal of reminding one of his
forgotten state of tumah regardless of whether
there is a chatzitzah or not.

Tosfos maintains that the query is relevant
according to Ben Zoma as well. Tosfos (30a,
cited above) is of the opinion that min haTorah
only one who enters the Bais Hamikdash for
avodah purposes is obligated to immerse. The
sages instituted that one entering for non-
avodah purposes must also immerse - lest he
mistakenly perform an avodah without tevilah.
Tosfos explains that it is with regard to this
rabbinically mandated tevilah that the Gemara
suggests that the halacha of chatzitzah was not
enforced.®

Ezra HaSofer decreed that a »»p bya (one
who experiences a seminal emission) may not
study Torah until he immerses in a mikveh
(Berachos 22a, see Al Hadaf ibid.).” The
Tanna Kamma (Mishna ibid., 20b) says that he
also may not recite shema or berachos over
food.

The halacha® follows R' Yehuda ben
Beseira (cited ibid.) who permits a »p Yya to
study Torah (contrary to Ezra's decree), arguing
that nxmL DYYaPN DPNX NN MaT - the words
of Torah are impervious to tumah.

The Tur® writes that although today the
minhag is not to require tevilah for a »p Sy3,
there are nwyn »wixy o>on (pious individuals)
who observe tevilas Ezra, and 5y xan 7nnnn
n572 - if one is stringent in this regard, may he
be blessed.®

The Maamar Mordechai®® maintains that
one who conducts himself stringently with

regard to tevilas Ezra need not remove every
chatzitzah from his body before immersing.*
Since it is only a rabbinic tevilah which was
instituted as a nxndya ndyn (added stringency),
not because of a tumah concern,® it is similar to
the rabbinically mandated tevilah discussed by
our Gemara (which is not invalidated by
chatzitzah).®
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On Yom Kippur the Kohen Gadol wore two
sets of bigdei kehunah; bigdei zahav (his
ordinary golden vestments) and bigdei lavan
(white vestments of linen, specially made for
Yom Kippur). The bigdei lavan were donned
for the performance of avodos that were
performed inside the kodesh hakodashim.
[These avodos are called the "inner avodos".]
The inner avodos consisted of the burning of the
special Yom Kippur ketores and the sprinkling
of the blood of the Yom Kippur bull and goat
offerings inside the kodesh hakodashim between
the yxn »7a - rods of the aron. The bigdei
zahav were worn for all other avodos performed
outside the kodesh hakodashim (called the outer
avodos).

Upon donning a set of vestments, the Kohen
Gadol was required to immerse in a mikveh and
perform oY o> vimp (wash his hands and
feet with the kiyor water). Before removing the
vestments another ooy T wiPp was
required.

The passage in the Torah dealing with the
avodah on Yom Kippur (Vayikra 16) indicates
that after performing some outer avodos, the
inner avodos were completed, and then the Yom
Kippur services concluded with more outer
avodos. If this was indeed the case, then the
Kohen Gadol would require a total of three
mikveh immersions (one before each time he
donned his new set of vestments) and six vymp
Doy o> (two for each donning).

The Braysoh says, however, that in reality
the inner avodos were divided into two
segments. Part of the inner avodos (i.e., the
removal of the ketores spoon and fire pan from
the kodesh hakodashim) was performed after an
intervening outer avodah. R' Chisda explains
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that this was done in conformance with the
halacha I'Moshe m'Sinai (oral tradition handed
down to Moshe at Sinai) that the Kohen Gadol
was required to perform a total of five
immersions and ten oY% o wvypp.  The
inner avodos were divided into two segments so
that the Kohen Gadol would have to switch his
garment two extra times (once to don the bigdeli
zahav and once to switch back to bigdei lavan)
and hence he would have to perform an added
two immersions (and four 01 oy WvYTP).

The Vilna Gaon offers an explanation as to
why the posuk indicates that the inner avodos
were performed at once, when in fact this was
not the case:

As cited above on 7 97, the Vilna Gaon®
quotes a Midrashic source®® which indicates that
although ordinary Kohanim Gedolim are
forbidden from entering the Kodesh hakodashim
in middle of the year, Aharon HaKohen was an
exception.  Aharon was permitted to enter
whenever he wanted - provided he performed
the Yom Kippur avodos mentioned in the Yom
Kippur passage.

The Vilna Gaon suggests that if Aharon
were to enter the kodesh hakodashim in midyear
he would only change into bigdei lavan one
time and he would be obligated to perform only
three immersions. R’ Chisda implies that the
inner avodos are divided into two segments only
for the purpose of requiring the Kohen to
immerse five times in compliance with the
halacha I'Moshe m'Sinai. This halacha I'Moshe
m'Sinai, argues the Vilna Gaon, was stated with
respect to Yom Kippur but it does not apply to a
case in which Aharon entered in middle of the
year. Thus, the reason the posuk does not
specifically divide the inner avodos into two
segments, is that it was not required in all
instances.
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Abaya, in listing the proper order for the
morning services in the Bais Hamikdash (which
was handed down by tradition), says that yw»>7
»mna nawn  (removing ash from the inner
mizbeach) precedes mA 3y navn - cleaning the
lamps of the menorah. Rava explains that this
sequence is based on the rule by payn P

msnn - it is forbidden to pass up an opportunity
to perform a mitzvah (while en route to perform
another mitzvah).*

The following question was posed to the
Radvaz™ regarding a prisoner who is granted
permission by the officials to leave prison for
one day. Should he take his day off at the first
possible chance, or should he wait for a
specially opportune time, such as Yom Kippur,
to enable him to pray with a minyan on the
holiest day of the year?

Based on the principle of by yayn px
mxnn the Radvaz ruled that the prisoner should
not defer his furlough for a future date. Rather,
he should take advantage of the first possible
opportunity to daven with a minyan and perform
mitzvos.

The Chacham Zvi™ challenges the Radvaz's
application of the principle of Yy Payn P
MmN, maintaining that his rule does not apply
when the second mitzvah that one encounters is
of greater rank (e.g., more wmpn or 9n) than
the mitzvah that came first.”” Since davening in
shul on Yom Kippur is a greater mitzvah than
davening with a minyan on an ordinary
weekday, postponing one's furlough from prison
until Yom Kippur is permissible and is not
contrary to the rule of mxnn Yy Payn PN.

In conclusion, however, the Chacham Zvi
concedes to the Radvaz and says that the
prisoner should not defer his leave. He bases
this on the Gemara in Pesachim 91a which
indicates that when a (non-Jewish) king
promises to release a prisoner, there are grounds
for concern that he might retract his decision.
Therefore, the prisoner should seize the
opportunity to take his leave as soon as possible
and not postpone it until Yom Kippur because
the king might rescind his grant of leave.”

The Chayai Odam,” citing Tosfos (33a
PI2YN PN N71D), postulates that the rule of px
msnn Sy payn applies only when there is a
question of sequence, meaning one is faced with
a question as to which mitzvah to perform first
and which to perform second. However, if one
must choose one mitzvah and leave the other
mitzvah altogether, such as the prisoner who is
granted only one day for his furlough, he should
choose the mitzvah of higher rank even if he
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encounters the other mitzvah first.”
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The Gemara derives from the posuk 7
Yynown, stated with regard to the korbon
tamid, that n»wxy N9y NN - the morning tamid
must be the first korbon to be burned on the
mizbeach.

The Gemara in Zevachim 89a derives from
another posuk ( m%wY WX PN N T1ION
Tnnn) that as a rule nx oTP NN PTNN
y7an - a korbon (or mitzvah) that occurs with
greater frequency takes precedence over a less
frequent korbon. Therefore, for example, the
korbon tamid is accorded precedence over the
korbon musaf on Shabbos since the tamid is a
daily korbon whereas the musaf is brought only
once a week.

Tosfos asks why the posuk cited by our
Gemara is necessary. Since the tamid is more
frequent than all other korbonos it should be
accorded priority based on the rule of =1n
omMp.

Several commentators answer Tosfos'
question by explaining that the halacha of our
Gemara (NN N9y 8oN) IS necessary because
it has a wider application than the principle of
DTP PN,

The Mikdash Dovid™ cites proof that the
rule of omp 70 is employed only when there
is a question as to which of two mitzvos should
be performed first. However, it does not
preclude one from performing two mitzvos of
varying frequencies simultaneously. The posuk
cited by our Gemara teaches that not only is it
forbidden to sacrifice another korbon before the
tamid, it is even forbidden to sacrifice another
korbon simultaneously with the tamid.

Alternatively, R' Eliezer Moshe Horowitz of
Pinsk”” explains that the rule of omp N
applies only to a situation where it is possible to
perform either of two mitzvos and one is faced
with the choice of which one to perform.
However, if one chances on the opportunity to
perform a less frequent mitzvah and there is a
more frequent mitzvah which he cannot perform
until later, he should not postpone the mitzvah
on hand in anticipation of the < n mitzvah

which is not currently available. The posuk
cited by our Gemara teaches that even if the
korbon tamid is not currently available, it is
nevertheless forbidden to proceed with other
offerings in the meantime (7x5w DTp 727 N
»pnd). Even in such a case, all other
korbonos must be postponed until after the
tamid.”
F
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The Gemara relates how Hillel studied
Torah despite his abject poverty. One day, on
the eve of Shabbos, he was unable to afford the
Bais Medrash entrance fee so he climbed up to
the roof and listened to Shmayah and Avtalyon's
lecture through the skylight. So great was
Hillel's love for Torah that he remained in that
position all night even though it was snowing.
The next morning Hillel was found buried under
three amos (cubits) of snow and had to be
revived, inspiring the rabbis to exclaim, 17 »xA
nawn NX Oy Y5nd - it is fitting to desecrate
Shabbos to save this person.”

[The Chidah™ explains that on an ordinary
Shabbos evening the rabbis would leave the
study hall and go home to eat the Shabbos meal.
He suggests that on this particular Shabbos
evening they continued their study session
throughout the entire night because they were
unable to leave the Bais Medrash due to the
unusually heavy snowfall.]

The Minchas Chinuch® writes that the
mitzvah of 1 o7 Yy Tyn xY (do not stand
idly by when your friend is in danger) applies
only to one whose predicament is not self
imposed. If one fails to save a friend who is
deliberately trying to harm himself, he is not in
violation of this mitzvah.

Similarly, the T'shuvos Ohr Gadol*
suggests that Shabbos may not be desecrated in
order to save an individual who deliberately, or
carelessly, has endangered his own life.

In support of this ruling he cites our
Gemara’'s account concerning Hillel. He
deduces from the fact that the rabbis stressed
that it is fitting to desecrate Shabbos to save
Hillel (py »nanawn nx vdy Sond ) that,
generally speaking, it is not proper to desecrate
Shabbos to save an individual who deliberately
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placed himself in harm's way. The rabbis meant
to say that Hillel is an exception to the rule
because, due to his great love for Torah he was
so engrossed in his studies that he didn't feel the
cold and was unaware of his dangerous
predicament.  They exclaimed that for an
individual such as Hillel who is so engrossed in
Torah, it is fitting to desecrate Shabbos.*
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One of the Yom Kippur korbonos was a bull

that the Kohen Gadol purchased with his
personal funds which was offered as a chattos.
Before slaughtering this chattos the Kohen
Gadol would recite »71 (confession) two times;
once on behalf of himself and his family and
once on behalf of his fellow Kohanim. [A third
confession was recited on behalf of all of Klal
Yisrael on the nonwnn yw - goat that was sent
to be thrown down a cliff.] The Kohen Gadol's
confession  included  three  types  of
transgressions: (a) oXyws - sins committed out
of rebelliousness to spite Hashem; (b) nmy -
willful transgressions; (c) ooxvn - inadvertent
transgressions.
The Gemara cites a dispute as to the proper
sequence of the confession. R' Meir, citing
scriptural proof from Vayikra 16:21 and Sh'mos
34:7, asserts that the proper order is >nyws >n»y
nxon - | have sinned willfully, rebelliously and
inadvertently.

The halacha,® however, follows the
Chachamim who maintain that the confession
should be recited in ascending order of severity:
First he confesses on o xvn - inadvertent sins -
since they are the least severe, then on nmy -
willful sins, and lastly, on ooyws - rebellious
sins.

The Nesivos®** notes that we follow a
different pattern in the amidah of Yom Kippur.
There the text reads, YWnNVM NYW F2¥M NNN
,191 [Hashem] erase and remove our rebellious
sins and our inadvertent sins - and he questions
why in this instance the more severe
transgressions are mentioned first.

In answer, the Nesivos explains that there is
a difference between confessing one's sins and
asking forgiveness. When confessing, the less

severe sins should be mentioned first because
presumably one transgressed those first. It is
likely that the violation of less severe sins led
him to eventually commit the more severe sins
as Chazal teach, 9mx 0y 971Ny YW N7 T NN 1D
)21 N NN o nwy- this is the way of the
yetzer horah, one day he provokes one to
commit a small sin and the next day a little
greater sin, and so on.

With regard to asking forgiveness and
coming closer to Hashem, we address the more
severe sins first because they are the greatest
impediment to teshuva. The greater sins cause a
greater separation between man and Hashem.
After one obtains forgiveness for the most
severe sins and moves closer to Hashem, he
then pleads for atonement for his milder sins as
well, in an effort to come even closer to
Hashem. Before one can hope to obtain
forgiveness for his milder sins he must obtain
atonement for his severe sins.®
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* Once sacrificial objects, such as the blood or
eimurim of a korbon, are placed in a kli shareis
(sanctified vessel) they must be offered before
the next morning (unless they are left on the
mizbeach overnight). If they are left overnight
[while not on the mizbeach] they becomes 909
noa - disqualified due to remaining overnight.
Since the kiyor (washbasin for the Kohanim)
was a kli shareis, any water remaining in the
kiyor ~ overnight was subject to this
disqualification of linah®*® and could no longer
be used for o9 o1 vipp (washing hands
and feet of the Kohanim).*’

The Mishna says that Ben Katan was a
Kohen Gadol who enhanced the kiyor with a
device called »5>m which prevented its leftover
water from becoming posul.

Abaya (37a) explains that Ben Katan made
a wheel with which to lower the kiyor. Rashi
explains that with this pulley they would lower
the kiyor each night into an underground pool®
below the azarah and this prevented the water
from becoming posul (because something
attached to the ground is not susceptible to the
p’sul of n»Y).
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The Rambam® explains »o>m differently.
He says that Ben Katan fashioned a non-
sanctified vessel, called muchni, which was
positioned next to the kiyor.  This non-
sanctified vessel was filled with water and was
used to supply the kiyor with water as needed.
Since they were careful not to fill the kiyor with
extra water, they circumvented the p’sul linah.
Any extra water left in the muchni did not
become posul, because water that remains
overnight in a non-sanctified vessel is not
susceptible to the p’sul of linah.

The Raavad® finds the Rambam's
explanation incompatible with our Gemara, for
Abaya says that »>m was a wheel with which
they lowered the kiyor - thus clearly indicating
(as Rashi says) that Ben Katan invented some
sort of pulley system with which to lower the
kiyor.**

The Mirkeves HaMishna* in defense of the
Rambam suggests that Abaya was not referring
to the kiyor, but rather to the adjacent muchni.
He suggests that according to the Rambam, it
was the adjacent non-sanctified vessel that had
a pulley system. The muchni was lowered on
occasion, not to prevent its contents from p’sul
linah, but simply in order to refill it with water
from an underground source.*®

The Kesef Mishna® notes that the Rambam
appears to contradict himself, for he writes in
Hilchos Bi'as HaMikdash® that in order to
prevent the kiyor water from linah susceptibility
the kiyor was lowered each night into an
underground spring.*

The Mareh Hapanim,” in defense of the
Rambam, suggests that prior to Ben Katan they
would submerge the kiyor nightly to prevent
n»Y 5o, however, it was a difficult task to
lower the kiyor each night. Ben Katan
fashioned a muchni (a non-sanctified vessel
adjacent to the kiyor) to store water for the kiyor
in order to avoid the difficult task of
submerging the kiyor nightly. Therefore, the
Rambam mentions both methods of preventing
the n»Y 5)109: submerging the kiyor, and storing
the water in an adjacent vessel.”
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1] The Mishna relates that Ben Kamtzar was
cursed for refusing to share his special writing
talent with others. The Gemara (38b) explains
that Ben Kamtzar knew how to hold four quills
between his fingers and write an entire four-
letter word at one time. Rashi (38a) explains
that he would use this art to write the entire
four-letter name of Hashem at once.

Tosfos Yeshanim, citing a braysoh in
Maseches Sofrim 5:6, explains that when a
scribe writes the name of Hashem he is
forbidden to interrupt and talk in middle of
writing the name. Thus, it was advantageous to
write the entire name of Hashem at once to
ensure that the scribe does not interrupt and talk
in the midst of writing Hashem's name.

Alternatively, the Minchas Chinuch®
explains that the first two letters of the four-
letter name of Hashem form the name n -7
which is also one of Hashem's names. If one
writes the first two letters and then adds the
third letter (-'n-») it appears as though he has
erased Hashem's name because those three
letters do not represent Hashem's name.
Consequently, explains the Minchas Chinuch, it
was considered advantageous for a scribe to
write the entire four-letter name simultaneously
to avoid the problem of [the appearance of]
erasing the two-letter name of Hashem.

The posuk, Sh'mos 39:30, states nx wyn
LP¥aNoN, 0 Yoy - he made the tzitz (head
plate of the Kohen Gadol)...and they wrote the
name of Hashem on it. In light of our Gemara
the Imrei Emes'® explains the posuk's use of the
plural term n>wa (they wrote), instead of
1non (he wrote). He suggests that each of the
four letters of Hashem's name on the tzitz was
inscribed by another person. This was done so
the entire name would be written
simultaneously in accordance with our Gemara
which says that it is advantageous to write the
entire name of Hashem at one time. Hence the
posuk uses the plural term yan>» since the name
was inscribed by four different people.

2] A query was posed to the Masas Binyamin'®*
as to whether printed seforim contain the same

-14 -



degree of kedusha as handwritten seforim. It
was suggested that handwritten seforim contain
more kedusha since they are painstakingly
written letter by letter and word by word as
opposed to seforim which are printed a page at a
time.

The Masas Binyamin adduces proof from
our Gemara that printing many letters and
words at once does not diminish the kedusha of
a sefer. On the contrary, the Gemara says that it
is advantageous to write four letters at once.'®

oY 91

17579 HIN 1PV PYNINN 9199 9991 )Na Y

The braysoh lists many miracles and
blessings that occurred in the Bais Hamikdash
during the forty-year term of Kohen Gadol
Shimon Hatzadik, one of which was that every
Kohen would be satiated by the portion of
lechem hapanim that he received. In contrast,
after Shimon Hatzadik's death there was a curse
upon the lechem hapanim and Kohanim
received only bean-sized portions which would
not satiate their hunger. As a result of these
small un-satisfying portions, the gluttonous
Kohanim would try to grab larger portions of
lechem hapanim, and the yynx - modest
Kohanim - unwilling to fight, would forego
their portion.

The Ritva explains that the pious
individuals would forego their portion only
because it was smaller than a k’zayis (olive's
volume) and thus in any case they would not
fulfill a mitzvah by eating it. However, if they
would have been able to obtain a k’zayis, which
is the minimum required for the fulfillment of
the mitzvah of ow7p n»ox (eating sacrificial
food), they would not have relinquished their
portion so easily.

The B'nai Chayah'® adduces proof from the
words of this Ritva that if one has less than the
required k’zayis of matzah or marror on the first
night of Pesach, it is pointless for him to eat it,
for one does not fulfill any mitzvah by eating
less than a k’zayis.'®

The Chidah'® disputes this ruling and
maintains that a k’zayis is the minimum

required in order to fulfill the complete
mitzvah. However, one fulfills a partial

mitzvah by eating any amount, even less than a
k’zayis. [He compares eating a half-k’zayis of a
mitzvah food to eating a half-k’zayis of
forbidden food. Although one is not subject to
malkus (the Torah penalty of lashes) unless he
eats at least a k’zayis of forbidden food,
nevertheless, R' Yochanan rules (Gemara
below, 73b) that it is biblically forbidden to eat
even less than a k’zayis ( y2 ON YW 80
n7nn).'%] The Ritva means to say that since a
half-k’zayis is only a partial mitzvah the yyns
decided not to fight over it. However, as a rule,
it is better to eat a half-k’zayis of matzah or
kodashim than not to eat any at all. [The words
of the Tosfos Yeshanim here seem to
corroborate this approach.'”]

2] The Sharei Teshuva'® considers a case in
which there are two people who each have a
half-k’zayis of matzah. Should one person
surrender his piece of matzah to enable his
friend to fulfill the mitzvah properly, or perhaps
each person should eat his own matzah even
though by doing so they each fulfill only a
partial mitzvah (as above).

In conclusion, he rules that it is wrong for a
person to graciously offer his matzah to his
friend, because every person is responsible for
the performance of his own mitzvos.
Therefore, each person should eat his own half-
k’zayis of matzah, even though they will each
fulfill only a partial mitzvah.

Alternatively, he says they should draw
lots to determine who should get both pieces of
matzah. In this manner, one person will fulfill
the mitzvah in its entirety and the other will not
be guilty of forgoing his matzah without good
reason.  Rather, he surrenders his matzah
because he entered a lottery in an effort to
acquire the rights to the entire mitzvah. [ |
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