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Talmud - Mas. Avodah Zarah 51a
 he is liable. It is clear [why he is liable if he poured out] a vessel of urine because it is a kind of sprinkling which is broken up; but where is there a sprinkling which is broken up with excrement? - With moist excrement. Is it to be said [that Rab's statement] is a matter of dispute between Tannaim: 'If one slaughtered a locust to an idol, R. Judah holds him liable, but the Sages free him of penalty'? Is not this the point at issue between them - [R. Judah] holds that we declare [that to incur guilt the idolatrous worship need only be] like the act of slaughter,1 whereas the others hold that we do not declare [it sufficient to be only] like the act of slaughter and it must resemble the ritual within the Temple? - No, all agree that we do not declare [it sufficient to be only] like the act of slaughter and we require a resemblance to the ritual within the Temple; but it is different with a locust because it has a neck like the neck of an animal.2 
 R. Nahman reported that Rabbah b. Abbuha said in the name of Rab: If an idol is worshipped [by rapping before it] with a stick and [an Israelite] broke a stick in its presence, he is liable and [the stick] is prohibited.3 If he threw a stick in front of it, he is liable but [the stick] is not prohibited.4 Raba asked R. Nahman: Why the distinction - if he broke the stick it is regarded as an act of slaughter; if he threw the stick, it should likewise be regarded as an act of sprinkling! - He replied to him: We require a sprinkling which is broken up and that we have not here. [Raba retorted:] According to this reasoning, whereby should the stones [which are thrown before] a shrine of Mercurius be forbidden?5 - He answered him: I, too, had that difficulty and I put the question to Rabbah b. Abbuha who put it to Hiyya b. Rab and he put it to Rab who said to him: [The stone] becomes, as it were, an enlargement of the idol.6 This reply is satisfactory for him who maintains that the idol of an idolater is prohibited forthwith;7 but according to him who maintains that [the idol is not prohibited] until it has been worshipped [the stones] should be permitted since it has not been worshipped!8 - [R. Nahman] answered [Raba]: Each stone becomes an idolatrous object in itself and also an offering to the one next to it.9 [Raba asked]: If this is so, the last stone at least should be permitted!10 - [R. Nahman retorted]: If you know [which is the last stone], go and remove it!11 R. Ashi said: Each stone becomes an offering in itself and an offering to the one next to it.12 
 We learn: If he found on top [of a Mercurius] a garment or coins or utensils, behold these are permitted; but [if he found] grape-clusters, wreaths of corn, [gifts of] wine, oil or fine flour, or anything resembling what is offered upon the altar, it is prohibited.13 This is all right with [gifts of] wine, oil and fine flour, since they have a resemblance to what is within the Temple and also to the sprinkling which is broken up; but grape-clusters and wreaths of corn have no resemblance to what is within the Temple and to sprinkling which is broken up!14 - Raba said in the name of 'Ulla: [The prohibition applies when,] e.g., the man cut them at the outset for an idolatrous purpose.15 
 R. Abbahu said in the name of R. Johanan: Whence is it that he who sacrifices a blemished animal to an idol is free of liability? - As it is stated, He that sacrificeth onto any god, save unto the Lord alone, shall be utterly destroyed.16 - the Torah only prohibits what resembles that which is within the Temple. Raba objected: What [sort of blemish has R. Abbahu in mind]? Shall I say it is a cataract in the eye?17 Since, however, such an animal was qualified to be offered by the sons of Noah18 to God upon their altars, how much more so to an idol! Rather [must he be thinking of a blemish like] being defective in a limb, and it is in accord with R. Eleazar who said: Whence is it that an animal defective in a limb is prohibited [as an offering] to the sons of Noah? As it is stated, And of every living thing of all flesh, two of every sort19 - the Torah declares, Bring an animal which has all its limbs living.20 But the phrase of every living thing is required to indicate the exclusion of an animal which is trefa!21 - This is derived from the phrase to keep them alive with thee.22 This reply is satisfactory for him who maintains that an animal which is trefa cannot bring forth young; but for him who maintains that it can, what is there to say? - Scripture states with thee, i.e,, animals like yourself.23 Perhaps, however, Noah was himself unsound of limb! It is written concerning him that he was perfect.24 Perhaps that means perfect in his ways! It is written concerning him that he was righteous!25 Perhaps the meaning is 'perfect' in his ways and 'righteous' in his actions! - It is impossible to say that Noah himself was unsound of limb, for if it entered your mind that he was, then the All-merciful said to him, Animals like yourself [which are defective] take [into the Ark] and exclude those which are unblemished! Since, now, [the thought that the animals were not defective] is derived from 'with thee', what is the purpose of 'to keep them alive'? - If [the Torah had only written] 'with thee,' I might have imagined that the reason was merely to provide him with company and [the animals could include] the old and even the castrated; therefore we are informed 'to keep them alive.'26 
 R. Eleazar said: Whence is it that if one slaughters an animal to Mercurius he is liable?27 As it is stated, And they shall no more sacrifice their sacrifices unto the satyrs.28 Since this text cannot apply to the subject [of worshipping idols] in their regular way - for it is written, How do these nations serve their gods!29 - apply it to the subject [of worshipping idols] in a way which is not regular to them. But is [the verse and they shall no more sacrifice etc.] to be used for this purpose? Surely it is required in accordance with the following teaching: 
____________________ 
(1) Although a locust was never sacrificed in the Temple. Similarly with the breaking of the stick for which the man is liable. 
(2) For that reason R. Judah holds the man liable with the slaughter of a locust but with throwing a stick he may not hold him liable, so that Rab finds no support for his view among Tannaim. 
(3) The breaking of the stick is an offering to the idol. 
(4) It is not then considered to be an offering. 
(5) Since this is analogous to throwing a stick and cannot be said to resemble the act of sprinkling in the Temple. 
(6) It is therefore not an offering to an idol but itself an idolatrous object, a Mercurius consisting of a cairn. 
(7) Before it was actually worshipped, v. supra 46a. 
(8) Even if the stones are considered to enlarge the idol, they are still not prohibited until there has been an act of worship. 
(9) His act of throwing the stone renders the rest of the heap an idol since he thereby worships Mercurius, and the stone which is thrown becomes an idolatrous object as soon as another is added. 
(10) For the reason that it has not yet been worshipped. 
(11) Because one cannot be sure which is the last stone added to the heap, they are all prohibited. 
(12) The worship of Mercurius consisting in the throwing of stones, the act of throwing constitutes each stone an idolatrous object, even the last. 
(13) Quoted from the next Mishnah. 
(14) This refutes Rab's ruling. 
(15) It is then analogous to an act of slaughter. 
(16) Ex. XXII, 19. Hence the animal must be such as is fit to be offered to God before the man is liable. 
(17) This defect would disqualify an animal as a sacrifice. 
(18) Rashi explains the term as including the Israelites before they received the Torah at Sinai. 
(19) Gen. VI, 19. 
(20) To the exclusion of any that are defective; and it was understood that the criterion which applied to the clean animals for the Ark was also to hold good for the Temple, v. supra 5b. 
(21) V. Glos. 
(22) Ibid. 
(23) Sound in limb. It therefore does not intend the exclusion of what is trefa. 
(24) Ibid. VI, 9. 
(25) So if 'perfect' referred to his character, it is superfluous. 
(26) To preserve the species and only such as are fit for that purpose were to be selected. On the whole passage, v. supra 5b-6a. 
(27) Although sacrificing animals to it was not its mode of worship. 
(28) Lev. XVII, 7. 
(29) Deut. XII, 30. Here the Torah forbids the normal worship of idols. 
Talmud - Mas. Avodah Zarah 51b 
 Up to here1 it speaks of sacrificial animals which had been dedicated as offerings during the time that improvised altars were prohibited and were offered during the time such altars were prohibited, because the penalty is actually stated, viz., And hath not brought it unto the door of the tent of meeting etc.2 Here we learn the penalty; but whence is the prohibition? There is a text to state, Take heed to thyself lest thou offer thy burnt offerings in every place that thou seest;3 and it is as R. Abin said in the name of R. Elai: Wherever it is stated Take heed, or lest, or do not, it denotes a negative command. From [and they shall no more sacrifice] onwards it speaks of sacrificial animals which had been dedicated as offerings during the time that improvised altars were permitted and were offered during the time such altars were permitted, as it is stated, To the end that the children of Israel may bring their sacrifices, [which they sacrifice in the open field,]4 viz., which I previously permitted you [to offer upon improvised altars]; 'in the open field' - this teaches that whoever sacrifices upon an improvised altar at a time when such is prohibited, Scripture ascribes it to him as though he sacrifices in the open field. 'And bring them unto the Lord' - this is a positive command; but whence is the negative precept in this connection? There is a text to state, And they shall no more sacrifice their sacrifices. It is possible to think that the penalty [for transgressing the law about sacrificing to satyrs] is excision;5 therefore there is a text to state, This shall be a statute for ever unto them6 - i.e., this is for them but the other is not for them!7 - Raba said: Scripture reads, And they shall no more sacrifice.8 
 MISHNAH. IF HE FOUND ON TOP [OF A MERCURIUS] A GARMENT OR COINS OR UTENSILS BEHOLD THESE ARE PERMITTED;9 [BUT IF HE FOUND] GRAPE-CLUSTERS, WREATHS OF CORN, [GIFTS OF] WINE, OIL OR FINE FLOUR, OR ANYTHING RESEMBLING WHAT IS OFFERED UPON THE ALTAR, SUCH IS PROHIBITED. 
GEMARA. Whence have we this? - R. Hiyya b. Joseph said in the name of R. Oshaia: One verse states, And ye have seen their abominations, and their idols, wood and stone, silver and gold, which were among them;10 and another verse states, Thou shalt not covet the silver or the gold that is on them.11 How is it, then? 'Among then,' is analogous to 'on them'; as with the things 'on them' what is ornamental12 is prohibited and what is not ornamental is permitted, so with the things 'among them' what is ornamental is prohibited and what is not ornamental is permitted. But reason [the other way about]: 'On them' is analogous to 'among them'; as 'among them' means that everything that is among them [is prohibited]13 so 'on them' means that everything that is upon them [is prohibited]! - In that case there would have been no need to mention 'on them'.14 
 COINS are surely an ornament!15 - The School of R. Jannai said: [The Mishnah deals with the circumstance] where they are tied in a bag and suspended from the idol.16 A GARMENT is surely an ornament! - The School of R. Jannai said: [The Mishnah deals with the circumstance] where it is folded and placed upon the head of the idol.17 A utensil is surely an ornament! R. Papa said: [The Mishnah deals with the circumstance] where a basin is inverted over its head. R. Assi b. Hiyya said: Whatever is within the veils,18 even water and salt, is prohibited;19 of the things outside the veils what is ornamental is prohibited and what is not ornamental is permitted.20 R. Jose b. Hanina said: We have a tradition that [this regulation concerning] veils applies neither to the idol Peor nor to a Mercurius. For what purpose [does he mention this]? If I answer that [non-ornamental] objects which are even within [the veils] are like those outside and are permitted, since people relieve themselves before it21 would they not the more bring water and salt as an offering to it! - Rather must the reason be that even what is outside is like what is within the veils and is prohibited.22
 MISHNAH. IF AN IDOL HAS A GARDEN OR BATH-HOUSE, WE MAY USE EITHER SO LONG AS IT IS NOT TO THE ADVANTAGE [OF IDOLATRY],23 BUT WE MAY NOT USE EITHER IF IT IS TO ITS ADVANTAGE. IF THEY BELONGED JOINTLY TO IT AND TO OTHERS, USE MAY BE MADE OF THEM WHETHER IT BE TO THE ADVANTAGE [OF IDOLATRY] OR NOT. THE IDOL OF AN IDOLATER IS PROHIBITED FORTHWITH; BUT IF IT BELONGED TO AN ISRAELITE IT IS NOT PROHIBITED UNTIL IT IS WORSHIPPED. 
GEMARA. Abaye said: The term ADVANTAGE means that payment is made to the heathen priests, and NOT TO ITS ADVANTAGE means that no payment is made to them, thus excluding the circumstance where payment is made to the idol-worshippers, which is permitted. There are some who apply this explanation to the second clause [of the Mishnah]: IF THEY BELONGED JOINTLY TO IT AND TO OTHERS, USE MAY BE MADE OF THEM WHETHER IT BE TO THE ADVANTAGE [OF IDOLATRY] OR NOT. Abaye said: The term ADVANTAGE means that the payment is made to the other joint-owners, and NOT TO THEIR ADVANTAGE means that no payment is made to the heathen priests. If one applies this explanation to the second clause, it clearly holds good all the more of the first clause;24 but if he applies it to the first clause, then it could not hold good of the second clause for the reason that there being others [sharing the ownership] with it, it would be right even to make payment to the heathen priests.25 
 THE IDOL OF AN IDOLATER IS PROHIBITED FORTHWITH. Whose is the teaching of our Mishnah? - It is R. Akiba's; for it has been taught: Ye shall destroy all the places wherein the nations served26 - the verse refers to the utensils which are used for idolatry. It is possible to think that if they were made but not completed, or completed but not brought [into the heathen shrine], or brought there but not yet used, they would still be prohibited; therefore the text states, 'Wherein the nations served', i.e., they are not prohibited until they have been used in the worship. Hence it is said: The idol of an idolater is not prohibited until it is worshipped; but if it belonged to an Israelite it is prohibited forthwith - Such is the statement of R. Ishmael; but R. Akiba says the opposite: The idol of an idolater is prohibited forthwith; but if it belonged to an Israelite it is not prohibited until it is worshipped. 
 The Master said [above]: 'The verse refers to the utensils which are used for idolatry.' But the verse speaks of 'places' [and not utensils]! - Since, however, It cannot refer to places, which are not prohibited - for it is written, Their gods upon the high mountains, not their mountains which are their gods27 - 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., in the preceding verses of Lev. XVII. 
(2) Ibid. 4. The continuation is: that man shall be cut off from among his people. 
(3) Deut. XII, 13. 
(4) Lev. XVII, 5. 
(5) The same as if he had offered sacrifices when improvised altars were prohibited, as mentioned above. 
(6) Ibid. 7. 
(7) I.e., the penalty is restricted to the offence stated and not to one who sacrifices, e.g., to Mercurius. Consequently Lev. XVII, 7, cannot be employed to support the rule that a man who sacrifices to Mercurius is liable. 
(8) Lit., 'they shall not sacrifice' and 'no more'. The double phrase therefore indicates two prohibitions, and one of them may be applied to R. Eleazar's dictum about sacrificing to Mercurius. 
(9) Elmslie suggests that these were not offerings to the idol but were left there by devotees to be used by passers-by. For that reason they were not prohibited. The Gemara gives a different explanation. 
(10) Deut. XXIX, 16. 
(11) Ibid. VII, 25. Here there is no mention of wood and stone, because these are not ornaments of an idol. 
(12) [E.g., 'the silver or the gold'.] 
(13) [Although not ornamental as, e.g., 'wood and stone'.] 
(14) The verse would have been superfluous, since the law could have been deduced from Deut. XXIX, 16. 
(15) Why, then, does the Mishnah allow them? 
(16) Only then is it permitted, because the idol appears to be a carrier and this is derogatory to it. 
(17) This too takes away from the dignity of the idol. 
(18) Which hang in front of the idol. 
(19) Because it is presumably an offering. 
(20) It is not regarded as an offering. 
(21) The idol Peor. V. infra 44b. 
(22) Even though it be non-ornamental, because the veils are only used for reasons of decency since the worship takes an immodest form. They cannot therefore be regarded as partitioning off the idol. 
(23) There is no payment or any other recognition for the use. 
(24) The reason must be the stronger when the garden or bathhouse belongs exclusively to the idol. 
(25) Because whether payment is made to the joint-owners or the priests, there is advantage to idolatry. 
(26) Deut. XII, 2. 
(27) V. supra 45a. 
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 apply it to the subject of utensils.1 'Hence it is said: The idol of an idolater is not prohibited until it is worshipped; but if it belonged to an Israelite [it is prohibited] forthwith.' But we explained the verse as referring to utensils [and not to idols]! - Scripture states, Which ye shall possess their gods,2 thus comparing their gods to utensils - as utensils [are not prohibited] until they are used in worship so their gods likewise [are not prohibited] until they are worshipped. R. Akiba, however, who does not draw this comparison, can tell you that the particle eth3 interrupts the subject-matter.4 
 We have ascertained R. Ishmael's reason for the view that the idol of an idolater is not prohibited until it is worshipped; but whence does he derive that the idol of an Israelite is prohibited forthwith? - It is common sense that if when it belongs to an idolater [it is not prohibited] until it is worshipped, when it belongs to an Israelite it should be prohibited forthwith - But draw the conclusion that when it belongs to an Israelite [it is prohibited] not at all! - Since it has to be removed out of sight,5 shall it not be prohibited at all! But why not say [that when it belongs to an Israelite it is to be treated in the same way as when it belongs to] an idolater! - Scripture stated, And I took your sin, the calf which ye had made6 - from the moment it was made it came within the category of 'sin'. [But again] conclude from these words that a man is guilty of sin [when he makes an idol] but not that it is prohibited! - Scripture stated, Cursed be the man that maketh a graven or molten image7 - from the moment it is made he comes under the curse. Conclude from these words that a man becomes involved in a curse [when he makes an idol] but not that it is prohibited! - It is written, An abomination unto the Lord.8 
 How does R. Akiba [explain this phrase]?9 - [The idol] is a thing that leads to an abomination.10 Whence does R. Akiba derive his view that the idol of an idolater is prohibited forthwith? - 'Ulla said: Scripture stated, The graven images of their gods shall ye burn with fire11 - as soon as they have been made into graven images they become deities. And how does the other12 [explain this verse]? - He requires it in accordance with the teaching of Rab Joseph who learned: Whence is it that an idolater can annul his deity? - As it is stated, The graven images of their gods shall ye burn with fire.13 And whence does the other [i.e., R. Akiba, derive this regulation]? - He deduces it from the statement of Samuel who asked: It is written, Thou shalt not covet the silver or the gold that is on them, and it continues, Thou shalt take it unto thee14 - so how is this to be understood? When [the idolater] fashions it into a god do not covet it, but when he has annulled15 it so that it is no longer a god you may take it for yourself. 
 We have ascertained R. Akiba's reason for the view that the idol of an idolater is prohibited forthwith, but whence does he derive that if it belonged to an Israelite [it is not prohibited] until it is worshipped? - Rab Judah said: Scripture stated, And setteth it up in secret,16 i.e.,[he is not involved in the curse] until he performs towards it things which are done in secret.17 And how does the other [i.e., R. Ishmael, explain this phrase]? - He requires it in accordance with the teaching of R. Isaac who said: Whence is it that an idol belonging to an Israelite must be removed out of sight?18 As it is stated, And setteth it up in secret. And from where does the other [i.e., R. Akiba, derive this regulation]? - He deduces it from what R. Hisda said in the name of Rab: Whence is it that an idol belonging to an Israelite must be removed out of sight? As it is stated, Thou shalt not plant thee an Asherah of any kind of tree beside the altar19 - as an altar must be removed out of sight,20 so an Asherah [belonging to an Israelite] must be removed out of sight. And what does the other [i.e., R. Ishmael, make of this verse]? - He requires it in accordance with the teaching of R. Simeon b. Lakish who said: Whoever appoints an unworthy judge is as though he plants an Asherah in Israel, as it is stated, Judges and officers shalt thou make thee in all thy gates,21 and near it [is stated], 'Thou shalt not plant thee an Asherah of any kind of tree'; and R. Ashi said: [Should he have appointed such a judge] in a place where there are disciples of the Sages, it is as though he had planted an Asherah by the side of the altar, as it is stated, 'Beside the altar.'22 
 R. Hamnuna asked: How is it if one rivetted a vessel [which has been broken] for an idol? Whose idol? If I answer the idol of an idolater, then both according to R. Ishmael and R. Akiba they are appurtenances of idolatry, and appurtenances of idolatry are not prohibited until they are used. It must therefore be the idol belonging to an Israelite; so according to whom [is the question to be decided?] If I say it is according to R. Akiba, since the idol itself is not prohibited until it is worshipped obviously its appurtenances [must first be used before they are prohibited]! If on the other hand, according to R. Ishmael who said that [the idol of an Israelite] is prohibited forthwith [the question will then be]: do we draw a deduction about the appurtenances [of an Israelite's] idol from the appurtenances [of a heathen's idol]? Just as with the latter [they are not prohibited] until they are used, so with the former [they are not prohibited] until they are used. Or do we draw the deduction from the idol itself, that as [an Israelite's idol] is prohibited forthwith also its appurtenances are prohibited forthwith? [But if this is what R. Hamnuna meant to ask,] why does he specify 'one rivetted a vessel' in his question? Let him ask about one who made a vessel!23 - R. Hamnuna put the question in that form because of the problem of the former defilement; for we have learnt: Of metal utensils those which are flat and those which are formed as receptacles contract defilement; if they are broken they lose their defilement, but if repaired they return to their former defilement.24 So thus did [R. Hamnuna ask]: When its defilement returns, does it mean to the Biblical defilement or to the Rabbinical defilement, or perhaps there is no difference?25 But if that were his intention, let him put his question with reference to the other Rabbinical defilements!26 - His purpose was that one question should embrace another, viz., Does Rabbinical defilement return or not? And if you decide that it does not return, do the Rabbis make defilement caused by idolatry, on account of its severity, equal to Biblical defilement or not?27 - The question remains unanswered. 
 R. Johanan asked R. Jannai: How is it with foodstuffs offered to an idol?28 Does the annulment [of the idol] avail to purify them of their defilement or not? But he should have framed his question with reference to utensils!29 - There is no question about utensils, because for them there is purification [by immersion] in a ritual bath,30 so the defilement [by idolatry] can likewise be annulled.31 What he does ask is about foodstuffs [offered to an idol].32 But let him frame his question with reference [to foodstuffs] which are themselves the object of idolatrous worship!33 - He does not frame his question with reference [to foodstuffs] which are themselves the object of idolatrous worship, 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., the things worshipped or used for worship in these places. 
(2) Ibid., so the Hebrew literally. 
(3) The sign of the accusative case before 'their gods'. 
(4) And so 'places', i.e. utensils, is distinct from 'their gods' and no analogy is to be drawn to overthrow his contention that the idol of an idolater is prohibited forthwith. 
(5) As will be explained below. 
(6) Deut. IX, 21. 
(7) Ibid. XXVII, 15. 
(8) Ibid., so obviously it is prohibited forthwith. 
(9) His opinion being that the idol of an Israelite is prohibited only after it has been worshipped. 
(10) When it is worshipped. 
(11) Ibid. VII, 25. 
(12) R. Ishmael who says that they must be worshipped before they are prohibited. 
(13) I.e., so long as they are graven images they are gods; when he has damaged them they are no longer gods. 
(14) Ibid. Samuel separates the two phrases and does not understand the second as governed by the negative in the first. 
(15) The word for 'annul' is the same as for 'fashion', 
(16) Ibid. XXVII, 15. 
(17) Cf. Deut. XIII, 7. 
(18) If it is undamaged it should be buried in the earth. 
(19) Ibid. XVI, 21. 
(20) When no longer used in the Temple it is buried in the earth, v. infra 52b. 
(21) Ibid. XVI, 18. 
(22) V. Sanh. 7b. 
(23) [For an idol, whether it is prohibited forthwith or not.] 
(24) Kelim XI, 1. 
(25) In certain respects the Rabbis made the Biblical laws of defilement stricter. E.g., the regulation that an idol contaminates is a Rabbinical ordinance. If, then, an article was unclean in the severer Rabbinical sense, when it is repaired after being broken, to which degree of defilement does it return? 
(26) Why does he specify an idol? 
(27) So that in this exceptional case the defilement does return. 
(28) Which have become defiled by idolatry. 
(29) Why did he specify foodstuffs? 
(30) For other defilements. 
(31) [Annulment in the case of idolatry is of the same effect as immersion with other defilements.] 
(32) [Foodstuffs cannot become purified by immersion.] 
(33) Would their defilement depart if they were annulled as idols? 
Talmud - Mas. Avodah Zarah 52b 
 because when its prohibited character is annulled its defilement is likewise annulled. What he does ask is with reference to foodstuffs offered to an idol: How [are we to decide]? [Shall we say] since its prohibited character cannot be annulled according to R. Giddal,1 it follows that its defilement can likewise never be annulled; or perhaps, though what is prohibited by the Torah cannot be annulled its defilement, which is a Rabbinical ordinance, can be annulled? - The question remains unanswered.
 R. Jose b. Saul asked Rabbi: May utensils which were used in the Temple of Onias2 be used in the Sanctuary? This question follows on the view of him who said that the Temple of Onias was not an idolatrous shrine; for we have learnt: Priests who served in the Temple of Onias may not serve in the Sanctuary which is in Jerusalem, and it is unnecessary to state that [priests who served] an idol3 [are disqualified].4 Were the priests penalised by the Rabbis because they were rational beings but [they did not penalise] the utensils, or perhaps there is no difference [and the utensils are also disqualified]? - [Rabbi] replied to him: They are prohibited and I had a Scriptural text [upon which to support this decision] but I have forgotten it. [R. Jose b. Saul] quoted against him: Moreover all the vessels, which king Ahaz in his reign did cast away when he trespassed, have we prepared and sanctified5 - does not 'have we prepared' mean that we immersed them [in a ritual bath to purify them], and 'sanctified' that we have made them holy again!6 He said to him: May the blessing of Heaven be upon you for having restored my loss to me!7 'Have we prepared' means we have stored them away, and sanctified that we have substituted others for them. Is this to say that [Rabbi] has support [from this Mishnah]: In the north-east8 the Hasmoneans stored away the altar-stones which the Greeks had made abominable;9 and R. Shesheth remarked thereon: They had made them abominable through idolatry?10 - R. Papa said: There [in the case of the Hasmoneans] they found a verse and expounded it [to support their action], for it is written, And robbers shall enter into it and protect it.11 [When the Hasmoneans recaptured the Temple] they said, How shall we act? If we have them broken,12 the All-merciful declared that they were to be whole stones;13 if we saw them,14 the All-merciful declared, Thou shalt lift up no iron tool upon them!15 But why did they not have them broken16 and take them for their own private use? Has not R. Oshaia said: [The Rabbis] wished to store away all the silver and gold in the world on account of the silver and gold [plundered from the Sanctuary] of Jerusalem!17 And to this it was objected: Is Jerusalem the greater part of the world!18 But, said Abaye: What the Rabbis aimed at doing was to store away every Hadrianic and Trajanic denarius19 which had become worn by use20 because it was coined from [metal captured from] Jerusalem;21 until they discovered a verse of the Torah according to which it was permitted. viz., And robbers shall enter into it and profane it! - There [in the case of the coins] they had not been used in the Divine Service;22 but here [in the case of the altar-stones], since they had been used in the Divine Service it would not be respectful to put them to a secular use. 
 MISHNAH. AN IDOLATER CAN ANNUL AN IDOL BELONGING TO HIMSELF OR TO ANOTHER IDOLATER, BUT AN ISRAELITE CANNOT ANNUL THE IDOL OF AN IDOLATER. HE WHO ANNULS AN IDOL ANNULS ITS APPURTENANCES. IF HE ONLY ANNULLED THE APPURTENANCES THESE ARE PERMITTED BUT THE IDOL IS PROHIBITED. 
GEMARA. Rabbi taught his son R.Simeon: AN IDOLATER CAN ANNUL AN IDOL BELONGING TO HIMSELF OR TO ANOTHER [HEATHEN]. The latter said to him, 'My Master, in your youth you taught us that an idolater can annul an idol belonging to himself or to an Israelite!' But can the idol of an Israelite be annulled; for behold it is written. And setteth it up in secret!23 R. Hillel the son of R. Wallas said: No, [Rabbi's teaching] is necessary for the circumstance where there was joint-ownership of the idol [by an Israelite and a heathen]. On this point what view did Rabbi hold in his youth and what view in his old age? - In his youth he held that the Israelite worshipped the idol on account of the heathen, so that when the latter annulled it for himself he annulled it also for the Israelite. In his old age, however, he held that the Israelite worshipped it on his own account, so that when the heathen annulled it he did so for himself but not for the Israelite. 
 There are some who apply [the statement of R. Hillel] to the next clause in our Mishnah: AN ISRAELITE CANNOT ANNUL THE IDOL OF AN IDOLATER. This is obvious! - R. Hillel the son of 
____________________ 
(1) V. supra p. 251. 
(2) Erected by Onias IV in Leontopolis in Egypt about 260 B.C.E. V. Josephus, Antiquities, XIII, iii, 1 ff. 
(3) Lit., 'another matter'. 
(4) V. Men. 109b. 
(5) II Chron. XXIX, 19. 
(6) If, then, utensils used for idolatry could be restored to purity and used in the Sanctuary, how much more so those belonging to the Temple of Onias! 
(7) The verse cited by R. Jose was the one Rabbi had forgotten. 
(8) Of the four chambers in the part of the Temple where the fire was kept continually burning. 
(9) Mid. I, 6. 
(10) Although these stones, as property of the Temple, might have been allowed for secular use, on the principle that 'no one can render prohibited anything that is not his,' v. infra 53b, yet as a precautionary measure they were stored away lest they be employed in the divine Service. The same applies to the utensils in the Temple of Onias. 
(11) Ezek. VII, 22. [The stones, having been rendered profane by the actions of the idolaters, were no longer regarded as the property of the Temple and became forbidden even for secular use.] 
(12) Viz., the altar stones, by an idolater, to annul them. 
(13) Deut, XXVII, 6. 
(14) After they had been broken to make them level. 
(15) Ibid. 5. 
(16) And annulled by a heathen. 
(17) Some of this metal, captured by the Romans, must have come into the possession of Jews as coins, which, by law, they should not use. 
(18) The majority cannot be prohibited on account of the minority. 
(19) [Or, every denarius of Hadrianus Trajanus, Trajan being an adopted name of Hadrian, v. next note.] 
(20) [Kuk. S.H. Hazofeh, 1928, p. 262, renders 'obliterated', and suggests the reference to be to the holy coins restruck by Hadrian, who stamped over their holy legends those of the Romans. For other explanations of this difficult passage. v. Madden, Jewish Coinage, p. 331 ff.] 
(21) And as such its use by a Jew was illegal. 
(22) So having been annulled by the 'robbers' they could be put to secular use. 
(23) Deut. XXVII, 15. On the basis of this text it was taught above (52a) that the idol of an Israelite cannot be annulled. 
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 R. Wallas said: No, the clause is necessary for the circumstance where there was joint-ownership; and it informs us that while the Israelite cannot annul [the part of] the idol which belongs to the heathen, the heathen can do it [to the part] which belongs to himself. 
 There are still others who apply [the statement of R. Hillel] to this teaching: R. Simeon b. Menasya says: An idol belonging to an Israelite can never be annulled. What means 'never'? - R. Hillel the son of R. Wallas said: No, it was necessary [to have the word 'never'] for the circumstance where a heathen has part-ownership.1 He thereby informs us that the Israelite worships the idol on his own account.2 
 MISHNAH. HOW DOES HE ANNUL IT? IF HE CUT OFF THE TIP OF ITS EAR, THE TIP OF ITS NOSE, OR THE TIP OF ITS FINGER; OR IF HE DEFACED IT,3 ALTHOUGH THERE WAS NO REDUCTION IN THE MASS OF THE MATERIAL,4 HE HAS ANNULLED IT. IF HE SPAT BEFORE IT, URINATED BEFORE IT, DRAGGED IT [IN THE DUST] OR HURLED EXCREMENT AT IT, BEHOLD IT IS NOT ANNULLED. IF HE SOLD OR GAVE IT AS A PLEDGE, RABBI SAYS THAT HE HAS ANNULLED IT, BUT THE SAGES SAY THAT HE HAS NOT ANNULLED IT. 
GEMARA. Since there was no reduction in the mass of the material, how could it be annulled?5 - R. Zera said: Because he defaced its appearence.6 
 IF HE SPAT BEFORE IT, URINATED BEFORE IT. Whence is this? - Hezekiah said: Because Scripture stated, And it shall come to pass that, when they shall be angry, they shall fret themselves and curse their king and their god and turn their faces upward,7 and it continues, And they shall look unto the earth, and behold, distress and darkness etc.8 Thus, although [the heathen] curse his king and his god and turn upward [to the true God], he still looks unto the earth.9 
 IF HE SOLD OR GAVE IT AS A PLEDGE, RABBI SAYS THAT HE HAS ANNULLED IT etc. Zei'ri in the name of R. Johanan and R. Jeremiah b. Abba in the name of Rab [are at variance].10 One said that the difference is over a heathen smelter,11 but if it was [sold to] an Israelite smelter all agree that he annulled it.12 The other said that the difference is over an Israelite smelter.13 The question was asked: Is the difference over an Israelite smelter but with a heathen smelter all agree that he has not annulled it, or perhaps in either case there is the difference?14 - Come and hear: For Rabbi said: My view15 is the more probable when he sold it to be broken up,16 and my colleagues' view is the more probable when he sold it to be worshipped.17 What means 'to be broken up' and 'to be worshipped'? Am I to say that these terms are to be understood in their literal sense? [If that were so,] what is the reason of him who says that he had annulled it18 , and the reason of him who says that he had not annulled it?19 Must not, then, 'to be broken up' mean [that he sold it] to someone who would break it up, viz., an Israelite smelter,20 and 'to be worshipped' means [that he sold it] to someone who would worship it, viz., a heathen smelter;21 and are we not to conclude that in either case there is a difference of opinion?22 - No; this is the meaning - Rabbi said: My view is acceptable to my colleagues when he sold it to be broken up, i.e., to an Israelite smelter, because even my colleagues do not differ from me except in the case where he sold it to be worshipped, but when it is sold to be broken up they agree with me [that it had been annulled]. 
 Against the above the following is quoted: If one brought scrap metal from a heathen and found an idol amongst it, should he have drawn it [into his possession] before paying over the purchase price he can return the idol;23 but should he have drawn it [into his possession] after paying over the purchase money, he casts it into the Salt Sea.24 This is quite right if you say that the above difference is over an Israelite smelter; then whose is this teaching? It is the Rabbis'.25 But if you say that the difference is over a heathen smelter and all agree that with an Israelite smelter he has annulled it, whose is this teaching?26 - It is otherwise in the present illustration because his intention was to sell scrap metal and not an idol.27 
 Our Rabbis taught: If [a heathen] borrowed money on an idol, or ruins fell upon it,28 or robbers stole it,29 or the owners left it behind and journeyed to a distant land, 
____________________ 
(1) When he annuls the idol, it does not affect the Israelite's position. So far as he is concerned the idol can never be annulled. 
(2) And what his heathen partner does cannot affect his own position in the matter. 
(3) By hammering at it when it is hollow. 
(4) Nothing was broken off. 
(5) Since something must be broken off the idol for its annulment. 
(6) And it is no longer recognisable as an idol. 
(7) Isa. VIII, 21. 
(8) Ibid, 22. 
(9) And eventually resumes his idolatry. His repudiation of the idol is only the effect of momentary exasperation. V. supra, p. 222. 
(10) Over the reasons which induced Rabbi and the Rabbis to adopt their respective views. 
(11) If the idol were sold to a heathen he may worship instead of melting it. 
(12) Because the seller assumes that the idol will be destroyed. 
(13) In that case the Rabbis maintain the idol is not annulled. 
(14) Whoever bought it, Rabbi maintaining that it is annulled and the Rabbis that it is not. 
(15) [I.e., the view which I received from my teachers (Rashi).] 
(16) It can then be assumed that he annulled it, 
(17) Then the seller probably had not annulled it. 
(18) If he sold it to be worshipped. 
(19) If he sold it to be broken up. 
(20) And then all must agree that he had annulled it. 
(21) Therefore all must agree that there has been no annulment. 
(22) The Rabbis holding that even if sold to an Israelite smelter the seller may think the Jewish purchaser will sell it to another heathen to be worshipped, and so he did not annul it; whereas Rabbi is assured that the seller annulled it even when he sold it to a heathen smelter because he was certain that it would be put into the melting-pot. 
(23) For the owner to annul and then the purchaser may accept it. 
(24) He may not return the idol and get his money back. Since the idol has to be thrown away, the assumption is that the seller has not annulled it. (v. infra 71b). 
(25) Who, in our Mishnah, say 'He has not annulled it'. 
(26) It agrees with neither Rabbi nor the Rabbis, 
(27) And so presumably there had been no annulment. 
(28) He makes no effort to recover it. 
(29) He does not try to get it back. 
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 if with the intention of returning [to claim it] as happened during the war waged by Joshua,1 it is not annulled. It was necessary [to cite all these circumstances]. For if there had only been taught the case where he borrowed money on it, from the fact that he had not sold it [it follows that] he had not annulled it; but if ruins fell upon it, since he does not clear them away [to recover it], conclude that he had annulled it! Therefore it was necessary [to mention that in the latter circumstance the idol is not annulled]. If there had only been taught the case where ruins fell upon it, because he thought that [the idol] is lying there and whenever I want it I can take it [he did not annul it]; but in the case where robbers stole it, from the fact that he does not go searching for it [it might be assumed] that he had annulled it! Therefore it was necessary [to mention that in the latter circumstance the idol is not annulled]. If there had only been taught the case where robbers stole it, because he thought that if a heathen took it he would doubtless worship it and if an Israelite took it, it being an article of value, he would sell it to a heathen who would worship it [therefore it is not annulled]; but in the case where the owners left it behind and journeyed to a distant land, since they did not take it with them [it might be assumed] that they had annulled it! Therefore it was necessary [to mention that in the latter circumstance the idol is not annulled]. 
 'If with the intention of returning [to claim the idol] as happened during the war waged by Joshua, it is not annulled!' But in the instance of the war waged by Joshua did [the Amorites] return?2 - This is the meaning: If [the owners] have the intention of returning, it is analogous to the war waged by Joshua and there can be no annulment.3 Why, then, compare it to4 the war waged by Joshua? - He thereby informs us of something incidentally, and it is as Rab Judah said in the name of Rab: If an Israelite set up a brick to worship [but did not do so] and an idolater came and worshipped it, it is prohibited.5 Whence have we that it is prohibited?6 - R. Eleazar said: It is the same as happened at the beginning of the settlement in the land of Israel; for the Divine Law declared, And burn their Asherim with fire.7 Now it was an inheritance to [the Israelites] from their ancestors8 and a man cannot make prohibited what does not belong to him!9 If [it is assumed that the reason was] on account of those [Asherim] which existed there originally,10 then just an annulment would have sufficed!11 But inasmuch as the Israelites worshipped the Golden Calf, they revealed their proneness for idolatry, so12 when the idolaters came [and worshipped Asherim] they acted according to [the Israelites'] bidding.13 Similarly when an Israelite set up a brick, he revealed his proneness for idolatry; therefore when a heathen came and worshipped it he acted according to [the Israelite's] bidding. But perhaps the proneness was only for the Golden Calf and for nothing else!14 - No; Scripture states, These be thy gods, O Israel,15 which proves that they lusted for many gods. Conclude, then, that all [the Asherim] which existed at the same time as the Golden Calf are prohibited, but those planted subsequently16 are permitted!17 - Who is able to distinguish between them? 
 MISHNAH. AN IDOL WHICH ITS WORSHIPPERS ABANDONED IN TIME OF PEACE IS PERMITTED,18 IN TIME OF WAR IS PROHIBITED. PEDESTALS OF KINGS19 ARE PERMITTED BECAUSE [THE HEATHENS ONLY] SET THEM UP AT THE TIME THE KINGS PASS BY. 
GEMARA. R. Jeremiah b. Abba said in the name of Rab: The Temple of Nimrod20 is to be regarded the same as an idol which its worshippers abandoned in time of peace and is permitted; for although, due to the fact that the All-merciful dispersed them, it was like a time of war, if they had wished to return [and claim the idols] they could have returned; but since they did not, they must have annulled them. 
 PEDESTALS OF KINGS ARE PERMITTED. Because [the heathens only] set them up at the time the kings pass by they are permitted! Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Johanan: The meaning is - because they only set them up at the time kings pass by and the kings may abandon that road and proceed by another road.21 When 'Ulla came22 he seated himself on a damaged pedestal. Rab Judah said to him: Behold both Rab and Samuel declared that a damaged pedestal is prohibited; and even according to him who said that [heathens] do not worship fragments [of idols], that applies only to an idol because it is an act of contempt to worship fragments but with this [pedestal] one does not care!23 - He replied to him: Who would give me some of the dust [from the bodies] of Rab and Samuel that I might fill my eyes with it!24 [Nevertheless] both R. Johanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish declared that a damaged pedestal is permitted; and even according to him who said that [heathens] do worship fragments, that applies only to an idol because from the fact that they worship it, they would regard it a desecration to annul it; but as for these [pedestals] they throw them aside [when damaged] and bring another.25 There is a teaching in agreement with R. Johanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish, viz.: A damaged pedestal is permitted - a damaged altar is prohibited until the greater part of it is demolished.26 
 What constitutes a pedestal and what an altar?27 - R. Jacob b. Idi said in the name of R. Johanan: A pedestal consists of a single stone, an altar of several stones. 
____________________ 
(1) Against the Amorites for the possession of Canaan. 
(2) Why is that cited as an illustration? 
(3) And the idol would have to be destroyed in the same manner, as everything captured during the war against the Amorites was under a ban (Josh. VI, 19). 
(4) Lit., 'make it depend on.' 
(5) And cannot be annulled, despite the rule that a person cannot render prohibited what does not belong to him. 
(6) Although it was not his property. 
(7) Deut. XII, 3. 
(8) The land having been promised to the patriarchs. 
(9) So how could the Amorites make the Asherim prohibited when they really belonged to the Israelites? 
(10) Before the promise to the patriarchs, and were consequently the property of the Amorites. 
(11) The Israelites could have compelled the Amorites to annul the Asherim and there would have been no need to burn them. 
(12) Although the land really belonged to the Israelites. 
(13) Therefore the Asherim were in fact idols of the Israelites and as such could not be annulled and had to be destroyed. 
(14) And the Asherim were not idolatrous objects of the Israelites and should be annulled. 
(15) Ex. XXXII, 4. Note the plural. 
(16) [After they had repented of their sin.] 
(17) If annulled. 
(18) Because they did not take it with them, it is assumed that they annulled it. 
(19) Upon which an idol is set when the king passes that way. 
(20) The Tower of Babel erected at the time when, according to tradition, Nimrod was king. 
(21) Therefore they are not necessarily idolatrous appurtenances. The object was rather to honour the king. 
(22) From Palestine to Babylon. 
(23) Whether it is damaged or not, he could still put an idol upon it. 
(24) Such was his veneration for these great teachers. 
(25) Consequently nobody attaches sanctity to pedestals. 
(26) Tosef. A.Z. VI. 
(27) How are we to distinguish in the case of idolaters which erection is for a pedestal and which for offerings? 
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 Hezekiah said: Which is the text?1 - When he maketh all the stones of the altar as chalkstones that are beaten in sunder, so that the Asherim and the sun-images shall rise no more2 - i.e., if [the altar] becomes like 'chalkstones that are beaten in sunder', then 'the Asherim and the sun-images shall rise no more,'3 otherwise they will rise again. 
 A Tanna taught: If a man worshipped [an animal] which is his own it is prohibited;4 but if it belonged to another it is permitted. Against this I quote: Which [animal is considered to have been] worshipped? Any which was worshipped, whether inadvertently or deliberately, whether under compulsion or voluntarily.5 How is the term 'under compulsion' to be understood? Is it not, e.g., when a man took his neighbour's animal by force and worshipped it?6 - Rami b. Hama said: No, it is, e.g., when heathens brought pressure to bear upon a man and he worshipped his own animal.7 [To this interpretation] R. Zera objected: But the All-merciful absolves anyone who acts under pressure, as it is written, But unto the damsel thou shalt do nothing!8 - But, said Raba, all9 were included in the general law Nor serve them;10 so when Scripture specifies He shall live by them,11 i.e., and not die through them, it excludes the man who acts under pressure. After that, however, the All-merciful wrote. And ye shall not profane My holy name12 - i.e., not even under compulsion!13 How is it, then? - The former refers to an act in private, the latter to an act in public.14 
 The Rabbis said to Raba: There is a teaching which supports your view, viz.: Idolatrous pedestals [set up] in a time of religious persecution15 are not annulled even when the persecution is over.16 He said to them: If it is on that account, [the teaching you quote] gives no support to my view, for the reason that perhaps there was an apostate who worshipped at it voluntarily! R. Ashi said: Do not use the word 'perhaps', but there certainly was an Israelite, an apostate, who worshipped voluntarily.17 Hezekiah said: For instance, he poured wine unto an idol upon the horns of [his neighbour's animal].18 [To this explanation] R. Adda b. Ahaba objected: Can this be considered [an animal] which is worshipped?19 [In such circumstances the animal] is merely a pedestal and is permitted!20 - But, said R Adda b. Ahaba, it is, e.g., a case where he poured wine between the horns of [his neighbour's animal] in which case he performed on it an act [of worship].21 This is in accord with what 'Ulla reported in the name of R. Johanan when he came [from Palestine]: Although they declare that he who worships his neighbour's animal does not render it prohibited, still if he performed on it an act [of idolatrous worship]22 he rendered it prohibited. R. Nahman said [to the Rabbis]: Go, tell 'Ulla, that R. Huna has already expounded this thy teaching in Babylon!23 For R. Huna said: If the animal of his neighbour was lying in front of an idol, as soon as he cut one of its neck-veins24 he has rendered it prohibited.25 Whence have we that he rendered it prohibited? If I answer from the priests,26 it is different with priests because they are rational beings;27 and if [I answer that it may be derived] from the altar-stones,28 perhaps it is as R. Papa explained!29 
____________________ 
(1) That proves an altar to consist of several stones and that it is prohibited until the greater part is demolished 
(2) Isa. XXVII, 9. 
(3) I.e., no more offerings will be brought upon such an altar and it is then no longer prohibited. 
(4) As an offering in the Temple. 
(5) Tosef. A.S. VI. 
(6) [Whereas the first Baraitha teaches that one does not render prohibited his neighbour's animal by worshipping it.] 
(7) According to this interpretation the two teachings are in agreement. 
(8) Deut. XXII, 26, when a betrothed girl was violated in a field. 
(9) Viz., both the cases of under compulsion and voluntarily. This is how Raba proposed to harmonise the two contradictory teachings. 
(10) Ex. XX, 5. 
(11) Lev. XVIII, 5, viz., by the divine commandments. 
(12) Ibid. XXII, 32. 
(13) So here is a contradiction. 
(14) In similar manner are the two teachings to be harmonised. If a man worshipped his own animal not in public under compulsion it may be brought as an offering; but if the worship was in public the animal is prohibited. 
(15) When a Jew is compelled publicly to worship at them. 
(16) [This proves that whatever is worshipped in public under compulsion is rendered prohibited.] 
(17) Among a large number it is improbable that there should not be at least one apostate. Therefore the pedestal is an idolatrous object worshipped by an Israelite voluntarily and remains prohibited for ever. 
(18) He offers this explanation of the phrase 'animal worshipped under compulsion.' It does not refer to just bowing before it. 
(19) It was not the animal that was worshipped but the idol. 
(20) Under the rule that animate beings used as an appurtenance to idolatry are not prohibited. 
(21) Then it is prohibited although he took his neighbour's animal by force and worshipped it. 
(22) As, e.g., pouring wine between its horns. 
(23) There was no need to bring it as a teaching of the Palestinian Schools. 
(24) For a complete act of slaughter both the gullet and windpipe must be cut; but if he cut only one in honour of the idol the animal is prohibited. 
(25) [Because he performed on it an act of worship.] 
(26) Israelite priests whom their kings forced to sacrifice to idols. V. Ezek. XLIV, 13. 
(27) And could have fled rather than act as they did; therefore they were for ever disqualified from the divine Service. But an animal is not a rational being and did not willingly submit to being used for the worship of an idol; so why should it be prohibited? 
(28) Which the Hasmoneans stored away after they had been desecrated. 
(29) In his exposition of Ezek. VII, 22. V. supra p. 266. 
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 - Rather [must it be derived] from the Sanctuary vessels; for it is written, Moreover all the vessels, which king Ahaz in his reign did cast away when he trespassed, have we prepared and sanctified, and a Master declared: 'Have we prepared' means that we have stored them away, and 'sanctified' means that we have substituted others for them.1 But [there is the rule that] a man cannot render prohibited what is not his property! Since, however, an act [of idolatrous worship] was performed on them [king Hezekiah and his followers] declared them prohibited for themselves - Similarly here [with the animal] since he performed an act [of idolatrous worship] on it, he has rendered it prohibited. 
 When R. Dimi came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan: Although [the Rabbis] declared that he who worships a piece of ground does not render it prohibited, yet if he dug in it2 wells, pits or caves he has rendered it prohibited. When R. Samuel b. Judah came [from Palestine] he reported that R. Johanan said: Although [the Rabbis] declared that he who worships animate beings has not rendered them prohibited, if he obtained them in exchange for an idol he has rendered them prohibited. When Rabin came [from Palestine] he said: On this point R. Ishmael son of R. Jose and the Rabbis are at variance. One said that the animals obtained in exchange for an idol are prohibited but the animals obtained in exchange for these are permitted; while the other says that even these are prohibited. What is the reason of him who says that even these are prohibited? - Scripture states, And become a devoted thing like unto it,3 i.e., whatever you bring into being from [a devoted thing] is to be treated like it. [What is the reason of] the other? - Scripture states, [For] it [is a devoted thing]4 - it [is a devoted thing] but not what is obtained as the result of a double exchange. [How does] the second authority [explain this phrase]? - He requires it for the exclusion of 'orlah5 and the mixed plantings of a vineyard,6 so that if he sold them and with the proceeds married a wife7 she is legally married. [Why does] the first authority [not explain the word it similarly]? Because 'orlah and the mixed plantings of a vineyard do not require to be specially excluded, since in connection with idolatry and the Sabbatical year we have two texts which have an identical purpose,8 and the rule is: We draw no deduction when two texts have an identical purpose.9 As regards idolatry it is as we have stated.10 As regards the Sabbatical year, it is written, For it is a jubilee, it shall be holy unto you11 - as the holiness affects the redemption money12 and is prohibited, similarly the Sabbatical year [described as holy like the Sanctuary] affects its money13 and is prohibited. If [this conclusion is correct], then as the holiness affects its redemption money and [the object which is redeemed] becomes non-holy,14 similarly the Sabbatical year should affect its money and [the produce which had been sold] become non-holy! But there is a text to state, It shall be [holy],15 i.e., it shall remain in that state.16 How is it, then? If he bought meat with fruits grown in the seventh year, both must be 'removed' during the Sabbatical year.17 But if he bought fish with that meat, the meat ceases to be holy and the fish becomes holy; if he then bought wine with the fish, the fish ceases to be holy and the wine becomes holy; if he then bought oil with the wine, the wine ceases to be holy and the oil becomes holy. How is it, then? It is the last thing [in the series of exchanges] which is affected by the Sabbatical year18 and the fruit itself is prohibited.19 What, however, of the second authority?20 - He holds that we do draw a deduction when two texts have an identical purpose, and [the phrase 'for it is a devoted thing'] is required for the exclusion [of 'orlah and the mixed plantings of a vineyard, as explained above]. 
 MISHNAH. THE ELDERS21 IN ROME WERE ASKED, 'IF [YOUR GOD] HAS NO DESIRE FOR IDOLATRY, WHY DOES HE NOT ABOLISH IT?' THEY REPLIED, 'IF IT WAS SOMETHING UNNECESSARY TO THE WORLD THAT WAS WORSHIPPED, HE WOULD ABOLISH IT; BUT PEOPLE WORSHIP THE SUN, MOON, STARS AND PLANETS; SHOULD HE DESTROY HIS UNIVERSE ON ACCOUNT OF FOOLS!' THEY SAID [TO THE ELDERS], 'IF SO, HE SHOULD DESTROY WHAT IS UNNECESSARY FOR THE WORLD AND LEAVE WHAT IS NECESSARY FOR THE WORLD!' THEY REPLIED, '[IF HE DID THAT], WE SHOULD MERELY BE STRENGTHENING THE HANDS OF THE WORSHIPPERS OF THESE,22 BECAUSE THEY WOULD SAY, "BE SURE THAT THESE ARE DEITIES, FOR BEHOLD THEY HAVE NOT BEEN ABOLISHED!"' 
GEMARA. Our Rabbis taught: Philosophers asked the elders in Rome, 'If your God has no desire for idolatry, why does He not abolish it?' They replied, 'If it was something of which the world has no need that was worshipped, He would abolish it; but people worship the sun, moon, stars and planets; should He destroy the Universe on account of fools! The world pursues its natural course, and as for the fools who act wrongly, they will have to render an account. Another illustration: Suppose a man stole a measure of wheat and went and sowed it in the ground; it is right that it should not grow, but the world pursues its natural course and as for the fools who act wrongly, they will have to render an account. Another illustration: Suppose a man has intercourse with his neighbour's wife; it is right that she should not conceive, but the world pursues its natural course and as for the fools who act wrongly, they will have to render an account.' This is similar to what R. Simeon b. Lakish said: The Holy One, blessed be He, declared, Not enough that the wicked put My coinage to vulgar use, but they trouble Me and compel Me to set My seal thereon!23 
 A philosopher asked R. Gamaliel, 'It is written in your Torah, For the Lord thy God is a devouring fire, a jealous God.24 Why, however, is He so jealous of its worshippers rather than of the idol itself?' He replied, 'I will give you a parable: To what is the matter like? To a human king who had a son, and this son reared a dog to which he attached his father's name, so that whenever he took an oath he exclaimed, "By the life of this dog, my father!" When the king hears of it, with whom is he angry - his son or the dog? Surely he is angry with his son!' [The philosopher] said to him, 'You call the idol a dog; but there is some reality in it.' [The Rabbi asked], 'What is your proof?' He replied, 'Once a fire broke out in our city, and the whole town was burnt with the exception of a certain idolatrous shrine!' He said to him, 'I will give you a parable: To what is the matter like? To a human king against whom one of his provinces rebelled. If he goes to war against it, does he fight with the living or the dead? Surely he wages war with the living!'25 [The philosopher] said to him, 'You call the idol a dog and you call it a dead thing. In that case, let Him destroy it from the world!' He replied, 'If it was something unnecessary to the world that was worshipped, He would abolish it; but people worship the sun and moon, stars and planets, brooks and valleys. Should He destroy His universe on account of fools! And thus it states, 
____________________ 
(1) V. supra p. 266. 
(2) As an act of idolatry. 
(3) Deut. VII, 26. 
(4) Ibid. 
(5) V. Glos. 
(6) Lev. XIX, 19. 
(7) At marriage the bridegroom has to hand the bride a sum of money. Although the money was obtained in exchange for what was unlawful it could be used for the purpose. 
(8) Lit., 'two texts which come as one,' i.e., a law is given twice in Scripture in such similar terms that one appears to be superfluous since either could have been deduced from the other by analogy. 
(9) We do not apply the regulation contained in the two texts to anything else than what is specified therein. 
(10) Viz., And become a devoted thing like unto it, from which is deduced that what is exchanged for a prohibited thing is likewise prohibited. 
(11) Lev. XXV, 12. 
(12) When the object dedicated to the Sanctuary is redeemed for a sum of money. 
(13) Obtained by illegally selling produce grown in that year. 
(14) And may be put to secular use. 
(15) Not 'it is holy'. 
(16) I.e., whatever grows in that year shall be always in a state of holiness. 
(17) They are both 'holy'. [They can be eaten by the owner only as long as like produce is available to the public and animals in the fields. Once this produce is beginning to fail, it must be 'removed' from the house and made free to all.] 
(18) And is holy. 
(19) [It is 'holy'. We thus have two texts to teach the prohibition of things obtained in exchange for forbidden things, so that there is no need of the phrase 'it' to exclude 'orlah etc.' Hence it must be applied to the exclusion of that which is obtained as the result of a double exchange.] 
(20) Who deduces that the result of a double exchange is forbidden. 
(21) They were R. Gamaliel, Eleazar b. Azariah, Joshua b. Hananiah and Akiba, who visited Rome in 95 C.E. V. Bacher, Agada d. Tann, I, p. 84, and the authorities quoted by him. 
(22) The essential things which God spared. 
(23) The wicked make wrong use of the sexual instinct with which they have been endowed by God and trouble Him to form the embryo which results from their immorality. 
(24) Deut. IV, 24. 
(25) The idol is a dead thing, so God does not wage war with it. 
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 Am I utterly to consume all things from off the face of the ground, saith the Lord; am I to consume man and beast; am I to consume the fowls of the heaven, and the fishes of the sea, even the stumbling-blocks of the wicked!1 - i.e., because the wicked stumble over these things is He to destroy them from the world? Do they not worship the human being; so am I to cut off man from off the face of the ground!'2 
 The General Agrippa asked R. Gamaliel, 'It is written in your Torah, For the Lord thy God is a devouring fire, a jealous God. Is a wise man jealous of any but a wise man, a warrior of any but a warrior, a rich man of any but a rich man?'3 He replied, 'I will give you a parable: To what is the matter like? To a man who marries an additional wife. If the second wife is her superior, the first will not be jealous of her;, but if she is her inferior, the first wife will be jealous of her.'4 
 [An Israelite named] Zunin5 said to R. Akiba: 'We both know in our heart that there is no reality in an idol; nevertheless we see men enter [the shrine] crippled and come out cured.6 What is the reason?' He replied, 'I will give you a parable: To what is the matter like? To a trustworthy man in a city, and all his townsmen used to deposit [their money] in his charge without witnesses. One man, however, came and deposited [his money] in his charge with witnesses; but on one occasion he forgot and made his deposit without witnesses. The wife [of the trustworthy man] said to [her husband], "Come, let us deny it." He answered her, "Because this fool acted in an unworthy manner, shall I destroy my reputation for trustworthiness!" It is similar with afflictions. At the time they are sent upon a man the oath is imposed upon them, "You shall not come upon him except on such and such a day, nor depart from him except on such and such a day, and at such an hour, and through the medium of so and so, and through such and such a remedy." When the time arrives for them to depart, the man chanced to go to an idolatrous shrine. The afflictions plead, "It is right that we should not leave him and depart; but because this fool acts in an unworthy way shall we break our oath!"' This is similar to what R. Johanan said: What means that which is written, And sore and faithful sicknesses?7 - 'Sore' in their mission and 'faithful' to their oath. 
 Raba son of R. Isaac said to Rab Judah: 'There is an idolatrous shrine in our place, and whenever the world is in need of rain, [the idol] appears to [its priests] in a dream, saying, "Slay a human being to me and I will send rain." They slay a human being to it and rain does come!' He replied, 'Now were I dead, nobody could have related to you a certain dictum of Rab, viz., What means that which is written, Which the Lord thy God hath divided [halak] unto all the peoples under the whole heaven!8 This teaches that He made smooth [hehelik] their words9 to banish [idolaters] from the world. This is similar to what R. Simeon b. Lakish said: What means that which is written, Surely He scorneth the scorners, but He giveth grace unto the lowly!10 If one comes to defile himself he is granted facilities for so doing, and if he comes to purify himself support is given to him. 
 MISHNAH. A WINEPRESS [CONTAINING] TRODDEN [GRAPES] MAY BE PURCHASED FROM A HEATHEN EVEN THOUGH IT WAS HE THAT LIFTED [THE TRODDEN GRAPES] WITH HIS HAND AND PUT THEM AMONG THE HEAP;11 AND [THE JUICE] DOES NOT BECOME YEN NESEK12 UNTIL IT DESCENDS INTO THE VAT. WHEN IT HAS DESCENDED INTO THE VAT, WHAT IS IN THE VAT IS PROHIBITED13 BUT THE REMAINDER IS PERMITTED. [ISRAELITES] MAY TREAD THE WINEPRESS TOGETHER WITH A HEATHEN 
____________________ 
(1) Zeph. I, 2 f. The Talmud requires this translation. E.V., I will utterly consume etc. 
(2) Ibid. 
(3) Consequently if God is jealous of idols, they must be comparable to Him. 
(4) Because the affront is when the man chooses an inferior woman to take her place in his affections. 
(5) [Bacher, op. cit., p. 301, identifies him with the superintendent of R. Gamaliel's household. Pes. 49a.] 
(6) [According to Bacher, loc. cit., n. 3, the reference is to the pagan practice which was for the afflicted person to repair to the shrine of Asklepios or Serapis where he would pass the night in the expectation of receiving in a dream a revelation of his cure.] 
(7) Deut. XXVIII, 59. So the Hebrew literally. 
(8) Ibid. IV, 19. 
(9) Gave the idols power to deceive men. 
(10) Prov. III, 34. 
(11) ['After the first treading the husks and stalks were piled in a heap in the centre and then submitted to further pressure by means of weights.' (Elmslie, a.l.)] 
(12) 'Libation-wine,' v. Glos. 
(13) [Should the heathen handle it.] 
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 BUT MAY NOT GLEAN GRAPES WITH HIM.1 SHOULD AN ISRAELITE BE WORKING IN A STATE OF RITUAL IMPURITY, WE MAY NEITHER TREAD NOR GLEAN WITH HIM, BUT WE MAY CONVEY [EMPTY] CASKS WITH HIM TO THE PRESS AND CARRY THEM [FILLED] WITH HIM FROM THE PRESS. IF A BAKER WAS WORKING IN A STATE OF RITUAL IMPURITY, WE MAY NEITHER KNEAD NOR ROLL DOUGH WITH HIM BUT WE MAY CONVEY LOAVES WITH HIM TO THE BAKERY. 
GEMARA. R. Huna said: As soon as the wine begins to flow2 it may become nesek. But we learn in our Mishnah: A WINEPRESS [CONTAINING] TRODDEN [GRAPES] MAY BE PURCHASED FROM A HEATHEN EVEN THOUGH IT WAS HE THAT LIFTED [THE TRODDEN GRAPES] WITH HIS HAND AND PUT THEM AMONG THE HEAP!3 - R. Huna said: This refers to a winepress which is stoppered and full.4 Come and hear: AND [THE JUICE] DOES NOT BECOME YEN NESEK UNTIL IT DESCENDS INTO THE VAT!5 - Similarly here [says R. Huna, the Mishnah deals with] a vat which is stoppered and full.6 Come and hear: WHEN IT HAS DESCENDED INTO THE VAT, WHAT IS IN THE VAT IS PROHIBITED BUT THE REMAINDER IS PERMITTED!7 - R. Huna said: There is no contradiction; one teaching is from the older Mishnah and the other from the later Mishnah;8 for it has been taught: 'At first [the Sages] used to say (B.D.D.)9 that [Israelites] may not glean grapes together with a heathen [and bring them] into a winepress,10 for the reason that it is forbidden to cause defilement to the ordinary foodstuffs11 of the Land of Israel, nor may they tread grapes together with an Israelite who works with his fruits while he is in a state of defilement for the reason that it is forbidden to assist transgressors; but they may tread grapes together with a heathen in a winepress.'12 Consequently no attention is here paid to the view of R. Huna.13 'Later [the Rabbis] said (D.B.B.):14 [Israelites] may not tread grapes together with a heathen in a winepress,' for the reason given by R. Huna,15 
____________________ 
(1) The explanation is given in the Gemara. 
(2) From the upper trough which contains the grapes through a pipe into the lower where the wine collects. The press always consisted of two compartments. V. the illustration in Encyc. Bib., IV, col. 5312, and the description in Krauss, Tal, Arch., II, pp. 233 f. 
(3) It would consequently appear that the wine is not prohibited as soon as it begins to flow. 
(4) No wine could then run out; so when the juice flows from the grapes it remains on top. Consequently the wine must have been touched by the heathen and it is rendered nesek. 
(5) This contradicts the explanation just given. 
(6) So that the wine remains in the upper trough. 
(7) Consequently wine must have flowed into the vat. 
(8) [Probably that of R. Akiba, v. Sanh, (Sonc. ed.) p. 163, n. 7.] 
(9) A mnemonic of the three rulings that follow: בוצרין. דורכין. דורכין 
(10) [The heathen winepress for which they are destined will cause defilement to the grapes.] 
(11) Eaten by the people as distinct from parts of certain offerings which belong to the priests. 
(12) [Because the grapes having been picked and placed in the winepress by the heathen have already become defiled, and the assistance of the Jew at treading causes no further damage.] 
(13) That wine becomes nesek as soon as it begins to flow, in which case it would be forbidden for the Jew to assist in the treading. 
(14) Mnemonic of the rulings that follow: דורכין. בוצרין. בוצרין 
(15) Viz., that the juice is considered to be wine as soon as it runs from the grapes, and the Jew would be working at Yen Nesek. 
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 'nor may they glean grapes together with an Israelite who works with his fruits while he is in a state of defilement;1 so how much more may they not tread grapes,2 but may glean them, together with a heathen, since it is permitted to cause defilement to the ordinary foodstuffs of the land of Israel.' 
 AND [THE JUICE] DOES NOT BECOME YEN NESEK UNTIL IT DESCENDS INTO THE VAT. But we have learnt: Wine [becomes subject to the tithe] when it is skimmed!3 - Raba said: There is no contradiction, because [this latter teaching] is R. Akiba's and [that of the Mishnah] is the Rabbis'. For it has been taught: [The liquid is considered to be] wine when it descends into the vat, whereas R. Akiba says, When it is skimmed.4 
 The question was asked: Does this mean skimming [of the wine] while it is in the vat or when it is in the cask? - Come and hear! We have learnt: [It is to be considered] wine when it is skimmed; and although he has skimmed it, he may draw some off from the upper trough and from the pipe and drink it.5 Deduce from this that we mean the skimming while it is in the vat. Draw this conclusion. But R. Zebid learnt in the [collection of Baraithas] of the School of R. Oshaia:6 [It is to be considered] wine when it descends into the vat and is skimmed; whereas R. Akiba says: When it is drawn into casks!7 - That former [Baraitha]4 must be also explained in the sense just given, vis.: [It is considered to be] wine when it descends into the vat and is skimmed; whereas R. Akiba says: When it is drawn into casks. But since our Mishnah teaches: IT DOES NOT BECOME YEN NESEK UNTIL IT DESCENDS INTO THE VAT, conclude that there are three Tannaim [offering different definitions]!8 - No; it is different as regards yen nesek because the Rabbis take a strict view;9 
____________________ 
(1) [Because they would be aiding in the breach of the law, by preparing for the defilement of the priestly portion he is obliged to offer when the grapes are placed in his vat. Grapes, in common with other foodstuffs, are not susceptible to levitical impurity before they come in contact with certain kinds of liquids.] 
(2) [When they would be actually assisting transgressors.] 
(3) I.e., when the substances which are on top of the wine at the time of fermentation are skimmed off (Ma'as. I, 7). This is a later stage than that mentioned in the Mishnah. 
(4) B.M. 92b. 
(5) Without first tithing it; consequently it is not yet considered to be wine. 
(6) [R. Oshaia had a collection of Baraithas as supplementary to the Mishnah of Rabbi. V. Halevy, II, 253 ff, and supra, p. 27, n. 4.] 
(7) This contradicts the Mishnah which does not include skimming, according to the Rabbis, nor drawing into casks, according to R. Akiba. 
(8) Viz., (i) the Mishnah, that it is wine when it descends into the vat; (ii) the Rabbis, when it is skimmed in the vat; (iii) R. Akiba, when it is drawn into casks. 
(9) For the law of nesek they regard the juice as wine as soon as it descends into the vat, but for the law of tithe they are not so strict and add the condition that it must have been skimmed. 
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 but as for Raba who draws no distinction,1 he makes his explanation on the hypothesis that there are three Tannaim [offering different definitions]. 
 WHAT IS IN THE VAT IS PROHIBITED BUT THE REMAINDER IS PERMITTED. R. Huna said: They only taught this in the case where he did not return the net-work2 to the press, but if he did return it to the press [the whole of it] is prohibited.3 Why, however, should that which is in the net-work itself be prohibited?4 - On account of the outflow.5 Deduce from this that the outflow is a connecting medium! [No,] as R. Hiyya taught: His jar6 forced the wine back; and similarly here the [contents of the] vat forced the wine back.7 
 There was a boy who had learnt the Tractate on Idolatry when he was six years old. He was asked, 'May [an Israelite] tread grapes together with a heathen in a press?' He replied, 'It is lawful to tread grapes together with a heathen in a press.' [To the objection] 'But he renders it yen nesek by [the touch of] his hands!'8 [he answered], 'We tie his hands up.' [To the further objection] 'But he renders it yen nesek by [the touch of] his feet!' [he answered], 'Wine touched by the feet is not called nesek.' 
 It happened in Nehardea that an Israelite and a heathen pressed out wine together. [On the question being put to him how this wine was to be considered,] Samuel delayed three Festivals9 [before replying]. What was his reason [for the delay]? Shall I say that he thought to himself, 
____________________ 
(1) Between the definition of wine for tithe and for nesek, since he finds a contradiction between our Mishnah and that dealing with tithes; supra 284. 
(2) Used as a strainer before the juice descends from the pipe into the vat. 
(3) [Even that which is in the upper trough.] 
(4) Since the heathen only touched what was in the vat. 
(5) This forms a connection between the liquid in the vat network and lower vat and is the conductor of the prohibited wine from one to the other. 
(6) V. infra p. 347. The jar was filled to the brim through a pipe and so forced some of the liquor back into the cask. 
(7) The vat was so full that the surface of the wine touched the net-work, which forced the wine back again. In this way it caused contamination, and not because the outflow is considered a connecting medium. 
(8) Which is contrary to the ruling of the later Mishnah, v. supra 55b. 
(9) On these Festivals discourses were given in public on the laws of the holy days. 
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 If I find a Tanna who forbids its use as does R. Nathan, then I will forbid it even to be used for any purpose whatever - since it has been taught: If [a heathen] measured [the quantity of wine] either by using his hand or leg for that purpose, it may be sold;1 whereas R. Nathan says: If he used his hand it is prohibited, but if his leg it is permitted. But then admit that R. Nathan declared [his prohibition where the wine was touched] by the hand,2 but did he say so [when it was touched] by the leg! - Rather [must he have thought to himself], If I find a teacher who permits3 like R. Simeon, then I will permit it even for drinking. 
 It happened at Biram4 that a heathen climbed a palm-tree and took one of its branches. While descending he unintentionally touched a [cask of] wine with the branch. Rab, [on being consulted] permitted it to be sold to heathens.5 R. Kahana and R. Assi said to him,'But the Master6 it was who declared that a child only a day old can render wine nesek!'7 He replied, 'I merely decided against its being drunk [by Israelites], but did I say aught against its use otherwise [by them]?' 
 The text states: The Master himself has declared that a child only a day old can render wine nesek.' R. Shimi b. Hiyya quoted in objection to Rab's statement: If [an Israelite] bought slaves from a heathen who had been circumcised but not immersed,8 and similarly with the children of female slaves9 [born in an Israelite's house] who had been circumcised but not immersed, their spittle and the place where they tread in the street10 are unclean, but others declare that they are clean. As for wine, adults render it nesek [by contact with it], but minors do not render it nesek. The following are adults and minors: Adults are such as understand the nature of an idol and its appurtenances, whereas minors are such as do not understand this.11 At all events, it here teaches that adults do [render wine nesek] and minors do not!12 - [Rab] explained the teaching as referring to the children of female slaves.13 But in the passage [cited above] we have the words 'and similarly'!14 - That refers to their spittle and place of treading!15 This answer is all right according to him who declared that these are unclean, but according to him who declared that they are clean what is there to say?16 - It informs us of the similarity of slaves to the children of female slaves: as the children of female slaves, when circumcised but not immersed, render wine nesek, and if both circumcised and immersed do not, so is it also with slaves. This excludes what R. Nahman said in the name of Samuel, viz.: If [an Israelite] bought slaves from a heathen, although they had been both circumcised and immersed, they render wine nesek until idolatry is entirely banished from their lips. Hence we are informed that it is not so. 
 The text states: 'R. Nahman said in the name of Samuel: If [an Israelite] bought slaves from a heathen, although they had been both circumcised and immersed, they render wine nesek until idolatry is entirely banished from their lips.' How long is this? - R. Joshua b. Levi said: Up to twelve months. 
 Rabbah quoted against R. Nahman: If [an Israelite] bought slaves from a heathen, who had been circumcised but not immersed, and similarly with the children of female slaves, who had been circumcised but not immersed, their spittle and the place where they tread 
____________________ 
(1) By an Israelite to a Gentile, although he may not drink it himself. The heathen's intention was to measure and not render the wine nesek. For all that R. Nathan prohibits it when the measuring was done by hand. 
(2) And the question put to Samuel related to treading grapes with the feet. 
(3) Wine touched by a heathen when the intention was innocent of idolatry. V. infra 60b. 
(4) A town between Syria and Mesopotamia. It possessed a hot spring (Sanh. 108a). [According to Obermeyer op. cit., p. 25, it lay 8 parasangs north of Pumbeditha, on the Western bank of the Euphrates.] 
(5) And the money used, but Israelites may not drink the wine. 
(6) I.e., Rab himself. It was respectful to address an individual in the third person. 
(7) Obviously without intention; so why is it mentioned that the heathen touched the wine unintentionally? 
(8) In a ritual bath. Both are necessary for proselytisation. 
(9) If they have not become converts before the birth of the children. After their conversion, the children born to them are Jews and do not require immersion. 
(10) [Even in a street, where doubtful cases of uncleanness are considered clean (Toh. IV, 11). Tosef, A.Z. III, however, omits 'in the street'.] 
(11) V. Tosef. A.S. III. 
(12) This contradicts Rab's assertion that a child a day old can make wine nesek. 
(13) Only these do not make wine nesek, but ordinary heathen children do. 
(14) Which seem to imply that the law holds good equally of heathen slaves who were bought and slave-children born in an Israelite's house. 
(15) And not to wine. 
(16) How is the phrase 'and similarly' to be explained? 
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 in the street are unclean, but others declare that they are clean. As for wine, adults render it nesek but minors do not render it nesek. The following are adults and minors: Adults are such as understand the nature of an idol and its appurtenances, whereas minors are such as do not understand this! At all events it here teaches that when circumcised but not immersed, they do [render wine nesek], and if both circumcised and immersed they do not!1 - [R. Nahman] explained the teaching as referring to the children of female slaves.2 But in the passage cited above we have the words 'and similarly'! - That refers to their spittle and place of treading. This answer is all right according to him who declared that these are unclean, but according to him who declared that they are clean what is there to say? - It informs us of the similarity of slaves to the children of female slaves: as the adult children of female slaves render wine nesek but if minors they do not, so also with slaves they render wine nesek when adults but not when minors. This excludes what Rab said: A child only a day old can render wine nesek. Hence we are informed that it is not so. 
 It happened at Mahuza3 that a heathen came and entered the shop of an Israelite. He asked them, 'Have you wine to sell?' They replied, 'We have not.' There was some wine contained in a bucket, into which [the heathen] plunged his hand and splashed about, and said to them, 'Is not this wine?' In his anger [the shop-keeper] took the wine and poured it back into the cask. Raba permitted him to sell it4 to Gentiles, but R. Huna b. Hinnena and R. Huna son of R. Nahman differed from him.5 An announcement issued from Raba permitting [the sale of the wine], and an announcement issued from R. Huna b. Hinnena and R. Huna son of R. Nahman forbidding it. 
____________________ 
(1) Nothing is here said of the condition 'until idolatry is entirely banished from their lips.' 
(2) Having been reared in the house of an Israelite, such a condition is unnecessary, but not with bought slaves who had been brought up in an idolatrous environment. 
(3) A town on the Tigris. 
(4) Although it contained yen nesek. 
(5) When they heard of it, but they were not in the town to argue the subject with Raba. They forbade its use for any purpose. 
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 [Later on]1 R. Huna son of R. Nahman visited Mahuza, and Raba said to his attendant, R. Eliakim,' 'Bolt the doors so that nobody shall enter to disturb us.'2 [R. Huna son of R. Nahman] entered the room and asked him, 'In such circumstances3 how is the law?' - He replied, 'It is forbidden even for use.' [R. Huna exclaimed], 'But the Master4 it was who declared that such splashing does not render wine nesek!' [Raba replied], 'I was referring [to the contents of the cask] apart from the value of that wine [which had been in the bucket]; I said nothing with reference to the value of that wine.'5 Raba continued, 'When I came to Pumbeditha,6 Nahmani7 overwhelmed me with precedents and teachings to the effect that it is prohibited. As to precedents, there was a similar occurrence in Nehardea where Samuel prohibited it, and another in Tiberias where R. Johanan prohibited it; and when I replied to him that [they gave that decision because in those towns the inhabitants] were not students of Torah,8 he retorted, "[The inhabitants of] Tiberias and Nehardea are not students of Torah and those of Mahoza are students of Torah! As to a teaching, there is that of a heathen inspector of weights who tapped [a cask of wine] with a tube and drew off [some wine], or he tasted some of it in a glass and returned [the remainder] to the cask - this actually happened and [the Rabbis] declared it forbidden.9 Is it not be supposed that [the decision applied] to its use for any purpose?10 - No, only to its being drunk [by Israelites]." [Abaye asked,] "If that is so, let it teach: 'He may sell it,' in the same way that it teaches in the sequel: If a heathen oppressor extends his hand into a cask, thinking that it contained oil, but it chanced to contain wine - this actually happened and [the Rabbis] said that it may be sold!"' This is a refutation of Raba! It is a refutation.11
 R. Johanan b. Arza12 and R. Jose b. Nehorai were once sitting and drinking wine, when a man entered to whom they said, 'Come, pour out for us.' After he had poured it into their glass, the fact was disclosed that he was a heathen. One of them prohibited it to be used for any purpose, while the other permitted it even for drinking. R. Joshua b. Levi said: He who prohibited it acted rightly and he who permitted it acted rightly. He who prohibited it 
____________________ 
(1) By which time Raba had retracted his decision, v. below, n. 6. cf. however, p. 290, n. 2. 
(2) I.e., when R. Huna paid him a visit. 
(3) When a heathen splashed his hand in the wine without any intention of idolatry. 
(4) Viz., Raba himself. 
(5) Which had been touched by the heathen, its value must be cast into the sea, since a Jew may derive no benefit from it. In this way Raba attempted to extricate himself from his difficult position (v. however, p. 290, n. 2). 
(6) [This occurred before R. Huna's visit to Raba. V. p. 290, n. 2.] 
(7) I.e., Abaye, whose grandfather's name was Nahmani which was occasionally applied to him. 
(8) And where the people are unlearned, the law must be interpreted in a stricter sense because of their liability to err. 
(9) Tosef, A.Z. VIII. 
(10) This refutes Raba. 
(11) [Tosaf. on the basis of a variant reading has a different version. R. Nahman happened to be in Mahuza when he was visited by Raba, his former disciple, who asked him his opinion. When R. Nahman declared himself against the use of the wine, Raba recalled a former decision of his in a similar case that splashing does not render nesek. To this R. Nahman replied that his ruling related only to the contents of the wine in the cask etc. The merit of this version is that it clears Raba from a charge of prevarication and further obviates the necessity of placing Raba's visit in Pumbeditha mentioned later in the text before the discussion he had with his visitor in Mahuza.] 
(12) Another reading is: Arwa. 
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 [acted on this supposition: The heathen] must have said to himself, 'Would it occur to such Rabbis as these to drink beer? It must surely be wine!' and he rendered it nesek. He who permitted it acted rightly [on this supposition: The heathen] must have said to himself, 'Would it occur to such Rabbis as these to drink wine and ask me to pour out for them? It must be beer they are drinking!'1 and he did not render it nesek. But he could have seen [whether it was wine or beer]! - It was night. But he could have smelt! - It was new.2 But he must have touched it [when he drew the liquor from the cask] with a measure, so it is a case where a heathen touched [wine] unintentionally3 and it is prohibited! - No; it is necessary [to understand it as a case] where he merely poured out,4 and so it is a circumstance of unintentional action,5 and the Rabbis did not decree against a circumstance of unintentional action. 
 R. Assi asked R. Johanan: How is it when wine is mixed6 by a heathen? - He said to him: Use the verb mazag!7 [R. Assi] replied: I used the Scriptural word as in, She hath killed her beasts, she hath mingled [masekah] her wine.8 He said to him: The language of the Torah is distinct and so is the language of the Sages.9 How is it, then, [if a heathen mixes it with water]? - [R. Johanan] answered: It is prohibited10 on the principle, 'Keep off, we say to a Nazirite; go round the vineyard and come not near it!'11 
 R. Jeremiah once visited Sakhutha12 and there saw heathens mixing the wine and Israelites drinking it. He prohibited it to them on the principle, 'Keep off, we say to a Nazirite; go round the vineyard and come not near it!' It has likewise been stated: R. Johanan said - another version is, R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: Wine mixed by a heathen is prohibited on the principle, 'Keep off, we say to a Nazirite; go round the vineyard and come not near it.' 
 R. Simeon b. Lakish once came to Bozrah13 and there saw the Israelites eating untithed fruits and he prohibited them. He saw water which had been worshipped by idolaters being drunk by Israelites and he prohibited it. He came before R. Johanan [and related to him what he had done]; and the latter said to him, 'While your cloak is still upon you, return;14 Bezer15 is not Bozrah; and water belonging to the public cannot become prohibited!'16 R. Johanan here followed his own opinion; 
____________________ 
(1) The law of nesek does not apply to beer. 
(2) When fresh the smell is not so distinctive. 
(3) Since he was unaware that it was wine. 
(4) And did not touch the wine. 
(5) The man being unaware that it was wine he was to pour out. 
(6) Wine was usually diluted with water before it was drunk. 
(7) This is the usual verb for 'to dilute wine with water', whereas R. Assi used masak. 
(8) Prov. IX, 2. 
(9) His point is that in the language of the Rabbis mazag has the signification to mix wine with water; but masak, while having that meaning in Biblical Hebrew, means in Rabbinic Hebrew to mix strong wine with weaker wine. 
(10) For drinking but not for other use, and it is prohibited although he had not touched it. 
(11) As a precautionary measure to avoid the possibility of breaking the law which forbids the fruit of the vine to a Nazirite. 
(12) According to Jastrow the Aramaic equivalent of Mizpah. Neubauer prefers the alternative reading 'Sabtha' which may be Sebaste. [Obermeyer, op. cit., p. 185, identifies it with Sabat, in the district of Mahuza.] 
(13) An Edomite city (Isa. XXXIV, 6). 
(14) I.e., without delay go back and rescind your prohibition. 
(15) One of the cities of refuge (Deut. IV, 43). As a Palestinian city untithed fruits were disallowed there but not in a town like Bozrah, which was outside the confines of the Holy land. 
(16) If it had been worshipped. 
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 for R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon b. Jehozadak: Water belonging to the public cannot become prohibited. Consequently when it belongs to an individual it does become prohibited. But it should be excluded for the reason that it is something fixed in the ground!1 - No; it is necessary [to mention it because it can be prohibited in the case] where a wave caused some of the water to flow away.2 At all events [such water may be compared] to boulders which had broken away;3 and it must therefore be concluded that it was R. Johanan who said they were prohibited! - No; it is necessary [to suppose a case] where [a heathen] collected [the waters] with his own hand4 
 R. Hiyya b. Abba once visited Gabla,5 and there saw Israelite women who were pregnant by heathens who had been circumcised but not immersed. He also saw wine being drunk by Israelites which had been mixed by heathens, and lupins eaten when cooked by heathens; but he said nothing to them. When he came before R. Johanan [and reported the matter to him], the latter exclaimed, 'Go and announce that their children are illegitimate, their wine is nesek, and their lupins [are prohibited] as something cooked by heathens, because [the inhabitants of Gabla] are not students of Torah!'6 [In announcing that] their children were illegitimate R. Johanan followed his own opinion; for R. Johanan said: [A Gentile] is never to be regarded as a proselyte until he is both circumcised and immersed, and since he has not undergone immersion he is a Gentile. And Rabbah b. Bar Hanah has said in the name of R. Johanan: If a Gentile or a slave has intercourse with an Israelite woman, the child is a mamzer.7 He decreed that their wine was nesek on the principle, 'Keep off, we say to a Nazirite; go round the vineyard and come not near it.' [And he decreed] against their lupins as something cooked by heathens, because [the inhabitants of Gabla] were not students of Torah. His reason was that they were not students of Torah. Consequently if they had been students of Torah, [the lupins] would have been permitted! But surely R. Samuel son of R. Isaac said in the name of Rab: Whatever is eaten raw does not come within [the law of what is prohibited] on account of having been cooked by heathens!8 - R. Johanan follows a different version [of the teaching, viz.]: R. Samuel son of R. Isaac said in the name of Rab: Whatever is not brought upon the table of kings to serve as a relish with bread does not come within [the law of what is prohibited] on account of having been cooked by heathens.9 Therefore his reason was that they were not students of Torah, and if they had been students of Torah [the lupins] would have been permitted. 
 R. Kahana was asked: May a heathen be allowed to convey grapes to a winepress? He replied: It is prohibited on the principle, 'Keep off, we say to a Nazirite; go round the vineyard and come not near it!' R. Jemar quoted against R. Kahana: If a heathen carried grapes to a winepress in baskets 
____________________ 
(1) And what is fixed in the ground does not become prohibited if worshipped. 
(2) And such a stream of water, if belonging to an individual, would be prohibited as it is no longer fixed to the ground. 
(3) From a mountain which had been worshipped. Whether they may be used was debated supra 46a, by R. Johanan and R. Hiyya's sons, and it was not decided which of them took the view that they were prohibited. 
(4) There would then be manual labour involved and consequently prohibited if belonging to an individual; whereas the breaking away of the boulders was due to a natural force, and the two cases are not analogous. 
(5) Gebal of Ps. LXXXIII, 8, i.e., the northern part of Mount Seir. [V. Klein, S. MGWJ, LXIV, p. 183.] 
(6) The phrase 'because they are not students of Torah' applies only to the prohibition of the lupins, as will be explained. 
(7) 'Illegitimate', v, Glos. 
(8) Lupins are not eaten raw; so they should be prohibited when cooked by heathens whether the inhabitants were learned or not. 
(9) Lupins are not used for such a purpose and should be permitted. 
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 or barrels, even though the wine drips upon them, it is permitted! - [R. Kahana] replied to him: You used the word 'carried',1 whereas I was speaking of a case ab initio.2 
 A citron once fell into a cask of wine, and a heathen sprang for ward to pull it out. R. Ashi said to them:3 Hold his hand so that he does not splash about,4 and tilt [the cask] until it is emptied.5
 R. Ashi said: When a heathen has deliberately rendered the wine of an Israelite nesek, although it is prohibited to sell it to another heathen, [the owner] is allowed to receive the cost from the person [who disqualified it]. On what ground? - Because he involved him in a loss.6 R. Ashi said: Whence do I derive this? - From this teaching: If an idolater offered wine of an Israelite [as a libation], not in the presence of an idol, it is prohibited; but R. Judah b. Baba and R. Judah b. Bathyra permit it7 for two reasons: first, because wine can be rendered nesek only in the presence of an idol, and secondly because [the owner can] say to him, 'You have no right to make my wine prohibited through no fault of my own.'8 
 It once happened that the bung fell out of a cask of wine, and a heathen sprang forward and placed his hand over it, R. Papa said: All the wine that is on the level with the bung-hole is prohibited9 
____________________ 
(1) Signifying an accomplished fact. 
(2) He only forbids it ab initio but post factum he too would allow it. 
(3) The Jewish bystanders. 
(4) Which action would render all the wine nesek. 
(5) Into another vessel. So long as he did not move his hand about in the wine, he has not rendered it prohibited. 
(6) Lit., 'he burned it', 
(7) To be sold. 
(8) It follows, at all events, though the ruling of R. Judah b. Baba and R. Judah b. Bathyra is not accepted, that the Jew can receive compensation for his loss. 
(9) To be drunk by a Jew but it may be sold to a Gentile, since there was no 'splashing' at that spot. 
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 and the remainder is permitted.1 Another version is - R. Papa said: The wine above the bung-hole is prohibited2 and the remainder is permitted. R. Jemar said: [This is] like the Tannaim [who are at variance over the following]:3 If a keg4 became perforated whether on top, the bottom or its sides, and a tebul yom5 touched it, it is defiled. R. Judah says: [If it was perforated] on top or bottom it is defiled,6 but if on its sides it is altogether undefiled.7 
 R. Papa said: If a heathen [was holding] the barrel and an Israelite the cask,8 the wine is prohibited. On what ground? - Because [the pouring] results from the effort of the heathen. If, however, an Israelite [was holding] the barrel and a heathen the cask, the wine is permitted; but should [the heathen] tilt it sideways it is prohibited.9 
 R. Papa said: If a heathen carries a skin-bottle [of wine] and an Israelite follows behind him,10 should it be full it is permitted because [the wine] does not shake,11 but should it not be full it is prohibited because there is the possibility of shaking. In the case, however, of a full cask [being so carried],12 it is prohibited because he might have touched it, but should it not be full it is permitted because there is less likelihood that he touched it. R. Ashi said: In the case of a skin-bottle, whether full or not,it is permitted. On what ground? - Because such is not the way of rendering wine nesek13. 
 [Wine] from a press where beams are used14 is permitted15 by R. Papi but prohibited by R. Ashi, or according to another version, by R. Shimi b. Ashi. In the case of direct action16 there is certainly no difference of opinion that it is prohibited, the difference being over the circumstance where there was indirect action.17 Some declare that in the case of indirect action there is certainly no difference of opinion that it is permitted, the difference being over the circumstance where there was direct action. An instance of such indirect action occurred and R. Jacob of Nehar-Pekod18 prohibited it.
 It once happened that a cask 
____________________ 
(1) To be drunk. 
(2) Because it would tend to run out and by touching his hand communicate contamination to the rest of the wine. 
(3) Accordingly R. Papa's decision is not accepted by all. 
(4) Containing wine to be used for the heave-offering. 
(5) V. Glos. 
(6) Because the defilement is communicated to all the contents. 
(7) This opinion corresponds with R. Papa's, but it is not adopted in law. 
(8) The wine being poured from the barrel into the cask. 
(9) Because he would then be contributing effort towards filling the cask. 
(10) To see that he does not touch the wine. 
(11) The bottle is tied at the neck, and when full the contents are not shaken; but when not full, the wine may be shaken. [R. Papa regards shaking when carried as 'splashing' with the hand.] 
(12) Which is open on top. 
(13) [Through accidental shaking in the carrier's hand.] 
(14) To crush the grapes so that the treader does not come in contact with the wine. 
(15) When the beams are placed over the grapes by a heathen. 
(16) On the part of the heathen, as when he stood on the beams to press the grapes. 
(17) If, e.g., a wheel, turned by a heathen, pressed on the beams. 
(18) Pekod is mentioned in Jer. L, 21 and Ezek XXIII, 23; a district in S.E. Babylon; v. Sanh, (Sonc. ed.) p. 468, n. 3. 
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 split lengthwise, and a heathen sprang forward and clasped it in his arms. Rafram b. Papa - another version is, R. Huna the son of Rab Joshua - permitted it to be sold to heathens. This rule applies only when it split lengthwise, but if crosswise it is permitted even to be drunk [by Israelites].1 On what ground? - [The heathen] only did what a brick might have done.2 
 A heathen was once found standing in [the empty] wine-press [of an Israelite]. [On being consulted] R. Ashi said: If it was sufficiently moist to moisten other objects, it needs to be rinsed with water and rubbed dry, otherwise mere rinsing is sufficient. 
 MISHNAH. IF A HEATHEN WAS FOUND STANDING BY THE SIDE OF A VAT OF WINE, SHOULD HE HAVE A LIEN UPON IT THEN IT IS PROHIBITED;3 BUT SHOULD HE NOT HAVE A LIEN UPON IT THEN IT IS PERMITTED. IF [A HEATHEN] FELL INTO A VAT AND CLIMBED OUT,4 OR MEASURED IT WITH A ROD, OR FLICKED OUT A HORNET WITH A ROD, OR TAPPED ON THE TOP OF A FROTHING CASK5 - IT HAPPENED SO WITH ALL THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, AND [THE RABBIS] SAID THAT IT MAY BE SOLD, WHILE R. SIMEON PERMITS IT.6 IF HE TOOK A CASK, AND IN HIS ANGER THREW IT INTO THE VAT - THIS ACTUALLY HAPPENED AND [THE RABBIS] DECLARED IT FIT [FOR DRINKING]. 
GEMARA. Samuel said: [The first clause of the Mishnah only applies] when he has a lien on that wine [which is in the vat].7 R. Ashi said: This is also implied in the [next] Mishnah where we learn: If [an Israelite] prepares a heathen's wine in a state of ritual purity8 and leaves it in [the latter's] domain who writes for him, 'I have received the money from you,'9 then [the wine] is permitted.10 If, however, the Israelite wished to remove it and [the heathen] refuses to let it go until he paid him - this actually happened in Beth-Shan and [the Rabbis] prohibited it.11 The reason [why they prohibited it] was because he refused to let it go; hence if he had agreed to let it go, it would have been permitted. Conclude, then, that we require that the lien should be on that wine [for it to be prohibited]! Draw that conclusion.
 IF [A HEATHEN] FELL INTO A VAT AND CLIMBED OUT. R. Papa said: [The teaching of the Mishnah that the wine may be sold] applies only to the circumstance when he is brought out dead, but if he climbed out alive it is prohibited. On what ground? - Because it would then be to him like an idolatrous feast-day.12 
 OR MEASURED IT WITH A ROD . . . IT HAPPENED SO WITH ALL THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, AND [THE RABBIS] SAID THAT IT MAY BE SOLD, WHILE R. SIMEON PERMITS IT. R. Adda b. Ahabah said: May blessings alight upon the head of R. Simeon, because when he permits he permits even the drinking [of the wine] and when he prohibits he prohibits it for all use!13 R. Hiyya the son of Abba b. Nahmani reported that R. Hisda said in the name of Rab - another version is, R. Hisda said in the name of Ze'iri: The halachah agrees with R. Simeon. Others declare that R. Hisda said: Abba b. Hanan remarked to me that Ze'iri said: The halachah agrees with R. Simeon. But the halachah is not in accord with R. Simeon. 
 IF HE TOOK A CASK AND IN HIS ANGER THREW IT INTO THE VAT - THIS ACTUALLY HAPPENED AND [THE RABBIS] DECLARED IT FIT [FOR DRINKING]. R. Ashi said: Whatever is rendered unclean by a zab14 makes wine [in a similar circumstance] nesek by a heathen, and whatever is not rendered unclean by a zab makes wine not to be nesek by a heathen. R. Huna quoted against R. Ashi: IF HE TOOK A CASK AND IN HIS ANGER THREW IT INTO THE VAT - THIS ACTUALLY HAPPENED IN BETH-SHAN15 AND [THE RABBIS] DECLARED IT FIT [FOR DRINKING]! [Consequently if he did this] in anger it is [fit for drinking], but if he had not done it in anger it would not [be fit]!16 - 
____________________ 
(1) The top part of the barrel presses upon the lower, so only a little wine would run, and there is less possibility of contamination if the heathen exerted pressure on top. 
(2) Pressed down to lessen the crack. 
(3) Because he would not be afraid to touch it. If the Israelite were to remonstrate with him, he had the right to claim the wine for his debt. 
(4) The Gemara requires the rendering: and is brought out (dead). 
(5) To reduce the amount of the froth. 
(6) Even to be drunk by Jews. 
(7) Which the owner was making to pay off the debt, because then the heathen would not be afraid to touch it. But if his lien was generally upon the owner, he would hesitate to disqualify the wine and so involve his debtor in loss. 
(8) To be sold to Jews. 
(9) So that the Jew can remove the wine whenever he so desires. 
(10) So long as the Jew holds the key to the place where the wine is stored. 
(11) Because the heathen had a lien on that wine, it not having been paid for. 
(12) In gratitude for his escape he would dedicate the wine to his god. 
(13) Unlike the other Rabbis whose prohibition is often limited to the drinking of the wine by Jews. 
(14) V. Glos. The reference here is only to the effect of touching an article. 
(15) The words in 'Beth-Shan' are included in the text of the Mishnah in some MSS. The place is a Biblical city, the modern Beisan, west of the Jordan. 
(16) As against this conclusion, if a zab had thrown a cask into the vat, the wine would have been defiled, whereas it is an established principle that a zab defiles only by 'contact' and not by 'throwing'. 
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 [R. Ashi replied:] There [it refers to the circumstance where the cask] was being roiled by him [the whole distance into the vat].1 
 MISHNAH. IF [AN ISRAELITE] PREPARES A HEATHEN'S WINE IN A STATE OF RITUAL PURITY2 AND LEAVES IT IN [THE LATTER'S] DOMAIN, IN A HOUSE WHICH OPENS ON TO THE PUBLIC DOMAIN, SHOULD IT BE IN A CITY WHERE HEATHENS AND ISRAELITES RESIDE, IT IS PERMITTED;3 BUT SHOULD IT BE IN A CITY WHERE ONLY HEATHENS RESIDE IT IS PROHIBITED UNLESS [AN ISRAELITE] SITS AND WATCHES.4 THERE IS NO NEED FOR THE SUPERVISOR TO SIT AND WATCH [THE WHOLE TIME]; EVEN IF HE KEEPS GOING OUT AND COMING IN IT IS PERMITTED. R. SIMEON B. ELEAZAR SAYS: IT IS ALL ONE WITH THE DOMAIN OF A HEATHEN.5 IF [AN ISRAELITE] PREPARES A HEATHEN'S WINE IN A STATE OF RITUAL PURITY AND LEAVES IT IN [THE LATTER'S] DOMAIN WHO WRITES FOR HIM 'I HAVE RECEIVED THE MONEY FROM YOU,' THEN [THE WINE] IS PERMITTED. IF, HOWEVER, THE ISRAELITE WISHED TO REMOVE IT AND [THE HEATHEN] REFUSES TO LET IT GO UNTIL HE PAID HIM - THIS ACTUALLY HAPPENED IN BETH-SHAN AND [THE RABBIS] PROHIBITED IT.6 
GEMARA. In a city where only heathens reside it should also [be permitted without a supervisor] since there are [Israelite] spice-sellers7 going about the cities! - Samuel said: [The Mishnah refers] to a city which has doors and bolts.8 R. Joseph said: If there is a window9 it is the equivalent [of the house being in] a public domain; or if there is a rubbish-heap10 it is the equivalent [of the house being in] a public domain; and similarly a date-palm makes it the equivalent of a public domain.11 If the top [of the date-palm] had been cut off,12 R. Aha and Rabina differ, one forbidding [the wine] and the other permitting it. He who forbids it [does so for the reason that the heathen thinks that the owner of the tree] has no cause to climb it; and he who permits it [does so for the reason that] an occasion may occur that [the Israelite's] cattle will stray and he will climb it to look for them.13 
 Our Rabbis taught: 'Whether [an Israelite] purchases or rents an apartment in the court of a heathen and fills it with [casks of] wine, and an Israelite resides in that court, it is permitted even though the key and seal be not in his [the Israelite's] possession. 
____________________ 
(1) Vis., acting in anger, he gave the cask a violent push and it rolled of itself into the vat; consequently he did not handle the cask and for that reason the wine is fit. If, on the other hand, he did not act in anger, he must have rolled the cask the whole distance to the vat, likely touched the wine, and so the wine is disqualified. Hence the parallel of the zab and the heathen holds good. 
(2) [For the purpose of selling it to Jews. Wine prepared by heathens was alike forbidden and levitically unclean. V. supra 30b.] 
(3) It is assumed that the heathen would be afraid to tamper with the wine because he might be seen by a Jewish inhabitant, and be unable to dispose of his wine among Jews. 
(4) [V.l. 'he appoints a supervisor'.] 
(5) Whether it be private or public, a supervisor is necessary. 
(6) The second half of the Mishnah was quoted on p. 297. V. the notes there. 
(7) General term for pedlars. 
(8) So that nobody could enter without the fact becoming known, and he could therefore, even if the wine is placed in a house opening on to the public domain, disqualify the wine without the fear of being seen. 
(9) In the heathen's house looking on to the public domain. Rashi prefers the explanation that the window of a Jew's house faces the entrance of the heathen's house. 
(10) On which a person could stand and see what was done in the house. 
(11) In all these circumstances there is the possibility of being overlooked, so the heathen would be afraid to tamper with the wine. 
(12) The tree belonging to a Jew; and since the top is cut off, he would have no occasion to climb it to gather the fruit. There would then be less fear of being overlooked. 
(13) And the possibility of being watched would act as a deterrent. 
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 If, however, [he resides] in another court, it is permitted only when the key and seal are in his possession. If [an Israelite] prepares the wine of a heathen in a state of ritual purity in the latter's domain and an Israelite resides in that court, it is permitted should the key and seal be in his possession.' R. Johanan said to the tanna:1 Read [as follows]: Even though the key and seal be not in his possession it is permitted. '[Should he reside] in another court, it is prohibited even if the key and seal are in his possession. Such is the statement of R. Meir; but the Sages prohibit it unless a supervisor sits and watches or until somebody is appointed to go there for stated periods.' To which [of the four circumstances just enumerated] do the Sages refer? If I say it is to the last,2 the first Tanna3 also prohibits it. Perhaps it is to the third!4 But R. Johanan informed the tanna: 'Read [as follows]: Even though the key and seal be not in his possession [the wine is permitted]'!5 - Rather must it be to the second, for the first Tanna declared, 'If, however, [he resides] in another court, it is permitted only when the key and seal are in his possession.' Whereas the Sages hold that it is always prohibited 'unless a supervisor sits and watches or until somebody is appointed to go there for stated periods.' But his going there for stated periods is a disadvantage!6 - Rather [must the statement be amended to]: Until somebody is appointed to go there not for stated periods. 
 R. SIMEON B. ELEAZAR SAYS: IT IS ALL ONE WITH THE DOMAIN OF A HEATHEN, The question was asked: Is the purpose of R. Simeon b. Eleazar to make the law lenient or strict? - Rab Judah said in the name of Ze'iri: To make it lenient; but R. Nahman said in the name of Ze'iri: To make it strict. Rab Judah said in the name of Ze'iri that it is to make the law lenient, and the statement of the first Tanna must be understood thus: Just as [the wine] is prohibited in the domain of [that heathen] it is similarly prohibited in the domain of any other heathen and we take into account [the possibility of heathens] being partial one to another;7 but R. Simeon b. Eleazar says: That only applies to his own domain, but when it is in the domain of another heathen it is permitted because we do not take into account the fear of partiality.8 R. Nahman said in the name of Ze'iri that it is to make the law strict, and the statement of the first Tanna must be understood thus: This only applies to his own domain, but when it is in the domain of another heathen it is permitted and we do not take into account the fear of partiality; but R. Simeon b. Eleazar says: It is all one with the domain of a heathen. There is a teaching in accord with what R. Nahman said in the name of Ze'iri, i.e.,the purpose is to make the law strict, viz.: R. Simeon b. Eleazar said: It is all one with the domain of a heathen because of the fraudulent. 
 [Israelites once bought grapes from] the house of Parzak, the king's field-marshal,9 [and having made wine from them] left it in charge of his tenant-labourers. The Rabbis in the presence of Raba thought to declare [it permitted] on the ground that we only take into account the fear of partiality where there might be mutual agreement;10 but in this instance since it could not be the custom of the tenant-labourers to enter into an agreement with Parzak, the king's field-marshal, we take no account of the fear of partiality, Raba, however, said to them: On the contrary, even according to him who maintains that we take no account of the fear of partiality, that only applies where there is no possibility of terrorisation; but in this instance since [the tenants] are afraid of him, they would conceal any action on his part [to interfere with the wine] to shield him. 
 In a certain town where there was wine belonging to an Israelite, a heathen was found standing among the jars. Raba said: If he would be arrested on that account as a thief,11 the wine is permitted,12 otherwise it is prohibited.13 [ 
____________________ 
(1) Who quoted this teaching to the students. 
(2) The Jew resides in a different court. 
(3) I.e., R. Meir. 
(4) Lit., 'the first (part) of the last (clause).' The Jew resides in the court where the wine is stored. 
(5) [Which shows that R. Johanan did not consider it possible for anyone to forbid the wine in such a case even though the key and seal are not in the Israelite's possession.] 
(6) The heathen knows when he will be there and can interfere with the wine during his absence. 
(7) Lit., 'paying favours'. They would not give one another away and for that reason cannot be trusted. 
(8) [The heathen householder in whose domain the wine is placed would not permit the other heathen to tamper with it, R. Simeon's statement must accordingly be understood as a rhetorical question: 'Is it all one with the domain of a heathen?'] 
(9) [Cf. Lat. Rufulus. v, Funk, op. cit., I, 33, v. p. 163, n. 7.] 
(10) I.e., one heathen tells a lie for another, or does not expose his wrong-doing, on condition that the latter will act similarly towards him. 
(11) Should he be found touching the jars. 
(12) He would be afraid to touch the jars because he would be suspected of wanting to steal them. 
(13) It must then be assumed that he touched the wine and disqualified it. 
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CHAPTER 5

 MISHNAH. IF [A HEATHEN] HIRE [AN ISRAELITE] WORKMAN TO ASSIST HIM IN [THE PREPARATION OF] YEN NESEK, HIS WAGE IS PROHIBITED. IF HE HIRED HIM TO ASSIST HIM IN ANOTHER KIND OF WORK, EVEN SAYING TO HIM, 'REMOVE FOR ME A CASK OF YEN NESEK FROM THIS PLACE TO THAT,' HIS WAGE IS PERMITTED. IF HE HIRED [AN ISRAELITE'S] ASS TO CARRY YEN NESEK,ITS HIRE IS PROHIBITED; BUT IF HE HIRED IT TO SIT UPON, EVEN THOUGH THE HEATHEN RESTED HIS JAR [OF YEN NESEK] UPON IT, ITS HIRE IS PERMITTED. 
GEMARA. Why is [the workman's] wage prohibited? If I answer that inasmuch as yen nesek is prohibited for use of any kind and therefore the wage which came to him from it is likewise prohibited, behold 'orlah1 and the mixed plantings of a vineyard2 are prohibited for use of any kind and yet we have learnt: If he sold them and with the proceeds married a wife she is legally married!3 On the other hand, [should I answer that the reason is] because his money [which comes to him on account of yen nesek] is affected as though it were an idolatrous object,4 behold the Sabbatical year affects the money [obtained from the sale of its produce] and yet we have learnt: If one said to a workman [in the Sabbatical year], 'Here is a denar and for it gather vegetables for me to-day,' his wage is prohibited;5 [but if he said,] 'Gather vegetables for me to-day,' his wage is permitted!6 - R. Abbahu said in the name of R. Johanan: [The true explanation is] that it is a penalty which the Sages imposed upon ass-drivers and in connection with yen nesek.7 As for yen nesek it is as has just been stated; and what is the case of the ass-drivers? - As it has been taught: If ass-drivers work with the fruits of the Sabbatical year, their wage is [the produce of] a Sabbatical year.8 What means 'their wage is [produce of] a Sabbatical year'? If I say it means that they receive their wage in fruits of the Sabbatical year, consequently [the employer] discharges his obligation with fruits of the Sabbatical year and the Torah stated, [And the sabbath of the land shall be] for food9 - but not for trading!10 If, on the other hand, [I answer that the meaning is] that their wage is holy11 like the holiness of [the produce of] the Sabbatical year, is it holy? For it has been taught: If one said to a workman [in the Sabbatical year], 'Here is a denar and gather vegetables for me to-day,' his wage is permitted; [only if he said], 'Gather vegetables for me to-day for this [denar]' is his wage prohibited! - Abaye said: It certainly means that they receive their wage in fruits of the Sabbatical year, and the difficulty you raise, viz., 'for food' but not for trading, [is met by the supposition] that he paid them in a lawful manner, as we have learnt: One may not say to his neighbour, 
____________________ 
(1) V. Glos. 
(2) Lev. XIX, 19. 
(3) V. supra, p. 277. 
(4) Since the wine was prepared as a libation to an idol, on the principle, 'Whatever you bring into being from a devoted thing is to be treated like it' (loc. cit.). 
(5) [To use it after the time of 'removal', v. supra, p. 278 n. 5,] 
(6) In the latter case he did not stipulate by his words that the money was given as payment for gathering the forbidden produce. But the point is, the workman may use the money he earned by performing an illegal act. 
(7) Although legally the wage should be permitted. 
(8) And is accordingly prohibited. 
(9) Lev. XXV, 6. 
(10) Consequently the employer has no right to pay wages with the produce. 
(11) I.e., prohibited. 
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 'Carry up for me these fruits1 to Jerusalem [and for doing so] have a share in them'; but he may say to him, 'Carry them up so that we may eat and drink of them in Jerusalem.' They may also make a free gift of them to each other.2 Raba, however, said: [The meaning is] certainly that their wage is holy like the holiness of [the produce of] the Sabbatical year, and the difficulty you raise over the teaching concerning the workman [who gathers fruits in that year can be met by the answer] that in the case of a labourer whose wage is small the Rabbis did not impose a penalty, but in the case of ass-drivers whose wage is considerable the Rabbis did impose a penalty;3 and as for our Mishnah4 the seriousness of yen nesek accounts for the difference. 
 The question was asked: How is it with his wage [when an Israelite is employed by a heathen] in connection with ordinary wine?5 Do we maintain that since its prohibition6 is as strict as with wine for a libation, the wage is likewise prohibited; or perhaps for the reason that its power of defilement is lighter7 [the attitude towards] the wage is also more lenient? - Come and hear! A certain man hired out his ship [to transport] ordinary wine [of heathens] and they paid him in wheat. He came before R. Hisda who said to him, 'Go, burn and bury it in a graveyard.' But he should have told him to scatter it!8 - People might come to wrong-doing through it.9 Then he should have told him to burn and scatter it! - People might use it as manure. Then let it be buried in its natural state, for have we not learnt: The stone with which a person was stoned, the tree upon which he was hanged, the sword with which he was decapitated, and the sheet with which he was strangled are all alike buried with him!10 - In this latter instance, since the persons were buried by the Court,11 it would be generally known that they had been executed under sentence of the Court; but in the former instance the circumstances would not be generally known and a person might suppose that somebody had stolen [the wheat] and brought it to be buried there. 
 The scholars in the School of R. Jannai used to borrow fruits of the Sabbatical year from the poor and repay them in the eighth year.12 When this was reported to R. Johanan, he said to them, 'They act rightly';13 and an analogy may be found in the matter of a harlot's hire which is permitted;14 for it has been taught: If he gave her [an animal] without having intercourse with her or had intercourse without giving it to her,15 her hire is permitted [for use in the Sanctuary]. Now if he gave her it without having intercourse with her, obviously [it may be devoted to the Sanctuary] for the reason that, having had no intercourse with her, he merely presented her with a gift! Further, if he had intercourse without giving it to her, behold he gave her nothing, and since he made no presentation to her what means that her hire is permitted! - This is what he intends: If he gave her it and subsequently had intercourse with her, or had intercourse with her and subsequently gave it to her, the hire is permitted16 But if he gave it to her and subsequently had intercourse with her, since he did have intercourse with her, 
____________________ 
(1) Representing the second tithe which must be taken by the owner to Jerusalem and eaten there. It would be unlawful to discharge an obligation with the fruits. 
(2) M. Sh. III, 1. Similarly by a legal fiction the ass-drivers may be given a free gift from the produce of the Sabbatical year. 
(3) This then is the case referred to where a penalty was imposed on ass-drivers. 
(4) Where a workman's wage is declared to be prohibited although it is small. 
(5) Not made expressly for a libation to idols. 
(6) The wine, belonging to a heathen, is still nesek although not used for a libation. 
(7) V. supra, 30b, seq. 
(8) Why did he insist on its being burnt and buried? 
(9) Jews would unwittingly collect and use it. 
(10) Sanh. 45b. Consequently no account is taken of the possibility that people may disinter it. 
(11) There were special cemeteries for them. 
(12) This was done to assist them in a year when the harvest, after the Sabbatical year, would be meagre. Nevertheless the lenders ate what was obtained in exchange for the Sabbatical produce, and this should be prohibited. 
(13) Because it was not actually a case of exchange since the produce of the eighth year was non-existent at the time when the fruits of the Sabbatical year were borrowed, and the 'holiness' of the Sabbatical year did not affect what they ate in the eighth year. 
(14) To be devoted to the Temple, in spite of the Law of Deut. XXIII, 19. 
(15) At the time, but he did so later. 
(16) The two matters are regarded as separate and what she received is legally a gift. Similarly with the borrowing of the fruits of the Sabbatical year, what is repaid is technically a gift. 
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 the prohibition of the harlot's hire should apply retrospectively to [the animal]! - R. Eleazar replied: [It is permitted] when she first offered it.1 How is this to be understood? - If he said to her, 'Take possession of this at once,'2 then obviously it is permitted because it is no longer there at the time of intercourse and he merely presented her with a gift; but if he had not said to her, 'Take possession of this at once,' how could she offer it, since the All-merciful has declared, And when a man shall sanctify his house to be holy3 - as the house [which he sanctifies] must be in his possession, so must everything [which is dedicated to the Sanctuary] be in the person's possession! - Rather [must we suppose the circumstance] where he said to her, 'Let it be with you until the time of intercourse; but should you require it then take possession of it at once.'4 
 R. Hoshaia asked: How is it if she dedicated [the animal to the Sanctuary] beforehand?5 Since a Master has said that a declaration6 in connection with the Divine service is like the act of delivery in a secular transaction, is she like one who has actually offered it,7 or perhaps [the animal] is after all still in existence [at the time of intercourse]?8 But why not solve the question from the statement of R. Eleazar who said: Only if she actually offered it beforehand is the offering [lawful] but not if she merely dedicated it? On this statement of R. Eleazar itself the question is to be asked: Is it clear to R. Eleazar that only if she had actually offered it [is it permitted] but not if she merely dedicated it because it is [in her possession] at the time of intercourse; or perhaps he is clear in the circumstance where it had been offered but doubtful when it had only been dedicated? The question remains unanswered. 
 [It was stated:] If he had intercourse with her and subsequently gave it to her, her hire is permitted. Against this I quote: If he had intercourse with her and subsequently gave it to her, even after the lapse of three years, her hire is prohibited! - R. Nahman b. Isaac said in the name of R. Hisda: There is no contradiction, the latter teaching referring to the circumstance where he said to her, 'Have intercourse with me for this lamb,' and the former teaching to the circumstance where he said to her, 'Have intercourse with me for a lamb.'9 And if he did use the phrase 'for this lamb' what of it, inasmuch as the act of drawing towards oneself is lacking!10 - [It deals here] with a gentile harlot who does not acquire an object by the act of drawing it towards herself.11 Or if you wish I can say that it surely deals with an Israelite harlot when, e.g., it is standing in her courtyard.12 But if it was standing in her courtyard, [how can it be taught that] he had intercourse with her and subsequently presented it to her, seeing that she already had possession of it! - No, it is necessary [to suppose a case] where he used it as a pledge, saying to her, 'If I bring you a certain number of zuz by such a date, well and good; otherwise take [the lamb] for your hire.'13 
 R. Shesheth quoted in objection:14 A man can say to his ass-drivers and workmen,15 'Go and eat for this denar, go out and drink for this denar,' and he need not be concerned 
____________________ 
(1) To the Temple and afterwards had intercourse. [In this case the offering is acceptable and valid. V. Yad, Issure Mizbeah, IV, 11.] 
(2) Before the intercourse. 
(3) Lev. XXVII, 14. 
(4) And therefore the prohibition of a harlot's hire does not apply to it. 
(5) But intercourse occurred before she presented the animal. 
(6) That the animal is to be dedicated to the Temple. 
(7) And it may therefore be offered. 
(8) And is to be considered a harlot's hire. 
(9) In this latter circumstance, what she receives afterwards is not technically her hire. 
(10) He merely indicated the lamb which he would give her. Until she actually draws the animal towards her she has not legally acquired it, v. B.M. 47b. 
(11) [Ms. M.: Who does not lack 'drawing'. A non-Jew acquires possession by payment (Bek. 13a) in this case by the act of intercourse. V. R. Gershom, Tem. 29b.] 
(12) [A courtyard confers possession, v. B.M. 10b.] 
(13) [In this circumstance the lamb is partly her property and considered a harlot's hire and yet strictly speaking is not yet presented to her, since he may substitute for it some other gift.] 
(14) To the action of R. Jannai's School who used to borrow fruits of the Sabbatical year from the poor and repay them in the eighth year. 
(15) Who are Gentiles or Israelites who do not observe the law of tithe. 
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 [about their eating and drinking the produce of] the Sabbatical year or [what has not been subject to] the tithe or yen nesek; but if he said to them, 'Go out and eat and I will pay, go out and drink and I will pay,' he must be concerned [about their eating and drinking the produce of] the Sabbatical year or [what has not been subject to] the tithe or yen nesek.1 Consequently when he pays them he does so at the price of what is prohibited, and similarly in the case [of the School of R. Jannai] when they made repayment they did so for something that was prohibited! - R. Hisda explained: [The teaching just quoted deals] with a shop-keeper who gives [the employer] credit so that he is indebted to him,2 and since it was his custom to give him credit it is as though the latter had himself bought for a denar of him.3 When, on the other hand, he does not give him credit, how is it? It is permitted! If that is so,4 when he teaches the circumstance of, 'Go and eat for this denarius, go out and drink for this denarius,' he should draw a distinction in this very case and teach as follows: When does this apply? [When they make their purchase] of a shopkeeper who gives him credit so that he is indebted to him [it is prohibited], but of a shopkeeper who does not give him credit it is permitted! And further, as regards a shopkeeper who does not give him credit,is not [the employer in such a circumstance] indebted to him? For Raba has declared: If a man says to his neighbour, 'Give so-and-so a maneh5 and let all my possessions be surety to you,' [the lender] has acquired them by the law of security!6 - But, said Raba: It is immaterial whether he gives him credit or not; but although [the employer] is indebted to him, for the reason that he does not specify his indebtedness,7 it is not prohibited.8 Why, then, in the present circumstance9 should he be concerned [about their eating and drinking the produce of] the Sabbatical year inasmuch as he does not specify his indebtedness! - R. Papa said: Here it is when, e.g., he paid him the denar in advance.10 
 R. Kahana said: I cited this teaching in the presence of R. Zebid of Nehardea who remarked to me: If that were so, then instead of the words 'Go out and eat and drink and I will pay,' we should have expected 'I will have a reckoning with him'!11 [R. Kahana] said to him: Read, 'Go out and I will have a reckoning with him.' R. Ashi said: It is when, e.g.,[the employer] took [the foodstuffs] from the shopkeeper and handed them [to his workmen].12 R. Jemar said to R. Ashi: If that were so, then instead of the words, 'Go out13 and eat, go out and drink' we should have expected, 'Take and eat, take and drink'! - He replied to him: Read, 'Take and eat, take and drink.'
 R. Nahman, 'Ulla and Abimi b. Papi were sitting together and R. Hiyya b. Ammi sat with them. As they sat the question was raised: How is it if [an Israelite] was hired to break [a cask of] yen nesek [and pour out the contents]?14 Do we say that since his wish is the preservation [of the cask]15 it is prohibited, or perhaps it is right in every case where the effect is to reduce what is improper? - R. Nahman said: Let him break it and may a blessing alight upon him [for so doing]. Is it to be assumed that his opinion receives support [from this teaching]: We may not hoe together with a heathen among mixed plantings 
____________________ 
(1) Because he would then be discharging his obligation to them with what was forbidden. (V. Tosef. A.Z. VIII.) 
(2) As soon as the employees receive the food and drink, so that it is as though the shop-keeper handed the goods to the employer. 
(3) If, therefore, the foodstuff was prohibited, the employer exchanged his money for what was illegal. In the case of R. Jannai's School, however, the poor were not accustomed to give credit, so that we have not here an instance of unlawful exchange. 
(4) Viz., that the decision rests on whether he gives him credit. 
(5) V. Glos. 
(6) As soon as the loan is made, the lender is technically the owner of what had been given as surety. Therefore when the shopkeeper gives the workmen the food, he is technically the owner of the employer's denarius whether he is in the habit of giving him credit or not. 
(7) He owes him a denarius but not any particular one. 
(8) Thus is the action of the school of R. Jannai justified. 
(9) When the employer added the words 'and I will pay'. 
(10) And then told his men to get food for it. In this case he must be concerned about unlawful foodstuffs. 
(11) I.e., I will set off what you have had against the money which I have already given the shopkeeper. 
(12) In that case the employer became the owner of the foodstuffs and must be concerned about their legality, whether he took them on credit or not. 
(13) 'Go out' implies that he does not accompany them and therefore he could not hand the food to them. 
(14) May he use the money he earned in this way? 
(15) So that he may have the work of breaking it and earn money. 
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 but we may uproot them1 together with him in order to reduce what is improper!2 They maintained that the statement [that uprooting is permitted] was [even according to] R. Akiba who said: He who helps to preserve mixed plantings3 is liable to the punishment of lashes; for it has been taught: He who weeds or covers mixed plantings with soil is liable to the punishment of lashes; R. Akiba says: Also he who helps to preserve them. What is R. Akiba's reason? - Scripture stated, Thou shalt not sow thy field with two kinds of seed4 - I have here mention only of sowing; whence is it [that the prohibition applies also to] preserving them? There is a text to state, Not . . . with a diverse kind,5 so [deduce from this that] if the purpose is to reduce what is improper it is permitted!6 - No, we have here [not the opinion of R. Akiba but] of the Rabbis.7 If, however, it is the opinion of the Rabbis, why specify 'We may uproot them,' since their teaching holds good even with the preservation of the plants!8 - With what circumstance are we dealing here? When, e.g., he worked for nothing,9 and it is in accord with the teaching of R. Judah who said: It is forbidden to make them a free gift.10 [But nevertheless] from R. Judah's statement can we not infer what is R. Akiba's view: R. Judah having declared that it is forbidden to make them a free gift, but it is all right for the purpose of reducing what is improper;11 similarly with R. Akiba, although he declared that he who preserves [mixed plantings] is liable to the punishment of lashes, it is all right for the purpose of reducing what is improper!12 There is nothing further to discuss on this subject. Again [while the afore-mentioned Rabbis] were sitting together the question was raised: How is it with the price of an idol in the possession of an idolater?13 Does [the prohibition] affect the money which is in the possession of an idolater or not? - R. Nahman said to them: The more probable view is that the price of an idol in the possession of an idolater is permitted, [as may be seen from the incident where some would-be proselytes] came before Rabbah b. Abbahu and he told them, 'Go and sell all your possessions and then come to be converted.'14 What was his reason? Was it not because he held that the price of an idol in the possession of an idolater is permitted!15 But perhaps it is different in this latter circumstance, because having the intention of becoming a proselyte each of them must surely have annulled [his idolatrous objects]!16 - Rather may [support for R. Nahman's view be obtained] from this teaching: If an Israelite has a claim for a maneh against an idolater and the latter sold an idol or yen nesek and brought him the proceeds, [the money] is permitted to him; but if [the idolater] said, 'Wait until I sell an idol or yen nesek and I will bring you the proceeds,' it is prohibited.17 
 What is the difference between the two circumstances [that one is permitted and the other not]? - R. Shesheth said: The latter [is prohibited] because [the Israelite] then wishes [the idol] to be preserved.18 But is it prohibited if he wishes it to be preserved under such conditions? For behold we have learnt: If a proselyte and an idolater inherited from their father who was an idolater, the proselyte can say to the other, 'You take the idol and I the money; you take the yen nesek and I the fruits';19 but after [the inherited objects] have come into the possession of the proselyte it is forbidden [to make such a proposition]!20 - Raba b. 'Ulla said: This Mishnah refers to an idol which can be divided according to its pieces.21 Granted that this is so with an idol, but what is there to say with yen nesek!22 - [It refers to wine preserved] in hadrianic earthenware.23 But is he not desirous of their preservation that they should not be stolen or lost! - Then R. Papa said: [You cite a passage that] treats of the inheritance of a proselyte!24 It is different with a proselyte's inheritance in connection with which the Rabbis took a lenient view from fear that he might relapse into his error.25 
____________________ 
(1) Even for payment. 
(2) Here, too, the Jew must long for the preservation of the forbidden plantings so that he may be hired to uproot them. 
(3) By putting up a hedge around them. 
(4) Lev. XIX, 19. 
(5) The verse in Lev. is lit.: 'Thou shalt not let thy cattle gender with a diverse kind, thou shalt not sow thy field with a diverse kind.' Since the two laws are not connected by 'and', they are united for the purpose of exposition, and the second clause is interpreted as implying that not only may a field not be sown with two kinds of seeds but a mixed planting which had already taken place there must not be allowed to remain. 
(6) Although it is in his interests that they should be cultivated since he would have employment. [This is what led them to maintain that the author of the Baraitha permitting uprooting could also be R. Akiba.] 
(7) Who are unconcerned about the man's interest in the preservation of the mixed plantings in order to earn money from their eradication. [As regards idolatry, however, they would agree that it is forbidden to accept payment where it involves the wish to preserve idolatry.] 
(8) Therefore the quoted teaching cannot be the Rabbis'; and since it is found to agree neither with them nor R. Akiba, it must be re-interpreted, and this is done to make it accord with the Rabbis. 
(9) The regulation 'we may uproot them' does not refer to paid labour. 
(10) It is accordingly forbidden for a Jew to give his services free to an idolater (v. supra 20a) and yet where the effect is to reduce what is improper it is permitted. 
(11) As, e.g., uprooting mixed plantings. 
(12) And R. Nahman who permits the breaking of a cask of yen nesek finds support in this Baraitha, whoever the author of it may be. 
(13) If an idolater sold an idol to another idolater, may a Jew have dealings with him for that money? 
(14) If they become converts first, their idolatrous objects could not be annulled and the proceeds used by them or by Jews generally. 
(15) This supports R. Nahman. 
(16) And then they could be sold and the money used. 
(17) Tosef. A.S. VIII. This supports R. Nahman. 
(18) So that it may be sold and he receive the proceeds. 
(19) The proselyte then hopes for their preservation, so that he may have his share; and yet this is permitted. 
(20) Dem. VI, 10. 
(21) E.g., a golden image which is broken up and the metal shared between them, because the proselyte would have no objection to the idol being destroyed. 
(22) The proselyte would be anxious that the jars containing it should not be broken. 
(23) V. supra 32a. In this case there is no anxiety about the jar being broken. 
(24) This is an exceptional circumstance; consequently nothing can be deduced from it in connection with the subject under discussion. 
(25) If he lost his inheritance through a strict interpretation of Jewish law. 
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 There is a teaching to the same effect: This only applies when they inherit, but in a case of partnership1 it is prohibited. 
 Then again [the afore-mentioned Rabbis] were sitting together and the question was raised: Can a ger toshab2 annul an idol? Must a worshipper annul it so that a non-worshipper cannot, or perhaps anybody who belongs to them3 can annul it and he belongs to them? - R. Nahman said to them: The more probable view is that a worshipper must annul it and a non-worshipper cannot. Against this is quoted: If an Israelite found an idol in a public place, before it comes into his possession he may ask an idolater to annul it, but after it comes into his possession he may not ask an idolater to annul it because [the Rabbis] declared: An idolater can annul the idol belonging to himself or to another idolater whether he worships or does not worship it.4 What means 'he worships it' and what means 'he does not worship it'? If I say that in either case it refers to an idolater, then it is identical with 'belonging to himself or to another idolater'! Must we not then suppose that the subject of 'worships' is an idolater and of 'does not worship' a ger toshab, and deduce from it that a ger toshab can also annul? - No; I can always tell you that in either case it refers to an idolater, and when it is argued that it is then identical with 'belonging to himself or to another idolater,'[the reply I make is] that in the first clause it means when each of them [worships] Peor or each [worships] Mercurius,5 whereas in the second clause it means when one [worships] Peor and the other [worships] Mercurius.6 
 Against this is quoted: 'Who is a ger toshab? Any [Gentile] who takes upon himself in the presence of three haberim7 not to worship idols. Such is the statement of R. Meir; but the Sages declare: Any [Gentile] who takes upon himself the seven precepts8 which the sons of Noah undertook; and still others maintain: These do not come within the category of a ger toshab; but who is a ger toshab? A proselyte who eats of animals not ritually slaughtered, i.e., he took upon himself to observe all the precepts mentioned in the Torah apart from the prohibition of [eating the flesh of] animals not ritually slaughtered. We may leave such a man alone with wine,9 but we may not deposit wine in his charge even in a city where the majority of residents are Israelites.10 We may, however, leave him alone with wine even in a city where the majority of residents are heathens; and his oil is like his wine.' How can it enter your mind to say that his oil is like his wine; can oil become nesek!11 [The wording must be amended to] his wine is like his oil,12 but in every other respect he is like a heathen.13 Rabban Simeon says: His wine is yen nesek. Another version [of Rabban Simeon's statement] is: 'It is allowed to be drunk [by Israelites].' At all events it teaches that 'in every other respect he is like a heathen.' For what practical purpose [is this mentioned]? Is it not that he can annul an idol in the same manner as an idolater?14 - R. Nahman b. Isaac said: No; it is in connection with his power to transfer or renounce ownership;15 as it has been taught: An apostate Israelite who publicly observes the Sabbath16 may renounce his ownership, but if he does not observe the Sabbath publicly he may not renounce his ownership because [the Rabbis] said: An Israelite may transfer or renounce his ownership, whereas with a heathen this can only be done by renting [his property]. In what way? - [One Israelite] can say to [another Israelite], 'My ownership is acquired by you; my ownership is renounced in your favour,' and the latter has thereby acquired [the property]17 without the necessity of a formal assignment. 
 Rab Judah sent a present 
____________________ 
(1) Between a proselyte and a heathen. In that case the proselyte may not derive benefit from an idol or yen nesek. 
(2) Lit., 'proselyte-settler,' i.e., a Gentile who renounces idolatry to become a settler in Palestine. V. the next paragraph for a discussion of the term. 
(3) I.e., are non-Jews whether actual idolaters or not. 
(4) Tosef. A.Z. VI. 
(5) Each worships a separate idol of the same deity; only then can one annul the idol of the other. 
(6) Even then one can annul the other's idol although he himself does not worship it. 
(7) V. Glos. s.v. Haber. 
(8) V. supra p. 5, n. 7. 
(9) Without its being disqualified as yen nesek. This is not allowed with a heathen. 
(10) [For fear that he might erroneously exchange it with his wine, which is forbidden.] 
(11) [Rashi omits the word 'wine' in our edd.] 
(12) I.e., just as his oil may be used by Jews so his wine may be used by them, though not for drinking purposes. 
(13) Because he had not submitted to the two conditions of a proselyte vis., circumcision and immersion. 
(14) This contradicts R. Nahman. 
(15) Of a piece of land to combine it with the property of a Jew for the purpose of uniting them to enable an article to be carried from one place to another within that area on the Sabbath. 
(16) Whatever he may do in private. The fact that he observes it publicly indicates that his Jewish sensibility has not been completely suppressed. 
(17) By the mere declaration, without the purchase money having been first paid. 
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 to Abidarna1 on a heathen feast-day, saying, 'I know that he does not worship idols.' R. Joseph said to him, 'But it has been taught: Who is a ger toshab! Any [Gentile] who takes upon himself in the presence of three haberim not to worship idols!'2 - [Rab Judah] replied, 'This teaching only applies to the matter of supporting him.'3 [R. Joseph] retorted, 'But Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Johanan: A ger toshab who allows twelve months to pass without becoming circumcised is to be regarded as a heretic among idolaters!'4 [Rab Judah] answered, 'This refers to the circumstance where he undertook to be circumcised but did not undergo the rite.' 
 Raba once sent a present to Bar-Sheshak5 on a heathen feast-day, saying, 'I know that he does not worship idols'; but on paying him a visit, he found him sitting up to his neck in a bath of rosewater while naked harlots were standing before him. [Bar-Sheshak] said to him, 'Have you [Israelites] anything like this in the World to Come?' He replied, 'We have much finer than this.' He asked, 'Is there anything finer than this?' [Raba] answered, 'There is upon you the fear of the ruling power,6 but for us there will be no fear of the ruling power.' He said to him, 'What fear have I, at any rate, of the ruling power!' While they were sitting together, the king's courser arrived with the message, 'Arise, the king requires your presence.' As he was about to depart [Bar-Sheshak] said to [Raba], 'May the eye burst that wishes to see evil of you!' To this Raba responded, 'Amen,' and Bar-Sheshak's eye burst. R. Papi said: [Raba] should have answered him by quoting the verse, Kings' daughters are for thine honour; at thy right hand doth stand the queen in gold of Ophir.7 R. Nahman b. Isaac said: [Raba] should have answered him by quoting the verse, No eye hath seen what God, and nobody but Thee, will work for him that waiteth for Him.8 
 IF HE HIRED HIM TO ASSIST HIM IN ANOTHER KIND OF WORK. [Is his wage permitted] even if he did not ask him [to remove the cask of yen nesek] towards evening?9 Against such a conclusion I quote: If [a heathen] hires an [Israelite] workman10 and towards evening says to him, 'Remove a cask of yen nesek from this place to that,' his wage is permitted.11 The reason [why it is permitted] is because he asked him to do so towards evening; consequently [if he was asked to do so] throughout the day it would not [be permitted]! - Abaye said: Our Mishnah likewise refers to when he asked him to do so towards evening. Raba said: [Even if we assume that our Mishnah does not refer to the time towards evening] there is no contradiction, because [the second teaching deals with the circumstance] where he says to him, 'Remove for me a hundred casks for a hundred perutahs',12 and [the Mishnah] where he says to him, 'Remove for me some casks for a perutah each.'13 And thus it has been taught: If [a heathen] hires an [Israelite] workman, saying to him, 'Remove for me a hundred casks for a hundred perutahs' and a cask of yen nesek was found among them, his wage is prohibited; [but if he said, 'Remove for me] some casks for a perutah each,' and a cask of yen nesek was found among them, his wage is permitted.14 IF HE HIRED [AN ISRAELITE'S] ASS TO CARRY YEN NESEK, ITS HIRE IS PROHIBITED. What need is there for this [to be mentioned] since it is identical with the first clause?15 - It was necessary on account of the continuation, viz., BUT IF HE HIRED IT TO SIT UPON, EVEN THOUGH HE RESTED HIS JAR [OF YEN NESEK] UPON IT, ITS HIRE IS PERMITTED.16 Is this to say that it is not lawful17 to rest the jar [upon the ass]? Against this I quote: If a man hires an ass, the hirer may rest upon it his clothes, jar and the food which is required for that journey, but as regards anything beyond this the ass-driver may object; an ass-driver may rest upon it barley, straw and food required by him for that day, but as regards anything beyond this the hirer may object!18 - Abaye said: Granted that it is lawful to rest a jar upon the animal; nevertheless should [the hirer] not rest a jar upon it, do we say to him, 'Deduct the carriage of the jar'!19 
 How is this?20 Since [the hirer] is able to purchase [food on the journey], the ass-driver should also be allowed to object!21 And should [the driver] not be able to purchase [food on the journey], the hirer should also not be allowed to object!22 - R. Papa said: No; it is necessary [to suppose conditions] where one is able by trouble23 to make purchases from station to station; an ass-driver is accustomed to the trouble of making such purchases24 whereas the hirer is not accustomed to it.25
 The father of R. Aha the son of R. Ika26 
____________________ 
(1) A heathen friend of his. 
(2) And Abidarna was not considered a ger toshab. 
(3) If a Gentile renounced idolatry and became poor he must receive support from the Jewish community. 
(4) And Abidarna was not circumcised. 
(5) A heathen friend. 
(6) Your fate is in the hands of your king who can at will deprive you of all you possess. 
(7) Ps. XLV, 10. Instead of 'for thine honour' required as the rendering by the Talmud, E.V. has 'among thy honourable women.' The point of the verse is that Israelites in the Hereafter will be attended by noble women, and not surrounded by harlots as this heathen was. 
(8) Isa. LXIV, 3, sic. This verse, understood in this sense, is used by the Talmud to denote that the good things of the World to Come cannot be conceived by the mind of man (v. Ber. 34b). 
(9) The labourer was hired by the day and at evening he was paid for his work. The question, therefore, is whether a Jew may accept pay for removing the cask when it was part of the day's lawful work. 
(10) For permitted work, and after the day's task is completed he imposes the additional task upon him. 
(11) Tosef. A.Z. VI. 
(12) V. Glos., s.v. perutah. His wage is for all the work he did. If, then, all the casks contained oil but one had yen nesek, all his earnings are prohibited. 
(13) He can then throw away what he earned for the unlawful work and retain the rest. 
(14) With the exception of the perutah for that cask. 
(15) Viz., if a heathen hired an (Israelite) workman to assist him in (the preparation of) yen nesek, his wage is prohibited. 
(16) Consequently it is considered that the owner of the ass only receives pay for the man riding upon it and the jar is not taken into account. 
(17) [Rashi reads, 'not usual'.] 
(18) It follows that the hirer may rest his jar upon the ass, and therefore the owner receives payment for this. 
(19) Because there is no special charge for the carrying of the jar, the hire is permitted. 
(20) That the hirer can load the animal with the food he requires for the whole journey but the ass-driver with what he requires for one day. 
(21) Because the stop to buy food prolongs the duration of the journey. 
(22) To his having food for the whole journey. 
(23) [Ms. M.: 'he is able to purchase.'] 
(24) So he is allowed only a day's supply. 
(25) For that reason he may take food with him for the whole journey. 
(26) He was a wine-dealer. He did not sell heathens jars of wine, but used to pour it into their bottles retaining the jar for himself. The usual custom was to sell the wine inclusive of the jar. 
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 used to pour out the wine for heathens [into their own vessels], and carry it across the ford for them, receiving from them the jars as the reward for doing so. People reported the matter to Abaye who told them: When he laboured1 he did so with what was permitted.2 But, [it was objected,] he had an interest in the preservation of something [that was unlawful],3 viz., that their skin-bottles should not split! - [No;] he had made a condition with them;4 or [as an alternative explanation] they brought barrels with them.5 But, [it was objected,] he carried them across the ford for them and consequently he laboured with what was prohibited! [No;] he instructed the ferryman from the outset [to convey the buyers across],6 or [as an alternative explanation] they carried with them certain identification marks.7 
 MISHNAH. IF YEN NESEK FELL UPON GRAPES, ONE MAY RINSE THEM AND THEY ARE PERMITTED, BUT IF THEY WERE SPLIT THEY ARE PROHIBITED. IF IT FELL UPON FIGS OR UPON DATES, SHOULD THERE BE IN THEM [SUFFICIENT WINE] TO IMPART A FLAVOUR, THEY ARE PROHIBITED. IT HAPPENED WITH BOETHUS B. ZUNIN THAT HE CONVEYED DRIED FIGS IN A SHIP AND A CASK OF YEN NESEK WAS BROKEN AND IT FELL UPON THEM; SO HE CONSULTED THE SAGES WHO DECLARED THEM PERMITTED. THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE: WHATEVER DERIVES ADVANTAGE [FROM YEN NESEK BY ITS] IMPARTING A FLAVOUR IS PROHIBITED, BUT WHATEVER DOES NOT DERIVE ADVANTAGE [FROM YEN NESEK BY ITS] IMPARTING A FLAVOUR IS PERMITTED, AS, E.G., VINEGAR WHICH FELL UPON SPLIT BEANS. 
GEMARA. But there is an incident8 [narrated] which contradicts [the first clause of the Mishnah]! - [The wording of the Mishnah] is defective and should read as follows: If [the wine] affects the flavour adversely it is permitted; and thus it happened with Boethus b. Zunin that he conveyed dried figs in a ship and a cask of yen nesek was broken and it fell upon them; so he consulted the Sages who declared them permitted.9 
 A cask of yen nesek once fell upon a heap of wheat, and Raba permitted it to be sold to heathens. Rabbah b. Liwai quoted against Raba: If mixed stuffs occur10 in a garment, he may not sell it to a heathen, nor make a pack-saddle of it for an ass, but he may use it as shrouds for a meth mizwah.11 Why may he not [sell it] to a heathen? Lest he dispose of it to an Israelite! So here also [there is the fear that the wheat] may be sold back by him to an Israelite? - Thereupon [Raba] permitted [the Israelite] to mill it, bake it and sell [the loaves] to a heathen not in the presence of an Israelite.12 
 We learnt: IF YEN NESEK FELL UPON GRAPES, ONE MAY RINSE THEM AND THEY ARE PERMITTED, BUT IF THEY WERE SPLIT THEY ARE PROHIBITED. If they are split they are [prohibited], but if not split they are not!13 - R. Papa said: It is different with wheat because on account of the slit [in the ears] they are considered to be split. 
____________________ 
(1) [By pouring the wine into their bottles.] 
(2) The wine did not become nesek until it was in the jars of the heathens. 
(3) Viz., their bottles, because if these were broken they would retain his jars and he would be the loser. 
(4) That he was to have the jars even if their bottles were broken. 
(5) In which the bottles were placed, so that if wine ran out it would not be lost. 
(6) Before the jars were filled; this is allowed because they were still in his possession. 
(7) Which the ferryman recognised, and he conveyed them across without being told do so in each case. Accordingly R. Ika did not himself carry them to the other side. 
(8) Viz., what is told of Boethus. 
(9) Because the wine had a bad effect on the dried figs. 
(10) Lit., 'was lost'. Cf. Lev. XIX, 19. The case here is where some threads of different materials were woven into the fabric and they cannot be distinguished from the rest to be cut away. 
(11) V. Glos. A dead person is absolved from the precepts of the Torah, and so the prohibition of mixed stuffs does not apply. 
(12) If he sold them in the presence of a Jew, they might be bought by a Jew. Loaves baked by a heathen are disallowed, so that there would be no fear lest they would be bought by a Jew. 
(13) And this rule should also apply to wheat. 
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 When old wine [falls] upon grapes, all agree that [they are prohibited, if] it imparts a flavour. In the case of new wine [which falls] upon grapes, Abaye said that [they are prohibited] however small the quantity be, but Raba said that it must impart a flavour. Abaye said that [they are prohibited] however small the quantity be for the reason that we use the criterion of flavour, and since both [the wine and grapes] have one flavour, it is a case of one species being mixed with the same species, and in such circumstances a minimum quantity [suffices to disqualify]. Raba, on the other hand, said that it must impart a flavour for the reason that we use the criterion of name; and since they each have a distinctive name it is a case of one species [being mixed] with a different species, and in such circumstances [the disqualification depends upon the prohibited element] imparting its flavour [to the mixture].1 
 We learnt: IF YEN NESEK FELL UPON GRAPES etc. Now it is assumed that [the reference is to] new wine upon grapes; and yet [are they not disqualified only] if it imparts a flavour?2 - No, [they are prohibited] however small the quantity be. Since, however, it states in the sequel: THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE: WHATEVER DERIVES ADVANTAGE [FROM YEN NESEK BY ITS] IMPARTING A FLAVOUR IS PROHIBITED; WHATEVER DOES NOT DERIVE ADVANTAGE [FROM YEN NESEK BY ITS] IMPARTING A FLAVOUR IS PERMITTED, it follows that we are dealing here with a case where it does impart a flavour. What, then, of Abaye?3 - [He explains] our Mishnah as referring to old wine [which fell] upon grapes.4 
 If wine-vinegar [becomes mixed] with malt-vinegar or wheat-yeast with barley yeast,5 Abaye said: [The mixture is prohibited when the unlawful element] imparts a flavour and we use the criterion of flavour; and since each has a separate flavour, it is a case of one species [being mixed] with a different species, and in such circumstances [the disqualification depends upon the prohibited element] imparting its flavour [to the mixture]. Raba, on the other hand, said: [It is prohibited] however small the quantity be and we use the criterion of name; and since each is called vinegar or yeast, they belong to the same species and a minimum quantity [suffices to disqualify] with what belongs to the same species. Abaye said: Whence do I declare that we use the criterion of flavour? As we have learnt: Spices of two or three different categories6 which belong to the same species,7 or three species [of one category], are prohibited8 and may be combined together;9 and Hezekiah said: We are dealing here with kinds of [condiments which impart a flavour of] sweetness10 because they are appropriately used for sweetening what is cooked. Now this is quite right if you maintain that we use the criterion of flavour, since they all taste alike; but should you maintain that we use the criterion of name, each of them has a separate name!11 - Raba, however, can reply:12 Whose teaching is this? It is R. Meir's, as it has been taught: R. Judah says in the name of R. Meir: Whence is it that all the prohibited things of the Torah may be combined together?13 - As it Is stated, Thou shalt not eat any abominable thing14 - everything which I declared to be abominable comes within the law of Thou shalt not eat.15 
 If [prohibited] vinegar fell into [permitted] wine, all agree that it depends on whether it imparts a flavour;16 but if [prohibited] wine fell into [permitted] vinegar,17 Abaye said [that it is prohibited] however small the quantity be, and Raba said [that it depends upon whether the forbidden element] imparts a flavour. Abaye said [that it is prohibited] however small the quantity be, 
____________________ 
(1) What the proportion of the forbidden element must be to the whole for the mixture to be allowed is discussed at the end of this Gemara (p. 329). 
(2) This refutes Abaye. 
(3) Who prohibits them however small be the quantity of wine which fell upon them. 
(4) And then all agree that the prohibition depends on the flavour. 
(5) I.e., the wine-vinegar being nesek and the wheat-leaven being part of a heave-offering. 
(6) Viz., they are forbidden for common use under different headings, as, e.g., 'orlah, heave-offering etc. 
(7) E.g., white pepper, black pepper, etc. 
(8) When they impart a flavour to food with which they have been mixed. 
(9) If each one by itself is not sufficient to impart a flavour but together they are ('Orlah, II, 10). 
(10) They must all have the same taste if they are to be combined together to disqualify the mixture. 
(11) Why then should they combine? 
(12) He rejects Hezekiah's interpretation. 
(13) If each element is itself insufficient to disqualify. 
(14) Deut. XIV, 3. 
(15) Consequently the criterion in regard to combination is neither name nor taste. The forbidden character of the several spices is in itself sufficient to make them combine. 
(16) Because the vinegar is not affected either in its odour or taste before it mixes with the wine and it is thus a case of the mixture of two species. 
(17) As soon as the wine begins to fall into the vessel, it is affected by the odour of the vinegar, even before the two liquids actually mix. 
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 because where the smell [of the wine] is that of vinegar and the taste is of wine it is regarded as vinegar;1 it is then a case of one species [being mixed] with the same species and in such circumstances a minimum quantity [suffices to disqualify]. Raba, on the other hand, said [that it depends upon whether the forbidden element] imparts a flavour, because when the smell [of the wine] is vinegar and the taste is of wine it is regarded as wine, and it is a case of one species [being mixed] with a different species, and in such circumstances [the disqualification depends upon the prohibited element] imparting its flavour [to the mixture]. 
 If a heathen [smelt the wine] of an Israelite through the bung-hole2 it is all right; but if an Israelite does this with the wine of a heathen Abaye declared it prohibited whereas Raba declared it permitted. Abaye declared it prohibited because the smell is something actual, whereas Raba declared it permitted because the smell is not something actual. Raba said: Whence do I maintain that the smell is not considered anything at all? As we have learnt: If they used cumin of a heave-offering as fuel for an oven and baked a loaf in it, the loaf is permitted because it [absorbs] not the taste but the smell of the cumin.3 [How does] Abaye [meet this argument]? - It is different in this instance because the prohibited element was burnt. R. Mari said: This is like [the difference between the following] Tannaim: If a man removes a warm loaf [from the oven] and places it upon a cask of wine4 which is heave-offering, R. Meir prohibits and R. Judah permits it;5 R. Jose permits it with a wheaten-loaf but prohibits it with a barley-loaf because the latter absorbs [the fumes of the wine]. Is not the issue here that one Master regards smell as something actual and the other regards it as nothing at all? From Raba's viewpoint the Tannaim do certainly differ on this matter;6 but from Abaye's viewpoint are we to say that the Tannaim differ on this matter!7 - Abaye can reply: Has it not been stated in this connection: Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Simeon b. Lakish: With a hot loaf and open cask 
____________________ 
(1) The smell of vinegar is stronger than of wine, and people would judge the mixture by the odour. 
(2) To see whether it was matured. 
(3) Ter. X, 4. And if the smell were considered something actual, the loaf would be prohibited. 
(4) The mouth of the cask being open so that the smell of the wine penetrates the loaf. 
(5) To a non-priest. 
(6) Because his opinion coincides with R. Judah's, whereas R. Meir by prohibiting the loaf obviously takes notice of the smell of the wine. 
(7) Abaye could explain that even R. Judah regards smell as something actual, only his opinion is that the loaf does not absorb the fumes of the wine. 
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 all agree that it is prohibited;1 with a cold loaf and a stoppered cask all agree that it is permitted; they only differ when the loaf is hot and the cask stoppered or when the loaf is cold and the cask open; and the case under consideration2 is like a hot loaf upon an open cask. 
 THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE: WHATEVER DERIVES ADVANTAGE [FROM YEN NESEK BY ITS] IMPARTING A FLAVOUR etc. Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel: Such is the legal decision.3 Further declared Rab Judah in the name of Samuel: This teaching only applies when [the vinegar] fell into hot split beans;4 but if it fell into cold split beans5 and he then warms them6 the effect is to improve them and only in the end are they deteriorated, and therefore they are prohibited. Similarly when Rabin came [from Palestine] he reported that Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Johanan : This teaching only applies when [the vinegar] fell into hot split beans; but if it fell into cold split beans and he then warms them the effect is to improve them and only in the end are they deteriorated, and therefore they are prohibited. There was a similar report from Rab Dimi when he came [from Palestine, and he added] that they used to do this7 on Sabbath-eves in Sepphoris and they called them cress-dish.8 
 R. Simeon b. Lakish said: When [the Rabbis] use the phrase 'it imparts a worsened flavour,'[they do not mean] that we are to say that a certain dish lacks salt or is oversalted, or lacks spice or is over-spiced;9 but [what they do mean is] any food which is not lacking in anything and is not eaten because of this.10 Another version is: R. Simeon b. Lakish said: When [the Rabbis] use the phrase 'it imparts a worsened flavour', we do not attribute [the bad flavour to the fact that] a certain dish lacks salt or is oversalted, or lacks spice or is over-spiced, but [we declare that] now only it has deteriorated [owing to the mixture].11 
 R. Abbahu said in the name of R. Johanan: Whenever the flavour and substance [of the prohibited element in a mixture are perceptible] it is prohibited [and one who eats it] is liable to the punishment of lashes; and that is a quantity equal to the size of an olive [of the prohibited element mixed] with a quantity equal to half a loaf.12 
____________________ 
(1) Because the smell certainly affects the loaf. 
(2) The Israelite smelling the heathen's wine through the bung-hole. 
(3) Viz., that when the wine or vinegar causes a deterioration in the value of the food-stuff it is permitted. 
(4) The effect is to spoil them. 
(5) Which improves the flavour. 
(6) In order to destroy the advantage of the vinegar. 
(7) Pour vinegar upon cold split beans. 
(8) Cf. supra 30b. 
(9) And would not for that reason be eaten quite apart from the disqualifying matter which has been mixed with it. 
(10) Viz., the bad flavour which resulted from the mixture with disqualifying matter. Only in that circumstance does it become permitted. 
(11) This is a less strict view than what is given in the previous version; because even if it is under- or over-seasoned, it may still be allowed when mixed with what is unlawful, provided this imparted a bad flavour. 
(12) I.e., a quantity equal to the size of four eggs (Rashi). To be liable he must in addition have eaten the minimum amount spread over a period which is defined by the phrase 'in which one could eat half a loaf.' 
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 If the taste [is perceptible] but not the substance,1 it is prohibited but he is not punished with lashes; should, however, [the unlawful element] have intensified the flavour so as to worsen it, then it is permitted. Let him then say [more explicitly] that if it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted! - He thereby informs us that it is so even when there is another element in it which worsens the flavour, and [that] the legal decision is in accord with the second version of R. Simeon b. Lakish's statement.2 
 R. Kahana said: We learn from the words of them all3 that when [the forbidden element] imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted. Abaye said to him: As regards all the rest of them very well, but since R. Simeon b. Lakish has the words, 'When [the Rabbis] use the phrase,' it follows that he personally does not hold that view. Are we, then, to infer that there are some who maintain that when [the forbidden element] imparts a worsened flavour it is prohibited? - Yes, for it has been taught: Whether it imparts a worsened or improved flavour it is prohibited - such is the statement of R. Meir; R. Simeon says: If improved it is prohibited but if worsened it is permitted. What is R. Meir's reason? - He derives it from the vessels of Gentiles. The vessels of Gentiles, do they not impart a worsened flavour [to the food cooked in them]? and yet the All-merciful forbade them;4 so here also it makes no difference [and it is prohibited]. How does the other [viz., R. Simeon establish his view]? - In the same manner as R. Huna the son of R. Hiyya who said: The Torah only forbade a utensil which had been used [by a Gentile] the same day, the effect of which is not to worsen the flavour. [What reply is made to this by] the other? - Even in the case of a pot used [by a Gentile] the same day it is impossible that it should not worsen [the flavour] a little. And what is R. Simeon's reason? - Because it has been taught: Ye shall not eat of anything that dieth of itself [nebelah]; thou mayest give it unto the stranger that is within thy gates5 - whatever is fit for use by a stranger is called nebelah, 
____________________ 
(1) It had become dissolved in the mixture. 
(2) The more lenient view is adopted. 
(3) Rab Judah, R. Dimi, Resh Lakish, R. Abbahu. 
(4) They must be rinsed with boiling water before a Jew may use them. This law is based on Num. XXXI, 23; v. p. 362. 
(5) Deut.XIV, 21. 
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 and whatever is unfit for use by a stranger is not called nebelah.1 How does R. Meir [explain the verse]? - Its purpose is to exclude what was tainted from the outset.2 How does R. Simeon [meet this argument]? - An animal tainted from the outset does not require to be specially excluded because it is nothing more than dust.3 
 'Ulla said: The difference [between R. Meir and R. Simeon] is over the circumstance where [the mixture] is improved [by the addition of the forbidden element] and in the end deteriorates, but if it deteriorates in the first instance all agree that it is permitted. R. Haga quoted against 'Ulla: If wine [which is nesek] fell into lentils or vinegar into split beans it is prohibited, but R. Simeon permits it. Hence is a case where it deteriorates from the outset, and for all that they differ! - 'Ulla replied: Haga is ignorant of what the Rabbis are here discussing and yet quotes it in objection. With what are we dealing here? E.g., it fell into cold split beans and he then warms them, the effect of which is to improve them, and only in the end are they deteriorated, and so they are prohibited. R. Johanan, on the other hand, said: The difference is when [the mixture] deteriorates from the outset. The question was asked: Is the difference over a case where it deteriorates from the outset and all agree that it is prohibited when it first improves and only in the end deteriorates, or perhaps in either event there is a difference of opinion?4 - The question remains unanswered. 
 R. Amram said: Is it possible that R. Johanan's statement5 should have any substance and not be the subject of a Mishnaic teaching? He went forth and examined and found a teaching. For we learnt: If non-holy yeast fell into dough and was sufficient to leaven it and did actually leaven it, and subsequently there fell into it yeast of a heave-offering or yeast of mixed plantings6 sufficient to cause leavening,it is prohibited - but R. Simeon permits it.7 Now, here is a case where [the mixture] deteriorated from the outset8 and yet they differ!9 - R. Zera said: It is otherwise with dough because it is capable of fermenting many other pieces of dough.10 
 Come and hear:11 If yeast of a heave-offering and also some which was non-holy fell into dough,12 each being sufficient to cause leavening, and they leavened it, then it is prohibited; but R. Simeon permits it. If the yeast of a heave-offering fell in first, all agree that it is prohibited;13 but if the non-holy yeast fell in first and then the yeast of a heave-offering or mixed plantings,14 it is prohibited, but R. Simeon permits it. Now here is a case where it deteriorated from the outset and yet they differ! Should you answer that here also 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., if it was unfit for consumption because it was so deteriorated, the prohibition departs from it. 
(2) So that it had never been fit for consumption; consequently the prohibition of nebelah does not apply to it. 
(3) It is not regarded as an animal at all. 
(4) Viz., R. Meir prohibits and R. Simeon permits it. 
(5) That the difference is when the mixture deteriorates from the outset. 
(6) Prohibited by the law of Lev. XIX, 19. 
(7) 'Orlah II, 10. 
(8) Since it was already leavened before the prohibited yeast fell into it. The effect must be to spoil the dough. 
(9) This supports R. Johanan. 
(10) The yeast that fell into the dough deteriorated it from the point of view of eating; yet it was an advantage by rendering it capable of leavening other pieces of dough. 
(11) Another attempt is made to find a teaching in support of R. Johanan's statement. 
(12) At the same time, and the combined quantity was greater than was necessary for leavening. 
(13) Because there was improvement at first and only in the end it deteriorated because of the second quantity of yeast. 
(14) And leavened it so that it was worsened from the outset by the unlawful element. 
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 R. Zera's explanation applies,1 come and hear the continuation [of this teaching]: If wine [which is nesek] fell into lentils or vinegar into split beans, it is prohibited, but R. Simeon permits it. Now here is a case where it deteriorated from the outset and for all that they differ! Should you answer that here also what 'Ulla taught R. Haga applies, viz., where it first improved and only in the end deteriorated, do they differ in a case where it first improves and only in the end deteriorates? For behold it taught: If the yeast of a heave-offering fell in first,2 all agree that it is prohibited! Is it not then to be concluded from this that there is difference of opinion even when it deteriorated from the outset? - Draw that conclusion. 
 Why were the three clauses3 which are taught necessary? - It is quite right that he quotes the third because he thereby teaches us that there is difference of opinion even when it deteriorated from the outset. The second likewise [taught us that] if it improved and in the end deteriorated all agree that it is prohibited. But why [quote] the first clause? Since in the third clause, where no improvement at all occurred, the Rabbis prohibit it, how much more so [must they prohibit it] where there was improvement! - Abaye said: The first clause is necessary because of R. Simeon,4 and the Rabbis spoke thus to R. Simeon: This dough should take two hours to leaven and what caused it to leaven in one hour? - [Yeast which was] prohibited.5 How does R. Simeon [meet this argument]? - When there was improvement it was caused by both [kinds of yeast]6 and when there was deterioration it was also caused by both. But according to R. Simeon, the lawful and prohibited elements should be combined and render [the dough] prohibited! - R. Simeon follows his own opinion, viz., that even two prohibited elements7 are not to be combined,8 for we have learnt: 'Orlah and mixed plantings may be combined; R. Simeon says that they may not be combined.9 
 A mouse fell into a cask of beer and Rab prohibited the beer. Some Rabbis mentioned this in the presence of R. Shesheth and remarked: He evidently was of the opinion that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is prohibited. [R. Shesheth] said to them: Rab certainly maintains elsewhere that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted. Here, however, we have an anomaly since it is something repugnant and people recoil from it; and even then the Divine Law prohibited it10 with the consequence that although it imparts a worsened flavour it is nevertheless prohibited. The Rabbis said to R. Shesheth: According to your argument [a creeping thing] should defile11 whether moist or dry; why then have we learnt: They defile when moist but not when dry!12 - And according to your reasoning semen should defile whether moist or dry; why then have we learnt: It defiles when moist but not when dry! What, however, you could say is that the semen of which the Divine Law speaks [as defiling] is such as is capable of causing fertilisation; and likewise here [in connection with creeping things] the Divine Law uses the expression when they are dead,13 i.e., when they have the appearance of being dead.14 R. Shimi of Nehardea objected: Is [the mouse something] repugnant; is it not brought upon the table of kings! - R. Shimi of Nehardea said:15 There is no contradiction, for [what is served at meals] is the fieldmouse and [what fell into the beer] was the domestic mouse. 
 Raba said: The legal decision is that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted, but what was Rab's reason [for prohibiting it] in the case where a mouse fell into beer I do not know. Was it because he held that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is prohibited and the legal decision is not in agreement with him, or because he held that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted but a mouse in the beer causes an improvement [to the flavour]! 
 The question was asked: 
____________________ 
(1) That there is a special feature about dough, and no general rule can be deduced from it. 
(2) Cf. n. 1. 
(3) (a) Holy and non-holy yeast fell in the dough at the same time. (b) The holy yeast fell in first. (c) Yen nesek fell into lentils. 
(4) Who permits the dough when the unlawful yeast fell in simultaneously. 
(5) Consequently the yeast was at first an advantage and only in the end a cause of deterioration, and even R. Simeon admits that this is prohibited. 
(6) And not only by the prohibited yeast. 
(7) Each of which is insufficient in quantity. 
(8) To constitute a quantity sufficient to render something prohibited. 
(9) 'Orlah, II, 1. 
(10) Lev. XI, 29. That the mouse was eaten, v. Isa. LXVI, 17. 
(11) For the reason that the Torah prohibited it despite its repugnance. 
(12) Liquid being a conductor of defilement. 
(13) Lev. XI, 32, only then does contact cause defilement. 
(14) I.e., when they are moist. 
(15) [To be deleted with MS. M.] 
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 How is it if [a mouse] fell into vinegar?1 - R. Hillel said to R. Ashi: Such an incident happened with R. Kahana and he prohibited it. [R. Ashi] replied to him: In that case [the mouse] may have been dissolved into pieces.2 Rabina thought to apply here the standard of a hundred and one3 since it is not less than with the heave-offering in connection with which we learnt: A heave-offering [mixed with the non-holy] is neutralised when the proportion is one in a hundred.4 R. Tahlifa b. Giza said to Rabina: Perhaps [the case under discussion] is like spices of a heave-offering [which fell into] a pot of food the taste of which is not neutralised. R. Ahai estimated that with vinegar the proportion must be fifty [to one].5 R. Samuel the son of R. Ika estimated that with beer the proportion must be sixty [to one]. The legal decision in either case is sixty [to one], and it is so with all things prohibited by the Torah. 
 MISHNAH. IF A HEATHEN WAS CONVEYING JARS OF WINE TOGETHER WITH AN ISRAELITE FROM PLACE TO PLACE, AND IT MAY BE PRESUMED THAT [THE WINE] IS UNDER SUPERVISION, IT IS PERMITTED. BUT IF [THE ISRAELITE] INFORMED HIM THAT HE WAS GOING AWAY [AND HE WAS ABSENT A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR THE OTHER TO BORE A HOLE [IN A JAR], STOP IT UP AND [THE SEALING CLAY] TO BECOME DRY, [THE WINE IS PROHIBITED]. R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: [A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR HIM TO OPEN A CASK,6 RESTOPPER IT AND [THE NEW STOPPER] TO BECOME DRY.7 IF [AN ISRAELITE] LEFT HIS WINE8 IN A WAGGON OR A SHIP WHILE HE WENT ALONG A SHORT CUT, ENTERED A TOWN AND BATHED, IT IS PERMITTED. BUT IF HE INFORMED HIM THAT HE WAS GOING AWAY [AND HE WAS ABSENT A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR THE OTHER TO BORE A HOLE, STOP IT UP AND [THE SEALING CLAY] TO BECOME DRY, [THE WINE IS PROHIBITED]. R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: [A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR HIM TO OPEN A CASK, RESTOPPER IT AND [THE NEW STOPPER] TO BECOME DRY. IF [AN ISRAELITE] LEFT A HEATHEN IN HIS SHOP, ALTHOUGH HE KEPT GOING IN AND OUT, [THE WINE THERE] IS PERMITTED. BUT IF HE INFORMED HIM THAT HE WAS GOING AWAY [AND HE WAS ABSENT A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR THE OTHER TO BORE A HOLE, STOP IT UP AND [THE SEALING CLAY] TO BECOME DRY, [THE WINE IS PROHIBITED]. R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: [A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR HIM TO OPEN A CASK, RESTOPPER IT AND [THE NEW STOPPER] TO BECOME DRY. IF HE WAS EATING WITH HIM AT A TABLE AND SET SOME FLAGONS UPON THE TABLE AND OTHERS UPON A SIDE-TABLE9 AND LEAVING THEM THERE WENT OUT, WHAT IS UPON THE TABLE IS PROHIBITED10 AND WHAT IS UPON THE SIDE-TABLE IS PERMITTED;11 . AND SHOULD HE HAVE SAID TO HIM, 'MIX [SOME OF THE WINE WITH WATER] AND DRINK,' WHAT IS UPON THE SIDE-TABLE IS LIKEWISE PROHIBITED.12 OPENED CASKS13 ARE PROHIBITED, AND THE CLOSED ONES ARE PERMITTED [EXCEPT WHEN HE WAS ABSENT A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR [THE HEATHEN] TO OPEN, RESTOPPER AND [THE NEW STOPPER] TO BECOME DRY. 
GEMARA. How is the phrase, IT MAY BE PRESUMED THAT [THE WINE] IS UNDER SUPERVISION to be defined? - As it has been taught: Behold a man's ass-drivers and workmen14 are laden with things which are ritually clean; and though he be more than a mil15 apart from them, his ritually clean things retain their state of purity; but if he said to them, 'Go on and I will follow you,' as soon as they are out of sight his ritually clean things lose their state of purity. What is the difference between the first and second circumstance [that one is permitted and the other prohibited]?16 - R. Isaac said: The first refers to when he purified his ass-drivers and workmen for the task.17 If that is so, it should apply also to the second clause!18 - An 'am ha-arez19 is not particular about the touch of his fellow.20 If that is so, it should apply also to the first clause!21 - Raba said: 
____________________ 
(1) Do we say that the mouse does not affect the taste since it is so sharp? 
(2) And R. Kahana prohibited the vinegar from fear that a piece might be swallowed. Therefore no answer to the question can be inferred from this incident. 
(3) If the permitted quantity is a hundred times as much as the prohibited element, the mixture is allowed. 
(4) V. Ter. IV, 7. 
(5) Owing to its pungent flavour the proportion is halved, i.e., the quantity of vinegar must be fifty times as much as the bulk of the mouse, if the liquid is to be permitted. 
(6) I.e., remove the clay stopper which is sealed on to the cask. 
(7) R. Simeon does not accept the first teaching because, in his opinion, the new patch of clay in the side of the jar could easily be detected. 
(8) In charge of a heathen. Since he is unaware how long the owner will be away, he is afraid to tamper with the jars. 
(9) Delphica mensa. 
(10) Because from the fact that he was eating with the Jew, he would assume that he had the right to drink some of the wine and by touching it he renders it nesek. 
(11) [As it is unusual for a guest to help himself from the provisions on the side-table.] 
(12) Acting upon the permission, he may have touched the wine on the side-table. 
(13) In the room where the heathen had been eating with a Jew and received permission to drink some wine. 
(14) Belonging usually to the 'Am-ha-arez class. Their touch would defile what is ritually clean. 
(15) A thousand paces; and he cannot see at such a distance what they might do with the loads. 
(16) Even in the first circumstance described, inasmuch as the men are carrying the load they must necessarily touch and defile it. 
(17) Through immersion in a ritual bath. 
(18) Being cleansed how could they defile the load? 
(19) V. Glos. 
(20) Who, being ritually unclean, would communicate defilement to the load; and since the owner is out of sight, the men would not be careful to avoid such contact. 
(21) Because he could not watch what happened at a distance of a mil. 
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 It refers to when [the owner] could come upon them by some by-path.1 If that is so, it should apply also to the second clause! - Since he had told them, 'Go on and I will follow you,' their mind is at rest.2 IF [AN ISRAELITE] LEFT A HEATHEN IN HIS SHOP etc. IF [AN ISRAELITE] LEFT HIS WINE IN A WAGGON OR A SHIP etc. [Both the circumstances] are necessary; for if he had only taught the case of a heathen [conveying jars of wine], since the man thought that perhaps [the Israelite] would come and observe him,3 but when [the wine is left] in a waggon or ship, conclude [that it must be prohibited because the heathen] could put the ship to sea and do whatever he wished [to the wine].4 If, however, he had only taught the instance [of wine being left] in a waggon or ship, [it might have been assumed that it was permitted] because the man would have thought, 'Perhaps [the owner] will come by another path or stand upon the bank and observe me,' but when a heathen [is left] in his shop, conclude [that it must be prohibited because] he could shut the door and do whatever he wished. Hence he informs us [that in such a circumstance the wine is not necessarily prohibited]. 
 Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Johanan: The difference5 is over [a stopper of] lime,6 but with one of clay7 all agree [that he must have been absent a length of time] sufficient for him to open, restopper and [the new stopper] to become dry. Against this statement the following is quoted: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said to the Sages: But [if he bored a hole in a jar] cannot his stopping be detected either on the outside8 or the inside!9 This is all right if you maintain that there is difference of opinion [when the stopper is] of clay and hence [R. Simeon b. Gamaliel] teaches that the stopping can be detected either on the outside or the inside. If, on the other hand, you maintain that there is difference of opinion [when the stopper is] of lime, then it is all right as regards the inside since it can be known, but as regards the outside it cannot be known! - R. Simeon b. Gamaliel was uncertain what the Rabbis intended; so he spoke to them as follows: If you refer [to a stopper of] clay, then his stopping can be detected on the outside or the inside; but if you refer to one of lime, granted that it cannot be known on the outside, yet it can be known on the inside! [What was the answer of] the Rabbis? - Since it cannot be known on the outside, it would not occur to him to reverse [the stopper] and inspect it; or also at times [the new stopping] hardens.10 
 Raba said: The halachah agrees with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, since there is an anonymous Mishnah in accord with him; for we learn: IF HE WAS EATING WITH HIM AT A TABLE AND SET SOME FLAGONS UPON THE TABLE AND OTHERS UPON A SIDE-TABLE AND LEAVING THEM THERE WENT OUT, WHAT IS UPON THE TABLE IS PROHIBITED AND WHAT IS UPON THE SIDE-TABLE IS PERMITTED; AND SHOULD HE HAVE SAID TO HIM, 'MIX [SOME OF THE WINE WITH WATER] AND DRINK,' WHAT IS UPON THE SIDE-TABLE IS LIKEWISE PROHIBITED. OPENED CASKS ARE PROHIBITED, AND THE CLOSED ONES ARE PERMITTED [EXCEPT WHEN HE WAS ABSENT A LENGTH OF TIME] SUFFICIENT FOR [THE HEATHEN] TO OPEN, RESTOPPER AND [THE NEW STOPPER] TO BECOME DRY. Obviously [this teaching agrees with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel; so why does Raba mention the fact]! - You might have said that the whole of the passage was taught by R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. Hence we are informed [that it is not so].11 Now since we have established the fact that [the halachah] agrees with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, viz., we need not be concerned about the possibility of a hole being bored in a jar, and inasmuch as the halachah also agrees with R. Eliezer, viz., we need not be concerned about the possibility of the seal being forged,12 what is the reason that we do not nowadays leave [stoppered casks] in charge of a heathen? - On account of the vent.13 
 Raba said: If Israelites were reclining at table with a Gentile harlot, the wine is permitted because while lust would be strong in them 
____________________ 
(1) The men would then be afraid to defile their load. 
(2) They are not under observation and would be careless. Accordingly the phrase UNDER SUPERVISION means that the heathen is afraid to tamper with the wine because he might be observed by the owner. 
(3) Tampering with the wine, and for this reason he would be afraid to do so, and consequently the wine is permitted. 
(4) Therefore the Mishnah has to state this case separately, and draw a distinction between whether the owner informed or did not inform the heathen of his intention to be absent for a while. 
(5) Between the Rabbis and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel in the Mishnah. 
(6) Because this is white from the beginning, and a new stopper of this material could not be easily detected. 
(7) This is of a dark colour at first, and only after several days becomes white. Tampering would be readily noticed. 
(8) The newness of the inserted material would be apparent. 
(9) Even if the heathen smoothed the outside surface, he could not do this inside the jar; consequently the Jew could soon discover if anything was wrong by examining the stopper on the inside. If, then, R. Simeon holds that the new stopper can always be detected, why does he disagree with the Rabbis in the Mishnah? 
(10) Both on top and bottom alike, so that detection is difficult. 
(11) I.e., from 'If he was eating' is not part of R. Simeon's statement which precedes, although it harmonises with his view. 
(12) V. supra 31a. 
(13) Through which the fumes of the wine are allowed to escape. A heathen might draw off some of the wine through it. Another reading is shibba, 'plug'. This could be taken out and the wine interfered with. 
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 a desire for yen nesek would not be strong in them.1 If, however, Gentiles were reclining at table with an Israelite harlot the wine [which belongs to her] is prohibited. Why? - Because she would be held in contempt by them and be influenced to follow them.2 
 In a certain house was stored wine belonging to an Israelite. A heathen entered and locked the door behind him. There was a crack in the door through which the heathen was discovered standing among the jars. Raba said: All those which were opposite the crack are permitted,3 but those on either side are prohibited. 
 Wine belonging to an Israelite was stored in a house where an Israelite resided above and a heathen below.4 Once they heard a sound of quarrelling [in the street] and went out. The heathen came back first and locked the door behind him. Raba said: The wine is permitted on the ground that [the heathen] must have thought,'Just as I came back first, so might the Israelite have come back first and be sitting upstairs watching me.' 
 There was some wine belonging to an Israelite stored in an inn, and a heathen was discovered among the jars. Raba said: If he could be convicted of theft the wine is permitted, otherwise it is prohibited.5 
 Wine [of an Israelite] was stored in a house and a heathen was discovered among the jars. Raba said: If he has an excuse6 the wine is prohibited, otherwise it is permitted.7 Against this is quoted: If the inn was locked8 or [the Israelite] said to him,9 'Keep watch,' it is prohibited.10 Is it not to be supposed that [the wine is prohibited] even when the heathen has no excuse?11 - No, [the cited teaching applies] when he has an excuse.12 
 An Israelite and a heathen were sitting and drinking wine together. The Israelite heard the sound of prayer in a Synagogue; so he arose and went there. Raba said: The wine is permitted on the ground that [the heathen] must have thought, 'He will remember the wine at any moment and return.' 
 An Israelite and a heathen were sitting in a ship. The Israelite heard the sound of the ram's horn announcing the advent of the Sabbath;13 so he left [the ship] and went ashore. Raba said: The wine is permitted on the ground that [the heathen] must have thought, 'He will remember the wine at any moment and return.' But if [it is supposed that the heathen would not think so] on account of its being the Sabbath, behold Raba has said: Issur the proselyte14 once told me, 'When we were still Gentiles we declared that Jews do not observe the Sabbath, because if they did observe it how many purses would be found in the streets!15 I did not16 then know that we follow the view of R. Isaac who said: If a person finds a purse on the Sabbath he may carry it for distances less than four cubits.'17 
 A lion once roared in an [Israelite] wine-press and a heathen [who was working in it], on hearing this, hid among the jars. Raba said: The wine is permitted on the ground that he must have thought, 'Just as I am hiding here, so also may the Israelite be hiding behind me and watching me.' 
 Some thieves came up18 to Pumbeditha and opened many casks. Raba said: The wine is permitted. What was his reason? - Because the majority of thieves [in that part of the country] are Israelites. The same thing happened in Nehardea and Samuel said: The wine is permitted. According to whom [was this decision made]? Was it according to R. Eliezer who said: When there is uncertainty about his entrance19 he is undefiled; for we have learnt: If a person entered [the fields in] a valley during the rainy season20 and there was a source of defilement in a certain field, and he said, 'I walked in that place but am not sure whether I did or did not enter that field,' R. Eliezer says: When there is uncertainty about his entrance21 he is undefiled but if the uncertainty is about his having touched [the unclean object] he is defiled!22 - No, it is different there [in the case of the thieves] because there are some who open [the casks] to search for money;23 thus there is a double uncertainty.24 [ 
____________________ 
(1) And they would prevent her touching it. [So, R. Nissim Gerondi (Ran.).] 
(2) She would raise no objection if they touched the wine. 
(3) It was assumed that the heathen would be afraid to tamper with these because he might be under observation. 
(4) The wine was stored below, but the Jew was able to see it. 
(5) V. supra 61b. 
(6) By pretending that he was looking for something, it is evidence that he went there with the intention of tampering with the wine. 
(7) Being confused and unable to give an explanation, it is assumed that he was too afraid to have come there with the intention of disqualifying the wine. 
(8) In which was a heathen together with the wine of a Jew. 
(9) To a heathen outside the door. 
(10) Because relying on the owner's absence, the heathen could interfere with the wine. 
(11) For being suspiciously close to the wine. This contradicts Raba's decision. 
(12) If he is found near the jars. 
(13) That was the signal for work to cease. A description is given in Suk. V, 5. V. also Josephus, War, IV, ix, 12. 
(14) V. B.B. (Sonc, ed.) p. 644, n. 15. 
(15) Which Jews would have to throw away if in their possession when Sabbath began, and no other Jew could pick up. 
(16) [Alfasi reads 'they (the Gentiles) do not know.'] 
(17) I.e., he carries it a distance less than four cubits and stops a while, and so on until he reaches his house. This explains why purses are not found in the streets on the Sabbath. 
(18) [From some district in the South (v. Obermeyer, op. cit., p. 253).] 
(19) Whether a ritually clean person had entered a ritually defiled place. Similarly here there is doubt whether the thieves were heathens. 
(20) The fields are then sown and are regarded as a private domain. 
(21) Into the field where the defiled object was. 
(22) Toh. VI, 5; v. B.B. (Sonc. ed.) p. 225. 
(23) [So Rashi. The difficulty is obvious. V.l.: 'Since they opened many casks (it is clear that) the intention was for money.' V. D.S. a.l., n. 9. This implies that in Nehardea too 'many' casks were opened. The word is missing in cur. edd. but occurs in several texts; cf. Tosaf. s.v. פתחו.] 
(24) Besides the doubt whether they were heathens, there was the additional doubt whether they interfered with the wine since they were only searching for money. [In this case even the Rabbis who oppose R. Eliezer will agree that the wine is permitted.] 
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 A [heathen] girl1 was found among jars of wine holding some of the froth in her hand. Raba said: The wine is permitted on the ground that she probably obtained it from the outside of the cask, and although none was there any more2 [at the time she was discovered] we say she happened to find some. 
 Some troops3 once came up to Nehardea and opened several casks. When R. Dimi arrived [from Palestine] he said: A similar occurrence came before R. Eleazar and he permitted [the wine], but I do not know whether he did so because he agreed with the view of R. Eliezer who said that when there is uncertainty about his entrance he is undefiled or whether he did so because he held the opinion that the majority of the men who were in the troops4 were Israelites. But if that is so5 this is not a case of uncertainty about entrance; but uncertainty about touching!6 - Since, however, they opened many,7 conclude that they opened them with the intention of [searching for money]8 and so it is like a case of uncertainty about entrance.9 
 An [Israelite] woman who dealt in wine left the key of her door in charge of a heathen woman. R. Isaac said in the name of R. Eleazar: A similar occurrence was once brought before our House of Study [and they permitted the wine because] they maintained that she only entrusted her with charge of the key.10 Abaye said: We have likewise learnt similarly: If a person entrusts his keys to an 'am ha-arez his things which are in a state of ritual purity remain undefiled because he only entrusted him with charge of the key.11 Since his things which are in a state of ritual purity remain undefiled, this must be all the more true in the matter of yen nesek. Is this to say that the law of ritual purity is more stringent than that of yen nesek? - Yes, for it has been stated: If a courtyard is divided off by pegs,12 Rab said that the ritually clean things [of a haber] are defiled,13 but [if the resident on the other side is] a heathen he does not render the wine [of the haber] nesek; and R. Johanan said: Also his ritually clean things remain undefiled. Against this is quoted: [If there are two courtyards one within the other,] the inner belonging to a haber and the other to an 'am ha-arez, the haber may lay out his fruits there14 and leave utensils there, even though the hand of the 'am ha-arez can reach to it.15 This contradicts Rab's statement! - Rab can answer you: It is different in this case because he can be regarded as a thief.16 
 Come and hear: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: If the roof of a haber is higher than the roof of an 'am ha-arez, the former may lay out his fruits there and leave utensils there, provided the hand of the 'am ha-arez cannot reach to it.17 This contradicts R. Johanan's statement! - R. Johanan can answer you: It is different in this case because he could offer the excuse that his intention was to take measurements.18 
 Come and hear: If the roof of a haber adjoined that of an 'am ha-arez, the former may lay out his fruits there and leave utensils there, even though the hand of the 'am ha-arez can reach to it. This contradicts Rab's statement!19 - Rab can answer you: Is there not R. Simeon b. Gamaliel who shares my view?20 I made my statement in agreement with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. 
 MISHNAH. IF A BAND OF MARAUDERS21 ENTERED A CITY IN PEACE-TIME, THE OPEN CASKS ARE PROHIBITED AND THE SEALED ARE PERMITTED; IN WAR-TIME BOTH ARE PERMITTED BECAUSE THEY HAVE NOT THE LEISURE TO OFFER LIBATIONS. 
____________________ 
(1) She being only a child, the presumption was that she knew nothing about disqualifying the wine and her intentions were innocent. 
(2) [Ms.M. omits 'any more'.] 
(3) [Or, 'a commander' (Rashi).] 
(4) [Lit., 'who came with those troops,' or with that commander.] 
(5) Viz., his doubt was whether they were Jews. [Delete, however, with Ms.M. 'if that is so.'] 
(6) In regard to which even R. Eliezer adopts the more rigorous view, since the doubt is whether it was Jews who opened the casks. 
(7) More casks than were required only for drinking. 
(8) And there was no thought of disqualifying the wine. 
(9) In respect of which a more lenient view is taken by R. Eliezer; and so the wine was permitted. 
(10) And not of the wine-store itself. 
(11) Toh. VII, 1. 
(12) And not by a high partition, and a haber lives on one side and an 'am ha-arez on the other. 
(13) Since it is presumed the 'am ha-arez has touched them. 
(14) Because the 'am ha-arez has not to walk through it to reach his own courtyard. 
(15) The 'am ha-arez if found in the courtyard of the haber. 
(16) But this cannot be assumed when the one courtyard is only divided off by pegs. 
(17) Tosef. Toh. IX. 
(18) From his roof to construct a building, and for that reason he stretched out his hand. [V.I. 'I merely stretched myself.'] 
(19) [In Tosef. Toh. IX, the reading is 'provided the 'am ha-arez cannot reach,' which is in support of Rab.] 
(20) He added above the condition, 'provided the hand of the 'am ha-arez cannot reach to it.' 
(21) Some edd. add: of heathens. 
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GEMARA. I quote in contradiction to this: When a city has been captured by besieging troops, all the wives of priests therein are disqualified [to their husbands]!1 - R. Mari said: [The soldiers] have no leisure to offer libations, but they have it to satisfy their lust. 
 MISHNAH. IF A HEATHEN SENT TO ISRAELITE CRAFTSMEN A CASK OF YEN NESEK AS THEIR WAGE, THEY ARE ALLOWED TO SAY, GIVE US ITS VALUE IN MONEY';2 BUT AFTER [THE WINE] HAS COME INTO THEIR POSSESSION [THE EXCHANGE] IS PROHIBITED.3 
GEMARA. Rab Judah said in the name of Rab: A man is allowed to say to a heathen, 'Go and settle for me the king's portion.'4 Against this is quoted: A man may not say to a heathen, 'Go in my place [and give a bribe] to the official'! - Rab retorted: You speak of a case where a man says, 'Go in my place [and give a bribe] to the official.'5 But the circumstance [where I give permission is quite different] and is the equivalent of: He may, however, say to him, 'Save me from the official.'6 
 MISHNAH. IF [AN ISRAELITE] SELLS HIS WINE TO A HEATHEN, SHOULD HE HAVE SETTLED THE PRICE BEFORE HE MEASURED IT OUT, THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PERMITTED; BUT SHOULD HE HAVE MEASURED IT OUT BEFORE HE SETTLED THE PRICE,7 THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PROHIBITED. 
GEMARA. Amemar said: Acquisition by meshikah8 does apply to a Gentile.9 You may ascertain this from the practice of the Persians who send presents10 to one another and never retract.11 R. Ashi said: I certainly maintain that acquisition by meshikah does not apply to a Gentile, and the reason why [the Persians] do not retract is due to the spirit of pride which possesses them.12 R. Ashi said: What is my authority for this statement? That which Rab told the [Israelite] wine-sellers, viz., 'When you measure wine for Gentiles, first take the money and then measure for them, and if they have not the cash with them, lend it to them and get it back later so that it should be a loan [of money] with them; for should you not act in this manner, when it becomes yen nesek it will be in your possession and when you receive payment it will be for yen nesek.' Now should it enter your mind [argued Rab Ashi] that acquisition by meshikah does apply to a Gentile, 
____________________ 
(1) Keth. 27a. The assumption is that they were violated; and a priest's wife, even when dishonoured by force, is disqualified to her husband. 
(2) Because their wages were due in money. 
(3) Once in their possession the wine belongs to them, and to get money in exchange for it is the equivalent of its sale. 
(4) The royal levy on the subject's produce which was paid in kind. If what the heathen paid over included yen nesek, it is permitted although the Jew is discharging his obligation with what is prohibited. 
(5) Therefore if the heathen presents him with wine, it is as though the Israelite had given it, and he cannot use yen nesek for that purpose. 
(6) To secure himself from molestation he requests the heathen to make a present to the official. He would be willing to make a gift of money; so if the heathen gave him wine, he is not technically the Jew's agent in the presentation of that wine and for that reason it is allowed. 
(7) The heathen has not acquired the wine by drawing it towards himself; but by touching it he rendered it nesek. Therefore the Jew is in fact selling disqualified wine. 
(8) V. Glos. 
(9) Before the payment of the money, whether the seller or purchaser is a Gentile; consequently in the circumstance described in the Mishnah the money should be permitted. 
(10) [Another rendering: 'Samples'. Rashi in name of Gaonim.] 
(11) Because having once passed into the possession of the receiver it is considered his property. [Or, having accepted the samples, the transaction is deemed closed.] 
(12) And legally they could demand its return. 
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 then as soon as the Gentile drew [the wine] to himself he acquired it1 and it did not become yen nesek until he touched it!2 - It would indeed not be so if the wine was measured and poured [by the Israelite] into the Israelite's vessel;3 but it is necessary [to suppose the circumstance] where [the Israelite] measured and poured it into the Gentile's vessel.4 At all events when [the wine] enters the interior of the vessel [the Gentile] acquired it,5 and it does not become yen nesek until it reached the bottom of the vessel.6 Are we, then, to conclude that the flow is a connecting link?7 - No; if the Gentile was holding the vessel in his hand it would indeed not be so;8 but it is necessary [to suppose the circumstance] where it was resting upon the ground.9 But let [the Gentile's] vessels acquire [the wine] for him!10 Is it to be deduced from this that when the purchaser's vessels are in the possession of the seller the former has not become the owner?11 - No; I can always maintain that the purchaser does acquire them; but with what are we dealing here?12 E.g., when there is some wine held back on the mouth of the smaller vessel13 through which the former wine becomes all the while nesek even before [it enters the Gentile's vessel].14 According to whom will this be? - It will not be in accord with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel; for if it were in accord with him, behold he has said: All of it may be sold to a heathen with the exception of the value of the yen nesek which is in it!15 - Against whom is this argument [directed]? Against Rab; but he himself declared that the halachah agrees with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel only when a cask [of yen nesek] became mixed with other casks but not when wine [which is nesek] became mixed with other wine. 
 Against [the statement of Amemar that acquisition by meshikah does apply to a Gentile] is quoted: If one bought scrap metal from a heathen and found an idol amongst it, should he have drawn it to himself before paying over the purchase price he can return the idol; but should he have drawn it after paying over the purchase money, he casts [the profit he derives from it] into the Salt Sea!16 Now if it enters your mind that acquisition by meshikah does apply to a Gentile, how can he return it?17 - Abaye said: Because it appears to be a purchase in error.18 Raba said: Is there a purchase in error in the first circumstance and not in the second!19 - But, said Raba: There is a purchase in error in both circumstances; but in the first, since he had not paid over the money, it does not appear like an idol in the possession of an Israelite, whereas in the second, since he had paid over the money, it does appear like an idol in the possession of an Israelite.20 
 Mar Kashisha, son of R. Hisda, said to R. Ashi: Come and hear: IF [AN ISRAELITE] SELLS HIS WINE TO A HEATHEN, SHOULD HE HAVE SETTLED THE PRICE BEFORE HE MEASURED IT OUT, THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PERMITTED. Now should you maintain that acquisition by meshikah does not apply to a Gentile, why is the purchase-money permitted?21 - [R. Ashi replied:] With what are we dealing here? When he paid him the denar22 beforehand. [Mar Kashisha said]: If so, I quote the continuation: BUT SHOULD HE HAVE MEASURED IT OUT BEFORE HE SETTLED THE PRICE THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PROHIBITED. Now if he paid him the denar beforehand, why should the purchase-money be prohibited? - [R. Ashi replied:] But according to you who maintain that acquisition by meshikah does apply to a Gentile, why in the first circumstance is the purchase-money permitted and prohibited in the second! What you have to say is that when he settled the price his mind is made up [to acquire the wine] and if he had not settled the price his mind is not made up. Similarly, according to my view, even when he has paid him the denar in advance, should he have settled the price his mind is made up and if he had not settled the price his mind is not made up.23 
 Rabina said to R. Ashi: Come and hear: R. Hiyya b. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: A son of Noah24 is put to death for stealing less than a perutah's worth [of the property of an Israelite] and is not obliged to make restitution. Now if you maintain that acquisition by meshikah does not apply to a Gentile, why should he be put to death?25 - Because he caused trouble to an Israelite.26 
____________________ 
(1) Even before paying for it. 
(2) In that case how could Rab insist on payment first on the ground that otherwise the Israelite would be selling yen nesek, since on the supposition that a Gentile acquires by meshikah the wine does not become nesek until after it had passed into his possession? Therefore the supposition is wrong and we must conclude that meshikah does not apply to a Gentile. 
(3) The wine would not become nesek until after it had passed into the Gentile's possession by his touching it. 
(4) The wine would then become nesek as soon as it was poured out because the vessel is prohibited and communicates forthwith the prohibition to the wine, even before the heathen drew it towards himself; so there is nothing to prove that meshikah does not apply to a Gentile. 
(5) If he held the vessel while the wine was poured into it. 
(6) Why then should Rab require the money to be paid first, seeing that the wine does not become nesek until after it had passed into the possession of the Gentile? 
(7) [I.e., the flow of the liquid connects the two vessels and conveys the prohibition of the Gentile's vessel to that of the Israelite's, from which it is poured out, making the wine it contains nesek even before it had been acquired by the Gentile.] This question is debated in B.B. 85b. V. also supra 56b, and infra 72b. 
(8) [Rab would not demand the payment of the money first, because he might hold that the flow is no connecting link.] 
(9) While the wine is poured out, and in that circumstance Rab does prohibit the money unless paid first, since the wine becomes nesek while still in the possession of the Israelite. 
(10) [Why then should Rab demand payment in advance?] 
(11) Of the contents which the seller put into them even before the purchaser takes hold of the vessels, so that the wine becomes nesek even before it passed into the possession of the Gentile. 
(12) The reason why Rab demanded payment in advance was not based on the law of meshikah but is to be sought in the cause which is now explained. 
(13) Of the Gentile into which the wine is poured from the Israelite's vessel. These drops retained on the rim are yen nesek before the wine enters the interior of the vessel and becomes the possession of the Gentile. 
(14) [Every portion of the wine passing over the brim becomes contaminated through these drops.] 
(15) V. infra 74a, referring to yen nesek which fell into a vat. [Likewise here the money of all the wine apart from the value of the drops retained on the brim should be permitted.] 
(16) Supra 53a. 
(17) It is then an idol in a Jew's possession and his duty is to destroy it. 
(18) The Jew did not intend to buy an idol; for that reason he may return it. 
(19) If that were the true explanation, it should hold good in both instances. 
(20) And if he received money back for its return, the impression would be that he had sold the idol to the heathen. 
(21) Since on that hypothesis the wine belongs to the Jew until he is paid and it becomes nesek by the heathen touching it before he pays for it. 
(22) Representing the cost of the wine. The money was handed over before the wine was measured out. 
(23) That is the criterion underlying the Mishnah and it has no bearing on the question of meshikah. 
(24) Who took upon himself seven precepts (v. supra p. 314) one of which was to abstain from robbery, v. Sanh. (Sonc. ed.) p. 381, n. 5. 
(25) Since technically what had been stolen is still the Jew's property. 
(26) The thief is not put to death for the theft, but for the reason that he may have endangered the Jew's life; because if the owner had tried to prevent the robbery the thief might have killed him. 
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 And what means 'he is not allowed an opportunity of making restitution'?1 - [It signifies that] he does not come within the scope of the law of restitution.2 If that is so I quote the continuation of the teaching: If his neighbour came and stole it from him, [that man] is put to death on account of it. Now this is quite right with the first circumstance because [the original thief] caused trouble to an Israelite; but what had [the second thief] done in the latter circumstance [to be put to death]!3 Consequently we must deduce from this that acquisition by meshikah does apply to a Gentile! [Yes,] draw that conclusion. 
 A man once said to his neighbour, 'If I sell this piece of land, I will sell it to you';4 but he went and sold it to another person. R. Joseph said: The first one acquired it.5 Abaye said to him: But he had not settled the price!6 [R. Joseph asked:] And whence do you declare that wherever he had not settled the price he has not acquired it? - [He replied:] As we learn in our Mishnah: IF [AN ISRAELITE] SELLS HIS WINE TO A HEATHEN, SHOULD HE HAVE SETTLED THE PRICE BEFORE HE MEASURED IT OUT, THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PERMITTED; BUT SHOULD HE HAVE MEASURED IT OUT BEFORE HE SETTLED THE PRICE THE PURCHASE-MONEY IS PROHIBITED. [Now,] how is it then? - [How can you ask,] how is it then? It is as we have stated.7 - Perhaps the seriousness of yen nesek makes a difference! - Come and hear: R. Idi b. Abin said: A similar occurrence8 came before R. Hisda who referred it to R. Huna. The latter expounded it from the following: For it has been taught: If a man took possession of another's ass-drivers and workmen9 and brought them into his own house, whether he settled the price before measuring [the fruits] or measured them without having settled the price, he has not acquired them and both can retract. If, however, he unloaded them and brought them into his house, then should he have settled the price before he measured them neither can retract, and should he have measured them before settling the price both can retract.10 
 A man once said to his neighbour, 'If I sell this piece of land I will sell it to you for a hundred zuz.' He later sold it to another for a hundred and twenty. R. Kahana said: The first man acquired it. Rab Jacob of Nehar-pekod objected: As to this man, [it was] those zuz that compelled him.11 The legal decision agrees with R. Jacob of Nehar-pekod. 
 If [the seller] said to [the would-be purchaser], 'When the article has been valued by three persons [we will settle the price accordingly],' even if two of the three agree [on the price it must be accepted]; but if he said, 'As three will declare [the price to be],' then there must be three who agree on the price.12 If he said, 'When it has been valued by four persons,'13 then there must be four who agree on the price; so how much more so if he said to him, 'As four will declare [the price to be].' If he said to him, 'When the article has been valued by three persons' and three men came and valued it, and then the other said, 'Let three different men come who are better qualified,' R. Papa said: He has the right to object.14 R. Huna the son of R. Joshua demurred: How can we know that the latter three will be better qualified; perhaps the first three were better qualified!15 The legal decision agrees with R. Huna the son of R. Joshua. 
 MISHNAH. IF [AN ISRAELITE] TOOK THE FUNNEL AND MEASURED [WINE] INTO A HEATHEN'S FLASK AND THEN MEASURED SOME INTO AN ISRAELITE'S FLASK, SHOULD A DROP OF THE [FIRST] WINE HAVE REMAINED [IN THE FUNNEL], THEN [THE WINE MEASURED INTO THE SECOND FLASK] IS PROHIBITED. IF HE POURED FROM [HIS OWN] VESSEL INTO [A HEATHEN'S] VESSEL, [THE WINE IN THE VESSEL] FROM WHICH HE POURED IS PERMITTED AND [THE WINE IN THE VESSEL] INTO WHICH HE POURED IS PROHIBITED. 
GEMARA. We have learnt elsewhere: An outflow, a downward stream of water and dripping liquid do not form a connecting link to communicate either defilement or purification,16 but a pool of water is a connecting link to communicate both defilement and purification.17 R. Huna said: An outflow, a downward stream of water and dripping liquid form a connecting link in connection with yen nesek.18 R. Nahman asked R. Huna: Whence have you this? If from [the Mishnah] which we learnt: An outflow, a downward stream of water and dripping liquid do not form a connecting link to communicate either defilement or purification, [and you argue that] it is only in connection with defilement and purification that it does not form a link but it does in connection with yen nesek; in that case I cite the continuation, viz., but a pool of water is a connecting link to communicate both defilement and purification, [and you must by analogy deduce that] it is only in connection with defilement and purification that it does form a link but it does not in connection with yen nesek! So there is no inference to be drawn from this extract. 
 We learnt: IF [AN ISRAELITE] TOOK THE FUNNEL AND MEASURED [WINE] INTO A HEATHEN'S FLASK AND THEN MEASURED SOME INTO AN ISRAELITE'S FLASK, 
____________________ 
(1) The property being ex hypothesi the Jew's. 
(2) For the very reason that he had not technically acquired the Jew's property. 
(3) He would not be executed for stealing the property of a non-Jew; hence he is regarded as having stolen what belonged to a Jew. Consequently what was in the possession of 'the son of Noah' was Jewish property and he had acquired it by meshikah. 
(4) [This was attended by a formal kinyan (Rashi).] 
(5) If he pays the price given by the purchaser. 
(6) [The kinyan is of no effect, since in the absence of the fixation of any price the mind of the seller is not made up (Rashi).] 
(7) Viz., the criterion is the settling of the price. 
(8) Viz., similar to the sale of the field. 
(9) I.e., a man is conveying fruits to market laden upon asses or carriers, and a would-be purchaser leads the asses and men into his own house, which is evidence of his intention to buy the produce. 
(10) It follows that the criterion is the settling of the price. Accordingly in the case mentioned above, the man cannot claim the field. 
(11) The offer of the higher price may have tempted him to dispose of it; and if it had not been made he would not have sold the field. 
(12) In the former instance the three constituted a Court, and with a Court of three judges the verdict of two is adopted. 
(13) Since a Court never consists of four, the intention when arranging for that number must have been to secure a unanimous valuation. 
(14) To the first valuation and ask for three other valuers. 
(15) The bargaining could then be drawn out indefinitely. 
(16) So that if what is below is ritually unclean what is on top is not similarly affected; and if a ritual bath does not contain the requisite minimum quantity of water, an outflow etc. cannot be reckoned in to make up the deficiency. 
(17) Toh. VIII, 9. 
(18) So that if wine is poured into a vessel which contains yen nesek the former is contaminated. 
Talmud - Mas. Avodah Zarah 72b 
 SHOULD A DROP OF THE [FIRST] WINE HAVE REMAINED [IN THE FUNNEL], THEN [THE WINE MEASURED INTO THE SECOND FLASK] IS PROHIBITED. How is the wine left [in the funnel] rendered prohibited? Must it not be by the outflow?1 So deduce from this that the outflow is a connecting link. [But against such a conclusion] R. Hiyya taught: [Our Mishnah refers to the circumstance where] his flask forced the wine back;2 therefore if his flask did not force it back, how is it? It is not [prohibited]. May you then not solve from the foregoing that the outflow is not a connecting link? - No; it merely proves that when his flask forced the wine back it is prohibited,3 but the question whether the outflow [is or is not a connecting link] remains.
 Come and hear: IF HE POURED FROM [HIS OWN] VESSEL INTO [A HEATHEN'S] VESSEL, [THE WINE IN THE VESSEL] FROM WHICH HE POURED IS PERMITTED. Hence what is between [the two vessels] is prohibited; so deduce from this that the outflow is a connecting link! But if the outflow is a connecting link, then what is inside [the first] vessel should likewise be prohibited! - This is no difficulty, because [we have here a case where] he cuts off [the outflow].4 Nevertheless [we do deduce from this that]5 the outflow is a connecting link! But according to your reasoning I will quote the continuation: AND [THE WINE IN THE VESSEL] INTO WHICH HE POURED IS PROHIBITED. Hence what is between [the two vessels] is permitted! Consequently no inference is to be drawn from this Mishnah.6 
 Come and hear: If he pours from a cask into a vat [which contains yen nesek], the jet of liquid which descends from the rim of the cask is prohibited!7 - R. Shesheth explained this [extract] as referring to a heathen pouring out so that [the wine flows] because of his action.8 But if it is a heathen pouring out, what is in the cask is likewise prohibited!9 - [What is disqualified] because of a heathen's action is prohibited by the Rabbis,10 and they decreed only against what issued [from the cask] and not against what was inside it.11 
 R. Hisda told the [Israelite] wine-dealers: When you measure wine for heathens, either cut off [the outflow] or pour it in with a splash.12 Raba told the [Israelites] whose occupation was to pour wine: When you pour wine, let no heathen come near to help you, lest you forget yourselves and rest [the vessel] upon his [hands] and [the pouring] result from his action and [the wine] be prohibited. 
 A man was drawing wine13 through [a siphon consisting of] a large and small tube. A heathen came and laid his hand upon the large tube,14 and Raba disqualified all the wine.15 R. Papa said to Raba - another version is, R. Adda b. Mattena said to Raba; and still another version is, Rabina said to Raba: Was it on account of the outflow? So is it to be deduced from this that the outflow is a connecting link? - [Raba answered: No;] it is different in this instance, because all the wine is drawn through the siphon.16 
 Mar Zutra son of R. Nahman said: It is permitted [to drink from] a vessel containing several tubes,17 provided the Israelite stops first but not when a heathen stopped first.18 Rabbah son of R. Huna visited the house of the exilarch and allowed [the company which included Gentiles] to drink from a vessel containing several tubes. 
____________________ 
(1) Which connected the wine poured into the Jew's vessel with what was left in the funnel, and this was previously made nesek by the flow into the heathen's vessel. 
(2) The heathen's flask being full, some wine flowed back into the funnel. According to this explanation, the wine in the funnel was contaminated not because the outflow formed a link. 
(3) [Even if no drop of wine remained in the funnel (Tosaf.).] 
(4) Before the wine enters the heathen's flask he moves aside the vessel from which he is pouring out so that the outflow does not connect the two. 
(5) [The bracketed words are from Ms. M.] 
(6) Whether the outflow is a link or not. 
(7) The inference must then be that the flow is a link. 
(8) In that case the flow was disqualified by the heathen and not by the contents of the vat. 
(9) And not merely the outflow; why, then, does the extract refer to the outflow only as being prohibited? 
(10) And not by the Torah. 
(11) This extract accordingly does not establish the view that the outflow forms a link. 
(12) I.e., a connecting flow must be avoided; he held that it did form a link. 
(13) [From a full cask to an empty one.] 
(14) [The side from which the wine flowed into the empty cask (Rashi).] 
(15) [Even the wine in the full cask.] 
(16) For this reason it must be considered as though he had touched the whole quantity of wine and not merely what was in the tube. 
(17) So that many can drink at the same time; this is permitted even when a heathen is one of the number. 
(18) If the heathen stopped first, what he had drawn into the tube but not drunk would flow back and disqualify the remainder. 
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 Some say that Rabbah son of R. Huna himself drank from such a vessel. MISHNAH. YEN NESEK IS PROHIBITED AND RENDERS [OTHER WINE] PROHIBITED BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY. WINE [MIXED] WITH WINE AND WATER WITH WATER1 [DISQUALIFIES] BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY. WINE [MIXED] WITH WATER AND WATER WITH WINE [DISQUALIFIES WHEN THE PROHIBITED ELEMENT] IMPARTS A FLAVOUR. THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE: WITH THE SAME SPECIES [THE MIXTURE IS DISQUALIFIED] BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY, BUT WITH A DIFFERENT SPECIES [IT IS DISQUALIFIED WHEN THE PROHIBITED ELEMENT] IMPARTS A FLAVOUR. 
GEMARA. When R. Dimi came [from Palestine] he reported that R. Johanan said: If one pours yen nesek from a cask into a vat,2 even the whole day long, the former is all the while annulled.3 We learnt: YEN NESEK IS PROHIBITED AND RENDERS [OTHER WINE] PROHIBITED BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY! Does not this mean when the forbidden element fell into the permitted? - No, when the permitted fell into the prohibited.4 
 Come and hear: WINE [MIXED] WITH WATER [DISQUALIFIES WHEN THE PROHIBITED ELEMENT] IMPARTS A FLAVOUR. Does not this mean when prohibited wine fell into permitted water? - No, when permitted wine fell into prohibited water. If, however, the first clause [deals with] prohibited water, the second clause must likewise [deal with] prohibited water, but in the second clause he teaches: WATER WITH WINE [DISQUALIFIES WHEN THE PROHIBITED ELEMENT]5 IMPARTS A FLAVOUR!6 - R. Dimi can reply to you: Throughout our Mishnah it deals with the permitted falling into the prohibited, the first clause when permitted wine fell into prohibited water and the second when permitted water fell into prohibited wine. 
 When R. Isaac b. Joseph came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan: If one pours yen nesek from a small cooler7 into a vat, even the whole day long, the former is all the while annulled. This applies only to a small cooler whose jet is not considerable8 but not to a cask whose jet is considerable. 
 When Rabin came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan: If yen nesek fell into a vat and a ewer of water also fell into it, we consider the permitted [portion of the wine] as nonexistent and as for the remainder the water may prevail over it and annul it.9 When R. Samuel b. Judah came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan: This teaching only applies when the ewer of water fell in first, but if it did not fall in first a species met with its own species and is aroused.10 There are some who connect [this statement of R. Samuel b. Judah's] with our Mishnah: WINE [MIXED] WITH WINE [DISQUALIFIES] BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY. R. Samuel b. Judah said in the name of R. Johanan: This teaching only applies when a ewer of water did not fall into it, but if a ewer of water did fall into it we consider the permitted [portion of the wine] as non-existent and as for the remainder the water may prevail over it and annul it. What difference is there whether [R. Samuel's statement] is connected with our Mishnah or Rabin's statement? - He who connects it with our Mishnah does not require [the ewer of water to fall in] first, but he who connects it with Rabin's statement does require [it to fall in] first.
 It has been stated: If yen nesek fell into a vat and a ewer of water also fell into it, 
____________________ 
(1) When one liquid has been used for a libation. 
(2) And the wine in the vat is of sufficient quantity to absorb the yen nesek poured into it, viz., the proportion of sixty to one; v. supra 69a. 
(3) Each portion of yen nesek is absorbed as it falls into the vat, however large the aggregate be, and the wine may be sold or used for any other purpose but actual drinking (Rashi). 
(4) Whereas R. Dimi referred to the prohibited falling into the permitted; hence the difference. 
(5) I.e., the water, on the present assumption. 
(6) And so it is not true here that the prohibited element is absorbed. 
(7) A stone vessel containing a strainer and having an indented (comb-like) rim (Jast.). 
(8) And there is always a preponderance of pure wine of sixty to one. 
(9) I.e., so long as the water is sixty times as much as the yen nesek the mixture is not disqualified. 
(10) The two combine so that the wine is disqualified even if the quantity of water which mixes with it subsequently is sixty times the yen nesek. 
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 Hezekiah said that should [the mixture] have become increased in quantity through the prohibited element,1 then it is prohibited; but should it have become increased in quantity through the permitted element,2 then it is permitted. R. Johanan, however, said: Even when it becomes increased in quantity through the prohibited element it is permitted.3 R. Jeremiah said to R. Zera: Does this mean that Hezekiah and R. Johanan differ over the same issue as R. Eliezer and the Rabbis, for we have learnt: If leaven of non-holy and leaven of an offering fell into dough, and in each there was an insufficient quantity to cause fermentation, but added together they caused fermentation, R. Eliezer says: I decide according to which [leaven entered the dough] last. But the Sages say: Whether the disqualifying matter fell in first or last, [the dough] is not prohibited unless there is in it a sufficient quantity [of disqualifying matter] to cause fermentation!4 But how can you understand the passage in this way, for behold Abaye explained: The teaching [of R. Eliezer] only applies when he first removed the disqualifying matter, but if he did not first remove the disqualifying matter, [the dough] is prohibited.5 Now, then, with whom does Hezekiah agree!6 - But here the point of difference is7 whether we consider [the pure wine as non-existent],8 Hezekiah holding that we do not and R. Johanan that we do. Does, however, R. Johanan hold that we do consider [the pure wine as non-existent]? For behold R. Assi asked R. Johanan: How is it if there were two goblets, one containing secular wine and the other wine of a heave-offering, and a man diluted them with water and then mixed the two together?9 And he did not offer a decision!10 - At first he gave no decision but subsequently he did. For it has been similarly reported: R. Ammi said in the name of R. Johanan - another version is, R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: If there were two goblets, one containing secular wine and the other wine of a heave-offering, and a man diluted them with water and then mixed the two together, we consider the permitted element as non-existent and as for the remainder the water may prevail over it and annul it. 
 THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE: WITH THE SAME SPECIES [THE MIXTURE IS DISQUALIFIED] BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY, BUT WITH A DIFFERENT SPECIES [IT IS DISQUALIFIED WHEN THE PROHIBITED ELEMENT] IMPARTS A FLAVOUR. Rab and Samuel both declare: With all the prohibited things of the Torah, should the mixture consist of the same species [it is disqualified] by the smallest quantity and with different species when [the prohibited element] imparts a flavour. What do the words THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE mean [accordingly] to include? - To include all the prohibited things of the Torah. R. Johanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish both declared: With all the prohibited things of the Torah, whether mixed with the same species or not, [they are disqualified when the prohibited element] imparts a flavour, with the exception of produce from which the heave-offering has not been taken and yen nesek. In these instances with the same species [the mixture is disqualified] by the smallest quantity, but with a different species when [the prohibited element] imparts a flavour. What [then] do the words THIS IS THE GENERAL RULE mean to include? - To include produce from which the heave-offering has not been taken. 
 There is a teaching in agreement with Rab and Samuel, and also one in agreement with R. Johanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish. There is a teaching in agreement with Rab and Samuel, viz.: With all the prohibited things of the Torah, should the mixture consist of the same species [it is disqualified] by the smallest quantity, and with different species when [the prohibited element] imparts a flavour. There is a teaching in agreement with R. Johanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish, viz.: With all the prohibited things of the Torah, whether mixed with the same species or not, [they are disqualified when the prohibited element] imparts a flavour, with the exception of produce from which the heave-offering has not been taken and yen nesek. In these instances with the same species [the mixture is disqualified] by the smallest quantity, but with a different species when [the prohibited element] imparts a flavour. This is quite right with yen nesek because of the seriousness of idolatry; but why with produce from which the heave-offering has not been taken? - Like its permissibility is its prohibition; for Samuel said: One grain of wheat can free the heap.11 And we learnt to the same effect: When [the Rabbis] declared that produce from which the heave-offering has not been taken renders [a mixture] prohibited by the smallest quantity, it refers to the same species, but when it is with a different species it must impart a flavour.12 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., the water fell into the pure wine, and then yen nesek fell into it; and although the water is more than sixty times the forbidden element, the whole is prohibited. This teaching is at variance with that reported by Rabin in the preceding paragraph. 
(2) The pure wine fell in last. In that event the yen nesek was annulled by the water before the other wine fell into it, and so the mixture is permitted. 
(3) This is consistent with the view expressed in his name in the last paragraph. Since the water fell in first, it is not a case of a species meeting with its own species. 
(4) [Supra p. 243. R. Jeremiah assumes that Hezekiah will hold with R. Eliezer that we decide according to which element entered last, whereas R. Johanan will agree with the Sages.] 
(5) Whichever fell in last. 
(6) According to R. Eliezer the contents of the vat would be prohibited whichever fell in last since the forbidden element had not been removed; and according to the Rabbis it would be allowed in any event. 
(7) Not which fell in first or last. 
(8) In calculating whether the water is sixty times as much as the yen nesek which fell into the vat. 
(9) In the final mixture the water is sixty times as much as the holy wine. 
(10) [This shows that R. Johanan was not quite decided on the question whether 'we consider etc.'] 
(11) The Torah does not prescribe how much is to be removed to constitute a heave-offering, so the obligation can be discharged with the smallest quantity. The same criterion is therefore applied to its power of rendering a mixture prohibited. 
(12) Hal. III, 10. 
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 MISHNAH. THE FOLLOWING ARE PROHIBITED AND RENDER PROHIBITED1 BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY: [A CASK OF] YEN NESEK,2 AN IDOLATROUS OBJECT,3 SKINS OF ANIMALS WHICH HAVE HOLES OVER THE REGION OF THE HEART,4 AN OX WHICH HAD BEEN STONED,5 AN HEIFER WHOSE NECK WAS BROKEN,6 BIRDS BROUGHT AS AN OFFERING BY A LEPER,7 THE HAIR-OFFERING OF A NAZIRITE,8 THE FIRSTLING OF AN ASS,9 FLESH COOKED IN MILK,10 THE SCAPEGOAT,11 AND NON-CONSECRATED ANIMALS SLAUGHTERED IN THE TEMPLECOURT.12 BEHOLD THESE ARE PROHIBITED AND RENDER PROHIBITED BY THE SMALLEST QUANTITY. 
GEMARA. On what basis does the Tanna make his enumeration? If he enumerates objects which are [customarily] numbered,13 then he should include slices of meat from an animal which had not been ritually slaughtered; if they are objects which may not be put to any use, then he should include leaven during Passover! - R. Hiyya b. Abba - another version is, R. Isaac the smith - said: The Tanna enumerates the objects to which both criteria apply, viz., they are customarily numbered and may not be put to any use.14 In that case he should include the nuts of Perek and the pomegranates of Baddan15 because they are customarily numbered and may not be put to any use! [The compiler of the Mishnah] treated of them elsewhere,16 [and he enumerated a list of which he stated:] Those which belong to 'orlah-fruit come within the law of 'orlah, and those which belong to mixed plantings of a vineyard come within the law of mixed plantings of a vineyard. Then he should include the loaves of a householder17 with reference to the law of leaven during Passover!18 - The teacher whom you have heard expressing this opinion is R. Akiba; and [the compiler of the Mishnah] has already stated there:19 R. Akiba adds the loaves of a householder. 
 BEHOLD THESE. What do these words intend to exclude? - To exclude things which are customarily numbered but are not prohibited for all use, or the things which are prohibited for all use but are not customarily numbered.20 MISHNAH. IF YEN NESEK FELL INTO A VAT, THE WHOLE OF IT IS PROHIBITED FOR ALL USE. R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: THE WHOLE OF IT MAY BE SOLD TO HEATHENS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF [A QUANTITY CORRESPONDING TO] THE VALUE OF THE YEN NESEK IN IT. 
GEMARA. Rab said: The halachah agrees with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel when a cask [of yen nesek] has been mixed with other casks, but not when it is a matter of wine [which is nesek becoming mixed with other] wine. Samuel, on the other hand, said: Even when it is wine mixed with wine. Similarly said Rabbah b. Bar Hanah in the name of R. Johanan: Even when it is wine mixed with wine. Similarly said R. Samuel b. Nathan in the name of R. Hanina: Even when it is wine mixed with wine. Similarly said R. Nahman in the name of Rabbah b. Abbuha: Even when it is wine mixed with wine. R. Nahman said: In practice the rule to follow in connection with yen nesek is that when wine is mixed with wine it is prohibited and a cask mixed with casks is permitted;21 but with ordinary wine22 even when it is a matter of wine being mixed with wine it is permitted.23 
____________________ 
(1) What they are mixed with, irrespective of the proportion of the forbidden element to the whole. 
(2) When confused with other casks of wine. 
(3) E.g., an image which had been worshipped confused with others of a similar kind which had not been worshipped. 
(4) V. supra 29b. 
(5) Ex. XXI, 29. 
(6) Deut. XXI, 4. 
(7) Lev. XIV, 4 ff. 
(8) Num. VI, 18. 
(9) Ex. XIII, 13. 
(10) Ibid. XXIII, 19. 
(11) Lev, XVI, 22. 
(12) V. B.K. 70a. 
(13) With such objects each one is a separate entity, and therefore it cannot be annulled by becoming absorbed in the rest. 
(14) [Thus excluding from his ruling leaven during Passover, unless it is of a large size, and slices of meat which had not been ritually slaughtered.] 
(15) They are both localities in Samaria (cf. Rashi). These nuts and pomegranates are included in a list of fruits which are counted when sold and render prohibited what they are mixed with if they are in a state of 'orlah. V. 'Orlah III, 7. [Tosaf. Yeb. 81b s.v. פרך takes the former to mean 'crack nuts'.] 
(16) Loc. cit. Having dealt with them in that Tractate, the Mishnah does not include them here. 
(17) As distinct from the loaves of a baker which are smaller. 
(18) Because both criteria apply to them. 
(19) V. 'Orlah loc. cit. 
(20) These do not render prohibited by the smallest quantity. 
(21) For use only (but not for drinking) apart from the value of one cask. This agrees with Rab. 
(22) Belonging to heathens which had not been used for a libation. 
(23) For use only (not for drinking). With the deduction of the value of the heathen's wine. 
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 MISHNAH. IF A HEATHEN COVERED A STONE WINE-PRESS WITH PITCH1 IT MAY BE SCOURED AND IS THEN CLEAN; BUT IF IT WAS OF WOOD, RABBI SAYS THAT IT MAY BE SCOURED2 AND THE SAGES SAY THAT HE MUST PEEL OFF THE PITCH.3 IF IT WAS OF EARTHENWARE, EVEN THOUGH HE PEELED OFF THE PITCH IT IS PROHIBITED.4 
GEMARA. Raba said: [Scouring is necessary] only when he coated it with pitch,5 but not if he trod [his grapes] in it.6 This is obvious since the Mishnah stated: COVERED . . . WITH PITCH! - You might have said that the same law7 applied even if he trod them in it, and the reason why he stated the circumstance of coating with pitch is because he mentioned the customary practice.8 He accordingly informs us [that rinsing is sufficient if the heathen trod grapes in it]. Another version is: Raba said: [Scouring is necessary] only when he coated it with pitch, but if he trod [his grapes in a press which had been covered with pitch] scouring is insufficient.9 This is obvious, since the Mishnah stated: COVERED... WITH PITCH! - You might have said that the same law10 applied even when he trod them in it, and the reason why he stated the circumstance of coating with pitch is because he mentioned the customary practice. He accordingly informs us that [scouring suffices] only when he coated it with pitch but if he trod in it scouring is insufficient. As when a man came before R. Hiyya and said to him, 'Provide for me a man to purify my winepress.' [R. Hiyya] said to Rab, 'Go with him and see that there is no ground for complaint against me in the House of Study.'11 He went and noticed that [the sides of the press] were very smooth; so he said, 'Here it will surely be sufficient with scouring.' But as he proceeded [with his examination] he noticed a crack at the bottom and saw that it was full of wine; so he said, 'Here it will not be sufficient with scouring but it will have to be scraped.' That is what my uncle12 intended when he said to me, 'See that there is no ground for complaint against me in the House of Study.' 
 Our Rabbis taught: As for the winepress, ladle and funnel13 belonging to a heathen, Rabbi permits them after scouring, whereas the Sages prohibit them. Rabbi, however, admits that flasks14 belonging to a heathen are prohibited. What is the difference between one and the other? - In the latter he puts wine to be kept but not in the former.15 Should [the winepress, ladle or funnel] be of wood or stone he scours them,16 and if they had been covered with pitch they are prohibited.17 But we learnt: IF A HEATHEN COVERED A STONE WINEPRESS WITH PITCH IT MAY BE SCOURED AND IS THEN CLEAN! - Our Mishnah refers to when he had not trodden in it,18 and the quoted Baraitha to when he had trodden in it.19 
 The Master said, 'As for the winepress, ladle and funnel20 belonging to a heathen, Rabbi permits them after scouring, whereas the Sages prohibit them.' But we learnt: IF IT WAS OF EARTHENWARE, EVEN THOUGH HE PEELED OFF THE PITCH IT IS PROHIBITED! - Raba said: This last clause of our Mishnah gives the view of the Rabbis.21 
 Raba expounded: 'Scald the vat!'22 When Raba sent [empty] jars to Harpania23 he placed them mouth downwards [in sacks] the hem of which he sealed, being of the opinion that the Rabbis decreed against every utensil into which [wine] is put for keeping [by a heathen] even temporarily. With what does one scour them? - Rab said: With water; Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said: With ashes. When Rab said with water, [did he mean] with water and not with ashes; and when Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said with ashes [did he mean] with ashes and not with water! - Rather 
____________________ 
(1) The custom was to throw in some wine to remove the smell of the pitch. 
(2) With water and ashes. 
(3) A thicker coating is necessary with wood and it would absorb a greater quantity of wine. 
(4) Because of the absorptive power of the earthenware. 
(5) And threw wine into the vat. 
(6) Without coating it with pitch; in that circumstance rinsing is sufficient. 
(7) That scouring is necessary. 
(8) Viz., to throw wine into a vat after pitching it. 
(9) The pitch must also be peeled off, because the wine must have penetrated the cracks in the pitch. 
(10) That scouring is sufficient. 
(11) I.e., see that the cleaning is done according to law that the man's wine should not be disqualified. 
(12) Either 'my friend' or 'my uncle', this being the relationship of Rab and R. Hiyya. V. Sanh. 5a. 
(13) Made of earthenware and not covered with pitch. 
(14) When made of earthenware and not covered with pitch. 
(15) Consequently there is less time for the wine to become absorbed, and scouring makes them fit for use. 
(16) On this point they all agree. 
(17) Unless the pitch is scraped off. 
(18) So if the press was of stone, all agree that scouring is enough, and if of wood only Rabbi requires it to be scoured. 
(19) In that event, whether it is of stone or wood, the pitch must be scraped off. 
(20) [I.e., of earthenware, since those of wood or stone are mentioned later.] 
(21) And Rabbi differs from them. 
(22) Of a heathen before a Jew may use it. 
(23) A town in Babylon. He sent them in charge of a heathen. He took these precautions to guard against the carrier putting his wine into the jars, even for a short while, and disqualifying them. [Harpania on the Tigris, South of Babylon, was one of the most fruitful districts in the country; and Raba, whose home was Mahuza, also on the Tigris, sent down his empty casks to Harpania in order to import wine from there. V. Obermeyer, op. cit., p. 200.] 
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 did Rab intend with water and then with ashes, and Rabbah b. Bar Hanah intended with ashes and then with water. Nor is there any difference between them, since one was referring to what is dry and the other to what is moist.1 
 It has been stated: The School of Rab said in the name of Rab: [The number of processes is] two and three;2 but Samuel maintained that it is three and four.3 Thus they taught in Sura, but in Pumbeditha they taught: The School of Rab said in the name of Rab: [The number of processes is] three and four; but Samuel maintained that it is four and five. Nor is there any contradiction [in the two versions], since the latter counts the final rinsing with water [as a separate process] whereas the former does not. 
 The question was put to R. Abbahu: How is it with wicker-nets4 used by Gentiles? - R. Abbahu answered: You have learnt the law: If his winepress and oil-press were defiled and he wished to prepare [wine or oil] in them in a state of purity, the boards [on the sides], the troughs and supporting-beams5 must be rinsed, and as for the wicker-work, if it is made of willows and hemp, it must be scoured, but if of bast and reeds,it must remain unused for twelve months.6 R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: He leaves them from one period of wine-pressing to another and from one period of oil-pressing to another. But that agrees with the statement of the first Tanna!7 - The issue between them is the matter of the early and late ripening [of the grapes].8 R. Jose says: If he desires to purify them at once, he should pour over them boiling water or scald them with olive-water.9 R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says in the name of R. Jose: He leaves them beneath a pipe through which there is a continuous stream of water or in a fountain with flowing water. For how long? - An 'onah.10 The same provisions made with regard to yen nesek are made with regard to purification.11 But is not the order reversed, since we are dealing here12 with purification? - Rather [say] they made the same provisions with regard to yen nesek as they made for purification. 
 How long is an 'onah? - R. Hiyya b. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: Either a day or a night. R. Hana-She'ina - according to another version, R. Hana b. She'inah - reported that Rabbah b. Bar Hanah said in the name of R. Johanan: Half a day and half a night. R. Samuel b. Isaac said: There is no contradiction [in the two definitions], the former referring to the time of the spring and autumn equinox13 and the latter to the summer and winter solstice.14 
 Rab Judah said: Filter-bags used by Gentiles,if made of hair, are to be rinsed, if of wool they must be scoured, and if of flax they must be left unused [for twelve months]; and if there be any knots in them they must be untied.15 Wicker-baskets and strainers used by Gentiles, if plaited from strips of palm-fibre, must be rinsed, 
____________________ 
(1) If the traces of the wine had dried in the vat, it is rinsed with water and then rubbed with ashes; but if the moisture of the wine was still present the order was reversed. 
(2) I.e., with a moist vat first ashes then water, and with a dry vat first water then ashes and again water. 
(3) With a moist vat, ashes, water and ashes, and if he then rinses with water, this is not counted because the purpose is only to wash away the ashes; and with a dry vat the process is water, ashes, water and ashes. 
(4) Which are placed over the grapes to prevent them from being scattered during the pressing (Rashi). How are these cleaned for use by a Jew? 
(5) [Or 'twigs used as brooms in the wine press' (Rashi).] 
(6) [This solves the question put to R. Abbahu. V. Asheri a.l.] 
(7) Since the interval was twelve months; so why is it mentioned separately? 
(8) The time of pressing varies according to the state of ripening and it may not be exactly twelve months. 
(9) The water in which olives are boiled to make them soft. 
(10) Half of the day and night. The definition is discussed below. 
(11) Tosef. Toh. XI. 
(12) In the Tosef. just cited. 
(13) When day and night are of equal duration, i.e., twelve hours. 
(14) At such times of the year it is not correct to say either a day or a night since they are unequal. We then have to say half a day and half a night, i.e., twelve hours. 
(15) Before they are rinsed or scoured. 
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 if of twigs they must be scoured, and if of flax they must be left unused [for twelve months]; and if there be any knots in them they must be untied. 
 It has been stated: If an 'am ha-arez1 stretched his hand into a winepress and touched [one of] the clusters, Rabbi and R. Hiyya [express different opinions]. One says that the cluster and all that is around it are defiled2 but the press as a whole is undefiled, whereas the other says that the entire press is also defiled. According to him who maintained that the clusters and all that is around them are defiled but the press as a whole is undefiled, why should there be a difference, since we learnt:3 'If a reptile is found in an oil-mill, it only defiles the place it touches, but if there is flowing liquid it is all defiled'? - In this latter case there is no division at all,4 but in the former the clusters are separate. The Rabbis taught R. Jeremiah - another version is, [they taught] R. Jeremiah's son - in agreement with him who says that the cluster and all that is around it are defiled but the press as a whole is undefiled. 
 MISHNAH. IF [AN ISRAELITE] PURCHASES COOKING-UTENSILS5 FROM A HEATHEN, THOSE WHICH ARE CUSTOMARILY CLEANSED BY IMMERSION6 HE MUST IMMERSE, BY SCALDING HE MUST SCALD, BY MAKING WHITE-HOT IN THE FIRE HE MUST MAKE WHITE-HOT IN THE FIRE. A SPIT AND GRILL MUST BE MADE WHITE-HOT, BUT A KNIFE MAY BE POLISHED AND IS THEN RITUALLY CLEAN. 
GEMARA. It has been taught: They all7 need to be immersed in [a ritual bath containing a minimum of] forty se'ah.8 Whence is this derived? - Raba said: Because Scripture states, Every thing that may abide the fire ye shall make to go through the fire, and it shall be clean.9 Scripture10 has here added for you an additional [process of] cleansing. Bar Kappara taught: From the text, [Nevertheless it shall be purified] with the water of separation,11 I might have inferred that [a Gentile's utensil] requires sprinkling [with this water] on the third and seventh day;12 therefore the word nevertheless is used, the purpose of which is to make a distinction. If that be so, what is the purpose of the words with the water of separation [niddah]? It signifies water in which a niddah13 immerses. And it was necessary for Scripture to write both and it shall be clean, and with the water of separation. If it had only written, and it shall be clean, I might have thought, it shall be clean means by any quantity of water, so the Divine Law wrote, with the water of separation; and if the Divine Law had only written, with the water of separation, I might have thought that [it only becomes ritually clean] at sunset as happens with a niddah, so the Divine Law wrote and it shall be clean, i.e., immediately [after the immersion]. 
 R. Nahman said in the name of Rabbah b. Abbuha: Even new utensils14 must be included, since old ones when made white-hot are regarded as new and for all that require to be immersed. R. Shesheth raised the objection: If this be so, shearing-scissors should likewise [be immersed if obtained from a heathen]! - [R. Nahman] replied: The Scriptural passage deals with utensils connected with a meal. R. Nahman said in the name of Rabbah b. Abbuha: The teaching only applies to utensils which are purchased as then happened,15 but not when they are borrowed.
 R. Isaac b. Joseph bought a vessel made from a mixture of earth and animal's ordure from a heathen and thought to immerse it. A certain Rabbi, named R. Jacob, said to him: It was explained to me by R. Johanan that the Scriptural passage deals only with utensils of metal. 
 R. Ashi said: Utensils of glass, since they can be repaired when broken, are like utensils of metal.16 As for a glazed utensil R. Aha and Rabina differ; one maintains [that it must be treated] according to its original state,17 while the other maintains [that it must be treated] according to its final state.18 The legal decision is [that it must be treated] according to its final state. 
 The question was asked: How is it with [a new vessel which had been given by a heathen] as a pledge? - Mar son of R. Ashi said: A heathen deposited a silver goblet with my father as a pledge, and he immersed it and drank from it; but I do not know whether it was because he considered a pledge to be the same as a bought article or for the reason that he saw that the heathen's intention was to leave it with him.19 
 Our Rabbis taught: If [an Israelite] purchases cooking-utensils from a heathen, the unused articles are to be immersed and are then clean; as for those which were used for cold things, such as cups, jugs and flasks, they must be rinsed and immersed and are then clean; but as for those which were used for hot things, such as boilers, kettles and heating vessels, they must be scalded and immersed and are then clean. Utensils used with fire, such as spits and grills, must be made white-hot and immersed and are then clean. If, with all of them, any had been used [by an Israelite] before it was immersed or scalded or made white-hot, one authority teaches that [the contents] are prohibited whereas another teaches that they are permitted. There is, however, no contradiction; for one decides according to him who said that when [the forbidden element] imparts a worsened flavour it is prohibited and the other according to him who said that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted.20 But according to him who maintains that when it imparts a worsened flavour it is permitted, in which circumstance can the prohibition of the Divine Law against the use of Gentiles' vessels21 apply?22 - R. Hiyya, the son of R. Huna23 said: The Torah only forbade a utensil 
____________________ 
(1) V. Glos. 
(2) And must be removed. 
(3) Toh. IX, 8. 
(4) The olives are not in clusters where the twigs separate one from the other as with grapes, and the oil unites them together. Therefore the defilement affects them all. 
(5) Lit., 'utensils of service.' 
(6) Before they may be used by a Jew. 
(7) Even after being scalded or made white-hot. 
(8) Approximately 120 gallons. 
(9) Num. XXXI, 23. 
(10) By adding the words, and it shall be clean, the inference is that something more is required, viz., immersion besides making the article white-hot. 
(11) Ibid. 
(12) As is done with one that had been defiled by a corpse. Cf. ibid., XIX, 12 ff. 
(13) V. Glos. The reference is to the ritual bath containing a minimum of forty se'ah. 
(14) Which belonged to a heathen; although not used by him, must be immersed. 
(15) When the Israelites captured such utensils from the Midianites; i.e., they must be the property of the Jew to require cleansing by him. 
(16) And require immersion. 
(17) Like earthen vessels and need not be immersed. 
(18) Like utensils of metal, since lead is used for the glazing. 
(19) And not redeem it. For that reason he considered it to be his property and cleansed it. 
(20) V. supra 36a. 
(21) Without previous cleansing. 
(22) [It is assumed that the vessels taken from the Midianites imparted a deteriorating flavour.] 
(23) Supra 67b, the name is given as R. Huna b. R. Hiyya. The present reading is preferable. 
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 which had been used [by a Gentile] the same day since the effect is not to worsen the flavour. Then let [the utensils which had been used] from then onwards be permitted [without cleansing]! - The decree was made against those which had not been used the same day on account of those which had been used the same day.1 What of the other authority? - [His view is] that a utensil used the same day also imparts a worsened flavour.2 
 R. Amram pointed out the following contradiction to R. Shesheth: We learn: A SPIT AND GRILL MUST BE MADE WHITE-HOT; but it has been learnt with reference to the holy flesh: A spit and grill must be scalded with boiling water!3 - He replied: Amram, my son, what have the sacred utensils to do with Gentiles' vessels since the former absorbed what is permitted and the latter what is prohibited! Raba said: At all events what they discharge is prohibited!4 - But, said Raba, what does the term hag'alah ['scalding'] imply?5 Merikah and shetifah ['rinsing and washing'].6 Abaye said to him: What comparison is this? Merikah and shetifah are with cold water whereas hag'alah applies to boiling water! - But, said Abaye, let his fellow tell concerning him.7 Here [in the Mishnah] he taught that it must be made white-hot and scalding also applies,8 and there [in connection with the holy flesh] he taught that they must be scalded and making them white-hot also applies. Raba answered him: If that be so, let him teach both in one passage and one of them in the other, and then it would be possible to say, 'Let his fellow tell concerning him'!9 But, said Raba, [in the case of] the holy flesh [the cleansing of the vessels by means of scalding] follows the reason given by R. Nahman in the name of Rabbah b. Abbuha, viz., Every day scalding was carried out with respect to the preceding day's [offerings].10 This is quite right with the peace-offerings which could be eaten on the second day [after the sacrificial act]; in this case the process of scalding would be performed before [the traces of the offering] became 'left over'.11 With a sin-offering, however, since it must be eaten the same day [as sacrificed] and the following night, when he cooks to-day a sin-offering, there would be [traces thereof] 'left over'; so if he further cooked in it on the morrow either a peace-offering or sin-offering, then what was 'left over' of to-day's sin-offering would be discharged into the sin-offering or peace-offering of the next day!12 - I can reply: It is not necessary [to arrive at such a conclusion], for if he cooks to-day a sin-offering, then he again cooks to-day a peace-offering [so that the time-limit of the morrow's sin-offering and the peace-offering of the preceding day will expire simultaneously;] and then he may cook in it the morrow's peace-offering!13 If that be so, then scalding would likewise be unnecessary!14 This [indeed] is a difficulty. R. Papa said: [The reason is that] one is encrusted and the other is not.15 R. Ashi said: [The reason is] certainly as was originally explained, viz., in the former they absorbed what is permitted and in the latter what is prohibited, and as for your16 objection that what it gives forth when it discharges is prohibited, [the reply is] that at the time of discharging there is nothing which is prohibited apparent.17 
 For how long must they be made white-hot? - R. Mani said: Until the accretion falls off. And how is scalding done? - R. Huna said: A small vessel must be placed inside a large vessel.18 What, however, is to be done with a large vessel? - Come and hear: There was a pot in the house of R. Akabiah19 [which had to be scalded]; so he made for it 
____________________ 
(1) Theoretically they do not need cleansing, but as a precaution Rabbinic law does not draw the distinction. 
(2) [The prohibition against the use of such utensils proves that the effect of a deteriorating flavour is also prohibited.] 
(3) Zeb. 97a. Before they may be used again on account of the 'remnant' they have absorbed of previous sacrifices. V. next note. 
(4) If the flesh of the sacrifice remains on them beyond the prescribed period it becomes prohibited and the traces of it left behind affect the next offering which is roasted on them. If a priest ate of it he incurred the penalty of excision, v. Lev. VII, 18. 
(5) In the passage quoted about the 'holy flesh.' [Delete with Ms.M. 'also' in curr. edd.] 
(6) [I.e., in addition to the cleansing by fire, the Torah has demanded 'rinsing and washing'.] 
(7) I.e., let one passage explain the other. The phrase is actually a quotation from Job XXXVI, 33, but given a different sense. 
(8) Both processes are necessary. 
(9) Only when the Mishnah or Baraitha expressly mentioned that both processes are necessary either with the sacred utensils or a Gentile's vessels could such an inference be drawn. 
(10) The cooking of each day served to clean away what the utensil absorbed on the preceding day before it actually became 'left over', so that nothing could remain beyond the prescribed period. For that reason the process of making it white-hot was not required with the spit or grill, and scalding sufficed. 
(11) Which may no longer be eaten and must be burnt as 'an abomination'. V. Lev. VII, 18. 
(12) Because before the daily scalding occurred, the time-limit of the preceding day's offering would have expired. [The text in curr. edd. is difficult. Read with Ms. M., 'When he cooks to-day's sin-offering and boils in it tomorrow's peace-offering, then what etc.'] 
(13) In this way the difficulty of the 'left over' is obviated. [The bracketed passage is likewise difficult, and is best deleted with Ms.M.] 
(14) Since there would be nothing 'left over' to remove from the utensil. 
(15) The Gentile's utensil, which may not have been in constant use, becomes encrusted and must be made white-hot. The sacred vessels, on the other hand, are in regular use and escape this crust. For that reason scalding is sufficient. 
(16) I.e., Raba's. 
(17) What is 'left over' is nothing more than vapour of the cooked flesh and that need not be treated so seriously. 
(18) The utensil to be cleansed must be placed inside a larger pot, filled with boiling water. The whole of the former is thus affected by the boiling water. 
(19) [V.l. Mar 'Ukba or R. 'Ukba.] 
Talmud - Mas. Avodah Zarah 76b 
 a rim of dough around its mouth and filled it with water which he boiled up.1 Raba said: Who could have been clever enough to do this if not R. Akabiah who is a great man! He was of the opinion that as [a vessel] absorbs so it discharges; as [its rim] absorbs by the splashings [of the food which is cooked in the pot] so [the boiling water] would cause [the rim] to discharge by means of the splashings. 
 BUT A KNIFE MAY BE POLISHED AND IS THEN RITUALLY CLEAN. R. 'Ukba b. Hama said: One plunges it ten times in soil.2 R. Huna the son of R. Joshua said: That is, in untilled soil. R. Kahana said: [This holds good only] of a knife which is in sound condition and has no notches. It has been also taught to the same effect: With a knife in sound condition and without notches one plunges it ten times in soil. R. Huna the son of R. Joshua said: [This holds good only] to eat cold food with it.3 Thus Mar Judah and Bati b. Tobi were sitting with King Shapur and a citron was set before them. [The king] cut a slice and ate it, and then cut a slice and handed it to Bati b. Tobi. After that he stuck [the knife] ten times in the ground, cut a slice [of the citron] and handed it to Mar Judah. Bati b. Tobi said to [the king], 'Am I not an Israelite!' He replied, 'Of him I am certain that he is observant [of Jewish law] but not of you.' According to another version he said to him, 'Remember what you did last night!'4 
____________________ 
(1) The purpose of the rim was that the boiling water should overflow the top of the vessel and every part of it be scalded. 
(2) In addition to polishing it with a rough cloth (Rashi). 
(3) For hot food it must be scalded. 
(4) According to the Persian rule of hospitality, the king sent a slave-girl to each of them the night before. Mar Judah refused to receive her but the other did not. [Bati was a half-manumitted slave. Tosaf. s.v. אידכר.] 
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