Grace after Meals, and even more so the zimmun blessing, lend an element of worship
and prayer to every meal. However, even the meal itself is not merely an exercise in
eating, but it contains a wide-ranging collection of laws of precedence with regard
to the various food items consumed in the course of a meal.

By the letter of the law, one is not required to avoid ritual impurity, other than when
dealing with consecrated items or entering the Temple. However, the nation’s elite,
haverim and Torah scholars, were always vigilant in their observance of the halakhot
of ritual impurity and observed a standard of purity equal to that observed by priests.
The plethora of halakhot associated with ritual purity and impurity and the prepon-
derance of rabbinic decrees in that area created a situation where it was necessary
to be especially vigilant during every meal in order to avoid both becoming ritually
impure himself and making the food ritually impure. Special care was required with
regard to liquids, as by rabbinic decree, they become ritually impure by means of
contact with any impurity and they then render impure all objects with which they
subsequently come into contact. In fact, both Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel seek to
minimize as much as possible the potential of a person or food items becoming ritu-
ally impure in the course of a meal.

Although most of the disputes cited in the mishna in this chapter deal with purity and
impurity, there is  discussion in the Gemara with regard to the order of the blessings
recited at the conclusion of Shabbat. Although the halakhot of Shabbat per se have
no direct connection to tractate Berakhot, since the procedure for remembering the
day and acknowledging its sanctity at its outset and at its conclusion: “Remember
the Sabbath day to keep it holy” (Exodus 20:7), involves various blessings of enjoy-
ment, e.g., blessings on wine, spices, etc., that is their connection to tractate Berakhot.

The special blessing recited over light at the conclusion of Shabbat and Yom Kippur
is unlike all other blessings of enjoyment. Although, on the one hand, one derives
a modicum of pleasure from the light, due to other considerations, it falls into the
category of the blessings discussed in the ninth chapter, blessings of praise and
thanksgiving. A person recites the blessing over the very existence of light and not
over any direct pleasure or benefit derived from it. Indeed, this dual characteristic
stands at the center of the talmudic discussion surrounding the blessing over light.

Introduction to
Perek VIl
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MI S H N A These are the matters of dispute between

Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard
to the halakhot of a meal: One dispute concerns the order of bless-
ings in kiddush. Beit Shammai say: When one recites kiddush over
wine, one recites a blessing over the sanctification of the day and
recites a blessing over the wine thereafter. And Beit Hillel say:
One recites a blessing over the wine and recites a blessing over
the day thereafter.”

Similarly, Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai disagree with regard to
drinking wine before a meal. Beit Shammai say: One washes his
hands and mixes water with the wine in the cup thereafter, and
Beit Hillel say: One mixes water with the wine in the cup and only
washes his hands thereafter. The basis of this particular dispute is
with regard to the laws of ritual purity, as the Gemara will explain
below.

Also with regard to the laws of ritual purity, Beit Shammai say:
After washing, one dries his hands with a cloth and places it on
the table. And Beit Hillel say: One places it on the cushion upon
which he is sitting,

Similarly, Beit Shammai say: One sweeps the area of the house
where the meal took place and he washes his hands with the final
waters before Grace after Meals thereafter. And Beit Hillel say:
One washes his hands and sweeps the house thereafter.

Just as they dispute the order of the blessings in kiddush, they dis-
pute the order of the blessings in havdala. If a meal continued until
the conclusion of Shabbat, Beit Shammai say: One recites the
blessing over the candle, then the Grace after Meals blessing, then
the blessing over the spices, and finally the blessing of havdala. And
Beit Hillel say: The order is candle, spices, Grace after Meals, and
havdala.

With regard to the blessing over the candle, Béit Shammai say:
‘Who created [bara] the light of fire. And Beit Hillel say: Who
creates [boreh] the lights of fire."

One may neither recite a blessing over the candle nor over the
spices of gentiles, nor over the candle nor the spices designated
to pay respects to the dead, nor over the candle nor the spices of
idolatry." The mishna cites another halakha with regard to the
blessing over the candle: And one does not recite the blessing over
the candle until he derives benefit from its light.

The mishna cites an additional dispute: One who ate and forgot
and did not recite a blessing; Beit Shammai say: He returns to
the place where he ate and recites the blessing. Beit Hillel say:
That is unnecessary. He recites the blessing at the place where he
remembered. Both agree, however, that there is a limit with regard
to how long after eating one may recite Grace after Meals. And
until when does he recite the blessing? Until the food is digested
in his intestines.

Wine came before the diners after the meal;" if only that cup of
wine is there, Beit Shammai say: One recites a blessing over the
wine and recites a blessing over the food, Grace after Meals, there-
after, And Beit Hillel say: One recites a blessing over the food
and recites a blessing over the wine thereafter.

And one answers amen after a Jew who recites a blessing" even if
he did not hear the entire blessing, and one does not answer amen
after a Samaritan [Kuti] who recites a blessing until he hears the
whole blessing in its entirety, as perhaps the Kuti introduced an
element inconsistent with the Jewish faith in that section of the
blessing that he did not hear.

HALAKHA

One recites a blessing over the wine and recites
a blessing over the day thereafter - 11w 7320
ot Y 7720 72 Y In Kiddush, one recites the
blessing over the wine first and recites kiddush
to sanctify the day thereafter, in accordance with
the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 29:6-7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 271:10)

The blessing over the light in havdala - na13
1'7'::1"[: Jin: One recites: Who creates the qums
ofthe ﬁre overthe light of havdala, in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 298:).

One may neither recite a blessing...over the
candle nor over the spices of idolatry - px
a riaw b oowan by b wa by by paaan
“121: One may not recite a blessing over spices that
were not intended for their scent, e.g,, fragrances
to neutralize the odor of the dead or those of a
bathroom. Nor may one recite a blessing over
spices of idolatry. One may neither recite a blessing
over the light of idolatry nor over the light of a
party of gentiles. One may neither recite a blessing
over a candle it due to respect, e.g,, a candle for
the dead, nor over a candle lit by a gentile on
Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot
9:8-9; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 29:25;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 217:2, 56, 208:12).

Wine came before the diners after the meal - x3
1R N ]'I'? One recites Grace after Meals first
and the blessing over the wine thereafter, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hitkhot Berakhot 7:4; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 174:3),

And one answers amen after a Jew who recites
a blessing — 7721 Y VX oK Y One
who hears the end of a blessing recited by a Jew
answers amen, One who hears an entire blessing
recited by a gentile may also answer amen (7az),
as his intention s certainly to bless Heaven (Magen
Avraham, based on the Rema Orah Hayyim 156);
some disagree (Bah; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hitkhot
Berakhot 1:13; Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:2).
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NOTES

What is alternatively — arx 927 ®n: Even though Beit
Shammai also cite two reasons, the Gemara does not
find it noteworthy, since Beit Shammai did not explicitly
introduce the second reason with the term alternatively.
The term, alternatively, emphasizes that it is an additional
reason not stated previously. Beit Shammai's two state-
ments can be understood as two aspects of a single rea-
son (Shitta Mekubbetzet; Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz)

]

_ BACKGROUND
The frequent takes pracedence — Oip 115 Since teality
dictates that two actions cannot be performed simultane-
ously and one action must precede another, several prin-
ciples were established to determine the order in which
they should be performed. This is especially prevalent in
the area of sacrifices, each of which contains a host of
intricate details, which must be executed, There are ad-
ditional criteria, other than frequency, which determine
precedence with regard to sacrifices, e.g, significance,
primary status, and others, Those principles are applied
to other areas of halakha where similar problems of pre-
cedence arise,

Perek VIII
Dafs2 Amuda

NOTES

One disregards a Divine Voice — 51|7 N33 prawn
Rabbi Yehoshua did not intend to say that one disregards
a DivineVoice in all circumstances, Rather, it is disregarded
in matters of halakha. Rabbi Yehoshua invoked this prin-
ciple {Bava Metzia s9b) as a corollary of the principle: The
Torah is notin heaven (Deuteronomy 30:12). On that basis,
any supernatural determinations that run contrary to the
rabbinic interpretation of the Torah are not authoritative,
as that authority is the exclusive purview of the earthly
court (see Rambam Hilkhot Yesodei Halorah, with regard
to prophecy).
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G E M ARAThe Sages taught in a Tosefta: These are the

matters of dispute between Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel with regard to the halakhot of a meal: Beit Shammai
say: When one recites kiddush over wine, one recites a blessing over
the sanctification of the day and recites a blessing over the wine
thereafter as the day causes the wine to come before the meal. And
Beit Shammai offer an additional reason: The day has already been
sanctified and the wine has not yet come. Since Shabbat was sancti-
fied first, it should likewise be mentioned first.

And Beit Hillel say: One recites a blessing over the wine and recites

a blessing over the day thereafter, because the wine causes the
sanctification to be recited. Were there no wine, kiddush would not
be recited. Alternatively, Beit Hillel say: The blessing over wine is
recited frequently, and the blessing over the day is not recited fre-
quently, and there is a general principle: When a frequent practice
and an infrequent practice clash, the frequent practice takes prece-
dence over the infrequent practice. The Tosefta concludes: The ha-
lakha is in accordance with the statement of Beit Hillel.

The Gemara asks: What is alternatively?" Why did Beit Hillel cite an

additional reason? The Gemara responds: And if you say that there
Beit Shammai cite two reasons, and here Beit Hillel offer only one,
therefore Beit Hillel said they are two reasons here as well: The bless-
ing over wine is recited frequently and the blessing over the day is
not recited frequently. When a frequent practice and an infrequent
practice clash, the frequent practice takes precedence’ over the in-
frequent practice.

It was taught in the Tosefta: The halakha is in accordance with the
statement of Beit Hillel. The Gemara remarks: It is obvious, as a
Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed that the halakha is always in
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Why did the Tosefta tell
us here that the halakha is in accordance with their opinion?

The Gemara offers two answers: If you wish, say that this Tosefta was
taught before the Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed that gen-
eral principle. And if you wish, say instead, that this Tosefta was in-
deed taught after the Divine Voice emerged,

and this Tosefta is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua,
who said, with regard to the Divine Voice that emerged and pro-
claimed that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer in the case of the oven of akhnai (Bava Metzia sob), that one
disregards a Heavenly Voice." Just as he disregarded the Divine Voice
in his dispute with Rabbi Eliezer, so too, one disregards the Divine
Voice that proclaimed that the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Beit Hillel.

As to the substance of these statements, the Gemara asks: Do Beit
Shammai hold that the blessing over the day takes precedence?
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One who enters his house at the con-
clusion of Shabbat recites a blessing over the wine, then over the
candle, then over the spices, and recites havdala thereafter? And if
he has only one cup of wine, he leaves it for after the last Shabbat
meal and arranges all of the blessings: Grace after Meals, the bless-
ings of havdala and the blessing over wine together thereafter. Evi-
dently, the blessing over wine precedes the primary havdala blessing.

The Gemara asks: And this baraita, from where is it ascertained that
itis in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai? Perhaps it is
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Beit Shammai’s opinion
cannot be challenged with an unattributed baraita.
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The Gemara responds: It cannot enter your mind that this baraita is

in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, as it was taught at the

beginning of the baraita: Light and spices thereafter. And who, did

you hear, adopts that reasoning? Beit Shammai. As it was taught in

a Tosefta that Rabbi Yehuda said: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did

not dispute that Grace after Meals is recited first and that havdala

is recited last. With regard to what did they disagree? With regard

to the blessings recited in the middle of havdala, the blessings over
the light and over the spices." Beit Shammai say: Light and spices

thereafter; and Beit Hillel say: Spices and light thereafter. Therefore,
the baraita, where it is taught that the blessing over the candle pre-
cedes the blessing over the spices, must be according to Beit Shammai

and it says that wine precedes havdala.

‘The Gemara presents another challenge: And from where do you
ascertain that this baraita is the opinion of Beit Shammai in accor-
dance with the interpretation of Rabbi Yehuda? Perhaps it is the
opinion of Beit Hillel in accordance with the interpretation of Rabbj
Meir.

The Gemara responds: It cannot enter your mind that this baraita is

the opinion of Beit Hillel in accordance with the interpretation of
Rabbi Meir. As it was taught here in the mishna, which like all unat-
tributed mishnayot is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir:

Beit Shammai say: One recites the blessing over the candle, then the

Grace after Meals blessing, then the blessing over the spices, and fi-
nally the blessing of havdala. And Beit Hillel say: The order is candle,
spices, Grace after Meals, and havdala. And there, in the baraita, it
was taught: And if he has only one cup of wine, he leaves it for after
the last Shabbat meal and arranges all of the blessings: Grace after
Meals, the blessings of havdala, and the blessing over wine together
thereafter. According to the baraita, all of the blessings follow Grace

after Meals. Since the baraita and the mishna do not correspond,
conclude from here that the baraita is the opinion of Beit Shammai,
in accordance with the interpretation of Rabbi Yehuda.

And, nevertheless, after the Gemara has proven that the baraita cor-
responds to the opinion of Beit Shammai as interpreted by Rabbi
Yehuda, the contradiction between Beit Shammai’s statement in the
baraita and their statement in the Tosefta is difficult. The Gemara
responds: Beit Shammai hold that the arrival of the day of Shabbat
or a Festival is different from the departure of the day. As with re-
gard to the arrival of the day, the more that we can advance it, the
better; with regard to the departure of the day, the more we post-
pone it, the better, so that Shabbat should not be like a burden to
us. Consequently, although Beit Shammai situate kiddush before the
blessing over the wine, they agree that one should recite havdala after
the blessing over the wine.

The above discussion referred to Beit Shammai’s opinion with regard
to Grace after Meals recited over a cup of wine. The Gemara poses the
question: And do Beit Shammai hold that Grace after Meals re-
quires a cup of wine? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: Wine came
before the diners after the meal; if only that cup of wine is there,
Beit Shammai say: One recites a blessing over the wine and recites
a blessing over the food, Grace after Meals, thereafter. What? Is it
not that he recites a blessing over the wine and drinks it, leaving
Grace after Meals without wine? The Gemara rejects this: No. The
mishna means that he recites a blessing over the cup of wine and
leaves it to drink from it after Grace after Meals.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t the Master say that one who
recites a blessing is required to taste? The Gemara answers: Indeed,
this refers to a case where he tasted it. The Gemara raises a difficulty:
Didn’t the Master say that one who tasted the cup of wine disquali-
fied it* and it is no longer suitable to be used for a cup of blessing?
The Gemara answers: This does not refer to a case where he drank the
wine; but rather, where he tasted it with his hand or poured a bitinto
another cup and drank from it.

NOTES

The dispute over the order of havdala - Y103 n';i'?nm
'1171:11 According to Beit Shammai’s opinion, one Tirst
recites a blessing over the candle, as the benefit from it
is immediate. That is followed by the blessing over the
benefit he derives from the meal and the spices, whose
fragrance he enjoyed last. Finally, he recites the blessing of
havdala itself. Beit Hille! links spices to honoring Shabbat
as their fragrance raises the spirits of the person saddened
by the conclusion of Shabbat, Therefore, the blessing over
the spices is juxtaposed to the blessing over the candle
(Talmidei Rabbeinu Yona; Tosefot Rabbi Yehuda HaHasid)

Ilﬁi.llﬂ‘l.ﬁ

One who tasted the cup of wine dlsquallﬁed it — ioyy
i39: If one tasted even a minute quantity (Mishna Berura)
from the cup of wine accompanying kiddush, havdala, or
Grace after Meals, the contents of the cup are disqualified
for use as a cup of blessing. One who merely poured some
of the wine from the cup into his hand or into a separate
vessel and drank it did not disqualify the cup (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 29:16; Shuthan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 182:3),
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'BACKGROUND -

Second degree ritual impurity — ﬂtsmu’? nw: Something
that became ritually impure by contact with an object
with first degree ritual impurity status. Ritually impure food
of the second degree is called disqualified. It can confer
third degree ritual impurity status to teruma and sacrificial
foods. Any liquids that come in contact with an object
with second degree ritual impurity status themselves as-
sume first degree status. The Sages decreed that certain
itemns, such as sacred books and unwashed hands, have
second degree ritual impurity status.

A creeping animal - Y@ This term generally refers to
rodents, lizards, insects, or any other small creature that
crawls, Ritual impurity is imparted by the carcasses of eight
creeping animals (Leviticus 11:29-30). The Talmud often
refers to these eight creatures with the term creeping
animal, without any further description. The Sages stated
that the smallest of these eight animals was at least the
size of a lentil-bulk at birth, Therefore, one only contracts
ritual impurity if he comes into contact with a piece of
the carcass of a creeping animal that is no smaller than
that. Moreover, one is liable to receive lashes for eating a
lentil-bulk of that type of animal.

The laws of ritual impurity — sxmwiT W1: The halakhot
of ritual purity and impurity are among the most complex
of Torah laws (Shabbat 31a; see Rashi). However, there are
certain fundamental principles that apply universally. Most
items that are impure by Torah law, i.e, a dead creeping
animal, the carcass of an animal, a leper, and a zav, are
primary sources of ritual impurity and render any person or
vessel with which they come into contact ritually impure.
A person, vessel, or food which comes into contact with
a primary source of ritual impurity becomes a secondary
source of ritual impurity and assumes first degree ritual
impurity status, The item most sensitive to becoming ritu-
ally impure is consecrated meat, which may assume even
fourth degree ritual impurity status. Teruma can assume
no lower than third degree status and non-sacred items
can assume no lower than second decree status. An item
that becomes ritually impure but cannot render other
items impure is deemed invalid or disqualified, notimpure.
To this basic system, the Sages added numerous decrees.
Oneis: Liquids that become ritually impure always assume
first degree ritual impurity status, This was a decree due to
liquids of a zav (see Shabbat 14b; Bekhorot 38a). Any food
item that comes into contact with a ritually impure liquid
assumes at least second degree status.

 HALAKHA

An object of second degree ritual impurity status can-
not confer third degree ritual impurity status upon
non-sacred items — p‘?an; ’\g)"?\p iy e PR In a case
of non-sacred items, as opposed to teruma or consecrated
foods, an object of second degree ritual impurity status
is itself simply invalid and, consequently, cannot render
anything else ritually impure. The Sages decreed, however,
that if an object of second degree ritual impurity status
came into contact with liquid, the liquid assumes first de-
gree ritual impurity status (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
She'ar Avot HaTumot 11:2; 7:5).

A vessel does not render a person ritually impure - ¢
o7 KR "7;: A vessel of first degree ritual impurity status
cannot render a person ritually impure, It can, though,
render his hands ritually impure only until the first joint
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 8:1).

A vessel, the outside of which has been rendered ritu-
ally impure by liquids — PpwRI MINK WRLY "7?: Ifthe
outside of a vessel came into contact with ritually impure
liquids, only that portion assumes second degree ritual
impurity status; however, the inside of the vessel does
become ritually impure for use with consecrated items
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘'ar Avot Halumot 7:3;
Hilkhot Kelim 13:4).
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t the Master say: A cup of
blessing requires a minimum measure of wine? By drinking the
wine, doesn’t he diminish the cup from containing its minimum
measure? The Gemara answers: This refers to a case where the cup
contained more than the required measure of wine.

The Gemara asks: Wasn't it taught explicitly: If he has only one
cup of wine? If there is more than the required measure of wine, he
does not have only one cup. The Gemara responds: Indeed, there
are not two cups, but there is more than one.

The Gemara raises another difficulty: Didn’t Rabbi Hiyya teachin
a baraita that Beit Shammai say: He recites a blessing over the
wine and drinks it, and recites Grace after Meals thereafter? Evi-
dently; according to Beit Shammai, wine is not required for Grace
after Meals. Rather, it must be that two tanna’im hold in accor-
dance with Beit Shammai and differ with regard to their opinion.

We learned in our mishna that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel dis-
agree over whether the washing of the hands or mixing water with
the wine takes precedence. Beit Shammai say: One washes his
hands and mixes water with the wine in the cup thereafter, and Beit
Hillel say: One mixes water with the wine in the cup and only
washes his hands thereafter.

The Sages taught a Tosefta where this issue is discussed in greater
detail: Beit Shammai say: One washes his hands and mixes water
with the wine in the cup thereafter, as if you say that one mixes
water with the wine in the cup first, his hands will remain ritually
impure, as the Sages decreed that unwashed hands have second
degree ritual impurity® status as if they touched something rendered
ritually impure by a creeping animal.? Consequently, there is room
for concern that the liquid that inevitably drips on the outside of
the cup might become ritually impure due to his hands, and those
liquids will in turn render the cup ritually impure." Consequently,
Beit Shammai said that the hands must be washed first in order to
prevent that result.

The Gemara asks: If the concern is with regard to ritual impurity to
the cup, why mention the liquids on the outside of the cup? Let his
hands render the cup ritually impure directly.

The Gemara answers: Hands have second degree ritual impurity
status, and there is a general halakhic principle that an object of
second degree ritual impurity status cannot confer third degree
ritual impurity status upon non-sacred items," as opposed to teru-
ma or consecrated food, except by means of liquids. By rabbinic
decree, liquids that come into contact with second degree ritual
impurity assume first degree ritual impurity status and, consequently,
can render non-sacred items impure.

And Beit Hillel say: One mixes water with the wine in the cup and
onlywashes his hands thereafter, as if you say that one washes his
hands first, there is a decree lest the liquid from the outside of the
cup that dampened one’s hands will be rendered ritually impure
due to the cup which is liable to be impure, and the liquid will in
turn render his hands ritually impure.

The Gemara asks: Let the cup render his hands ritually impure
directly, without any liquid? The Gemara responds that, according
toa general principle in the halakhot of ritual impurity, a vessel does
not render a person ritually impure.® The cup alone does not
render his hands ritually impure.

The Gemara asks: If the back of the cup is ritually impure, let it
render the liquids that are within the cup ritually impure? The
Gemara answers: Here we are dealing with a vessel that only the
outside of which has been rendered ritually impure by liquids"
by rabbinic law and not by Torah law. In that case, the inside of the
cup is pure and the outside is impure. As we learned in a mishna:
A vessel whose outer side is rendered ritually impure by liquid,
only the outer side of the vessel is impure,
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while its inner side, and its rim, the edge of the vessel that protrudes out-
wards, and its ear-shaped handle,® and its straight handles are pure. How-
ever, if the inside of the vessel became ritually impure, it is all ritually
impure,

Although the decrees of Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai are different, they are
based on realistic contingencies and on concerns shared by both parties.
The Gemara seeks to clarify: With regard to what do they disagree? What
is the crux of their dispute?

'The Gemara explains: Beit Shammai hold: It is prohibited to use a vessel
the outer side of which has been rendered ritually impure by liquids.
This prohibition stems from a decree of the Sages, due to concern for drips
of liquid that would fall from inside the vessel to its outer side, as those drips
themselves would be rendered ritually impure by virtue of their contact
with the outer side of the vessel. And Beit Shammaij hold that there is no
reason to issue a decree due to the concern of Beit Hillel lest the liquid on
one’s hands will be rendered ritually impure by the cup, as Beit Shammai
hold that the use of a vessel of that kind is prohibited.

And Beit Hillel hold: One is permitted to use a vessel the outer side of
which has been rendered ritually impure byliquid, as they say: Drips are
uncommon, and decrees are not issued on the basis of an uncommon case.
Because Beit Hillel permit the use of a vessel of that kind, there is concern
lest the liquid on one’s hands will be rendered ritually impure due to the
cup.

Alternatively, Beit Hillel hold that one mixes the water with the wine in the
cup and then washes his hands due to the principle: Immediately after the
washing of the hands comes the meal." Therefore, he mixes the water and
wine in the cup, then he washes his hands, and then he immediately pro-
ceeds to the meal.

The Gemara asks: What is the point of Beit Hillel adding: Alternatively?
The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai as follows: Even
according to you, who said that it is prohibited to use a vessel the outer
side of which is ritually impure as we issued a decree due to concern for
drips, even so, our opinion is preferable to yours, as our opinion adheres
to the principle: Immediately after the washing of the hands comes the
meal,

We learned in the mishna that Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai disagree over

where the cloth that one used to dry his hands should be placed. Beit Sham-
mai say: After washing, one dries his hands with a cloth and places it on

the table. And Beit Hillel say: One places it on the cushion upon which he

is sitting.

In a Tosefta, the Sages taught in greater detail: Beit Shammai say: After
washing, one dries his hands with a cloth and places it on the table, as if
you say that he should place the cloth on the cushion, there is room to issue

a decree lest the liquids on the cloth, which is wet because he used it to

dry his hands, become ritually impure due to their contact with the cush-
ion, and the liquids would in turn render the hands of anyone who touch-
es the towel ritually impure.

The Gemara asks: Even without the liquid, let the cushion render the
towel ritually impure directly? The Gemara answers: There is a principle:
A vessel does not render another vessel ritually impure.

The Gemara asks: Let the cushion render the man sitting upon it ritually
impure. The Gemara answers: There, too, there is a general principle: A
vessel does not render a person ritually impure.

And Beit Hillel say: One places it on the cushion upon which he is sitting,
as if you say that he should place it on the table, there is room to issue a
decree lest the liquids on the towel might be rendered ritually impure
by their contact with the table, and those liquids in turn will render the
food placed on the table ritually impure.

'BACKGROUND
Rim and ear-shaped handle — ik pix:

rim
/

handle
/

Jug from the talmudic period

Immediately after the washing of the hands
comes the meal - 1y ov1 niwab Aam: Au-
thorities disagree whether or not one must be
careful to avoid a pause between washing one’s
hands and reciting: Who brings forth bread from
the earth. Some say that one must refrain from
pausing (Tur, based on the Jerusalem Talmud),
others hold that it is not necessary (Rif; Ram-
bam). It is preferable to refrain from pausing.
The duration of a pause between washing and
reciting the blessing over bread that would con-
stitute an interruption is the time it takes to walk
twenty-two cubits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Rayyim
166:1 and the comment of the Rema),

7'M PEREK VIII - 2B 33§



NOTES

Those who eat teruma are vigilant —
i P 719V 3 This expression is
stated both in reference to priests and
to those who sacrifice the Paschal lamb.
The implication is that because of their
awareness that they are engaged in
sacred activities, those individuals are
vigilant with regard to every detail. There
is thus no concern that they might err
due to negligence or laziness.

Washing of the hands for non-sacred
items by Torah law — p'?m'? o n5’u:
iR 12: Washing hands before eatmg
terumais also not a requirement by Torah
law, as by Torah law, there is no concept
of partial ritual impurity restricted to a
single part of the body, e.g., hands. This
statement can be understood as follows,
based on the Jerusalem Talmud: There
is no requirement to wash one’s hands
in any circumstance by Torah law, and
there is no requirement to wash one’s
hands before eating non-sacred items
at all (see Hagahot Ben Arye).

A waiter who is an am ha‘aretz - wraw
yaxnay: Some explain that if the waiter
is an am ha'aretz, once the homeowner
of the house leaves the table the waiter
will dispose of all the crumbs, including
those that are the size of an olive-bulk.
Therefore, it is preferable for the home-
owner to sweep away the crumbs him-
self in an appropriate manner (geonim)

. HALAKHA

One sweeps the house and washes
his hands thereafter — n'ain pr1azn
nw"? 1":1:1: 72 MKx: One sweeps the
house and washes nis hands thereafter,
in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Huna, Nowadays, when the custom is
not to remove the table from before the
diner, there is no need to insist upon the
aorderin which those acts are performed
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot
7:1; Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 180:3).
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The Gemara asks: Let the table render the food upon it ritually impure
directly. The Gemara explains: Here we are dealing with a table that has
second degree ritual impurity status, and an object of second degree ritual
impurity status can only confer third degree ritual impurity status upon
non-sacred items by means of liquids. By rabbinic decree, liquids that
come into contact with second degree ritual impurity assume first degree
ritual impurity status and, consequently, can render non-sacred items im-
pure.

The Gemara seeks to clarify: With regard to what do they disagree? The
Gemara answers: The basis of their dispute is that Beit Shammai hold: It
is prohibited to use a table that has second degree ritual impurity status
for purposes of eating because of a decree due to those who eat teruma. A
table with that status renders teruma ritually impure through contact. To
prevent priests who partake of teruma from unwittingly eating offa table of
that sort, a decree was issued prohibiting its use even with non-sacred foods.

And Beit Hillel hold: It is permitted to use a table that has second degree
ritual impurity status, and we are not concerned about the priests. As those
who eat teruma are vigilant" and would ascertain the status of a table before
eating.

Alternatively, Beit Hillel hold that there is no requirement of washing of
the hands for non-sacred items by Torah law."

The Gemara asks: What is the point of Beit Hillel adding the additional
reason introduced with: Alternatively? The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel
said to Beit Shammai as follows: And if you say, what is the difference
with regard to food that we are concerned that it might be rendered ritu-
ally impure by the cloth on the table; and what is the difference with re-
gard to hands that we are not concerned that they might be rendered
ritually impure by the cloth placed on the cushion? Beit Hillel continue:
We can respond that even so, this is preferable, as there is no requirement
of washing of the hands for non-sacred items by Torah law. It is prefer-
able that hands, whose impurity has no basis in Torah law; will become
ritually impure with second degree ritual impurity status, and food, whose
impurity has a basis in Torah law, will not become ritually impure.

We learned in the mishna that Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai disagree over
whether cleaning the place where one ate or washing one’s hands should be
performed first after the meal. Beit Shammai say: One sweeps the area of
the house where the meal took place and he washes his hands with the
final waters thereafter. And Beit Hillel say: One washes his hands and
sweeps the house thereafter.

The Sages taught in a Tosefta where this issue is discussed in greater detail:
Beit Shammai say: One sweeps the area of the house where the meal took
place and washes his hands thereafter," as if you say that one washes his
hands first, the water is liable to splash on the remaining crumbs and you
will have ruined the food. But Beit Shammai do not hold that the wash-
ing of the hands is first. What is the reason? Due to concern, lest the
crumbs will be made disgusting.

And Beit Hillel say: If the attendant is a Torah scholar, he removes the
crumbs that are an olive-bulk from the table at the end of the meal and
leaves only crumbs that are not an olive-bulk, as food that is less than an
olive-bulk is not considered food and there is no prohibition to ruin it.

This supports the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan said:
Crumbs that are less than an olive-bulk in size, one may destroy them
with his hand without violating the prohibition against ruining food.

Here too the Gemara poses the question: With regard to what do they
disagree? The Gemara answers: The basis of their argument is that Beit
Hillel hold: One is forbidden to use the services of a waiter who is an am
ha’aretz.N Therefore, there is no room for concern that food will be ruined
as only crumbs remain on the table. And Beit Shammai hold: One is
permitted to use the services of an attendant who is an am ha'aretz. Food
will remain on the table and, therefore, there is room for concern that food
will be ruined. The solution is to clean the food off the table and only then
wash one’s hands.
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Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said that Rav Huna said: In our entire
chapter, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hil-
lel, except for this case, where the halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Beit Shammai. And Rabbi Oshaya would teach the
opposite and reverse the opinions of Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai as
they appear in our mishna, and in this case as well, the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel.

We learned in the mishna that Beit Shammai say: One recites the
blessing over the candle, then the Grace after Meals blessing, then
the blessing over the spices, and finally the blessing of havdala. And
Beit Hillel say: The order is candle, spices, Grace after Meals, and
havdala.

The Gemara relates that Rav Huna bar Yehuda happened to come to
Rava’s house. He saw that Rava recited a blessing over the spices
first. Rav Huna bar Yehuda said to him: Now since Beit Hillel and
Beit Shammai do not disagree with regard to the blessing over light,
as we learned in our mishna that Beit Shammai say: One recites the
blessing over the candle, then the Grace after Meals blessing, then
the blessing over the spices, and finally the blessing of havdala. And
Beit Hillel say: The order is candle, and spices, Grace after Meals,
and havdala," why did you recite the blessing over the spices first?

Rava answered after him: Indeed, that is the statement of Rabbi
Meir. However, Rabbi Yehuda says in a baraita that Beit Hillel and
Beit Shammai neither disagree with regard to Grace after Meals
that it is recited first, nor with regard to havdala, which is recited
last. With regard to what do they disagree? They disagree with re-
gard to the light and the spices. Beit Shammai say: One recites a
blessing over light and over spices thereafter, and Beit Hillel say:
One recites a blessing over spices and over light thereafter.

And Rabbi Yohanan said: The people were accustomed to conduct
themselves in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel according
to the interpretation of Rabbi Yehuda. The blessing over the spices
is recited first.

The mishna cited a dispute between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai with
regard to the formula of the blessing over fire in havdala. Beit Sham-
mai say: Who created [bara] the light of fire. And Beit Hillel say:
Who creates [boreh] the lights of fire.

Regarding this, Rava says: With regard to the word bara, everyone
agrees that it means created in the past. Where they disagree is with
regard to the word boreh. Beit Shammai hold: Boreh means that God
will create in the future, and Beit Hillel hold: Boreh also means that
He has created in the past.

Rav Yosef raised an objection: How can there be a dispute over the
meaning of the word boreh? In the following verses it is clear that it
refers to acts of creation in the past: “Who forms light and creates
[boreh] darkness” (Isaiah 45:7), “Who forms mountains and cre-
ates [boreh] wind” (Amos 4:13), or “Who creates [boreh] the heav-
ens and stretches them out” (Isaiah 42:5). Rather, said Rav Yosef:
With regard to both bara and boreh, everyone agrees that they mean
created. Where they disagree is with regard to the light of the fire
or the lights of the fire. As Beit Shammai hold that there is one light
in a fire, and Beit Hillel hold that there are many lights in a fire," as
a flame consists of red, green, and white light. That was also taught
ina baraita: Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: There are manylights
in the fire.

Welearned in the mishna that one may neither recite a blessing over
the candle nor over the spices of gentiles. The Gemara asks: Granted,
the prohibition against the recitation of a blessing over a candle of
gentiles in havdala, as the flame of the candle did not rest. Because it
was burning during Shabbat, one should not recite a blessing over it
at the conclusion of Shabbat. However, what is the reason that one
may not recite a blessing over spices of gentiles?

HALAKHA®

Candle, and spices, Grace after Meals, and hav-
dala - 17?1;31 11t ovawan : The halakhic ruting
is that one recites a blessing over the spices first
and over the candle thereafter, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 29:24; Shuthan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 296:1).

Where they disagree is with regard to the light
of the fire or the lights of the fire - 7ixna ’47'75;1 "
MixmY: One recites: Who creates the lights of the
fire, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbar 29:24;
Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:1),

NOYES

There is one light in a fire...there are many
lights in a fire — X2W..XMA KK KT KN
N3 KK 1T Some explam that accordlng to
Beit H|lle| Ilghtdoes not have merely one use, but
many different uses (Ra'avad). Others explain that
according to Beit Shammai, one recites a blessing
only over the basic light, whereas Beit Hillel hold
that one recites a blessing over all its component
parts (Shenot Eliyahu).
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_ HALAKHA -
Nor over the spices of gentiles - 2122 7% Dowar by ko
One may not recite a blessing over the scent of spices
from parties of gentiles, as those parties are presumably
to celebrate idolatry (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 29:25, Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 9:9; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 297:2).

NOTES

Light that rested - naww 7ix: The blessing recited over
the candle at the conclusion of Shabbat is specifically over
the change that took place; previously he did not have
the option to kindle a fire due to the sanctity of Shabbat,
and now he is permitted to use it. Consequently, even
though as far as the gentile is concerned there is no pro-
hibition to kindle a fire on Shabbat, the light he possesses
is a Shabbat light to which the prohibition of Shabbat
never applied. Therefore, at the conclusion of Shabbat, no
change has taken place in its status. By the same token,
a flame that burned on Shabbat in accordance with all
the strictures and limitations of Shabbat is considered a
light that rested.

Perek VNI
Dafs3 Amuda

. HALAKHA ———
Light for a woman giving birth or aniill person —'7!57 i
n'gin '71571 mn:Iflight was kindled on Shabbat fora woman
giving birth or adangerously ill person, even if kindled by
a Jew (Magen Avraham), one may recite a blessing over it
at the conclusion of Shabbat, as per the baraita (Rambam
Sefer Zemanirn, Hitkhot Shabbat 29:27, Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 298:5).

A gentile...from a Jew — '7;;1\‘;13@...'1:'\5: If a gentile lit a
candle from the candle of a Jew or ifa Jew it a candie from
the candle of a gentile, one may recite a blessing over the
light at the conclusion of Shabbat. However, if a gentile lit
a candle from the candle of another gentile, one may not
recite a blessing over it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hifkhot
Shabbat 29:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:6).

BACKGROUND
Lantern -

ey

Lantern
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Here we are dealing with a party
arranged by gentiles and the spices used at that party were prohibited
because the parties of gentiles are generally devoted to idolatry.

The Gemara asks: But from that which was taught in the latter clause

of the mishna: One may neither recite a blessing over the candle
nor over the spices of idolatry, infer by implication that in the first
clause of our mishna we are not dealing with idolatry? There must
be a different reason why the spices of gentiles are prohibited.

Rabbi Hanina of Sura said: These two halakhot are complementary,
and the mishna states the halakha employing the style of: What is
the reason. The mishna should be understood as follows: What is
the reason that one may neither recite a blessing over the candle
nor over the spices of gentiles?" Because the parties of gentiles are
generally devoted to idolatry and one may neither recite a blessing
over the candle nor over the spices of idolatry.

The Sages taught in a baraita: Over light that rested," one may recite
a blessing in havdala, and over light that did not rest, one may not
recite a blessing. The Gemara asks: What is meant by rested, and
what is meant by did not rest?

If we say that did not rest means that it did not rest from labor, even
from labor that is permitted? Wasn't it taught in a baraita that over
light that was kindled on Shabbat for a woman giving birth or a
dangerously ill person,” for whom one is permitted to perform pro-
hibited labor on Shabbat, one may recite a blessing during havdala
at the conclusion of Shabbat?

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: What is meant by rested? Light that

rested from labor of transgression on Shabbat. However, if the light

burned for the entire Shabbat or was kindled on Shabbat in a permis-
sible manner, one may recite a blessing over it. That halakha was also

taught in a baraita: A lantern® that was continuously burning

throughout the entire day of Shabbat, one mayrecite a blessing over

it at the conclusion of Shabbat.

The Sages taught in a baraita: A gentile who lit a candle from a
candle that was in the possession of a Jew" orifa Jewlita candle from
a gentile, one may recite a blessing over it at the conclusion of Shab-
bat. However, if a gentile lit a candle from a gentile, one may not
recite a blessing over it.

The Gemara asks: What is different about a candle that a gentile lit
from a gentile, that one may not recite a blessing over it? Because
the light did not rest on Shabbat, If so, the light of a Jew who lita
candle from a gentile also did not rest on Shabbat.

And if you say that this prohibited flame has gone and this flame is
anewand different one which came into being in the possession of
a Jew, as a flame is not a concrete, static object, but rather it con-
stantly recreates itself; however, this halakha that was taught in a
Tosefta in tractate Shabbat states: One who carries out a flame from
the private to the public domain on Shabbat is liable for carrying out
from one domain to another. If the flame is constantly recreating itself,
why is he liable? That flame which he lifted from the private domain
he did not place in the public domain and that which he placed he
did not lift. One is only liable for carrying out on Shabbat it he lifted
an object from one domain and placed that same object in another
domain. Since one who carries out a flame on Shabbat is considered
liable, evidently, despite any change that it may undergo, the flame is
essentially considered a single entity.
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Rather, actually that prohibited flame is also extant, and when one re-
cites the blessing, he recites the blessing over the permitted addition
to that flame. The Gemara asks: If so, even if a gentile lit a candle from a
gentile as well, the flame should be considered essentially new; one
should be able to recite a blessing over the addition.

The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so. Fundamentally, there is no
reason to prohibit doing so. However, the Sages issued a decree because
of the first gentile, who did not light the flame from another gentile, and
the first pillar of flame that was kindled on Shabbat. Consequently, they
prohibited all somewhat similar cases, including when a gentile lights a
flame from another gentile.

'The Sages taught in a baraita: If one was walking outside the city, saw
fire there, and wanted to recite the blessing over it as part of havdala, if the
city has a majority of gentiles he may not recite the blessing over the fire,
but if the city has a majority of Jews, he may recite the blessing."

The Gemara notes: The matter itself is difficult in this baraita. You said
in the baraita that if the town has a majority of gentiles he may not recite
the blessing. By inference, if the town population was half gentiles and
half Jews, one may recite a blessing. And then you teach that if the town
has a majority of Jews, he may recite the blessing. By inference, if the
town population was half gentiles and half Jews, one may not recite a
blessing. The inferences from two sections of the baraita are contradic-
tory.

The Gemara responds: By right, the baraita should have taught that even
if the town population was half gentiles and half Jews, one may recite a
blessing, but since in the first clause it tanght: The majority of gentiles,
in the latter clause it used the same expression and taught: The majority
of Jews.

And the Sages taught: One who was walking outside the city at the
conclusion of Shabbat and saw a child with a torch® in his hand, he must
check after his background. If the child is a Jew, he may recite a blessing
over this flame, but if the child is a gentile, he may not recite a blessing
over it.

The Gemara asks: Why was it taught specifically with regard to a child?
Even if he were an adult, one would also need to investigate whether he
was a Jew or a gentile in order to determine whether or not he may recite
a blessing over the torch.

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Here we are dealing with a case where,
although it was the conclusion of Shabbat, it was still soon after sunset.
Therefore, in the case of an adult, it is self-evident that he is a gentile, as
a Jew would not be so quick to take fire in his hand immediately after
Shabbat. In the case of a child, however, say that perhaps he is a Jew and
it happened that he took the torch.

And the Sages taught: One who was walking outside the city at the
conclusion of Shabbat and saw a fire, if the fire is at least as thick as the
opening of a furnace, one may recite a blessing over it, as a fire of that
kind is kindled for the light it produces as well. And if it is not at least that
thick, one may not recite a blessing over it.

It was taught in one bargita: During havdala, one may recite a blessing
over the fire of a furnace;" and it was taught in another baraita: One
may not recite a blessing over the fire of a furnace. There is an apparent
contradiction between the baraitot.

The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as this baraita which prohibits
reciting the blessing is speaking at the beginning when the furnace was
just kindled and the fire is designated solely to heat the objects in the
furnace; that baraita, which permits reciting the blessing, is speaking at
the end, when the fire is no longer needed to heat the objects in the fur-
nace, and its light is used for other purposes.

‘The Gemara cites a similar contradiction between baraitot: It was taught
in one baraita: During havdala; one may recite a blessing over the fire of
an oven or a stove; and it was taught in another baraita: One may not
recite a blessing over it.

HALAKHA

If the city has a majority of Jews, he may recite the
biessing - 71an '7;;1!‘5/3 21 oK: If one was walking
outside a city at the conclusion of Shabbat and saw
its lights, and if the majority, or at least half, of its
residents are Jews, he may recite a blessing. If the
majority are gentiles, he may not (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 29:26; Shuthan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 298:7).

The fire of a furnace ~ w23 '719 J1K: One may not
recite a blessing over fire emerging from a furnace
at the beginning of the process of burning bricks, as
it is not for the purpose of light at that stage. After
the bricks have been burned, it is for the purpose of
light and one may recite a blessing over it (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 29:26; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 298:10).

"7 "BACKGROUND.
Torch - Apyak:

Torch from the biblical era

| NOTES

The fire of a furnace — jwa> lﬂg 1K: Some explain
this differently: When the fire is first lit in the furnace,
one may not recite a blessing over it because there
is a lot of smoke and its light is not bright. Later,
however, as the fire continues to burn, the smoke
subsides and one may recite a blessing over it (Rav
Hai Gaon). Others explain that this refers specifi-
cally to the conclusion of Shabbat just after nightfall
and reverse the ruling. One who sees the fire at its
early stages may recite a blessing as it was certainly
kindled after Shabbat concluded, However, if the
fire s at a later stage, one may not recite a blessing
over it as it was clearly kindled on Shabbat (Me'ri;
Shitta Mekubbetzet).
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HALAKHA

The light of a synagogue or a study hall - '7\__:) 7N
w1 3 2 neys 3 There are differing opinions
with regard to this issue, Some say that if an important
person is present in the synagogue, one may recite
a blessing as the light is for his needs (Tosafot). Oth-
ers say the opposite. Some ruled in accordance with
the first opinion (Shuthan Arukh HaRav). If a caretaker
was eating there, it is permitted. But if the light of the
moon was shining there, one may not recite a blessing
over the light of the synagogue. in general, if the lights
were for the sake of illumination rather than honor,
one is permitted to recite a blessing (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbar 29:26; Shulthan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 208:11).

One recites a blessing on behalf of everyone - 1K
]’71:'7 71:31: One recites the blessing over light on behalf
of everyone present, in accordance with the opinion of
Beit Hillel (Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:14).

Would not say good health ~ &9 DK 1] b
One should discuss only Torah matters in the study hall.
Consequently, even saying good health to one who
sneezed is prohibited. Some were lenient in this regard
in later generations, as people became less vigilant in
avoiding other matters in the study hall (Shakh; Ram-
bam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:9; Shulhan
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:17).

One may neither recite a blessing over the candle...
of the dead - oaYw... 9w b 113730 pas: Over light

kindled to honor the dead, even during the day, one

may not recite a blessing. Over any light kindled for the

sake of illumination, however, one may recite a blessing

(Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:12).

Spices made to neutralize the bad odor ~ oaw3
m .\Hm’? amiwi: Over spices intended to neutralize
bad odors, ane may not recite a blessing (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 9:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 217:2).

_NOTES ————
Where there is an important person — 07 K37
W13 Some explain: If an important person is present
in the synagogue, the fire was clearly kindled to pro-
vide light. If not, the light is to honor the synagogue
and one may not recite a blessing over it (Rabbeinu
Hananel, geonim).

One recites a blessing on behalf of everyone - T
]’2-1:'? T12m: Ostensibly, wouldn't it be preferable for
each one to recite his own blessing as is the case with
regard to Grace after Meals? Since the blessing over the
candle is not a blessing over pleasure or benefit derived,
but rather a blessing of thanks to God for creating this
phenomenon, blessings of thanksgiving are best re-
cited in multitudes of people, as then it is much more
obvious (Penei Yehoshua).

BACKGROUND

Caretaker — xa1: This is the synagogue caretaker, the
person charged with organizing and cleaning the
synagogue and performing similar duties. He would
sometimes reside in the synagogue, which was gener-
ally out of town, in order to better perform his tasks. The
use of the term hazzan in the sense of communal prayer
leader is a much later development.
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The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as a similar distinction be-
tween the baraitot may be suggested. This baraita, which prohibits recit-
ing the blessing, is speaking at the beginning, when the oven or stove
was just kindled and the fire is designated solely to heat the objects on
the stove orin the oven; that baraita, which permits reciting the blessing,
is speaking at the end, when the fire is no longer needed to heat the
objects on the stove or in the oven and its light is used for other pur-
poses.

The Gemara cites another contradiction: It was taught in one baraita:
During havdala, one may recite a blessing over the light of a syna-
gogue or a study hall;" and it was taught in another baraita: One may
not recite a blessing over it.

The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as this baraita, which pro-
hibits reciting the blessing, is speaking in a case where there is an im-
portant person" in the synagogue and the fire is kindled in his honor
and not to provide light; that baraita, which permits reciting the bless-
ing, is speaking in a case where there is no important person present
and the fire is kindled to provide light.

Andifyouwish, say instead that this baraita and that baraita are speak-
ing in a case where there is an important person present in the syna-
gogue, and this is not difficult because the contradiction can be re-
solved as follows: This baraita, which permits reciting the blessing, is
speaking in a case where there is a caretaker® in the synagogue who
uses the light; that baraita, which prohibits reciting the blessing, is
speaking in a case where there is no caretaker and the light is kindled
for purposes of honor.

And if you wish, say instead that this baraita and that baraita are both
referring to a case where there is a caretaker present in the synagogue,
and this is not difficult because the contradiction can be resolved as
follows: This baraita, which prohibits reciting the blessing, is speaking
in a case where there is moonlight, so the caretaker did not light the
fire to provide light as the moonlight is sufficient; that baraita, which
permits reciting the blessing, is speaking in a case where there is no
moonlight, and the caretaker lights the fire to provide light.

The Sages taught in a baraita: People were seated in the study hall and

they brought fire before them at the conclusion of Shabbat. Beit

Shammai say: Each and every individual recites a blessing for him-
self; and Beit Hillel say: One recites a blessing on behalf of every-
one" and the others answer amen. Beit Hillel’s reasoning is as it is

stated: “The splendor of the King is in the multitude of the people”
(Proverbs 14:28). When everyone joins together to hear the blessing,
the name of God is glorified.

The Gemara asks: Granted, Beit Hillel, they explain their reasoning,
but what is the reason for the opinion of Beit Shammai to prohibit
reciting the blessing communally? The Gemara answers: They hold that
it is prohibited due to the fact that it will lead to suspension of study
in the study hall. Waiting for someone to recite the blessing will inter-
rupt Torah study for several minutes.

This concern for disrupting Torah study was also taught in a baraita:
The members of the house of Rabban Gamliel would not say good
health” when someone sneezed in the study hall, due to the fact that
it would lead to suspension of study in the study hall.

‘We learned in the mishna: One may neither recite a blessing over the

candle nor over the spices designated to honor the dead." The Ge-
mara explains: What is the reason? Because a candle of the dead is

kindled for the purpose of honoring the dead, not for light; the spices

are to neutralize the bad odor," not for their pleasant fragrance.

And Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Any deceased before whom a
candle is taken out both by day and by night, it is evident that the
candle is for the purpose of honoring the deceased; therefore, one may
not recite a blessing over it. And any deceased before whom a candle
is taken out only by night, it is evident that the purpose of the candle
is for its light alone, and one may recite a blessing over it.
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Similarly, Rav Huna said: Over spices used to deodorize the bath-
room and fragrant oil intended to remove filth, one may not recite
a blessing as they are not used for their pleasant fragrance.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that any case where it is not used
for its pleasant fragrance, one may not recite a blessing over it?
The Gemara raises an objection based on the Tosefta: One who
enters the store of a perfumer,” and smelled a fragrance, even if
he sat there throughout the entire day, he only recites a blessing
once. However, if one entered and exited, entered and exited, he
recites a blessing on each and every occasion. Isn’t it a case here,
where the spices are not intended for fragrance, as they are not
used to improve the scent in the store, and, nevertheless, one recites
a blessing?

The Gemara responds: Yes, in this case the spices are also intended
for fragrance; they are used to generate a scent in the store so that
people will smell them and come and purchase from him.

The Sages taught in a baraita: One who was walking outside a city
and smelled a scent; if the majority of the town’s residents are
gentiles he may not recite a blessing over the scent, but if the
majority are Jews, he may recite a blessing. Rabbi Yosei says:
Even if the majority are Jews, one may not recite a blessing, as
the daughters of Israel burn incense to witchcraft and the spices
were certainly made for witcheraft, not for their fragrance.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that they all burn incense to witch-

craft? Rather, there is a minority of people who burn incense to
witchcraft, and a different minority who burn spices in order to
perfume their garments with incense.” A majority, therefore,
exists that does not use it for fragrance, and in a case where
the majority does not use it for fragrance, one does not recite a
blessing.

Similarly, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said:
One who walks on Shabbat eve in Tiberias® or at the conclusion
of Shabbat in Tzippori,® and smelled the scent of incense may not
recite a blessing, as the presumption is that it was intended to
perfume garments.

On a related note, the Gemara cites the following: The Sages taught
in a baraita: One who was walking in the marketplace of idolators
and willingly smelled the incense wafting there, he is a sinner, as
he should not have the intention to smell it.

We learned in the mishna: And one does not recite the blessing
over the candle until he derives benefit from its light.

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Benefit does not mean that the one
reciting the blessing must have actually benefited from the light of
the candle. Rather, as long as one could stand close to the candle
and utilize its light, anyone who sees it may recite a blessing over
it, even ifhe is standing at a distance. And similarly, Rav Ashi said:
‘We learned this halakha, that one may recite a blessing over the light
of a candle even with regard to those standing in a place that is
distant.

The Gemara raises an objection from a Tosefta: One who had a
candle hidden in his lap or placed inside an opaque lamp," or if
he saw a flame and did not utilize its light, or if he utilized its light
and did not see a flame, may not recite a blessing until he both
sees the flame and utilizes its light.

HALAKHA

One who enters the store of a perfumer -
o2 9w imar L5 One who enters the
store ofa perfumer recites: Who creates types
of spices. If one exits the store with no inten-
tion to return and reenters several times, he
recites a blessing each time he enters (Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 9:5; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 217:1).

Incense to perfume garments - mm'? m:
One does not recite a blessing over incense
used to perfume garments (Rambam Sefer
Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 9:8; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 217:3),

. BACKGROUND

Tiberias — x272v: The city of Tiberias was
founded in the year 21 CE by Herod Antipas
and was named for the Roman emperor, Ti-
berius. However, the city was constructed
upon the ruins of an ancient settlement,
which, according to most opinions, was the
biblical city of Rakkat (Joshua 19:35). There is
a discussion among the Sages with regard
1o the graves located there, which led to a
prohibition against priests living there

Tzippori — Misy: Tzippori is located in cen-
tral Lower Galilee. It was destroyed after the
death of Herod, but was later reconstructed
in great splendor. At the conclusion of the
tannaitic period, concurrent with the devel-
opment and growth of the Jewish settlement
in the Galilee, the city rose in prominence,
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi moved there and trans-
ferred the seat of the Sanhedrin there as well,
transforming the city into a Torah center for
an extended period. During the period that
the Jerusalem Talmud was redacted, Tzippori
continued to be a significant urban center in
Lower Galilee,

Upper Galilee

Akkn |

Lower Galilee

@ Thada

Map of Galilee

. MAUAKHA

One who had a candle hidden in his lap or
placed inside an‘opaque lamp, etc, - 7]
315392 ¢ i3 mwap 1 1: One may not re-
citea blessmg overa ||ght untif he sees itand
can make use of its light, e.g,, to distinguish
between two coins (Mishna Berura). Conse-
quently, if the light was placed in one’s lap or
inside a lamp creating a situation where the
flame cannot be seen but the light can be
used, or if the flame can be seen but the light
cannot be used, one may not recite: Who cre-
ates the lights of the fire, in accordance with
the conclusion of the Gemara (Shufhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 298:15).

SI7TN P - PEREK VIIL-§3B 341



Pundeyon - 1ivtng: This refers to a coin worth two issarim;
in Latin, dupondius.

$/BACKGROUND | ———
Pundeyon - 1v303:

Pundeyon of the Roman emperor Tiberius

A coin of Tiberias - 7130 '7!57 yavm:

Tiberias coins on which the name of the city was written

A coin of Tzippori - ryiox by yapn:

Tzippori coin on which the name of the town was written,
from the reign of the Roman emperor Trajan
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The Gemara first clarifies the content of the Toseffa itself: Granted, a
case where one utilizes its light and did not see a flame, can be
found where the flame is situated around a corner, illuminating the
area but hidden from his view. But how can a case where one saw a
flame and did not utilize its light be found? Is it not referring to a
case where one is distant? Apparently, one must actually utilize the
flame; merely having the potential to utilize it is not sufficient.

The Gemara rejects this: No. This refers to a case where the flame is
gradually dimming. One sees the flame, but is unable to utilize its
light.

The Sages taught in a baraita: One may recite a blessing over smol-
dering coals” just as he does over a candle; however, over dimming
[omemot] coals, one may not recite a blessing, The Gemara asks:
What are the circamstances of smoldering coals? Rav Hisda said:
Smoldering coals are any coals that, if one places awood chip among
them, it ignites on its own without fanning the flame.

‘With regard to the wording of the baraita, the Gemara raises a di-
lemma: Does the baraita say omemot beginning with an alef, or
omemot beginning with an ayin?

Come and hear a resolution, as Rav Hisda bar Avdimi said: The
correct version is omemot beginning with an ayin, as it is stated: “The
cedars in the garden of God could not dim it [amamuhu]” (Ezekiel

31:8).

And with regard to the question whether or not one must actually
benefit from the flame’s light in order to recite a blessing, Rava said:
When the mishna said benefit, it meant that he must actually derive
benefit from the light.

The Gemara asks: And how adjacent must one be in order to be con-
sidered to have derived benefit from the flame? Ulla said: So that he
can distinguish between an issar and a pundeyon,'® two coins of the
period. Hizkiya said: So that he can distinguish between a weight
used in Tiberias® and a weight used in Tzippori,® which were slight-
ly different.

The Gemara relates that the amora’im conducted themselves in ac-
cordance with their above-stated opinions. At the conclusion of Shab-
bat, Rav Yehuda would recite a blessing over the light of the house
of Adda, the servant, which was far from his house, Rava would re-
cite a blessing over the light of the house of Gurya bar Hama, which
was adjacent to his house. Abaye would recite a blessing over the
light of the house of bar Avuh.

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said a general halakhic principle: One need
not seek out light™ at the conclusion of Shabbat in the manner that
one seeks out other mitzvot. If no flame is available over which to
recite a blessing, it does not prevent one from reciting havdala. And
Rav Zeira said: Initially I would seek out light, once I heard this
halakha that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, I too do not seek out
light. However, if a candle happens to become available to me, I re-
cite a blessing over it.

HALAKHA

Smoldering coals — n1wr_'g'i'7 u"?rjg: One may recite a blessing
over the light of smoldering coals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hifkhot Shabbat 29:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:9).

One need not seek out light - 7ixy '7.!2 ] s There is no

obligation to seek out a light in order to recite the blessing dur-
ing havdala at the conclusion of Shabbat, in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
29:26; Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2982).

NOTES

One need not seek out light - 11&;'71_’ PR PK:Thisis because  thanksgiving nor is it a genuine blessing made over pleasure or

the blessing recited over the candle is merely to commemorate
the creation of the first light; it is neither a fixed blessing of

benefit derived. Therefore, it is secondary to the havdala blessing
(Tosefot Rabbi Yehuda HaHasid; Tosefot HaRosh).
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Our mishna cited a dispute regarding one who ate and forgot and
did not recite a blessing;" Beit Shammai say: He returns to the
place where he ate and recites the blessing, Beit Hillel say: That
is unnecessary. He recites the blessing at the place where he re-
membered. Rav Zevid said and some say Rav Dimi bar Abba
said: This dispute is only with regard to a case where one forgot
to recite the blessing, but if he did so intentionally, everyone
agrees that he must return to the place where he ate and recite
ablessing.

The Gemara asks: This is obvious. We learned in the mishna:
And forgot, not if he did so intentionally.

The Gemara explains: Lest you say that the same is true, that Beit
Hillel permit one to recite a blessing without returning to the
place where he ate, even in a case where he willfully did not recite
a blessing, and that which was taught: And forgot, is to convey
the far-reaching nature of the opinion of Beit Shammai," who
require him to return to the place where he ate even if he forgot,
Rav Zevid teaches us that there is no disagreement in that case.

It was taught in a baraita that Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai:
According to your statement, one who ate atop the Temple
Mount, God’s chosen place of residence, and forgot and de-
scended without reciting a blessing, must he return to the top
of the Temple Mount, God’s chosen place of residence, to recite
a blessing? Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: Why not? And
according to your statement, one who forgot his purse atop
the Temple Mount, God’s chosen place of residence, would he
not ascend to retrieve it? If one ascends in deference to his own
needs, all the more so he should ascend in deference to Heaven.

The Gemara relates: There were these two students who ate and
did not recite a blessing. One of them did so unwittingly, and,
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, returned to
where he ate,and found a purse of gold. One of them did so
intentionally, and, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hil-
Iel, albeit in circumstances where they agree with Beit Shammaj,
did not return and a lion ate him.

The Gemara further relates: Rabba bar bar Hana was once trav-
eling with a caravan. He ate and forgot and did not recite a
blessing. He said to himself: What shall I do? IfI say to them:
I forgot to recite a blessing, they will say to me to recite a bless-
ing here, as wherever you recite a blessing, you recite a blessing
to God. It is better that I say to them: I forgot a golden dove.
Then they will wait for me while I retrieve it. He said to them:
Wait for me, as I forgot a golden dove. He went and recited a
blessing and found a golden dove.

The Gemara asks: What is different about a dove, that he spe-
cifically said that that was the object that he forgot? The Gemara

answers: Because the community of Israel is likened to a dove,
as it is written: “The wings of a dove, covered in silver, and its

pinions with the shimmer of gold” (Psalms 68:14). The Ge-
mara explains the parable: Just as a dove is saved from its ene-
mies only by its wings, so too, Israel is saved only by the merit

of the mitzvot.

‘We learned in the mishna: And until when does he recite the
blessing? Until the food is digested in his intestines.

The Gemara asks: What is the duration of digestion?" Rabbi
Yohanan said: Aslong as he is not yet hungry again. And Reish
Lakish said: As long as he is thirsty due to his eating.

Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said to Mar Zutra, and some say that
it was Rav Yeimar bar Sheizevi who said to Mar Zutra: Did
Reish Lakish say that? Didn’t Rav Ami say that Reish Lakish
said: What is the duration of digestion? As long as it takes to
walk four mil?

HALAKHA

One who ate and forgot and did not recite
a blessing - 713 r<"7] '7;b5: The authorities
disagree with regard to the conclusions that
result from this halakha. Some say that one
who erred and failed to recite a blessing
need not return, but one who did so inten-
tionally must return. If he did not return, he
fulfilled his obligation after-the-fact (Ram-
bam). Others say that even one who erred
and failed to recite a blessing must return,
although, if he did not return, he neverthe-
less fulfilled his obligation. One who did
5o intentionally and did not return did not
fulfill his obligation (Rosh). The consensus is
that one must return, although if he did not
and recited a blessing elsewhere, he fulfiiled
his obligation (Magen Avraham, Taz; Beer
Heitev; Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Rambam Sefer
Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 4:1; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim184:1),

The duration of digestion — '713.\] W
One may recite Grace after Meals until the
food is digested in his intestines. Authori-
ties disagree with regard to the duration of
digestion. Some say that after a sizable meal
it is until one becomes hungry again, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoha-
nan, and after a meager meal it is the length
of time it takes to walk four mi/, as Rabbi
Yohanan and Reish Lakish did not dispute
that point (7az). Others are more stringent
and hold that after a meager meal one must
recite a blessing immediately (Magen Avra-
ham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot
2114, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 184:5).

NOTES

To convey the far-reaching nature of the
opinion of Beit Shammai — ria :p_{"gﬁﬂ'?
'Ry MaT: It would have been equally per-
tinent to convey the far-reaching nature of
the opinion of Beit Hillel, especially as that
would underscore the lenient, rather than
the stringent, opinion. However, since the
practical halakha in this case is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, as
even Beit Hillel agreed that one who wishes
to conduct himself in accordance with the
opinion of Beit Shammai is praiseworthy,
the Gemara sought to cfarify their opinion
{Hefetz Hashemn)
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HALAKRA
Seize the opportunity and recite a blessing — ibn
T2 Itis appropriate to make an effort to be given
the cup of blessing in order to lead the zimmun be-
fore Grace after Meals, as per Rav Huna's advice to his
son (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 201:4).

One answers amen following everyone whom
we hear recite a blessing, except for schoolchil-
dren — RipieRD VI K 2iy ’7’:{[ An: If one hears
ablessing recited by any Jewish person, although he
did not hear the entire blessing and although he is
not obligated torecite that blessing, he mustanswer
amen, However, one does not answer amen after
blessings recited by children who are just learning to
recite blessings. However, when children recite bless-
ings which they are obligated to recite, one answers
amen (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 1:13;
Shuthan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 215:2-3)

Final waters — pyiax om: Washing one’s hands
with final waters is required, Some say thatin a place
where there is no Sodomite salt one need not insist
on final waters {Tosafot), and that is a common cus-
tom (Magen Aviaham). According to the kabbalists,
one should insist upon washing with final waters
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 7:11—12;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 181).

NOTES:

The one who answers amen is greater - miyn 5115
Ja: Some explain that the reward of one who an-
swers amen s greater because he thereby completes
the mitzva (Tosefot HaRosh).

One who is filthy is unfit for Temple service -
1'11:11:'7 '71\:5 amitaw: This refers to a filthy animal
that is unfit as a sacrifice to God because it emits
a bad odor.

And you shall be holy, these are the final waters
- ot o 9 ot oom: This indicates that
washmg hands with the final waters is a mitzva
due to sanctity, while other sources indicate that
it is obligatory because of the danger posed by
Sodomite salt, which is harmfui to the eyes. Some
explain that both reasons are correct; even when
there is no danger from Sodomite salt, the mitzva
remains (Rabbanei Tzarfat), Others explain that the
mitzva due to sanctity applies to the one reciting the
blessing, while the other diners, for whom the only
reason is the Sodomite salt, may wait and wash their
hands after reciting Grace after Meals (Sheltot DeRav
Ahai; Talmidei Rabbeinu Yona).

- LANGUAGE
Military assistants [gulyarin] — p'p;'?u: The mean-
ing of this word and its origin are unclear. Some say
thatitis from the Latin galearius, meaning a soldier’s
servant, Others claim that it is from Greek. In any case,
itsimagery is based on the strategy of ancient armies,
which, at the outset, dispatched light regiments to
harass the enemy, after which they would deploy
heavy battalions comprised of legions of mighty war-
riors who would determine the outcome of the battle,

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Zilai, Rabbi Zivai — 11 ’;1,vt<'7v1 a1 The
strange names of these Sages, along with the fact
that they do not appear in any other sources, leads
one to conjecture that Zivai, Zilai, and Zuhamai are
nicknames rather than the actual names of these in-
dividuals. It seems that certain Sages who only stated
a single well-known hafakha came to be known by
that halakha.The halakha concerning disqualification
due to flth, zohama, led to its author being called Rav
Zuhamai. Apparently, that is the case with regard to
Zilai and Zivai as well (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Hayyot)
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, where Reish Lakish
said the duration is as long as it takes to walk four mil, is in a case
where he ate a sizable meal, here, where Reish Lakish said the dura-
tion is as long as he remains thirsty, is in a case where he ate a meager
meal.

We learned in the mishna a tannaitic dispute with regard to a case
where wine came before the diners after the meal, and we also learned
in the mishna that one answers amen after a Jew recites a blessing even
ifhe did not hear the entire blessing.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that if a Jew recites a blessing, even
though one did not hear the entire blessing, he responds amen? If
he did not hear the entire blessing, how did he fulfill his obligation?

Hiyya bar Rav said: This is not a case where one seeks to fulfill his
obligation by responding amen; rather, it is a case where he did not
eat with them yet still wishes to answer amen to their blessing. And
so RavNahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: It is a case where he
did not eat with them. The Gemara relates: Rav said to his son,
Hiyya: My son, seize the opportunity and recite a blessing quickly"
And similarly Rav Huna said to his son, Rabba, seize the opportu-
nity and recite a blessing.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that one who recites a blessing is
preferable to one who answers amen? Wasn't it taught in a baraita
that Rabbi Yosei says: The reward of the one who answers amen is
greater" than the reward of the one who recites the blessing?

Rabbi Nehorai said to him: By Heavens, an oath in the name of God,
it is s0. Know that this is true, as the military assistants [gulyarin]*
descend to the battlefield and initiate the war and the mighty de-
scend and prevail. The amen that follows a blessing is compared to
the mighty who join the war after the assistants, illustrating that an-
swering amen is more significant than reciting the initial blessing.

The Gemara responds: This is subject to a tannaitic dispute, as it was
taught in a baraita: Both the one who recites ablessing and the one
who answers amen are included among those who “stand up and
bless” (Nehemiah 9:5), but they hurry to reward, ie., the one who
recites the blessing, more than they hurry to reward, i.e,, the one
who answers amen.

Shmuel raised a dilemma before Rav: What is the halakha with re-
gard to answering amen after the blessings of schoolchildren? Rav
said to him: One answers amen following everyone whom we hear
recite a blessing, except for schoolchildren,” as they recite blessings

merely in order to learn them, not as expressions of thanksgiving.
This applies specifically at a time when they are not fulfilling their
obligation with the recitation of the blessing, but are simply learning,
However, at a time when they are fulfilling their obligation through

the recitation of a blessing, one answers amen after their blessing.

The Sages taught in a baraita: If one does not have oil to spread on and
cleanse his hands after eating, this prevents him from reciting the Grace
after Meals blessing; this is the statement of Rabbi Zilai. Rabbi Zivai®
says: Lack of that oil does not prevent one from reciting Grace after
Meals. Rav Aha says: Lack of fine oil prevents one from reciting Grace
after Meals. One must wait until he rubs oil on his hands. Rav Zuhamai
says: Just as one who is filthy is unfit for Temple service," so too are
filthy hands unfit for reciting the Grace after Meals blessing.

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said of this: I do not know of Zilai or Zivai
or Zuhamai; rather, I know a baraita, as Rav Yehuda said that Rav
said, and some say that it was taught in a baraita: It is stated: "And
you shall sanctify yourselves, and you shall be holy, for holy am I, the
Lord your God” (Leviticus 20:26). With regard to this verse, the
Sages said: And you shall sanctify yourselves, these are the first
waters with which one washes his hands before the meal; and you
shall be holy, these are the final waters;" for holy, this is oil which
one spreads on his hands; am I, the Lord your God, this is the Grace
after Meals blessing.



This chapter reviewed two sets of problems based on disputes between Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel with regard to meal protocol.

The first set of problems dealt primarily with the halakhot of precedence in various

components of a meal. These halakhot are tied to comprehensive halakhic frame-
works associated primarily with the halakhot of sacrifices and ritual purity and im-
purity. As usual, the halakha was ruled in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel

in all of these cases, with one exception. There too, due to variant readings, the ruling
is not unequivocally in accordance with Beit Shammai. Although the considerations

of both Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel are substantially similar, i.e., distancing oneself
from all ritual impurity, both impurity of people and impurity of vessels, it can be

said that Beit Hillel's primary emphasis is on distancing oneself from ritual impurity
by Torah law, even if that entails a certain lack of vigilance vis-a-vis other forms of
ritual impurity.

Another dispute, with regard to the order in which various blessings are recited, es-

pecially those associated with kiddush and havdala, was not conclusively resolved in
this chapter. Its conclusive resolution with regard to its most complex circumstance,
ie., a Festival that begins at the conclusion of Shabbat when kiddush and havdala
converge, can be found in tractate Pesahim, where the definitive order of the blessings
is: Wine, kiddush, candle, havdala, and Who has given us life, etc.

Another set of problems discussed in great detail in this chapter is the blessing of
havdala and the accompanying blessing over light. These blessings were highlighted
because they constitute a basis for both blessings recited prior to fulfilling mitzvot
and blessings of praise and thanksgiving, which are discussed in Chapter Nine.
Among the significant halakhic conclusions drawn with regard to this matter is the

fact that one may recite the blessings only over spices and candles that were specifi-

cally designated for that purpose. One may neither recite the blessings over incidental
fragrances and lights nor over those that have an element of prohibition.

Summary of
Perek VIII

345




