When Rabbinic Interpretation and the Plain Meaning of Chumash Conflict:
The Case of Piggul - Menachot 11b, 13a

The Chumash presents the sin of piggul as eating a korban past its allotted time. Chazal,
however, explain it as intending to eat (or do other parts of the worship) past the allotted
time. How should we understanding this difference? In this shiur, we will examine a few
approaches to the gap between peshat (=plain contextual meaning) and derash (=rabbinic
interpretation) and will understand more about the world of korbanot in the process.

Questions? Comments? Email dinanddaf@gmail.com
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...With regard to one who removes a handful from the meal offering with the intent to partake
of its remainder...on the next day or to partake of an olive-bulk of its remainder on the next
day, to burn its handful on the next day or to burn an olive-bulk of its handful on the next day,
or to burn its frankincense on the next day, the offering is piggul, and one is liable to receive

karet for partaking of the remainder of that meal offering. This is the principle: In the case of
anyone who removes the handful, or places the handful in the vessel, or who conveys the
vessel with the handful to the altar, or who burns the handful on the altar, with the intent to
partake of an item whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, e.g., the remainder,
or to burn an item whose typical manner is such that one burns it on the altar, e.g., the
handful or the frankincense...beyond its designated time, the offering is pigguland one is

liable to receive karet on account of it, provided that the permitting factor, i.e., the handful,
was sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva...
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In the case of a priest who removes a handful from the meal offering with the intent to partake
of its remainder or to burn its handful on the next day, Rabbi Yosei concedes in this instance
that it is a case of pigguland he is liable to receive karet for partaking of it. But if the priest’s
intent was to burn its frankincense the next day, Rabbi Yosei says: The meal offering is unfit
but partaking of it does not include liability to receive karet. And the Rabbis say: It is a case of
piggul and he is liable to receive karet for partaking of the meal offering. The Rabbis said to
Rabbi Yosei: In what manner does this differ from an animal offering, where if one slaughtered

it with the intent to sacrifice the portions consumed on the altar the next day, it is piggul?
Rabbi Yosei said to the Rabbis: There is a difference, as in the case of an animal offering, its



blood, and its flesh, and its portions consumed on the altar are all one entity. Consequently,

intent with regard to any one of them renders the entire offering piggul. But the frankincense
is not part of the meal offering.

3. Brown-Driver-Briggs Biblical Dictionary

919 n.m. V7 foul thing, refuse, but only as term. techn. of unclean sacrificial flesh; -it is
‘9 if eaten on third day Lv 7:18 (P), 19:7 (H); cf. "9 “wa Ez 4:14 (undefined); pl. pn
D939 Is 65:4 broth of refuse things (Kt p9), RSSemi- 325, anded. 383 thinks of flesh with the
blood; Du " of mice and other unclean animals.
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There are three improper intents that disqualify sacrifices. They are: the intent [to offer a
sacrifice] for a different purpose, the intent [to offer or partake of the sacrifice] in an
[improper] place, and the intent [to offer or partake of the sacrifice] at an [improper]
time...(Refer back to opening Zevachim Din and Daf shiur about nnwY to refresh your
memory!)
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What is then left of the flesh of the sacrifice shall be consumed in fire on the third day.
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If any of the flesh of the sacrifice of well-being is eaten on the third day, it shall not be
acceptable; it shall not count for the one who offered it. It is an offensive thing, and the person
who eats of it shall bear the guilt.
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When you sacrifice an offering of well-being to God, sacrifice it so that it may be accepted on
your behalf.
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It shall be eaten on the day you sacrifice it, or on the day followmg, but what is left by the third
day must be consumed in fire.
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If it should be eaten on the third day, it is an offensive thing, it will not be acceptable.
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And one who eats of it shall bear the guilt for havmg profaned what is sacred to God that
person shall be cut off from kin.


https://hadran.org.il/beyond-the-daf/din-daf-what-is-the-concept-of-she-lo-lishma-all-about/
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You shall not sacrifice to your God the Lord an ox or a sheep that has any defect of a serious
kind, for that is abhorrent to your God the Lord.

DV 0937990 .7

27251V 927 9910 TIN5 NYYN RO 92V ONMIPNS XINY 0INTD X\IN DVNYY DIYVIPD 1IN
And whence is it derived that if one slaughtered them for the purpose of outside of their
(proper) time or place that he transgresses a negative commandment? From "any thing

(davar)," connoting anything which is dependent upon speech (dibbur[like ""davar''], e.g., if
one says: "I am slaughtering to perform this and this sacrificial service outside of its time or
place").
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It was learned from oral tradition that the verse in Scripture, "And if any of the flesh of the
sacrifice of his peace offering be eaten at all on the third day" (Vayikra7:18), refers only to
where there was an intention at the time of the offering that some of it will be eaten on the
third day; and that the same law applied to any sacrifice... if there was an intention that they

be performed after their proper time the offering was deemed to be piggul.
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The Rabbis uprooted this verse from its plain meaning and explained it as referring to someone
who, while performing [in an appropriate manner] one of the four sacrificial duties - while
slaughtering, or bringing the blood [to the altar], or collecting [the blood], or sprinkling [the
blood] - thought that he would eat the sacrificial meat on the third day.
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https://www.sefaria.org/Leviticus.7.18?lang=bi&utm_source=etzion.org.il&utm_medium=sefaria_linker
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If the person offering the sacrifice leaves over from the korban meat until the third day and
does not burn it, but rather eats from it or feed others from it on the third day, then the
korban does not count for him, rather it is piggul. And anyone who eats from its meat, even
within the first and second day will bear sin. This is the (plain) meaning of the text.
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But this is truly a great stringency, that one who ate of the flesh of his offering during its
designated time will bear his iniquity as if he ate an abomination, that because what remained
was not burned afterwards, he should be as one who ate of it on the third day.... The Sages
were, therefore, forced to remove the text from its simple meaning, and explain that the
offering does not become disqualified when it is eaten on the third day, but only if at the time
of its offering the owner's intention was to eat it on the third day.
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After several years during which I wondered, about our Rabbis of blessed memory, why (as in
the words of the Rashbam) they uprooted Scripture from its plain sense, today (Purim, 1847) I
merited to understand why they did this. And so too in all places where the Rabbis deviated
from the simple meaning of Scripture, when it is not the opinion of a single authority, but
rather the undisputed consensus, it is not a mistake, but rather an ordinance which they
enacted in accordance with the needs of the generations...
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Now we can return to explaining the interpretation of the Sages on the law of piggul. Since in
parshat Vayikra the worship done with the sacrificial blood is at the center of the sacrificial
worship, it follows that once the work of the blood (i.e., placement of blood on the altar) is
completed, the sacrifice has achieved its purpose and has been accepted (by God). In contrast,
since in parshat Tzav the eating of the sacrifice is at the center of the sacrificial worship, only
once sacrifice has been eaten has its purpose been achieved. The parshiot of Vayikra and Tzav
therefore contradict each other regarding the central work of sacrifice, whether it is the work
of the blood or the eating of the sacrifice. If the work of the blood is the watershed of the
sacrifice that determines its validity, then even if something wrong happens afterwards, the
sacrifice will be accepted and is credited to the owner. On the other hand, if the eating of the
sacrifice is its watershed, the sacrifice will only be validated after the meat of the sacrifice has
been lawfully eaten.
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The Sages ruled practically that the blood ritual is the central act that determines the validity
of the sacrifice.[34] Therefore, they had to remove from their plain meaning the verses that
state that eating the meat of the sacrifice on the third day invalidates the sacrifice, since it is
not possible that “after it is valid, it will regress to become invalid.”[35] However, in order to
also make room for the perspective of parshat Tzav, they did not completely uproot this law.
They integrated the dimension of eating into the dimension of the blood ritual and interpreted
it as referring to someone who, while performing the blood ritual, intends to eat the meat of
the sacrifice on the third day. This interpretation led to the extension of the law of piggul not
only to the third day, but to any thought of eating the meat of the sacrifice outside of its time.
After all, it is not about eating the meat, but rather thinking about eating it.[36]
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Let us note that the entire discussion of the intentions of the offerer does not appear at all in
Scripture, according to its plain sense. What then is the nature of this difference?

It seems that this difference reflects a significant transition with regard to the
sacrifices, from action to thought. Whereas the Torah emphasizes the practical aspects of the

offering of a sacrifice, Chazalplace their emphasis on the question of the intentions of the one
offering the sacrifice.

Its stands to reason that this difference stems from the well-known problem that
accompanies the sacrificial service, the one that many of the prophets warned about, i.e.,
focusing on the sacrificial order without the requisite spiritual accouterment. Let us note, for

example, the well-known words of the prophet Mikha (6:6-8) on this topic:

(6) With what shall I come before the Lord, and bow myself before the high God? Shall I come
before him with burnt offerings, with calves of a year old? (7) Will the Lord be pleased with
thousands of rams, or with ten thousands of rivers of oil? Shall I give my firstborn for my
transgression, the fruit of my body for the sin of my soul? (8) He has told you, O man, what is
good; and what does the Lord require of you, but to do justly and to love true loyalty, and to
walk humbly with your God.[61

MIWNN NWATH 0P TNR 7Ipa ANy Y108 1P1aya 0'pIvan nwaTa Y Y9 onnmny RIar IR
Syaa ywyn Yy 7210 ,211p0R0 YW Inavnn Ty DR wIAThY 5w i 717 ;129p0 Yw nraman
J27P0 NIIPN (P11 VN RINY DR RYR [ DTRD PWPN NPR 911aY 12790 IR Paw nn

RYY DWNMAN 07277 DN O N2YNN NR MIYY 1T N2 MHNDY PINI 0"INTN 12T DR 722 1R
YN 70 Ty IRI D1 2 IR ."DINR 011272 HYwanhn HRIwm 0011 Yend” 1o ,’nv:nmn nwaT
mMa"wn Nniany Y»?on i1 NwIT ;0T 19IR1 D7PI0AN NR WITY DMR R227W RN, 189 ar
nwYNN 7aYw ;NN TY 0719 TMHN 0N N2N TINYD DY PrNn’ At 701 2772 nYan nawnnn
NIVNND NR VAT W

It seems then that Chazal's inclination in their interpretation of the verses regarding piggul

fits in well with this idea. In this way, Chazaltried to emphasize the value of the intentions of
the one offering the sacrifices, which are more important than his actual actions. What turns
an offering into a piggulis not what a person does, but what he thinks about at the time of the
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offering. We have already seen what the Rambam says regarding the High Court's authority to
change a law even in the case of explicit regulations that are not based on interpretations of
the verses, "in order to bring back the multitudes to religion and save them from general

religious laxity. ' It would appear that here too a consideration of this sort stood before Chazal
and brought them to interpret the verses as they did, in order to internalize the importance of

the intentions that accompany sacrifices. This message is reinforced by a study of Massekhet

Zevachim: such study quickly brings home the idea that greater emphasis should be placed on
a person's intentions than on his actions.

13. Dr. David Brodsky, #/Thought Is Akin to Action’: The Importance of Thought in
Zoroastrianism and the Development of a Babylonian Rabbinic Motif,” in Irano-judaica

VII: Studies relating to Jewish contacts with Persian culture throughout the ages, Eds.
Julia Rubanovich and Geoffrey Herman, p166-67

The definitive work on intention in tannaitic Palestinian literature is
Howard Eilberg-Schwartz’s book, The Human Will in Judaism. Eilberg-
Schwartz has shown that the word mahashava is used in the Mishna to
describe a person’s intentions or plans. He has also shown that intentions
can be a necessary element in establishing guilt, though guilt is never
established by intention without action. For example, death is only meted

out if a person intentionally breaks a law that carries the death penalty
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(Eilberg-Schwartz 1986). The same action done unintentionally would
merely require a sacrifice as atonement. The culpability of unintentional
action in rabbinic sources has been well established by Arye Edrei (Edrei
2006-2007). Intention to break the law without actually breaking it,
however, receives no discussion in the Mishna and goes unpunished even
by God.

In two important articles, Bernard Jackson and Joshua Levinson situate
the notions of intention and culpability within the larger Hellenistic Roman
world (Jackson 1971; Levinson 2012). Levinson argues that the change
from biblical law with its focus exclusively on action to rabbinic law with
its emphasis on intent, the inner thoughts of the person, should be seen in
the larger context of the development of the self in the Hellenistic world.
Both articles are groundbreaking and insightful. Nevertheless, neither
properly differentiates between tannaitic and amoraic or Palestinian and
Babylonian rabbinic Jewry, and neither situates Babylonian amoraic
and post-amoraic rabbinic Judaism within its Sasanian context, which is
precisely what this paper sets out to do.*

One of the ways in which the word mahashava is used in tannaitic legal
literature is to describe the intention with which a sacrifice is offered. A
sacrifice is invalid if even one of the various steps involved is carried out
with the intention that it is for a different kind of sacrifice. Here, wrong
intention must be coupled with the action (redesignated a sinful action
now that the intention is wrong). Intention in the absence of action is

insignificant. We should note that these Palestinian sources are discussing

the effects of intentions not the effects of mere thonoht




That mahashava needs to be accompanied by action can also be deduced from
t.Menah. 2:5. Regarding pigul (invalidation of a sacrifice through improper
intention), Levinson makes a mistake when he concludes about a tannaitic
passage that ‘the mere thought about a possible future infringement is sufficient
to transform the sacrifice into pigul; which is now a sin of thought and not of deed’
(Levinson 2012: 352). As we have shown, while incorrect intention is a necessary
component for pigul, thought alone cannot make a sacrifice pigul. It requires
incorrect intention plus an action (the physical act of sacrificing the animal). This
is a subtle but important difference. Merely having incorrect intention without any
concomitant action is not enough to make the object pigul. In fact, unlike amoraic
Babylonian literature, tannaitic Palestinian literature never evinces a notion
of thought itself as sinful. Thus, Levinson is correct for situating the tannaitic
Palestinian notion of intention within the Hellenistic context, he is incorrect for
situating the amoraic Babylonian notion of thought itself as sinful within that
context. The latter should be seen within its local (Babylonian) context.
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