Nothing's Perfect...Except Kodshim? - n'wTja nin 7'un - Bechorot 33b
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MISHNA: With regard to a firstborn animal that was congested with excess blood, even if the
animal will die if one does not let the excess blood, one may not let its blood, as this might
cause a blemish, and it is prohibited to cause a blemish on consecrated animals. This is the
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: One may let the blood provided that he will not
cause a blemish while doing so, and if he caused a blemish, the animal may not be slaughtered
on account of that blemish. Since he was the cause of the blemish, he may not slaughter the
animal until it develops a different, unrelated blemish. Rabbi Shimon says: One may let the
blood even if he thereby causes a blemish in the animal.
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After having been cast out from the feast, bar Kamtza said to himself: Since the Sages were
sitting there and did not protest the actions of the host, although they saw how he humiliated
me, learn from it that they were content with what he did. | will therefore go and inform [eikhul
kurtza)] against them to the king. He went and said to the emperor: The Jews have rebelled
against you. The emperor said to him: Who says that this is the case? Bar Kamtza said to him:
Go and test them; send them an offering to be brought in honor of the government, and see
whether they will sacrifice it.
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The emperor went and sent with him a choice three-year-old calf. While bar Kamtza was coming
with the calf to the Temple, he made a blemish on the calf’s upper lip. And some say he made
the blemish on its eyelids, a place where according to us, i.e., halakha, it is a blemish, but
according to them, gentile rules for their offerings, it is not a blemish. Therefore, when bar
Kamtza brought the animal to the Temple, the priests would not sacrifice it on the altar since it
was blemished, but they also could not explain this satisfactorily to the gentile authorities, who
did not consider it to be blemished.
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The blemish notwithstanding, the Sages thought to sacrifice the animal as an offering due to the
imperative to maintain peace with the government. Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas said to them: If
the priests do that, people will say that blemished animals may be sacrificed as offerings on the
altar. The Sages said: If we do not sacrifice it, then we must prevent bar Kamtza from reporting
this to the emperor. The Sages thought to kill him so that he would not go and speak against



them. Rabbi Zekharya said to them: If you kill him, people will say that one who makes a
blemish on sacrificial animals is to be killed. As a result, they did nothing, bar Kamtza’s slander
was accepted by the authorities, and consequently the war between the Jews and the Romans
began.
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Rabbi Yohanan says: The excessive humility of Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas destroyed our
Temple, burned our Sanctuary, and exiled us from our land.
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Speak to Aaron and his sons, and to all the Israelite people, and say to them:
When anyone of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, presents a burnt offering as
their offering for any of the votive or any of the freewill offerings that are offered to GOD,
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it must, to be acceptable in your favor, be a male without blemish, from cattle or sheep or goats.
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You shall not offer any that has a defect, for it will not be accepted in your favor.
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And when anyone offers, from the herd or the flock, a sacrifice of well-being to GOD for an
explicit vow or as a freewill offering, it must, to be acceptable, be without blemish; there must be
no defect in it.
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9) "perfect shall it be for acceptance": a positive commandment. Whence the negative
commandment? "No blemish shall be in it." If it fell from a roof and were broken | might think
that he (the owner) is in transgression; it is, therefore, written "No blemish shall be on it" — Do
not cause a blemish in it.
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One who derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from a consecrated item, even though
he did not damage it, is liable for its misuse; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the
Rabbis say: With regard to any consecrated item that has the potential to be damaged, one is



not liable for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage; and with regard to an item that
does not have the potential to be damaged, once he derives benefit from it he is liable for
misuse. The mishna elaborates: How so? If a woman placed a consecrated gold chain [ketala]
around her neck, or a gold ring on her hand, i.e., her finger, or if one drank from a consecrated
gold cup, since they are not damaged through use, once he derives benefit equal to the value of
one peruta from them, he is liable for misuse. If one wore a consecrated robe, covered himself
with a consecrated garment, or chopped wood with a consecrated ax, he is not liable for misuse
until he causes them one peruta of damage. One who derives benefit from a sin offering while it
is alive is not liable for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage. When it is dead, once
he derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from it, he is liable for misuse.
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One may neither consecrate objects, nor dedicate items for sacred use, nor valuate an item’s
worth based on its appraisal (see Leviticus, chapter 27) and dedicate its monetary worth to the
Temple treasury, in the present time, when the Temple no longer exists. And if one did
consecrate, or dedicate, or valuate items for sacred use, the presence of these items might lead
to the violation of the prohibition against using consecrated property. Therefore, if one dedicated
an animal it should be destroyed. If he dedicated produce, garments, or vessels made from
materials that decompose,
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he should store them until they decompose. And if he dedicated money or metal vessels, he
should take them and cast them into the Dead Sea. And what constitutes destroying? He locks
the door before it, and the animal dies on its own from hunger. According to the baraita, the

disposal of the animal is carried out by starving it, not by cutting its hooves.
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Abaye said: There, in the case of a consecrated animal, the method employed is different,
because cutting the animal’s hooves would cause the degradation of sacrificial animals. The
Gemara asks: But why does the baraita require this complicated method of killing the animal?
Why not simply state that he should slaughter it? The Gemara answers: If he were to slaughter
it, someone might come to experience a mishap through it, by eating the meat and thereby
misusing consecrated property.
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The Gemara asks: But why not let him render the animal a shard [gistera], by mutilating it so
that it is unfit to be eaten? Why is it necessary to Kill it in such a drawn-out fashion, by starving it
to death? Abaye said that it is because the verse states: “And you shall break down their



altars...you shall not do so to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 12:3—4). It is derived from here
that one may not actively destroy any sacred item.
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Rava said there is a different reason a consecrated animal may not be disposed of by cutting its
hooves: It is because it appears as though he is inflicting a blemish on a sacrificial animal. The
Gemara asks: Why does Rava say that it merely appears as though he is inflicting a blemish,
when in actual fact he is inflicting a full-fledged blemish? The Gemara answers: This matter, that
one may not inflict a blemish on a sacrificial animal, applies only when the Temple is standing,
as the animal is fit for sacrifice and he renders it unfit. By contrast, now, when the animal is not
fit for sacrifice, since there is no Temple, we have no problem with it by Torah law. The only
problem is that it appears as though one is inflicting a blemish on a sanctified animal.
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But this should be considered equivalent to one who inflicts a blemish on an animal that is
already blemished, which is prohibited even though that animal is not fit for sacrifice. The
Gemara answers: In the case of a blemished animal when the Temple is standing it is prohibited
to inflict a blemish upon it, as granted, it itself is not fit to serve as an offering; but it is fit to make
use of its monetary value, i.e., another animal may be purchased with the proceeds of its sale
and sacrificed in its place. This is to the exclusion of the case here, when there is no Temple, as
the animal is not fit for its monetary value and it is not fit to serve as an offering itself.
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In the present era, we do not consecrate property, nor make evaluation offerings or dedication
offerings, for there is no Temple to make improvements upon. [The following laws apply] if one
did consecrate property or make an evaluation offering or a dedication offering: If it was an
animal, he should lock it in [a closed room] until it dies naturally. If it was produce, a garment, or
a utensil, it should be set aside until it rots. If it was coins or metal utensils, they should be taken
to the Dead Sea or the Mediterranean Sea to be destroyed.
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A son should honor his father, and a slave his master. Now if | were a father, where would be
the honor due Me? And if | were a master, where would be the reverence due Me?—said GOD
of Hosts to you, O priests who scorn My name. But you ask, “How have we scorned Your
name?”



INID NI NN N7Y DN A1R7XA NP DRNXI 7330 DN'7,'Narn~7y 0'yan
You offer defiled food on My altar. But you ask, “How have we defiled You?” By saying, “GOD’s
table can be treated with scorn.”
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The mishna teaches that the priests would not tie the lamb by fastening all four of its legs
together. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The Gemara answers: This is a matter
of dispute between Rav Huna and Rav Hisda. One of these Sages said: The animal is not tied
because this would constitute degradation of sacred items; and the other one said that the
animal is not tied because that method is the one adopted in pagan worship, and is therefore
considered to be walking in the statutes of the nations, and the verse states: “You shall not walk
in their statutes” (Leviticus 18:3).
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MISHNA: With regard to all sacred writings, one may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat,
whether they are read in public, e.g., Torah or Prophets scrolls, or whether they are not read in
public, e.g., Writings scrolls. This ruling applies even though they were written in any foreign
language. According to the Rabbis, those scrolls are not read in public, but they are still sacred
and require burial. And why does one not read the Writings on Shabbat? Due to suspension of
Torah study in the study hall. People came to the study hall at specific times on Shabbat to hear
words of halakha, and other texts were not allowed at those times.
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GEMARA: It was stated that amora’im debated the status of sacred writings written in Aramaic
translation or in any other language. Rav Huna said: One may not rescue them from the fire on
Shabbat. And Rav Hisda said: One may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat. The Gemara
adds: According to the one who said that sacred writings written in other languages may be
read, everybody agrees that one may rescue them. Where they argue is according to the one
who said that they may not be read. Rav Huna said: One may not rescue them, as they may not
be read. Whereas Rav Hisda said: One may rescue them due to disgrace to sacred writings that
will result. We learned in the mishna: With regard to all sacred writings, one may rescue them
from the fire on Shabbat whether they are read in public or whether they are not read in public,
even if they are written in any foreign language. What, is it not that the phrase: “That they are
read” is referring to the books of the Prophets, and the phrase: “That they are not read” is
referring to the Writings? Even though these are books written in any foreign language, which



may not be read, it is taught that one may save them. This then is a conclusive refutation of the
opinion of Rav Huna.
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§ Apropos the sins of the High Priests in the Second Temple, the Gemara cites that Rabbi
Yohanan ben Torta said: Due to what reason was the Tabernacle in Shiloh destroyed in the time
of the prophet Samuel? It was destroyed due to the fact that there were two matters that existed
in the Tabernacle: Forbidden sexual relations and degradation of consecrated items. There were
forbidden sexual relations, as it is written: “Now Eli was very old and he heard what his sons
were doing to all of Israel, how they lay with the women who did service at the opening of the
Tent of Meeting” (I Samuel 2:22). And although Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi
Yohanan said: Anyone who says that the sons of Eli sinned by engaging in forbidden sexual
relations is nothing other than mistaken, even according to the alternative interpretation of the
verse that it was due to the fact
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that they deferred the sacrifice of their bird-offerings by women after childbirth; nevertheless, the
verse ascribes to them as if they lay with them. These women came to the Tabernacle to
sacrifice doves or pigeons as bird-offerings as part of their purification process, which would
permit them to engage in sexual relations with their husbands. Eli’s sons delayed the sacrifice of
these offerings and thereby delayed the return of these women to their husbands and their
fulfillment of the mitzva of procreation. Even though, according to this opinion, Eli’s sons did not
actually engage in sexual relations with these women, the verse attributes that degree of
severity to their conduct.
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Eli’s sons also sinned in the degradation of consecrated items, as it is written: “Before the fat
was made burned, the priest’s servant came and said to the man who sacrificed: Hand over
some flesh to roast for the priest, for he will not take cooked flesh from you, but raw. And if the
man said to him: Let the fat be burnt first and then take as much as you want, then he would
say: No, hand it over right now, or | will take it by force. The sin of the young men against the
Lord was very great, for the men treated the Lord’s offerings with contempt” (I Samuel 2:15-17).
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MISHNA: With regard to the substitute of a firstborn offering and_thévs.ubstitute of an animal tithe
offering, and the offspring of those substitutes and the offspring of their offspring until the end of
time, the halakhic status of these animals is like that of a firstborn offering and like that of an



animal tithe offering in that they must be treated with sanctity: They graze until they become
blemished, and at that point they may be eaten in their blemished state, the substitute of the
firstborn by the priests and the substitute of the animal tithe by their owners. They are not
sacrificed upon the altar like the original firstborn and animal tithe offerings...
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GEMARA: With regard to the status of the substitute of firstborn and animal tithe offerings that
was discussed in the mishna, Rava bar Rav Azza said that they inquired in the West, Eretz
Yisrael: What is the halakha with regard to one who inflicts a blemish on the substitute of a
firstborn offering or on the substitute of an animal tithe offering? Do we say that since they are
not sacrificed on the altar like the actual firstborn or animal tithe offering, one who does this is
not liable, as the prohibition against inflicting a blemish on a sacrificial animal applies only when
one thereby disqualifies the animal from the altar, and that is not the case here; or perhaps
since they are sanctified, he is liable for inflicting a blemish?

Nigyn Yy 'y'Una nin 7'0nn 77 'Wam) Ak a7 mx
Abaye said to Rava bar Rav Azza: And let the dilemma be raised in a case of one who inflicts a
blemish on other sacrificial animals, such as the ninth animal counted while selecting the animal
tithe offering, which was mistakenly declared to be the tenth. This animal is consecrated in that
one is prohibited to work it or shear it until it becomes blemished, but it may not be sacrificed
upon the altar.
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Rather, what is different about the ninth animal, which one called the tenth, that you did not raise
the dilemma about it? It is because the Merciful One excluded it, with the verse: “The tenth shall
be holy to the Lord” (Leviticus 27:32), which serves to exclude from the altar the ninth that was
mistakenly declared to be the tenth. One may derive from here that one who inflicts a blemish
upon this ninth animal is not liable.
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It was taught in the name of R. Shimon: one may bloodlet (the firstborn) even though one
intends to blemish...R. Bon bar Hiyya said before R. Zeira: the case is kodshim that one is
responsible to replace (if something happens to it).
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And in the Jerusalem Talmud...And R. Bon bar Hiyya explains this baraita as a case of kodshim
that one must replace - e.g., one said, “Behold | owe a peace offering,” and put aside an animal
for it, and it had blood problems: in that case, one may make a blemish in it and eat it after
redeeming it because he thinks in the seventh perek of Bava Kamma (=nainn 719), that
kodshim that one is responsible to replace is labeled as belonging to a regular person (rather
than belonging to God/Temple, etc.), and it does not have the negative commandment of:
“There shall be no blemish in it.”
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And regarding whether it is permissible to make a blemish in an animal that is consecrated (not
for a korban, but) for Temple maintenance...only nowadays where at any rate, one would lock
the door in front of the animal until it dies or other items one would throw to the Dead Sea, there
is only a rabbinic prohibition to make a blemish. But when the Temple stands, it is certainly
prohibited Biblically to blemish it because of causing loss in kodshim, as is explain in the
eleventh chapter of Chulin (called ran n'wxn) that
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Lashes are given [for the violation of this prohibition] only when the Temple was standing, for
then [the animal] was fit to be offered as a sacrifice and [the person] disqualified it. In the
present age, by contrast, even though one transgressed a negative commandment, he is not
liable for lashes.



