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GID HANASHEH

he day on which Israel was redeemed from Egypt.’? o3,
vy VR - The “[pieces of] silver” are an allusion to the
L teous.™? MMIN NI — And so we find elsewhere that silver
?lghed as a metaphor for the righteous, asit says:*  qoga-niny,,
f‘:;: npy — He has taken the bundle of silver [coins] in His hand.
ThlS vé;se refers to God’s removal of the righteous before the
gestruction of the First Temple. Hx oy b oMy mn,,
oy BN DWW DTy mwRm ek — The “chomer [equal to
tﬁirty se’ah] of barley” and the “lesech [equal to fifteen se’ah ] of
parley” arean allusion to the forty-five righteous in whose merit
the world exists. Clearly, we see that these forty-five righteous are
divided into two groups of thirty and fifteen. @b ox y1ir 1y
byt YIX3 WY TERM K2 — However, on the basis of this verse
al-one, 1do not know whether the thirty are here in Babylonia and
the fifteen are in Eretz Yisrael, nwnm 5x9¢ yox3 owbw om
JK3 Yoy — or whether the thirty are in Eretz Yisrael and the
ﬁfieen are here in Babylonia; §pan ow/hw ippx),, Imix Xy
smyiiz-vx 11 03 INK POWK) — however, when [Scripture] states
elsewhere:®® and I [Zechariah] took the thirty [pieces of] silver
[given to me by Hashem] and I threw it into the Temple of
Hashem,®" to the treasurer, TWRM XY YK DW5W XN
JX3 Y — you may say with certainty, that the thirty are in Eretz
Yisrael and the fifteen are here in Babylonia. »ax+3nx — Abaye
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said: KpPHXIMINT ROWND 123 WINWR 1M217) — And a majority
of [the righteous in Eretz Yisrael] are to be found in the syna-
gogue that is under the attached chamber.!

The Gemara expands upon the exposition of the verse, “and I
took the thirty [pieces of] silver, and I threw it into the Temple of
Hashem”:

31127 1My — And this is also the meaning of that which is
written in the preceding verse:® ayyya alv-bxr BHR MK,
“qe3 BWOY M3w-nx pwn I K9 oK) Maw 3] — And [
[Hashem] said to them [the nations of the world]:'" “If it is proper
in your eyes, give Me My fee; and if not, refrain.” And they
weighed My fee thirty [pieces of] silver. mix 17y (211 (37) —
Rav Yehudah said: o nymixy 0%ty nimx w1y owby 1ox
oiyhy omnpnn — These “thirty [pieces of] silver” are an allusion to
the thirty righteous among the nations of the world, in whose
merit the nations of the world exist.!

An alternative interpretation of the verse just cited:

g X7w — Ulla said:  m3 232 oimby fapw myn owby by —

These “thirty [pieces of] silver” that Hashem took from the
nations as “His fee’’ are an allusion to the thirty commandments
that the Noahites accepted upon themselves.®” ymwpn pxy

mySw x7x — However, they keep only three of them: nnx —

One is

NOTES

52. The prefix 2 can be translated, depending on the context, as either
for, with, in or on. Thus, the phrase Wy nenna can be rendered on the
fifteenth; i.e. the fifteenth of Nissan.

53. Thus, the verse reads: And I [Hashem] acquired it [the Jewish
nation] for Myself on the fifteenth of Nissan [when I redeemed them
from Egypt on account of] the righteous {among them] (Rashi).

84. Proverbs 7:20. :

65. The Gemara in Sanhedrin (96b) relates that when Israel’s Moabite

.- &nd Ammonite neighbors heard the prophets of Jerusalem prophesying

the destruction of Jerusalem, they sent a message to Nebuchadnezzar
to come and conquer the Land of Israel. Nebuchadnezzar replied that
he was afraid that God would punish him. To this, they sent him the
following response (ibid. v. 19): The Man is no longer in His house, i.e.
God has removed His presence from the Jews, and they are no longer
under His protection. Nebuchadnezzar replied that he is afraid that
God is close by and is ready to answer their prayers that He return to
them. To this, Ammon and Moab sent back (ibid.): He has gone on a
distant journey, ie. they have sinned so greatly that God has become
very distant from them, so He will not return and protect them even
if they will beseech Him to do so. Nebuchadnezzar replied that they
have righteous people whose prayers God will accept. To this, they
COll_ntered with the verse cited here: He has taken the bundle of silver
lcoins] in His hand, i.e. there are no righteous alive among the Jews for
((}Rf’d}:la)s already taken the souls of the righteous (silver) with him
ashi).

Maharal indicates that silver is used as a metaphor for the righteous
because {fine] silver symbolizes purity (Chidushei Aggados). The
brother of the Maharal states that it is because how one acts with one’s
Money is integral to being deemed righteous: No person should be
"SBUm.ed to be a righteous man unless he is known to be righteous in his
fnancial dealings (Sefer HaChaim, Chaim Tovim $5).

5. Zechariah 11:13.

57. Which is located in Eretz Yisrael.

5. “D‘-M,{ afta, is a low structure attached to the side or rear of a house;
::9 ashi and Bava Basra 61a with Rashbam xnox -7, It seems that this
w:: “ﬁt alarge or imposing synagogue and the persons who prayed there
ot ihi;llmble people (Ma.haral. ). The Gemara’s point is this: One should
exist k that all the thirty righteous people in whose merit the world
s need to be well-known public figures; to the contrary, most of them
Dot be well known. If you wish to search them out, you will find them

g those reserved persons who sit in the modest sections of the

4gogue, not among those who sit in the positions of prominence and
endor (Ben Yehoyada).

amg
8yn;
8p]|

59. Ibid. v. 12. The two verses {12 and 13] refer to one episode, as the
Gemara proceeds to explain.

60. Rashi points out that this passage is dealing with the nations of the
world, as it says earlier (v. 10): And I took My staff Noam and broke it, to
annul My covenant that I had sealed with all the nations.

61. That is, in this verse Hashem says to the nations, “Give Me My fee,”
i.e. return to me the righteous ones among you on account of whom you
have been rewarded. The verse then continues with Hashem saying,
“And they weighed My fee thirty [pieces of] silver,” i.e. they returned to

_ methe thirty righteous ones among them. Scripture then continues with

the verse cited above (v. 13): And Hashem said to me, “Throw them into
the [Temple] treasury,” and I took the thirty [pieces of] silver, and
I threw it into the Temple of Hashem, to the treasurer. Hashem
commanded that these thirty righteous individuals be thrown into the
Temple treasury, i.e. that these thirty be embedded in every generation
of Jews [in Eretz Yisrael] (Rashi with Hagahos HaBach; cf. Maharsha,
Chidushei Aggados).

62. Rashi states that these thirty commandments have not been detailed
for us. Still, it is derived from this exposition that they did accept upon
themselves thirty commandments, whichever they may be.

However, R’ Menachem Azariah of Fano presents a list of these thirty
commandments based on the Gemara in Sanhedrin (56a-60a) and
relating generally to the seven basic precepts of the Noahide Code. The
thirty commandments, which follow, are all negative commandments
except as noted: (1) idolatry; (2) passing a child through the fire as part
of the Molech ritual (see Sanhedrin 64a-b); (3) the use of divinations; (4)
the use of illusions [or, alternatively, predicting the prime time for em-
barking on a venture]; (5) making decisions based on omens unrelated to
the undertaking; (6) sorcery; (7) conjuring groups of animals or insects
through his charms; (8) consulting an Ov; (9) consulting a Yid’oni; (10)
necromancy; (11) engaging in forbidden unions; (12) the positive com-
mandment to be fruitful; (13) the positive commandment to multiply;
(14) engaging in a male-male union, even merely to enter a marriage
contract; (15) mating diverse species of animals together; (16) perform-
ing castration; (17) grafting one species onto a tree of a different species;
(18) murder; (19) striking the mouth of an Israelite; (20) blasphemy; (21)
the positive commandment to honor the Torah; (22) the positive
commandment to engage in the study of those parts of the Torah that are
relevant to Noahites; (23) theft; (24) studying those parts of the Torah
that are exclusive to the Jewish people; (25) the positive commandment
to maintain civil law; (26) observing the Sabbath; (27) eating a limb torn
from a live animal; (28) drinking blood extracted from a live animal; (29)
eating neveilah {see, however, Rashi to 92b, >3 r1]; (30) cannibal-
ism (Asarah Maamaros, Maamar Chikur Din 3:21; see there).



92b! GID HANASHEH
oMY 12IN3 Panis XY — that they do not write a marriage
contract for males;’ nnx) — another one is  PHpiw PrY
151p3 nna Ty — that they do not weigh and sell the meat of
ahuman corpse® in the meat markets;¥ nnx1 — and another
oneis 1INT nX 110w — that they honor the Torah,

The Mishnah states:
MIV3 AT 138 — BUT (THE GID HANASHEH PROHIBITION] DOES NOT
APPLY TO FOWL because a bird does not have spoon-shaped flesh
aver its thighbone.

The Gemara asks:
mY MR 10 KR 8T ~ But we see that it does have a “spoon”
of flesh over the thighbone, — ? —

The Gemara answers:
Sny k9 5 nax — It indeed has a “spoon” over its thighbone,
but [the “spoon’’] is not round."

The Gemara cites a related inquiry:
M7 1237 w3 — R’ Yirmiyah inquired:  Suyymih mb nax — If
a bird has [a “spoon”] that is round,” x% npma% b mx
Yuy — or an animal has [a “‘spoon”] that is not round, xp ~
what isthelaw? 1951 v 02 — Do we follow the shape of
[the creature’s] own “spoon,”  1P9IX MM N3 IR —~ or do we
follow that of its type?!®

The Gemara offers no resolution and concludes:
' — Let [the inquiry] stand.”

The Mishnah states further:
bbwa amin — AND [THE GID HANASHEH PROHIBITION] APPLIES TO
A FETUS. R' Yehudah says: It does not apply to a fetus. And its
cheilev is permitted.

CHAPTER SEVEN
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The Gemara comments:
Sxmw MK — Shmuel said: 52711315 10 1a%m — When the
Mishnah states, “And its cheilev is permitted,” it is saying so
unanimously.'®
The Gemara asks;

wn7 1257 — To the cheilev of what does this refer?®  xmprbwx
Sy ~ If you shall say it refers to the cheilev of a fetus that
was found alive in the womb — and thus, the Mishnah means that
although R’ Yehudah and the Tanna Kamma (i.e. R* Meir)i®
disagree whether the gid hanasheh prohibition applies to a fetus,
they agree that the cheilev prohibition does not apply to a fetus —
I will respond: A3 21195 abom xim1 — But they certainly do
disagree with respect to [the cheilev of a fetus)! xun7 — For
it was taught in a Baraisa: 5%wa 13 — [THE GID HANASHEH
PROHIBITION] APPLIES TO A FETUS that is extracted from its
mother’s womb after her slaughter, =1ox 1a%m — AND ITS
CHEILEVIS PROHIBITED; 11371727 — these are THE WORDS
OF R° MEIR. IR TV 137 — R’ YEHUDAH SAYS: a1 WK
5wy — (THE GID HANASHEH PROHIBITION] DOES NOT APPLY TO A
FETUS, "DW 139M — AND ITS CHEILEV IS PERMITTED. 75
NIWWIN 127 5K Y9 129 ~ And R’ Elazar said in the name of
R’ Oshaya: 'r1nywn 133 npibny — The dispute pertains to the
gid hanasheh and cheilev of a nine-month [fetus] found alive in
the womb, InYLWYH %1 1371 79 ~ and R’ Meir followed his
own reasoning that it is considered like an ordinary animal,
inwwb apm mm —~ and R’ Yehudah followed his own
reasoning that such a fetus is not considered like an ordinary
animal."? Thus, we see that R’ Yehudah and R’ Meir disagree
regarding the cheilev of a fetus, just as they disagree regarding its

NOTES

1. That is, although they do not eomply with the commandment to
abstain from homosexual relations and they designate for themselves
 male homosexual partners, they are not so callous about this prohibi-
tion that they write a marriage contract for such a union as they would
do for a normal marriage (Rashi ). -

2. Rashi, in first explanation. Alternatively, meat of an animal that died
on its own (Rashi, in second explanation).

3. That is, although they eat human flesh, they do not sell it in the meat
markets and eat it publicly (Rashi).

4. The thigh of a bird has an elongated
curvature of muscle stretched over it.
This does not qualify as a 93, spoon,
because the Biblical term o refers to a
deep, round spoon {that is shaped like
a ladle] (Rashi). Alternatively, the
bird does not meet the Torah’s crite-
ria because its elongated “spoon” is
not shaped like the “spoon” of the
human thigh, which is rounded (Ram-
bam, Commentary to Mishnah).

[A bird has a rounded cap of flesh on
its drumstick, but that is the shank
(tibia). The cap of the thigh (where
the gid hanasheh emerges from the spine) is elongated.}

DY N AYp N
ELONGATED “SPOON"

™
THIGHBONE

GID HANASHEH

5. [Le. it was born with a deformity, having a rounded muscle capping
its thighbone instead of an elongated one.]

6. That is, when the Torah stipulates that the gid hanasheh lie on
spoon-shaped flesh, does this mean that the thigh muscle of the
individual creature must have this shape, or does it mean that the
prohibition pertains to the species that have “‘spoons”? If the stipula-
tion pertains to each individual creature, then a deformed bird whose
thigh is round will be subject to the prohibition, and a deformed animal
whose thigh is elongated will be exempt. If, on the other hand, the
stipulation pertains to the species, then e/ birds are excluded and al!
animals are included.

7. Accordingly, we must act stringently and prohibit both the gid
hanasheh of an animal that does not have a “spoon” over its thighbone

[because perhaps the stipulation applies to the species], and the gid
hanasheh of a bird that does have a “spoon” over its thighbone {because
perhaps the stipulation applies to the individual creature} (Shulchan
Aruch, Yoreh Deah 65:5). [For a wide-ranging discussion of how the
Gemara’s inquiry can be applied to other contexts, see Chasam Sofer.]

8. That is, this latter clause is not the conclusion of R’ Yehudah’s
statement [which would connote that it is disputed by the Tanna
Kamma], but is a new teaching issued by the anonymous Mishnah and
agreed upon by all.

9. The main topic of the Mishnah is gid hanasheh, but the previous
clause mentioned a fetus. In light of Shmuel’s assertion that the clause
permitting “its fat” is unanimous, the Gemara inquires whether “its
fat” refers to the cheilev of a fetus or to the fat in which the gid
hanasheh is enveloped.

10. An anonymous Mishnah generally reflects the view of R’ Meir; see
Sanhedrin 86a.

11. The Gemara [above, 69a, and below, 100b] expounds the verse
(Deuteronomy 14:6): ¥oaxn...om133... %3, any . . . within an animal . . .
you may eat, to teach that if one slaughters an animal and discovers a
fetus in its womb, the fetus is treated as though it were an organ of the
mother, and the slaughter performed on the mother renders even the
fetus “slaughtered” and permissible for consumption. The verse
further implies that not only is the fetus’ flesh permitted, but even its
cheilev and gid hanasheh — which are prohibited in ordinary animals
— are permitted.

Now, the Mishnah on 74a records a dispute between R’ Meir and R’
Yehudah (quoted there as “the Sages”) regarding the applicability of
the rule that the mother’s shechitah permits consumption of the fetus.
R’ Meir states that it pertains only to a partially developed fetus, but
not to one that was found alive in the womb after having been carried to
term. R’ Yehudah, however, rules that even a viable full-term fetus I8
permitted without shechitah, as long as it was still in the mother’s
womb at the time of her shechitah. In essence, R’ Meir treats a viable
full-term fetus as an independent creature, whereas R’ Yehudah treats
it as part of the mother. R’ Oshaya informs us that this same point is at
the root of their dispute here regarding the gid hanasheh and cheilev of
a fetus. R’ Meir agrees with the basic rule that when a fetus is foun
in the womb of a slaughtered animal its gid hanasheh and cheilev aré

A~



