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1] Garments of the Soul

1.
Fused, or Merely Joined

Regarding the prohibition “You shall not wear shatnez,”" which our Sages explained
to mean that “shatnez” applies only when {the material} is shoa, tavui, v’noz (combed, spun,
and woven together)? — we find a dispute between Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam:

{As the Tur brings:}

According to Rashi, by Torah law it is not kilayim... unless one has mixed the wool
and the flax together and combed them together with a comb (“shoa”) and spun and
wove them (“noz”) together. However according to Rabbeinu Tam’ it is kilayim by
Torah law even if one combed each one on its own, spun it on its own, and twisted it
on its own (“noz™), and only afterward joined them together by weaving or the like.’

That is: according to Rabbeinu Tam, the condition “until it is shoa tavui v'noz”
defines only which wool and flax {are subject to the prohibition} — namely, that each of
them individually is (‘shatnez’ being) shoa, tavui, v’noz; “and regarding shatnez of wool
alone and of flax alone, the verse warned that one should not make from them a garment
together {meaning, shatnez is merely a descriptor of the materials that may not be
combined} — and this is derived from {the word} ‘together’.”® Whereas according to Rashi
— for whom noz means woven, as above — the condition of shatnez is that the wool and
flax be processed in a manner of shoa, tavui, v’noz together.

Seemingly, one may say that their dispute turns on the very definition of kilei
begadim (forbidden mixtures in garments).

For the prohibition of shatnez appears in the parsha as a continuation of two earlier
prohibitions of mixture — one concerning a vineyard, the other concerning animals: “You
shall not sow your vineyard with a mixture of species... You shall not plow with an ox and
a donkey together,” and, following these, “You shall not wear shatnez...” Now, these two
forms — kilei hakerem and kilei beheimah — belong to different categories. In kilei
hakerem, the act of kilayim is that the different species — wheat, barley, and grape-seed® —

1) Our parsha, Devarim 22:11. 5) The language of the Tur, Yoreh De’ah, beginning

2) Yevamos 5b; Niddah 61b. of siman 300.

3) Yevamos ibid., Tosafos s.v. “ad she’yehei”; Niddah 6) The language of Tosafos, Yevanos ibid.

ibid., s.v. “shoa”; and likewise in Tosafos HaRosh 7) Devarim 22:9, 10.

here.

there 8) Rashi ibid., verse 9 (from Berachos 22a; and

4) For, according to Rabbeinu Tam, “noz means sources cited there). And see the commentaries on
twisted,” and not like Rashi, for whom noz means Rashi.

woven (the sources cited in the previous note).
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become intermixed in such a way that a new entity is produced (in what grows from them)
— “lest the increase, the seed that you sow and the yield of the vineyard, become
forbidden.” In the kilayim of plowing, however — “you shall not plow with an ox and a
donkey together” — there is no intermixture at all; both animals remain entities in their
own right, but together they perform an action in the world, outside of themselves.

On this basis, one can examine which of the two categories kilei begadim resembles:
whether it is like kilei hakerem, whose essence is a mixture in the very reality of the species,
or like the kilayim of plowing, which is an external action.

And one can suggest that it is precisely here that Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam disagree.
In Rashi’s view, kilei begadim is akin to kilei hakerem, its defining character being the
formation of an object that is a mixture of two species; he therefore holds that the
prohibition takes effect only when, from the very outset of their making, they were
fashioned together'® — from their combing through to their weaving."

According to Rabbeinu Tam, kilei begadim is like the kilayim of plowing, whose
essential matter is that two different species, each remaining distinct from the other, are
joined together in a single {prohibited} act — and this is precisely the definition of wearing
the two kinds, wool and flax, together. He therefore holds that there is no need for them to
be combed and spun together; it is enough that they are woven together. "

9) The language of the verse ibid. independently — see Mahari Korkos on Mishneh
Torah, Hilchos Kilayim 10:2, citing Rashi’s

10) See Rashi’s Torah commentary interpreting
mahadura kama.

shatnez as “an expression of mixture”*—rather than
Menachem’s definition (cited in Rashi, Vayikra Some maintain Rashi identifies a further prohibition
19:19) as “a joining of wool and flax.” Rashi’s from “wool and flax together,”* even without shoa
continuation, “and our Rabbis explained [it as] shoa tavui v’noz: see Re’em on Rashi, Vayikra 19:19;

Tzemach Tzedek, Chiddushim al Shas, Kilayim 9:8,
os 2 (and Responsa, Sha’ar HaMiluim $38); Aruch
Laner on Tosafos, Yevamos ibid.; Tzafnas Pane’ach

on Hilchos Kilayim (14b ft.).

tavui v’noz,” seemingly clarifies that shatnez means
“mixture.”

* On why majority-nullification excludes kilayim,
see Rashi, Temurah 34a, s.v. libatel (and Shitah

Mekubetzes); compare Tosafos s.v. beged, Niddah
there (and Tosafos, Avodah Zarah 65b), though
Rabbeinu Tam may differ (see Tosafos s.v. shoa,
Niddah there). Note Rashi and other Rishonim
stress “both are permitted.” See Shach, Yoreh De’ah
(beg. siman 299); Chasam Sofer's responsum; Beis
HaOtzar (ma’areches beis, 18: 8, 40b.).

**See Be’er Mayim Chaim on Rashi, Vayikra ibid.
for two approaches in Rashi (see next note).

11) Regarding Tosafos’s difficulty—how kilayim in
tzitzis could occur requiring scriptural permission,
since techeiles threads are combed and spun

The commentators debate whether Rashi on
Kedoshim aligns with his Talmudic commentary or
is not halachic. However, Be’er Mayim Chaim,
Panim Yafos, and Be’er BaSadeh re-explain it to
align.

* Alternatively, derived from juxtaposition to “You
shall make yourself twisted threads [gedilim]”—see
Raavad on Toras Kohanim, Kedoshim ibid.

12) As the Tur states there: “and according to
Rabbeinu Tam... even if one combed each of them
on its own,” etc. See also Mishnah Rishonah on
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2.
One Root Beneath Every Mixture

According to this reasoning, one may say that Rabbeinu Tam’s approach accords
with the basic implication of the sequence of verses: “You shall not wear shatnez” is stated
in continuation of “You shall not plow, etc.,” which suggests that the prohibition of shatnez
shares the very definition of the kilayim of plowing. All the more so, given that the verse
before it — “You shall not sow your vineyard with a mixture of species” — stands as a
passage unto itself, while the prohibitions of “You shall not plow... You shall not wear...”
form a passage of their own; and since Scripture divided them into two separate passages,
this implies that they are two different categories.

Rabbeinu Tam therefore explains that kilei hakerem (and kilei zera’im) — “You shall
not sow, etc.” — is defined by the prohibition against mingling species so that they become
a single entity, whereas the kilayim of plowing and kilei begadim — “You shall not plow...
You shall not wear...” — are defined by mere external joining, which the Torah likewise
forbade (with animals and garments).

Rashi’s reasoning may be explained as follows: he holds that the definition of
shatnez, that is, of kilei begadim, is likewise an internal mixture forming a new entity, even
though this prohibition is stated in the Torah in continuation of “You shall not plow, etc.”

For Rashi holds that the Torah forbade the kilayim of plowing (“You shall not plow,
etc.”) as a sort of safeguard for the prohibition of crossbreeding (harba’ah) — “You shall

))13

not crossbreed your livestock as kilayim”'® — as the Ramban'* explains: the prohibition of

the kilayim of plowing:

“is a commandment already made explicit by “You shall not crossbreed your livestock
as kilayim,” since it is the way of every farmer to bring his team into a single stall and

to mate them.”

If so, the kilayim of plowing is not a new category within kilayim; rather, the entire
prohibition of kilayim comes down to a single definition — an internal mixture forming a
new entity (the kilayim of plowing being merely a safeguard for the prohibition of

Kilayim 9:8, at its end, on the Bartenura’s
commentary.

13) Kedoshim ibid. (Vayikra 19:19). One might
perhaps suggest a scriptural support (asmachta) for
Rashi’s view from the verse there, “and a garment of
kilayim, shatnez, shall not come upon you,” which
stands within a single verse in continuation of “your

field you shall not sow with kilayim” — and also

that there the verse states “you shall not crossbreed
as kilayim,” and not the kilayim of plowing.

14) And in Bachya here. Likewise in Ramban and
Bachya, Kedoshim ibid. Pane’ach Raza here.

15) Note that on this basis we find a further Torah
commandment that exists on account of a safeguard
(seyag) — see Lekach Tov (by R. Yosef Engel), klal 8.
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crossbreeding). And therefore, with regard to the prohibition of shatnez as well, Rashi holds
that its definition is an internal mixture, as above.

3.
The Act, Not the Offspring

Now, the Rambam!® writes:

Once the wool has become connected with the flax by any form of connection
whatsoever, this is kilayim by Torah law. How so? Wool and flax that one mixed
together and combed, and made into felts — these are kilayim. If one mixed them,
spun them as one, and wove a garment from this spun thread — this too is kilayim.

That is, the Rambam’s approach stands as somewhat of a middle position between
Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam. On one hand, the Rambam holds that “shoa, tavui, v’noz”
(combed, spun, and woven) is the very substance of shatnez — its cheftza, the forbidden
object itself — and not, as Rabbeinu Tam explains, merely a description of the kind of wool
and flax to which the prohibition of mixing applies, with the shatnez-mixture consisting
only in the weaving.

On the other hand, he does not hold like Rashi that their joining must involve all
three processes of “shoa, tavui, v’noz”; rather, “any form of connection whatsoever” suffices
— even shoa (combing) alone constitutes kilayim, and (according to a number of views)
even tavui (spinning) alone constitutes kilayim (as the standard commentaries (nosei
keilim) and other commentators'” discuss at length in explaining the Rambam’s position).

Now, in light of the above — that the definition of kilei begadim is drawn from the
kilayim of plowing, since the two are stated in Scripture one after the other — one may say
that the Rambam’s view on the definition of kilei begadim accords with his view on the
definition of the prohibition “You shall not plow, etc.”

The Rambam writes in the Moreh Nevuchim'® that the reason for the prohibition of
the kilayim of plowing is “that if one brings the two together, at times he will bring one of
them to mount the other.” At first glance this appears to accord with the words of the

16) Hilchos Kilayim 10:2. constitutes kilayim, as the Rambam writes in Hilchos
Edus 10:3 and as noted in the Lechem Mishneh
there. See also Chiddushei HaTzemach Tzedek there.
And elsewhere.

17) On the Rambam there. Likewise in the standard

commentaries (nosei keilim) and in the

commentators on the Tur and Shulchan Aruch,

Yoreh De’ah, beginning of siman 300. Most 18) Guide for the Perplexed, Part III, ch. 49 (cited in
commentators explained the Rambam’s view to the Chinuch, mitzvah 550).

mean that each [of the three processes] alone
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Ramban cited above — that the prohibition of the kilayim of plowing is merely a safeguard
for the kilayim of crossbreeding.

But one may say that, in the Rambam’s view, the prohibition of “You shall not plow,
etc.” is a safeguard for crossbreeding not only because the act of plowing together can, in
practice, lead to crossbreeding, but also because of an inner similarity between the two acts
— crossbreeding and plowing together. {The link is not merely that one risks leading to the
other; the two share the same essential character.} It is on this account that plowing
together was forbidden, in connection with crossbreeding.

{And whether plowing is a category of its own or merely a safeguard depends on
how one understands crossbreeding itself.} For the prohibition of crossbreeding may be
understood in two ways:

a) The essence of the prohibition lies in its result — the generation of a new species,
produced by combining the two species. On this understanding, the kilayim of
crossbreeding is akin to, and in the same category as,' kilei hakerem (the kilayim of
sowing), whose essence lies in the mixture — the new species that grows from it —
as the Ramban elaborates at length in his commentary on the Torah.*

In this approach, the kilayim of plowing belongs to a different category and
definition, since it involves no act of mixture — only the joint action of the two
species. {The two animals remain wholly distinct, and nothing new comes into
being.} (Accordingly, the sense in which the plowing prohibition is a safeguard for
crossbreeding is only that, in practice, plowing can lead to crossbreeding.)

b) Even the prohibition of crossbreeding is not on account of the mixture found in the
new species then formed; rather, the very matter of crossbreeding lies in the act of
joining two species. As explained elsewhere,” the halachah was ruled — as the
Rambam writes — that “it is permitted to place two species in one corral, and if one
sees them mating with one another, he is not obligated to separate them,”** that “one
who transgressed and crossbred his animal — the offspring born from it is permitted

»3

to derive benefit from,” and that one is liable by Torah law only when he performs

the act by his own hand, etc.** {Across all three rulings, liability follows the person’s

19) Even though the offspring born is not forbidden — is an additional reason, as is explicit there in the
to derive benefit from, as [the produce of] kilei continuation regarding kilei zera’im.
hakerem is (as explained later in the text). Note also

) ) R 21) Likkutei Sichos, vol. 24, p. 149 ff.
the view of Issi ben Akavya (Yerushalmi Kilayim

8:2). 22) Hilchos Kilayim 9:2.
20) Kedoshim there [Ramban, Vayikra 19:19], at its 23) Ibid., 9:3.
beginning. What he states further on there — “and 24) Ibid., 9:1. And similarly in Sefer HaMitzvos,

the species among animals will not procreate, etc. negative commandment 217.



Vol. 34 | Ki Teitzei | Sichah 1|6

act, not the offspring it produces.} This implies that the definition of the
crossbreeding prohibition, in halachic terms, is not on account of the offspring born
from them, but on account of the very act of grafting and crossbreeding.

Based on this approach, one may say that the kilayim of plowing belongs to the same
category as, and is akin in definition to, the kilayim of crossbreeding. This is because
the reason plowing together was forbidden is that it is a kind of beginning of the act
of joining the two species — {yoking them to labor as one is the first step down the
very same path} — since gathering the two species together causes the situation in
which “at times he will bring one of them to mount the other.”

That is: in the Rambam’s view, the Torah forbade the kilayim of plowing because the
prohibition lies in the act of joining. Yet, on the other hand, this is not because the
Torah forbade such joining in and of itself; rather, it is because it falls within the
category of the kilayim of crossbreeding — and that is the essence of the
prohibition: where the act of joining contains within it the grafting, the
crossbreeding of two species.

4.
The Heart of the Prohibition

On this basis, one may say that the Rambam’s approach carries over to kilei begadim
as well (which belongs to this same category and type), so that here too it holds two
extremes together:

The definition of the prohibition is not mere combination (as Rabbeinu Tam holds),
but requires a connection of the two kinds in the very course of their making. Yet, on the
other hand, the connection need not be such that the two become a single object from the
very outset of their existence as wool and flax — to the point that they form one garment
in which their division is no longer discernible (as Rashi holds). Rather, it suffices that there
be some “form of connection” between them {a genuine bonding, though short of total
fusion} — much as the Torah forbade the act of plowing together even though no actual
crossbreeding takes place there, since it is a kind of beginning of the crossbreeding, as
above.

'This is borne out precisely in the Rambam’s language. For although he writes at first,
“Once the wool has become connected with the flax by any form of connection whatsoever,
this is kilayim by Torah law,” he nonetheless continues, “How so? Wool and flax that one
mixed together and combed, and made into felts — these are kilayim; if one mixed them,
spun them as one, and wove a garment from this spun thread — this too is kilayim.” And



7 | Garments of the Soul

this seems difficult. Since by Torah law it is forbidden through any form of connection
whatsoever — as the Rambam goes on to elaborate in the following halachah®:

If one sewed a wool garment to a flax {garment} — even if he sewed them with silk
— or sewed a wool garment with flax threads, or a flax garment with wool threads,
or tied wool threads to flax threads, or braided them; even if he merely placed wool
and flax in a sack or a basket and wrapped them together — these are kilayim. Even
if he tied a braid of wool to a braid of flax, though a strap of leather lies between
them; and likewise if he folded wool and flax garments and tied them — these are
kilayim. For it is stated, “wool and flax together” — in any case, once they have
become united, it is forbidden.

— then, {given that so slight a connection already suffices,} why does the verse
emphasize “shoa, tavui, v'noz” (combed, spun, and woven), and why does the Rambam
take as his very first example of the manner of connection “that one mixed together and
combed,?® and made into felts”” — an example in which the entire making of the garment,
from its very start, came about through the mixture of the two kinds? {Meaning, if so minor
a combination creates a state of kilayim, why do the verse and the Rambam bring a more
extreme example?}

{The resolution lies in the parallel drawn earlier between garments and animals.}
Rather, in the Rambam’s view, kilei begadim is patterned on kilei beheimah. Just as with the
kilayim of animals — where, although the prohibition extends also to the kilayim of
plowing, in which there is no internal connection, its primary definition is nonetheless the
kilayim of crossbreeding, as above — so too with kilei begadim: although the prohibition of
kilayim by Torah law obtains whenever {the materials} are joined by any form of
connection whatsoever, its core case is nonetheless where there is an internal connection
— which is precisely when “one mixed them together and combed them, and made them
into felts.”

25) Hilchos Kilayim, 10:3.

26) Note that “shoa” is stated in the Torah explicitly
(by allusion) within the word “shatnez” — “shala].”
See Kesef Mishneh on the Rambam there.

27) Note the Meiri (Beitzah 15a; Yevamos 5b in his
rulings — cited in Sha’ar HaMelech, Hilchos Kilayim
10:1) on the Rambam’s reasoning that felts are
forbidden by Torah law: “because their making is
complete thereby, and shoa, tavui, v’noz are

required only for a garment whose making is not
completed except through [all] three of them” (and
similarly in Tosafos HaRosh, Niddah there). Note
also that according to the Rambam’s explanation in
his Commentary to the Mishnah (Kilayim 9:8), the
acts of beating-together and smoothing occur after
the garment has been made. See Chiddushei
HaTzemach Tzedek there, at its beginning. HaKesav
VeHaKabbalah, Kedoshim there.
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5.
Two Kinds That Cannot Fuse

The dispute between Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam may also be explained along more
conceptual and homiletical lines. As a preface: we find a fundamental distinction between
kilei begadim on the one hand and kilei zera’im and beheimah on the other. In the latter
two, the very making of the mixture is forbidden — sowing mixed seeds in the ground, and
likewise the crossbreeding of two species (over and above the prohibition against plowing
with an ox and a donkey together). In kilei begadim, by contrast, only the wearing of
shatnez is forbidden, and not the very making of a garment of wool and flax together.

The reason for this distinction may be explained as follows. Kilei begadim differs
from kilei zera’im and beheimah in that, in kilei begadim, the connection is between two
different categories — the animal kind (chai) and the plant kind (tzomeach) [for wool

].2 Because of this, no mixture between

comes from a living creature and flax from a plant
them in their essence is even conceivable; the connection between them is only an external
one. In kilei zera’im and kilei beheimah, by contrast, where the mixture is within a single
category (two plant species, or two animal species), the mixture reaches into their essence
— into their power of growth and their power of reproduction. {The two elements can

genuinely merge, because they belong to one and the same order of being.}

For this reason, only by kilei zera’im and beheimah was the very act of producing
the mixture (also) forbidden, since the mixture reaches into their essence; whereas in kilei
begadim (of wool and flax), which cannot be mixed in their essence, it is not the producing
of the mixture that was forbidden, but only the wearing of a garment made from this
mixture.

And one may say that this is Rabbeinu Tam’s reasoning — that the prohibition of
shatnez applies even where there is no complete mixture through “shoa, tavui, v’noz”
(combed, spun, and woven). {His position follows directly from the point just made:} since
the prohibition of shatnez falls only upon the wearing of shatnez, and not upon the
producing of a mixture of wool and flax together (for no true mixture of wool and flax is

of the animal kind. And this is self-evident
according to the explanation of Bachya (Kedoshim

28) As is also borne out by the words of our Sages
(Pirkei d’Rabbi Eliezer ch. 21; Zohar vol. 3, 86b ff.;

and elsewhere) that the prohibition of shatnez stems there — based on the Zohar there; see also Ramban

from G-d’s decree that the offerings of Kayin and
Hevel never be intermingled — Hevel’s offering
being from the first and best of his flock, an offering

there) that the matter of kilayim is that it intermixes
the supernal powers, which, on high, are of the
animal kind and the plant kind.
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possible, as above), it stands to reason that a merely external connection — the weaving
together of the wool and flax — suffices to forbid the wearing of such a garment.”

As for Rashi’s reasoning, one may say: even though kilei begadim contains no
mixture in the very essence of the materials, nonetheless, when they were made together
from the very start — from their combing through to their weaving — there is at least a
resemblance to the mixture of kilei zera’im and kilei beheimah; and therefore, these too
were forbidden. {On this reading, the garment-prohibition does not stand on its own feet
but leans on the others:} it functions as a kind of safeguard for the other forms of kilayim
(as the Ramban writes, that the prohibition of kilei begadim is merely a protective
distancing).”

[And nonetheless, since in practice there is no mixture in the essence when shatnez
is made, the making of shatnez was not forbidden — only the wearing of it.]

6.
Service That Envelops the Whole Self

In light of the Rambam’s statement®' that all the mitzvos of the Torah were given in
order to refine a person’s dispositions (de’os), one may say that there is an allusion here —
a lesson for a person’s divine service (avodah) — in the very fact that specifically with kilei
begadim only the wearing {and not the making} was forbidden.

It is well known that the faculties of the soul divide into four categories,
corresponding to the inanimate (domem), the vegetative (tzomeach), the animal (chai), and
the speaking (medaber): the “vegetative” within the soul is the emotions (middos), and the
“animal” is the intellect (sechel) (as explained in several places).”” {This picks up the parallel
from the previous section — wool from the animal kind, flax from the plant kind; within
the soul, these correspond to the intellect and the emotions.}

This is alluded to by the fact that creating shatnez was not forbidden: for, on the
contrary, this is part of the very perfection of a person* — that his faculties be interincluded
within one another, the intellect informing the emotions, and the emotions taking their

29) In a somewhat different manner one may say: 30) Kedoshim ibid. [Ramban, Vayikra 19:19].
Rabbeinu Tam holds that the essential definition of

31) End of Hilchos Temurah.
kilayim is the joining of two opposing things; and

since the mixture in shatnez is of two categories — 32) Torah Or 4a ff,; Likkutei Torah, Chukas 58a;
plant and animal, wool and flax — even a merely Toras Chaim, Bereishis 19c¢ ff.; the discourse
external connection already establishes a state of “Chavivin Yisrael” 5696, ch. 10; and elsewhere.

kilayim, by virtue of that difference in category. See

33) See the Rambam in the introduction to his
Likkutei Sichos there, p. 150 and note 40.

Commentary on the Mishnah, s.v. “achar ken.”
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measure from the intellect. [What the Torah did forbid — a mixture of two kinds — is only
where, through that mixture, the distinct definitions and particular characteristics of each
faculty are nullified (as with kilei zera’im and beheimah, where a new species is formed™).]

Nevertheless, it remains forbidden to wear shatnez — for a garment is a matter of
the “encompassing” (makif): that is, a mode of service arising from the encompassing
powers of the soul,” the power of will (ratzon) and delight (taanug). {Unlike the inner
faculties, each of which occupies its own place, these encompassing powers suftuse the
person as a whole.}

In such service, all of a person’s concerns are “wrapped” in, and permeated by, that
will or delight — much as a person’s garment encompasses him, to the point that there is a
garment that envelops virtually all of him at once. And when service is of this kind, there
can be no “mixture” of two kinds of powers. For when a person in his entirety is engaged
and seized by one mode of divine service, to the point that it encompasses the whole of
him, it is impossible for him to be occupied at that same moment — and likewise in an
encompassing manner that grips his whole self — with something else.

This, then, is what the verse warns: “You shall not wear shatnez.” { At the level of the
inner faculties, intellect and emotion are meant to blend — but not here.} With regard to
the level of the encompassing powers of the soul, one’s engagement in each kind of service
must stand on its own, and one must not mix “wool and flax together.”

(From Sichos delivered on Shabbos Parshas Ki Teitzei 5741,
and the first day of Rosh Chodesh Elul 5744.)

34) See at length Likkutei Sichos, vol. 29, p. 125 ff. (encompassing), and makif 'makif — see Likkutei
Torah, Berachah 98d ft.; Ateres Rosh, Sha’ar Yom

35) On the distinction between food, garment, and
HaKippurim, end of ch. 2 ff.; and elsewhere.

dwelling — the aspects of pnimi (internal), makif



