Perek III
Daf 26 Amud b
מתני׳ ַ ּב ּכֹל ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין – חוּץ
.ִמן ַה ַּמיִ ם ו ִּמן ַה ֶּמ ַלח

mishna

One may establish a joining of houses
in courtyards [eiruv ĥatzerot] in order to
permit carrying on Shabbat in a courtyard shared by two or
more houses, and one may establish a joining of Shabbat borders
[eiruv teĥumin] in order to extend the distance one is permitted
to walk on Shabbat; and similarly, one may merge courtyards
in order to permit carrying in an alleyway shared by two or more
courtyards. This may be done with all kinds of foodH except for
water and salt,N as they are not considered foods and therefore
may not be used for these purposes.

ּ ָ  וְ ַה ּכֹלThe mishna continues with two similar principles: All types of
נִיקח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר – ח ּוץ ִמן
–  ַהנּ ֵֹודר ִמן ַה ָּמזֹון. ַה ַּמיִ ם ו ִּמן ַה ֶּמ ַלחfood may be bought with second-tithe money, which must be
. מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֶּמ ַלח ו ַּב ַּמיִ םtaken to Jerusalem and used to purchase food (Deuteronomy
14:26), except for water and salt. Similarly, one who vows that
nourishment is prohibited to him is permitted to eat water and
salt, as they are not considered sources of nourishment.
. ו ְּליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה, ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ןIt was further stated with regard to the laws of joining courtyards
. ְ ּבחו ִּּלין:אֹומר
ֵ  סו ָּמכֹוסthat one may establish an eiruv teĥumin for a nazirite with wine,
even though he is prohibited to drink it, because it is permitted
to others. And similarly, one may establish an eiruv teĥumin for
an Israelite with teruma, even though he may not eat it, because
it is permitted to a priest. The food used for an eiruv teĥumin
must be fit for human consumption, but it is not essential that
it be fit for the consumption of the one for whom it is being used.
Summakhos, however, says: One may only establish an eiruv
teĥumin for an Israelite with unconsecrated food.
:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ו ְּלכ ֵֹהן ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרסIt was additionally stated that one may establish an eiruv teĥumin
NL
, ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵ ּבין ַה ְּק ָברֹותfor a priest in a beit haperas, a field containing a grave that was
plowed over. There is doubt as to the location of bone fragments
in the entire area. A priest is prohibited to come into contact
with a corpse, and therefore may not enter a beit haperas. Rabbi
Yehuda says: An eiruv teĥumin may be established for a priest
even between the graves in a graveyard, an area which the priest
may not enter by Torah law,

HALAKHA

One may establish a joining of houses and one may merge
courtyards with all kinds of food – ב ּכֹל ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין:ּ ַ One
may establish an eiruv with all types of food except for water
and salt. One may not create an eiruv even with both water
and salt, unless they are mixed together (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 386:5).
NOTES

One may establish a joining of houses…with all kinds of
food except for water and salt – ַ ּב ּכֹל ְמ ָע ְר ִבין…חוּץ ִמן ַה ַּמיִ ם ו ִּמן
ה ֶּמ ַלח:ַ Two reasons are suggested in the Jerusalem Talmud for
why one may not establish a joining of courtyards [eiruv] with
water or salt: First, water and salt are not nourishing. Second,
they serve as symbols and reminders of a curse. Water represents the generation of the Flood, and salt is a reminder of the
destruction of Sodom (see Genesis 19).
Beit haperas – בית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס:ּ ֵ All agree that a beit haperas is an area
in which there is doubt concerning the location of a grave.
However, the Sages of the Talmud disagreed about the specific
circumstance: Some Sages held that it was known that there
was a grave in the beit haperas, but the people forgot its exact
location. Other Sages maintained that the phrase is referring
to a field in which a grave was plowed over, and it is therefore
likely that bones are scattered over a wide area. There are also
other explanations. Nevertheless, all agree that the ritual impurity of a beit haperas is rabbinic in origin and not a Torah law.
LANGUAGE

Beit haperas – בית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס:
ּ ֵ Various explanations have been
suggested for this phrase. Some authorities explain that it
comes from the word perisa, meaning spread out or widening, because the ritual impurity is spread throughout the field
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). Rashi teaches that
the impurity in the field is perusa, meaning broken. Tosafot
explain that the word is referring to footsteps, parsot, because
people refrain from treading there.
Other commentaries explain that this term is related to the
Latin word forum, meaning plaza or in this context a plaza in
front of a cemetery, or to the Greek equivalent φόρος, foros
(Rabbi Binyamin Musafya).

Perek III
Daf 27 Amud a
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּיָ כֹול ָלחֹוץ וְ ֵל ֵילךְ וְ ֶל ֱאכֹולsince he can interpose between himself and the graves and go
and eat the food that comprises the eiruv without contracting
ritual impurity.

gemara

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: One may not
 ֵאין ְל ֵמ ִידין ִמן:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
learn from general statements,N i.e.,
ּ ַה ְּכ ָללֹות וַ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ְ ּב ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ּבֹו
when a general statement is made in a mishna using the word all,
. חוּץit is not to be understood as an all-inclusive, general statement
without exceptions. This is true even in a place where it says
the word except. Even in that case, there may be other exceptions to the rule that are not listed.
“א ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ּבֹו
ֲ : ִמדְּ ָק ָא ַמרThe Gemara notes: From the fact that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Even
יכא
ָ  ֵה, ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ָלאו ָה ָכא ָק ֵאי, חוּץ״in a place where it says except, this proves by inference that
? ָק ֵאיhe was not relating to the general statement made here in the
mishna, which uses the word except. To which mishna, then,
was he relating when he formulated his principle?


NOTES

One may not learn from general statements – ֵאין ְל ֵמ ִידין ִמן
ה ְּכ ָללֹות:ַ Some say that this only applies to tannaitic statements,
since the tanna’im speak in a terse style and occasionally fail to
fully explain themselves. However, this principle is not applicable to the statements of amora’im (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
The Rashba, the Ritva, and other commentaries explained that
this principle includes amoraic statements as well. In terms
of determining the practical halakha, some authorities state
that this principle is not to be taken literally. Rather, if there
is a proof from a mishna or a baraita that indicates a ruling
contrary to the general statement, the general statement is
not considered to contradict it. However, in the absence of
any proof to the contrary, one may in fact learn from general
statements (Ramban). Others dispute this qualification (Tosafot; see Yad Malakhi).
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HALAKHA

Anything that is carried upon a zav – ִישא ַעל
ׂ ָ ּ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּנ
 ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַהּזָ ב: Anything that a zav carries is ritually impure
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMo
shav 6:6).
Anything on which a zav is carried – נִישא
ׂ ָ ּ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ַהּזָ ב
ע ָליו:ָ Anything on which a zav is carried is ritually pure,
provided that he does not touch it, e.g., if there is
something intervening between the zav and the object utilized to carry him, and that the object is not
designed for reclining or sitting (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 6:6).
A human being who carries a zav – ֹושֹא ֶאת
ֵ ָּא ָדם ַהנ
הּזָ ב:ַ One who carries a zav contracts ritual impurity,
even if he does not have physical contact with the
zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav
UMoshav 6:6).
The impurity of a saddle – טו ְּמ ַאת או ָּּכף: A saddle is
susceptible to the ritual impurity contracted when a
zav rides on something meant for riding (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 25:20).
An eiruv of truffles and mushrooms – יהין
ִ ֵעירוּב ִ ּב ְכ ֵמ
ו ִּפ ְט ִרּיֹות: Truffles and mushrooms may not be used for
an eiruv. Some say that if they are cooked, they may be
used (Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:5).
BACKGROUND

A saddle and a pommel – או ָּּכף וְ ָּתפוּס:

Construction of a Roman saddle with pommels

 ָּכל ִמצְ וַ ת ֲע ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ַהּזְ ַמן ְ ּג ָר ָמא: ָה ָתם ָק ֵאיThe Gemara answers: He was relating to a mishna found there: With
 וְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַהּזְ ַמן,נָשים ּ ְפטוּרֹות
ִ ׁ ְנָשים ַחּיָ ִיבין ו
ִ ׁ  ֲאregard to all time-bound, positive commandments, i.e., mitzvot
.נָשים ַחּיָ ִיבין
ִ ׁ נָשים וְ ֶא ָחד ֲא
ִ ׁ  ְ ּג ָר ָמא – ֶא ָחדthat can only be performed at a certain time of the day, or during the
day rather than at night, or on certain days of the year, men are obligated to perform them and women are exempt. But positive commandments that are not time-bound, both women and men are
obligated to perform.
ו ְּכ ָל ָלא הוּא דְּ ָכל ִמצְ וַ ת ֲע ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ַהּזְ ַמן
נָשים ּ ְפטוּרֹות?! ֲה ֵרי ַמ ָ ּצה ִ ׂש ְמ ָחה
ִ ׁ ְ ּג ָר ָמא
–  דְּ ִמצְ וַ ת ֲע ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ַהּזְ ַמן ְ ּג ָר ָמא הוּא,וְ ַה ְק ֵהל
.נָשים ַחּיָ יבֹות
ִ ׁ ְו

Is it a general principle that women are exempt from all timebound, positive commandments without exception? But there is
the commandment to eat matza on Passover, the commandment of
rejoicing on a Festival, and the commandment of assembly in the
Temple courtyard once every seven years during the festival of Sukkot
following the Sabbatical Year, all of which are time-bound, positive
commandments, and nevertheless, women are obligated to perform them.

נָשים
ִ ׁ וְ ָכל ִמצְ וַ ת ֲע ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַהּזְ ַמן ְ ּג ָר ָמא
, ּ ְפ ִרּיָ ה וְ ִר ְביָ ה,ַחּיָ יבֹות? ֲה ֵרי ַּת ְלמוּד ּת ָֹורה
 דְּ ִמצְ וַ ת ֲע ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ַהּזְ ַמן,ו ִּפ ְדיֹון ַה ֵ ּבן
נָשים ּ ְפטוּרֹות! ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ׁ ְְ ּג ָר ָמא – ו
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ, ֵאין ְל ֵמ ִידין ִמן ַה ְּכ ָללֹות:יֹוחנָ ן
יל ּו
ָ
.ְ ּב ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ּבֹו חוּץ

Similarly, are women obligated in all positive commandments that
are not time-bound? But there is the commandment of Torah study,
the commandment to be fruitful and multiply, and the commandment of redemption of the firstborn, all of which are positive commandments that are not time-bound, and nevertheless, women are
exempt from them. Rather, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: One may not
learn from general statements, even in a place where it says except,
because it is always possible that there other exceptions to the rule.

 ַאף:ימא ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
:ֲּאנַ ן נַ ִמי ָּתנֵינָ א; עֹוד ְּכ ָלל ַא ֵחר ָא ְמרו
 וְ כֹל,ִישא ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַהּזָ ב – ָט ֵמא
ׂ ָ ּ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּנ
 חוּץ ִמן ָה ָראוּי,נִישא ָע ָליו – ָטהֹור
ׂ ָ ּ ׁ ֶש ַהּזָ ב
יכא?! וְ ָהא
ָ ׁ ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ו
ָּ  וְ ת ּו ֵל.ּמֹושב וְ ָה ָא ָדם
!יכא ֶמ ְר ָּכב
ָּ ִא

Abaye said, and some say it was Rabbi Yirmeya who said: We, too,
have also learned a proof for Rabbi Yoĥanan’s principle from a mishna: They stated yet another general principle: Anything that is
carried upon a zavH is ritually impure. And anything on which a
zav is carriedH is ritually pure, except for an object suitable for lying
or sitting upon and a human being,H which become defiled if a zav
is borne on them. The following objection may be raised: And is
there nothing else? But there is an object upon which a person
ridesN that becomes impure, as explained in the Torah itself.

יה – ַהיְ ינ ּו
ִ ֶמ ְר ָּכב ֵה
ּ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִאי דְּ יָ ֵתיב ֲע ֵל
יכא ַ ּג ָ ּבא
ָׁ
ָּ  ָהא ִא:מֹושב! ֲאנַן ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַן
,מֹושב
ָ ׁ  ָהאו ָּּכף ָט ֵמא: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,דְּ או ְּּכ ּ ָפא
: ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה.וְ ַה ָּתפוּס ָט ֵמא ֶמ ְר ָּכב
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ָמקֹום,ֵאין ְל ֵמ ִידין ִמן ַה ְּכ ָללֹות
.ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ּבֹו חוּץ

The Gemara first asks: What are the circumstances of an object upon
which one rides? If he sat upon it, it is a seat. If not, how does it
become defiled? What is there that is suitable for riding upon but
does not fall into the category of something upon which one lies or
sits? The Gemara answers: We say as follows: There is the upper
part of a saddle, which becomes ritually impure as a riding accessory and not as a regular seat. As it was taught in the Tosefta: A
saddle upon which a zav sat is impureH as a seat of a zav, and the
pommel,BN which is attached to the front of the saddle and used by
the rider to maintain his position or to assist in mounting, is impure
as a riding accessory. Therefore, we see that the general statement
found in the mishna omits that which is suitable for riding upon.
Rather, conclude from this that one may not learn from general
statements, even in a place where it says except.

 ַאף ֲאנַן:ימא ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ָא ַמר ָר ִבינָ א
, ַ ּב ּכֹל ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ּו ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין:נַ ִמי ָּתנֵינָ א
יכא?! וְ ָהא
ָּ  וְ ת ּו ֵל.חוּץ ִמן ַה ַּמיִ ם וְ ַה ֶּמ ַלח
:יהין ו ִּפ ְט ִרּיֹות! ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ִ יכא ְּכ ֵמ
ָּ ִא
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ָמקֹום,ֵאין ְל ֵמ ִידין ִמן ַה ְּכ ָללֹות
.ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ּבֹו חוּץ

Ravina said, and some say it was Rav Naĥman who said: We, too,
have also learned a proof for Rabbi Yoĥanan’s principle from the
mishna, which states: One may establish an eiruv and merge alleyways with all kinds of food, except for water and salt. And is
there nothing else? But there are truffles and mushrooms, which
also may not be used for an eiruvH because they are not regarded as
food. Rather, conclude from this that one may not learn from
general statements, even in a place where it says except.
NOTES

The riding seat of a zav – מ ְר ָּכב ַהּזָ ב:ֶ Rabbeinu Ĥananel had a variant text that was slightly different from ours and which is preferred
by the Rashba and some other commentaries. According to his
version, the Gemara asks: But is there a riding seat? The Gemara
then states: What is a riding seat? It is a saddle. Therefore, when he
sits on it, it is a seat. The Gemara responds: But even according to
your approach, the Torah mentions both something upon which
one rides and something upon which one sits, implying that both
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terms can apply to the same object, such as the saddle and the
grip, which is connected to it.
A saddle and a pommel – או ָּּכף וְ ָּתפוּס: Tosafot ask: How is it possible for one utensil to be defiled by two separate kinds of ritual
impurity? They answer that a saddle and a pommel are two utensils: A saddle is used for sitting, even if it is not on an animal, while
a pommel is only used when riding (Ritva).

ּ ָ “ה ּכֹל
 ַר ִ ּבי.נִיקח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר כוּ׳״
ַ We learned in the mishna: All types of food may be bought
 ַחד,יֹוסי ַ ּבר ֲחנִינָ א
ֵ יעזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ  ֱא ִלwith second-tithe money, except for water and salt. Rabbi
. ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ֵעירוּב וְ ַחד ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ַּמ ֲע ֵ ׂשרEliezer and Rabbi Yosei bar Ĥanina both had the same tradition, but one teaches it with regard to eiruv, and one teaches
it with regard to the second tithe.
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:ַחד ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ֵעירוּב
,ַמיִ ם ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו ו ֶּמ ַלח ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו
דְּ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין – ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח
.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין

The Gemara elaborates: One teaches this halakha with regard
to the issue of eiruv, as follows: They only taught that one may
not establish an eiruv with water or salt in the case of water
by itself or salt by itself. But with water and salt together, one
may indeed establish an eiruv.H

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:וְ ַחד ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ַּמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר
ַמיִ ם ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו ו ֶּמ ַלח ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו
ּ ָ דְּ ֵאין
–  ֲא ָבל ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח,נִיק ִחין
ָּ
.נִיק ִחין ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר

And the other one teaches this halakha with regard to the
issue of the second tithe: They only taught that water or salt
may not be bought with second-tithe money in the case of
water by itself or salt by itself. But water and salt mixed together may indeed be bought with second-tithe money.H

ַמאן דְּ ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ַּמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
–  ו ַּמאן דְּ ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ֵעירוּב,ַא ֵעירוּב
–  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא.ֲא ָבל ַא ַּמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר ל ֹא
.ּ ֵפ ָירא ָ ּב ֵעינַן

The Gemara comments: The one who teaches this law with
regard to the second tithe, all the more so would he apply it
to an eiruv, i.e., he would certainly maintain that water and salt
together are suitable to be used for an eiruv. However, according to the one who teaches this law with regard to an eiruv, it
applies only to an eiruv; but with regard to the second tithe,
no, it does not apply. What is the reason for this distinction?
For the second tithe, we require produce, as stated in the
Torah, and even when water and salt are mixed together they
do not have the status of produce.

. ַמ ְתנֵי ַא ַּמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר,ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק
 ֵה ִעיד ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ָ ּג ִד ׁיש,ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
 ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבית ַא ָ ּבא:יעזֶ ר
ֶ ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ָא ַמר.לֹוק ִחין צִ יר ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר
ְ ָהי ּו
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא ל ֹא ׁ ָש ַמ ְע ָּת ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִּק ְר ֵבי:לֹו
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ.עֹור ִבין ָ ּב ֶהן
יל ּו ַר ִ ּבי
ָ דָּ גִ ים ְמ
יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ָ ּג ִד ׁיש ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ֶא ָּלא
 ֲא ָבל, דְּ ׁשו ְּמנָ א דְּ ֵפ ָירא ִהיא,ְ ּבצִ יר
!ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח – ל ֹא

When Rabbi Yitzĥak came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia,
he taught this law with regard to the second tithe. The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: Rabbi
Yehuda ben Gadish testified before Rabbi Eliezer: In Father’s house they would buy fish brine with second-tithe
money. He said to him: Perhaps you only heard this in a case
where the fish’s innards were mixed with the brine. Since this
mixture contains a small portion of the fish, the brine becomes
significant enough to be purchased with second-tithe money.
And even Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish only said his statement
with regard to brine, which is the fat of produce, i.e., because
a certain amount of fish fat, which itself may be purchased with
second-tithe money, is mixed in with the brine; but a mixture
of water and salt alone may not be bought with it.

HALAKHA

An eiruv of water and salt – עירוּב ְ ּב ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח:ֵ Water and salt may not
be used for an eiruv. However, when they are mixed together they
may be used for an eiruv. Some authorities state that this only applies
if oil was added to the mixture (Tosafot; Hagahot Asheri; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:5).
Water and salt with regard to the second tithe – ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח ְל ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר
שנִי:
ֵ ׁ Water and salt may not be purchased with second-tithe money,
unless they were mixed together and some oil was added (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 7:4).

:יֹוסף
ֵ  ֲא ַמר ַרבIn response to this difficulty, Rav Yosef said:

Perek III
Daf 27 Amud b
תֹוכן
ָ  ל ֹא נִ צְ ְר ָכה ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן ְלRabbi Yitzĥak’s ruling that water and salt mixed together may
. ׁ ֶש ֶמןbe bought with second-tithe money was only necessary in a
case where one added oil to them.NH But a mixture of water
and salt alone may not be purchased with second-tithe money.
יה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ  וְ ֵת ּיפֹוק ֵל:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to Rav Yosef: If so, let him derive that the mixture
יכא ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן דְּ ֵמי ַמיִ ם
ָ  ׁ ֶש ֶמן! ָלא צְ ִרmay be bought with second-tithe money because of the oil
. ו ֶּמ ַלח ְ ּב ַה ְב ָל ָעהalone. The Gemara refutes this argument: No, it was necessary for a case in which one paid the value of the water and
salt by including it in the payment for the oil. Although ostensibly the money that he paid was for the oil, he added to
the price of the oil in order to include payment for the water
and salt that were mixed with it.


NOTES

One added oil to them – תֹוכן ׁ ֶש ֶמן
ָ ש ָּנ ַתן ְל:
ֶ ׁ The commentaries disagree
with regard to this issue. Most authorities rule that the addition of
oil is necessary only to allow one to purchase salt and water with
second-tithe money (Rif; Rambam). However, Tosafot, the Ritva, and
other commentaries maintain that the addition of oil to the mixture
of water and salt is required in order to use them for an eiruv as well.
HALAKHA

Water, salt, and oil – מיִ ם ֶמ ַלח וְ ׁ ֶש ֶמן:ַ Water and salt may not be purchased with second-tithe money, unless oil was added to the mixture
and payment for the water and salt was combined with the payment
for the oil (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 7:10).
זכ ףד:  ׳ג קרפ. Perek III . 27b
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PERSONALITIES

Ben Bag Bag – בן ַ ּבג ַ ּבג:ּ ֶ The full name of this Sage
was Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Bag Bag. He was one of
the Sages of the Mishna from the generation of the
destruction of the Second Temple. However, some
commentaries state that he was a contemporary of
Hillel and Shammai. Although only a few statements
of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Bag Bag are recorded in the
Talmud and midrash, it appears that he was highly regarded by the Sages of his generation. Indeed, Rabbi
Yehuda ben Beteira wrote to him: I know that you are
expert in the chambers of Torah.
Some commentaries say that he was a son of
converts and that ben Bag Bag was a nickname. Tosafot claim that the nickname refers to the patriarch
Avraham, to whose name the letter heh was added.
The numerical value of bag [bet and gimmel] is five,
corresponding to the numerical value of the letter
heh. Other authorities explain that the word bag is
an acronym for son of a convert [ben ger] and son of
a female convert [ben giyoret].
HALAKHA

An ox with its hide – ב ָקר ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי עֹורֹו:ּ ָ One may utilize
second-tithe money to purchase an ox hide along
with an ox or to acquire a jug along with wine, provided that the payment for the hide or jug is included
in the payment for the ox or wine. However, it is
prohibited to make such purchases from a merchant.
Since the merchant knows the price of the hide or
jug, the payment for these objects cannot be considered to have been absorbed in the other payments
(Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Ma’aser Sheni 8:1).

 ֶ ּבן ַ ּבג ַ ּבג, וְ ָה ַתנְיָא,ו ְּב ַה ְב ָל ָעה ִמי ׁ ָש ֵרי? ִאין
“ב ָ ּב ָקר״ – ְמ ַל ֵּמד ׁ ֶשלּ ְֹוק ִחין ָ ּב ָקר
ּ ַ :אֹומר
ֵ
 “ו ַּב ּצֹאן״ – ְמ ַל ֵּמד ׁ ֶשלּ ְֹוק ִחין,ַעל ַ ּגב עֹורֹו
 “ו ַּבּיַ יִ ן״ – ְמ ַל ֵּמד,צֹאן ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה
–  “ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵש ָכר״,ׁ ֶשלּ ְֹוק ִחין יַ יִ ן ַעל ַ ּגב ַקנְ ַקנּ ֹו
.ְמ ַל ֵּמד ׁ ֶשלּ ְֹוק ִחין ֶּת ֶמד ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶה ֱח ִמיץ

 ַמאן דִּ ְמ ַת ְר ֵ ּגם ִלי:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביHaving cited ben Bag Bag’s exposition of the verse, the Gemara continמֹוב ְילנָ א
ִ – יבא דְּ ֶבן ַ ּבג ַ ּבג
ּ ָ “ב ָ ּב ָקר״ ַא ִּל
ּ ַ ues: Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Whoever interprets the words “on oxen” for
.יה ְל ֵבי ַמ ּסו ָּתא
ּ אנֵיה ַא ַ ּב ְת ֵר
ּ  ָמme in accordanceN with the opinion of ben Bag Bag, I will carry his
clothes after him into the bathhouse, i.e., I will honor him to such an
extent that I will be prepared to treat him as a servant treats his master.
 ְל ַבר,יכי
ִ ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא? ּכ ּו ְּלה ּו צְ ִר
יכי? דְּ ִאי
ִ  ַמאי צְ ִר. ְ״ב ָ ּב ָקר״ דְּ ָלא צָ ִריך
ּ ַ ִמ
: ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א,“ב ָ ּב ָקר״
ּ ַ ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם,ָ ּב ָקר הוּא דְּ ִמזְ דַּ ַ ּבן ַעל ַ ּגב עֹורֹו
 ֲא ָבל צֹאן ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה,יה הוּא
ּ דְּ גו ֵּפ
.ימא ָלא
ָ יה הוּא – ֵא
ּ דְּ ָלאו גּ ו ֵּפ

Mead that has fermented – ת ֶמד ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶה ֱח ִמיץ:ֶּ Mead
that has fermented may be purchased with secondtithe money (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser
Sheni 7:6).
NOTES

I will carry his clothes after him – אנֵיה
ִ
ּ מֹוב ְילנָ א ָמ
יה
ּ א ַ ּב ְת ֵר:ַ This expression, used by Rabbi Yoĥanan on
several occasions, conveys extreme deference. Bringing clothes to the bathhouse for the master was a
task only performed by a Canaanite slave, not by a
student for his teacher or even by a Jewish servant
for his master.
Mead – ת ֶמד:ֶּ Some commentaries explain that
mead is water poured over wine sediment. The water
absorbs some of the taste of the wine and becomes
similar to wine (see Me’iri).
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The Gemara asks: But if something may not be bought with second-tithe
money, is one permitted to buy it by including it in the payment for
something which may be bought with second-tithe money? The Gemara answers: Yes, and so it was taught in the following baraita: Ben
Bag BagP says in exposition of the verse: “And you shall bestow that
money on all that your heart desires, on oxen, on sheep, on wine, on
strong drink, on whatever your soul requests” (Deuteronomy 14:26):
“On oxen” teaches that one may buy an ox and include in its price payment for its hide.H Although the hide cannot be eaten, it may be bought
together with the ox, and it does not acquire the sanctity of the second
tithe. “On sheep” teaches that one may buy a sheep and include in its
price payment for its fleece, which is used for purposes other than eating. “On wine” teaches that one may buy wine and include in its price
payment for its jug. “On strong drink” teaches that one is permitted
to buy not only actual wine, but one may buy even mead, water in which
grape seeds are soaked, once it has fermented and acquired the flavor
of wine.

What is the reason for Rabbi Yoĥanan’s difficulty? All parts of the verse
cited above are necessary, except for the expression “on oxen,” which
is not necessary. The Gemara clarifies: For what purpose are all the
other words necessary? As, if the Torah had written only “on oxen,” I
might have said that it is only an ox that may be bought together with
its hide with second-tithe money because the hide is an inseparable
part of its body, and therefore it is not considered an independent entity from its flesh. But as for buying a sheep together with its fleece,
which is not an inseparable part of its body because the fleece can be
removed from the sheep while it is alive, you might say no, second-tithe
money may not be spent in this manner. It was therefore necessary to
state “on sheep.”

“ב ּצֹאן״ ַעל ַ ּגב
ּ ַ  וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ אAnd if the Torah had also written “on sheep,” teaching that one may
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דִּ ְמחו ָ ּּבר: ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה – ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ אbuy even a sheep with second-tithe money together with its fleece, I
.ימא ָלא
ָ  ֲא ָבל יַ יִ ן ַעל ַ ּגב ַקנְ ַקנּ ֹו – ֵא, ָ ּב ּהmight have said that it is only a sheep that may be bought together with
its fleece because the fleece is attached to it, and therefore it is considered part of the animal. But as for buying wine together with its jug,
you might say no, second-tithe money may not be spent this way. It was
therefore necessary to state “on wine.”
:“בּיַ יִ ן״ ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ּ ַ וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ֲא ָבל ֶּת ֶמד,יה
ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַהיְ ינ ּו נְ ִטירו ֵּת
– ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶה ֱח ִמיץ דְּ ִקיו ָּהא ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא הוּא
.“ש ָכר״
ֵ ׁ  ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא

And if the Torah had also written “on wine,” indicating that one may
even buy wine together with its jug with second-tithe money, I might
still have said that this is because the jug is needed for the wine’s preservation, as there is no way to carry wine without some sort of container. But as for meadN that has fermented,H which is mere acidity,
you might say no, it should not be included among the items that may
be bought with second-tithe money. Therefore, the Torah wrote: “On
strong drink.”

“ב ׁ ּ ֵש ָכר״ – ֲהוָ ה
ּ ַ וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
, ַמאי ׁ ֵש ָכר – דְּ ֵב ָילה ְק ִע ִילית:ָא ִמינָ א
–  ֲא ָבל יַ יִ ן ַעל ַ ּגב ַקנְ ַקנּ ֹו,דְּ ֵפ ָירא הוּא
.ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא

The necessity of each word much be proven in the opposite order as well.
And if the Torah had only written “on strong drink,” I might have said:
What is meant by strong drink? Dried figs from the town of Ke’ila,
which are choice and juicy figs that can have an intoxicating effect. They
are therefore considered produce and not merely mead. But as for buying wine together with its jug, you might say no, this may not be done
with second-tithe money, and therefore it was necessary to state “on
wine.”

וְ ִא י ָּכ ַת ב ַר ֲח ָמ נָ א יַ יִ ן ַעל ַ ּג ב
 ֲא ָבל צֹאן,יה
ּ ַקנְ ַקנּ ֹו – דְּ ַהיְ ינ ּו נְ ִטירו ֵּת
 ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,ימא ָלא
ָ ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה – ֵא
.“צֹאן״ דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה

And if the Torah had also written “on wine,” indicating that one may
buy even wine together with its jug with second-tithe money, I might
have said that this is because the jug is needed for the wine’s preservation. But as for buying a sheep together with its fleece, you might say
no, this may not be done with second-tithe money. Therefore, the Torah
stated “on sheep,” to teach that a sheep may be bought with secondtithe money even together with its fleece.

 ִאי ל ֹא ָּכ ַתב:ימא
ָ “ב ָ ּב ָקר״ ָל ָּמה ִלי? וְ ִכי ֵּת
ַּ
 צֹאן ַעל ַ ּגב:“ב ָ ּב ָקר״ ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ּ ַ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ָּכ ַתב, ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה – ָלא,עֹור ּה – ִאין
ָ
יה
ּ ַ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ּ  ִאּיַ ַּיתר ֵל.“ב ָ ּב ָקר״ ְל ַא ּתֹויֵ י עֹורֹו
.“צֹאן״ ְל ַא ּתוּיֵ י ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה

If so, why do I need the words “on oxen”? If one may purchase a sheep
together with its fleece with second-tithe money, it should certainly be
permitted to buy an ox together with its hide. And if you say that if the
Torah had not written “on oxen,” I might have said that a sheep together with its hide, yes, it may be bought with second-tithe money,
but together with its fleece, no, it may not be bought; therefore, the
Torah wrote “on oxen,” to include its hide, and so “on sheep” remains
available for interpretation to include its fleece, i.e., that a sheep may
be bought even together with its fleece. Therefore, the words “on oxen”
are necessary, for without them I would have understood “on sheep”
differently.

“ב ָקר״ – ָלא ֲהוָ ה
ּ ָ ִאי ל ֹא ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
עֹור ּה ִאין ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה
ָ ָא ִמינָ א צֹאן ַעל ַ ּגב
“ב ָקר״
ּ ָ  דְּ ִאם ֵּכן – ִל ְכ ּתֹוב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א.ָלא
!יה צֹאן
ַּ ַדְּ ִמ ֵּמ ָילא ִאּי
ּ יתר ֵל

This argument can, however, be refuted: Even if the Torah had not
written “on oxen,” I would not have said that a sheep together with its
hide, yes, it may be bought with second-tithe money, but together with
its fleece, no, it may not. For if it were so, the Torah should have written “on oxen,” in which case the words “on sheep” would remain
available for interpretation. “On sheep” can be explained in two ways,
both in reference to its hide as well as in reference to its fleece. Had the
Torah wanted to teach only that an animal may be bought together with
its hide but not with its fleece, it would have written “on oxen” only,
which would have left no room for error, as oxen do not have fleece.

ּ  דַּ ֲא ִפ,וְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ָכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א “צֹאן״
יל ּו ַעל
“ב ָ ּב ָקר״ ָל ָּמה ִלי? ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא צֹאן
ּ ַ – ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה
 ָ ּב ָקר ַעל ַ ּגב עֹורֹו,ַעל ַ ּגב ִ ּגיּזָ ָת ּה ִמיזְ דַּ ְ ּבנָ א
 ַמאן:יֹוחנָן
ָ יב ֲעיָ א?! ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ ִמ
,יבא דְּ ֶבן ַ ּבג ַ ּבג
ּ ָ דִּ ְמ ַת ְר ֵ ּגם ִלי ַ ּב ָ ּב ָקר ַא ִּל
.אנֵיה ְל ֵבי ַמ ּסו ָּתא
ִ
ּ מֹוב ְילנָ א ָמ

And since the Torah writes “on sheep,” teaching that a sheep may be
bought with second-tithe money even together with its fleece, why do
I need the words “on oxen”? These words are now entirely superfluous.
If a sheep may be bought together with its fleece, is it necessary to
state that an ox may be bought together with its hide? This is what
Rabbi Yoĥanan meant when he said: Whoever interprets the words
“on oxen” for me in accordance with the opinion of ben Bag Bag, I will
carry his clothes after him into the bathhouse.

ְ ּב ַמאי ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ָ ּג ִד ׁיש וְ ַר ִ ּבי
יעזֶ ר וְ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי דִּ ְל ַק ָּמן? ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן
ֶ ֱא ִל
,יעזֶ ר דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי ִר ּבוּיֵ י ו ִּמיעו ֵּטי
ֶ ָ ּג ִד ׁיש וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
.וְ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי ְּכ ָל ֵלי ו ְּפ ָר ֵטי

The Gemara now returns to the tannaitic disagreement pertaining to
buying fish brine with second-tithe money: With regard to what principle do Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish, and Rabbi Eliezer, and these
tanna’im whose views will be cited below, disagree? The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish and Rabbi Eliezer expound the
verse based on the principle of amplifications and restrictions, and
these tanna’im expound it based on the principle of generalizations
and details,N which is a different approach to biblical exegesis.

יעזֶ ר דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ָ ּג ִד ׁיש וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 “וְ נָ ַת ָּתה ַה ֶּכ ֶסף ְ ּבכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר:יבוּיֵ י ו ִּמיעו ֵּטי
ּ ִר
“ב ָ ּב ָקר ו ַּב ּצֹאן ו ַּבּיַ יִ ן
ּ ַ ,יבה
ּ ָ ְּת ַא ֶּוה נַ ְפ ׁ ְשךָ ״ – ִר
ָ “ו ְּבכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִּת ׁ ְש ָא ְלך,יעט
ֵ ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵש ָכר״ – ִמ
– יבה
ּ ָ יעט וְ ִר
ֵ יבה ו ִּמ
ּ ָ  ִר.יבה
ּ ָ נַ ְפ ׁ ֶשךָ ״ – ָחזַ ר וְ ִר
 ו ַּמאי, ַמאי ַר ֵ ּבי – ַר ֵ ּבי ָּכל ִמ ֵּילי.יבה ַה ּכֹל
ּ ָ ִר
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי,יעט צִ יר
ֵ יעזֶ ר ִמ
ֶ יעט – ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֵ ִמ
.יעט ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ָ ּג ִד ׁיש ִמ

Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish and Rabbi Eliezer expound the verse based
on the principle of amplifications and restrictions. When the verse
states: “And you shall bestow the money on all that your heart desires”
(Deuteronomy 14:26), it has amplified. When it then states: “On oxen,
on sheep, on wine, and on strong drink,” it has restricted its discussion to certain specific items. When it concludes with the phrase: “On
whatever your soul requests,” it has once again amplified. According
to this exegetical approach, we conclude that since it amplified and
restricted and once again amplified, it has amplified the general category to include everything. What has it amplified the category to
include? It has amplified the category to include everything. And what
has it restricted from inclusion in the category? Only one thing: According to Rabbi Eliezer, it restricted brine from inclusion because
brine is not at all similar to the items listed in the verse; according to
Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish, it restricted water and salt.
NOTES

Amplification and restriction, and generalization and detail – ר ּבוּי ו ִּמיעוּט ו ְּכ ָלל ו ְּפ ָרט:ִ Amplification and restriction and
generalization and detail are two exegetical approaches to
biblical verses. They are attributed to Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi
Yishmael, respectively. Nevertheless, all of the Sages would
generally use both of these methods except for certain circumstances in which each would insist on using his own specific
approach.
Both methods are applied to biblical verses in which there
is a general statement followed by specific examples of the
same law. Depending on the presentation, there may be an



amplification and restriction or a generalization and detail; a
restriction and amplification or a detail and generalization; or an
amplification and restriction and amplification or a generalization and detail and generalization.
The principle of generalization and detail views the example
mentioned in the verse as providing detail through an explanation and definition of the general rule. Consequently, the
detail always limits the scope of the generalization, while the
generalization is almost always an expansion of the specific
example cited.
On the other hand, the method of amplification and

restriction assumes that the specific case mentioned in the
verse is not meant as an example but as a defining feature that
limits the generalization by indicating what is not included
in the amplification. When an amplification is followed by a
restriction, and these two expressions are followed by another
amplification, the only items excluded from the generalization are those that totally differ from the restriction. Therefore,
this method of exegesis tends to be more inclusive than the
principle of a generalization and detail and generalization, in
which the final generalization expands the detail to include
items similar to it.
זכ ףד:  ׳ג קרפ. Perek III . 27b
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NOTES

Fish are regarded as having grown from the
ground – דָּ גִ ים ְּכגִ ידּ ו ֵּלי ַק ְר ַקע: As explained here,
the category of things that have grown from the
ground includes anything that receives sustenance from the ground. Therefore, even fish can
be considered to have grown from the ground, as
they are indirectly nourished by it.
HALAKHA

What may be bought with second-tithe money –
מה ְנִל ָקח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר:ַ One may utilize second-tithe
money to purchase food fit for human consumption, which includes produce and anything else
that grows from the ground. This ruling is in accordance with the Rambam’s interpretation of the
mishna (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Ma’aser Sheni 7:3).

: דְּ ַתנְיָא,וְ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי ְּכ ָל ֵלי ו ְּפ ָר ֵטי
“וְ נָ ַת ָּתה ַה ֶּכ ֶסף ְ ּבכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ְּת ַא ֶּוה
“ב ָ ּב ָקר ו ַּב ּצֹאן ו ַּבּיַ יִ ן
ּ ַ ,נַ ְפ ׁ ְשךָ ״ – ְּכ ָלל
ָ “ו ְּבכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִּת ׁ ְש ָא ְלך,ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵש ָכר״ – ּ ְפ ָרט
 ְּכ ָלל ו ְּפ ָרט ו ְּכ ָלל – ִאי.נַ ְפ ׁ ֶשךָ ״ – ָחזַ ר וְ ָכ ַלל
ַא ָּתה דָּ ן ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ֵעין ַה ּ ְפ ָרט; ו ָּמה ַה ּ ְפ ָרט
 ַאף,פֹור ׁש – ּ ְפ ִרי ִמ ּ ְפ ִרי וְ גִ ידּ ו ֵּלי ַק ְר ַקע
ָ ְמ
.ּכֹל – ּ ְפ ִרי ִמ ּ ְפ ִרי וְ גִ ידּ ו ֵּלי ַק ְר ַקע

And these other tanna’im expound the verse according to the principle
of generalizations and details, as it was taught in a baraita: The phrase:
“And you shall bestow the money on all that your heart desires” is a
generalization, as no particular type of food is specified. The phrase: “On
cattle, on sheep, on wine, and on strong drink” is a detail, as specific
types of food are mentioned. When the verse concludes: “On whatever
your soul requests,” it has generalized again, as no specific type of food
is mentioned. Since the verse is formulated as a generalization, and a
detail, and a generalization, you may deduce that the verse is referring
only to items similar to the detail. Just as the items mentioned in the
detail are clearly defined as the produce of produce, i.e., not only the
produce itself but also things that come from it, such as the calf that comes
from a cow or grapes from a seed, and they are also things grown from
the ground, as all of these items grow from the ground or receive their
main sustenance from it, so it includes all things that are the produce of
produce and are grown from the ground.

פֹור ׁש – וְ ַלד
ָ  ָמה ַה ּ ְפ ָרט ְמ: ְ וְ ַתנְיָא ִא ָידךAnd it was taught in the other baraita: Just as the items mentioned in
 ַאף ּכֹל – וְ ַלד וְ ָלדֹות, וְ ָלדֹות ָה ָא ֶרץthe detail are clearly defined as the offspring of the offspring of the
. ָה ָא ֶרץearth, i.e., things that come from items that came from the ground, so it
includes all things that are the offspring of the offspring of the earth.
יכא
ָּ  דָּ גִ ים ִא:ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ּ ְפ ִרי ִמ ּ ְפ ִרי וְ גִ ידּ ו ֵּלי: ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר,ֵּ ּבינַיְ יהו
.ַּק ְר ַקע – ָהנֵי דָּ גִ ים ִ ּגידּ ו ֵּלי ַק ְר ַקע נִינְ הו
ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר וְ ַלד וְ ָלדֹות ָה ָא ֶרץ – דָּ גִ ים
.ִּמ ַּמּיָ א ִא ְיברו

The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these two
baraitot? Abaye said: There is a practical difference between them with
regard to fish. According to the one who said that we apply the law to
that which is the produce of produce and grown from the ground, fish
are regarded as having grown from the ground.N However, according to
the one who said we apply it to that which is the offspring of the offspring of the earth, fish were created from water. Therefore, they are
not of the offspring of the earth, and consequently they are not included
among the items that may be purchased with second-tithe money.H

?ּ ו ִּמי ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י דָּ גִ ים ִ ּגידּ ו ֵּלי ַק ְר ַקע נִינְ הוThe Gemara asks: Did Abaye say that fish are regarded as having been
: וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יgrown from the ground? Didn’t Abaye say the following?

Perek III
Daf 28 Amud a
HALAKHA

If one ate a putita – א ַכל ּפו ִּט ָיתא:ָ If one ate a water
insect known as a putita, one is liable to receive
four sets of lashes. According to the Rambam,
the reason for this is that one has violated several
different types of prohibitions. Most authorities
concur with the Rambam’s conclusion, but explain
it differently (see Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 2:23).

–  נְ ָמ ָלה,לֹוקה ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ֶ – יתא
ָ ָא ַכל ּפו ִּט
 וְ ִאם.לֹוקה ׁ ֵש ׁש
ֶ –  צִ ְיר ָעה,לֹוקה ָח ֵמ ׁש
ֶ
:יל ֵקי ִמ ׁ ּש ּום
ְ יתא נַ ִמי ִל
ָ  ּפו ִּט,יתא
ָ ִא
!“ה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶרץ ַה ׁש ֵֹרץ ַעל ָה ָא ֶרץ״
ַ

If one ate a putita,H a certain water insect, he is given four sets of lashes,N
as he has transgressed four separate negative Torah commandments, two
that relate to creeping animals in general and two that relate to water insects in particular. If he ate an ant, he is given five sets of lashes for violating the two general prohibitions and another three negative commandments stated with regard to insects that creep upon the earth. If he ate a
hornet, he is given six sets of lashes, for in addition to the prohibitions
applying to an ant, he has transgressed a prohibition stated with regard
to flying insects. And if it is correct that something that lives in water is
considered as growing from the ground, one who eats a putita should
also be given lashes for violating the following prohibition: “And every
creeping thing that creeps upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall
not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). Rather, fish must certainly not be considered as growing from the ground, and therefore this explanation is to be
rejected.
NOTES

If one ate a putita, he is given four sets of lashes – לֹוקה
ֶ ָא ַכל ּפו ִּט ָיתא
א ְר ַ ּבע:ַ The Arukh provides the mnemonic talas, representing the four
prohibitions one violates in this case: The first is a prohibition against
non-kosher seafood: “Of their flesh you shall not eat [tokheilu]” (Leviticus 11:11). The second and third prohibitions, which pertain to creeping animals in general, are derived from the phrases: “You shall not
[al] make your souls abominable,” and “And you shall not [lo] make
yourselves unclean with them” (Leviticus 11:43). The fourth prohibition is derived from the additional verse that references non-kosher
fish: “That does not have fins [senappir]” (Leviticus 11:10).
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According to Abaye, if one violates numerous prohibitions at one
time while eating, even if the prohibitions are included in a single
category, he is liable to receive a separate set of lashes for each time
the Torah expresses the prohibition. This is the opinion of the Ra’avad
and the Ramban, and it is also implied by Rashi and the ge’onim.
However, the Rambam maintains that one is not punished with
multiple sets of lashes unless he has transgressed multiple prohibitions of different types. One who eats a putita receives distinct sets
of lashes because it falls under the separate categories of a creeping
land animal, a water insect, and a flying insect.

