Perek VII
Daf 82 Amud a
NOTES

Are you raising a contradiction between one person and
another – ג ְב ָרא ַא ַ ּג ְב ָרא ָקא ָר ֵמית:ּ ַ This expression indicates that
the contradiction involves a dispute between two amora’im,
which does not pose a problem. Indeed, it is possible to raise a
difficulty against the opinion of an amora only from a statement
of a tanna, as an amora may not dispute a tanna. However, he
may take issue with another amora.
The following people are disqualified – אלּ ּו ֵהן ַה ּ ְפסו ִּלים:ֵ There
are various reasons for disqualifying a person from giving testi
mony. Some people are disqualified because they are relatives
of the litigants or due to their personal interest in the matter,
while others are disqualified as sinners. The Torah excludes the
testimony of a wicked witness. The Sages list the witnesses
disqualified by rabbinic law in a mishna in tractate Sanhedrin.
Although those listed in the mishna are not criminals according
to the Torah’s standards, nevertheless, as they are suspected of
committing a transgression due to greed for prohibited gain,
they will similarly testify falsely for a bribe or due to some other
financial incentive.
HALAKHA

Those who are disqualified from giving testimony – ַה ּ ְפסו ִּלין
ל ֵעדוּת:ְ The following people are disqualified from giving tes
timony because their credibility is suspect: Moneylenders for
interest, pigeon-racers, traders in Sabbatical Year produce, and
gamblers if they have no other occupation. Some authorities
disqualify gamblers even if only a small portion of their income
is from dice playing (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 10:4;
12:1), while others disqualify them only if their entire livelihood
is based on gambling (Rashi; Tur; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat
34:16).

: ַ ּג ְב ָרא ַא ַ ּג ְב ָרא ָקא ָר ֵמית?! ָמר ָס ַברAre you raising a contradiction between the opinion of one
N
. ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר, ּ ְפ ִליגִ יperson and that of another? In other words, a difficulty cannot
be raised from the statement of one amora against those of another. One Sage, Shmuel, maintains that Rabbi Yehuda and the
Sages disagree, and one other Sage, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi,
maintains that they do not disagree.
 ָּכל:הֹוש ַע ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י
ֻ ׁ ְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י,גּ ו ָּפא
ימ ַתי״
ָ “א
ֵ ,ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ״ב ֶּמה״ ְ ּב ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ֵתינ ּו – ֵאינֹו ֶא ָּלא
ַ ו
יֹוחנָ ן
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי.ְל ָפ ֵר ׁש דִּ ְב ֵרי ֲח ָכ ִמים
– ו״ב ֶּמה״
ַ ,ימ ַתי״ – ְל ָפ ֵר ׁש
ָ “א
ֵ :ָא ַמר
.ַל ֲחלֹוק

The Gemara analyzes the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi
cited in the course of the previous discussion. With regard to the
matter itself: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said that any place
where Rabbi Yehuda says when, or in what case are these, in the
Mishna, he intends only to explain the earlier statement of the
Rabbis, not to disagree with them. And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The
term when indicates that Rabbi Yehuda comes to explain, but the
phrase in what case is this, indicates that he intends to disagree.

:ימ ַתי״ ְל ָפ ֵר ׁש הוּא? וְ ָהא ְּתנַ ן
ָ ״א
ֵ ְו
 ַה ְמ ַ ׂש ֵח ק:וְ ֵא ּל ּו ֵה ן ַה ּ ְפ ס ּו ִל ים
יחי
ֵ  ו ַּמ ְפ ִר,יבית
ּ ִ  ו ַּמ ְלוֶ ה ָ ּב ִר,ְ ּבקו ִ ּּבּיָ א
.יעית
ִ סֹוח ֵרי ׁ ְש ִב
ֲ ְ ו,יֹונִים

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is the word when invariably a sign
that Rabbi Yehuda merely seeks to explain? Didn’t we learn in a
mishna: The following people are disqualifiedNH by the Sages
from giving testimony, as they are people who commit transgressions for profit: One who plays with dice [kubiyya]LB for money,B
and one who lends money at interest, and those who fly pigeons,
i.e., people who arrange competitions between pigeons while
placing wagers on which bird will fly faster. The reason for their
disqualification is that those who play games of chance do not
fully relinquish ownership of their gambling money, as they expect to win their bet. Consequently, one who accepts money in
such circumstances has effectively taken something that the giver
has not wholeheartedly handed over, and he is therefore like a
robber, at least by rabbinic decree. The list of those disqualified
from giving testimony includes merchants who trade in the produce of the Sabbatical Year, which may be eaten but may not be
sold as an object of commerce.

ימ ַתי – ִ ּבזְ ַמן
ָ  ֵא:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ֲא ָבל,ׁ ֶש ֵאין לֹו או ָּּמנוּת ֶא ָּלא ִהיא
יֵ ׁש לֹו או ָּּמנוּת ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִהיא – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה
.ָּכ ׁ ֵשר

Rabbi Yehuda said: When is this so? When he has no occupation other than this one, but if he has a worthy occupation
other than this, although he also earns money by these means,
this person is qualified to give testimony. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that one who earns money by means of games of chance is
not a criminal or a robber. Rather, the reason why these people
are disqualified from giving testimony is because they are not
occupied in the constructive development of the world. As they
earn their money without effort, they do not care about the
monetary losses of others. Consequently, if they have any other
occupation, they are valid witnesses.

 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים:יתא
ָ ְוְ ָתנֵ י ֲע ָל ּה ְ ּב ָב ַרי
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ֵאין לֹו או ָּּמנוּת ֶא ָּלא:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
 ו ֵּבין ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש לֹו או ָּּמנוּת ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא,ִהיא
!ִהיא – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ּ ָפסוּל

The Gemara resumes its difficulty: According to the above principle with regard to statements introduced with the term when,
Rabbi Yehuda’s statement should be understood merely as an
explanation of the previous opinion. However, a baraita was
taught about the mishna: And the Rabbis say: Whether he has
no occupation other than this one, or whether he has a fitting
occupation other than this, this person is disqualified from giving testimony. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda is disagreeing rather
than explaining, even though he introduced his statement with
the term when.

LANGUAGE

Dice [kubiyya] – קו ִ ּּבּיָה: From the Greek κυβεία, kubèya, a game
of chance played with dice.
BACKGROUND

Dice – קו ִ ּּבּיָה:

Roman dice used for games of chance
Games of dice – ש ֲח ֵקי קו ִ ּּבּיָ ה
ֹ ׂ ְ  ִמ:

Roman sketch depicting dice playing, from the talmudic period
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 ַה ִהיא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפֹוןThe Gemara answers: That opinion in the baraita, with regard to
; ִהיאthose disqualified from providing testimony, is not the opinion of
the Rabbis of the mishna. Rather, it is that of Rabbi Yehuda, who
maintained that Rabbi Tarfon said this opinion. The Rabbis of
the mishna, however, agree with Rabbi Yehuda in this regard, and
his statement serves to explain their position.

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי, דְּ ַתנְ יָ אAs it was taught in a baraita with regard to naziriteship: Rabbi
 ְל ִפי,עֹולם ֵאין ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן נָ זִ יר
ָ  ְל: ַט ְרפֹוןYehuda said in the name of Rabbi Tarfon: In a case where two
. ׁ ֶש ֵאין נְ זִ ירוּת ֶא ָּלא ְל ַה ְפ ָל ָאהpeople accepted a bet, with each undertaking to become a nazirite
if he lost the wager, and a doubt arose as to who won, neither one
of them can possibly be a nazirite, as there is no acceptance of
naziriteship without clear and definitive pronunciation.N A vow
of naziriteship is only binding if it was expressly pronounced, i.e., if
it was clear from the outset that the person intended to become a
nazirite.
יה ִאי נָ זִ יר ִאי
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דִּ ְמ ַס ּ ְפ ָקא ֵל:ַא ְל ָמא
,יה
ּ ָלא נָ זִ יר הוּא – ָלא ְמ ׁ ַש ְע ֵ ּביד נַ ְפ ׁ ֵש
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא יָ ַדע ִאי ָקנֵי ִאי ָלא:ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
.ָקנֵי – ָלא ָ ּג ַמר ו ַּמ ְקנֶ ה

הדרן עלך חלון



Consequently, it can be inferred that since he is in doubt as to
whether he is a nazirite or he is not a nazirite, he does not submit
himself to and accept his vow of naziriteship. Here, too, Rabbi
Yehuda disqualifies those who play games of chance from delivering
testimony due to the fact that they are robbers. Since the player
does not know whether he will win and acquire the money or
whether he will lose and not acquire it, he does not fully transfer
ownership of the money with which he plays to others, which
means that the one who gains from these games receives money
that was not wholeheartedly given to him. He is therefore likened
to a robber, at least on the rabbinic level, which disqualifies him
from giving testimony.

NOTES

Distinct utterance and a stipulation of surety – ַה ְפ ָל ָאה
וְ ַא ְס ַמ ְכ ָּתא: According to Rabbi Yehuda, who cites Rabbi
Tarfon, the flaw that applies to a naziriteship made condi
tional on a wager is equally relevant to games of chance.
The assumption is that a stipulation of surety does not
effect acquisition, i.e., a person does not wholeheartedly
transfer possession of an object to another unless he’s cer
tain of his obligation. Since his stipulation that he will pay
if he loses was based on his certainty that he will win, he
does not commit himself to pay. Consequently, this is not
a legal acquisition, just as an analogous unclear condition
does not result in halakhic naziriteship.
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Perek VIII
Daf 82 Amud a
מתני׳ ֵּכיצַ ד ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין ַ ּב ְּתחו ִּמין? ַמ ּנ ִַיח
 ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְל ָכל ְ ּבנֵי ִע ִירי:אֹומר
ֵ ְ ו,ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית
ְל ָכל ִמי ׁ ֶשּיֵ ֵל ְך ְל ֵבית ָה ֵא ֶבל אֹו ְל ֵבית
–  ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום,יבל ָע ָליו
ּ ֵ  וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ִּק.ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ֶּתה
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין, ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶּת ְח ׁ ַש ְך – ָאסוּר,מו ָּּתר
. ְִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶּת ְח ׁ ַשך

mishna

How does one participate in the joining of
Shabbat boundaries? One who wishes to establish a joining of Shabbat boundaries for himself and others places
a barrel of food in the location he designates as their place of residence, and says: This is for all the residents of my town, for anyone
who wishes to go on Shabbat to a house of mourning or to a house
of a wedding feastN situated beyond the Shabbat limit. Anyone who
accepted upon himself while it was still day, i.e., before the onset of
Shabbat, that he will rely on the eiruv, is permitted to rely upon it; but
if one did so only after nightfall, he is prohibited to rely upon it, as
the principle is that one may not establish an eiruv after nightfall.

gemara

Rav Yosef said: One may establish a joining
 ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָּלא ִל ְד ַבר:יֹוסף
ֵ גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב
of Shabbat boundaries only for the purpose
 ְל ָכל ִמי: ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן? ָּתנֵינָ א.ִמצְ וָ ה
of a mitzva,NH i.e., to enable the fulfillment of a religious obligation,
! ׁ ֶשּיֵ ֵלךְ ְל ֵבית ָה ֵא ֶבל אֹו ְל ֵבית ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ֶּתהbut not for an optional activity. The Gemara asks: What novel element
is he teaching us by this? We explicitly learned this idea in the mishna from the phrase: For anyone who wishes to go on Shabbat to a
house of mourning or to a house of a wedding feast. This mishna
indicates that an eiruv may be established only for the purpose of a
mitzva, e.g., in order to comfort mourners or to celebrate a wedding,
but not for any other reason.
 ָקא,אֹור ָחא דְּ ִמ ְּל ָתא ָק ָתנֵי
ְ :ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתThe Gemara answers: This teaching is necessary, lest you say that the
. ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןmishna merely teaches the usual case. Generally, a group of people
would establish an eiruv in order to walk beyond the Shabbat limit
only for a special purpose, such as a wedding, but one might be permitted to establish an eiruv even for an optional activity as well. Rav
Yosef therefore teaches us that an eiruv may indeed be established
only for the purpose of a mitzva.
יבל ָע ָליו ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום״ – ׁ ָש ְמ ַע ְּת
ּ ֵ ״וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ִּק
 דְּ ִאי יֵ ׁש ְ ּב ֵר ָירה – ִּתיגְ ֵלי. ֵאין ְ ּב ֵר ָירה:ִמ ָּינ ּה
ְּ ִמ
נִיחא
ָ יל ָתא ְל ַמ ְפ ֵר ַע דְּ ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום ֲהוָ ה
!יה
ּ ֵל

We learned in the mishna: Anyone who accepted upon himself
while it was still day that he will rely upon the eiruvN is permitted to
rely upon it on Shabbat. The Gemara comments: Apparently, learn
from here that there is no halakhic principle of retroactive clarification. That is to say, there is no halakhic assumption that an uncertain
state of affairs can be retroactively clarified. A later statement or action
cannot retroactively clarify one’s earlier intentions as though he had
explicitly stated those intentions at the outset. For if there is a halakhic principle of retroactive clarification, the eiruv should be effective
even if one relied upon it only after nightfall, as it is retroactively
revealed that he wanted the eiruv while it was still day.

הֹודיעוּהוּ״
ִ “הֹודיעוּהוּ״ וְ ״ל ֹא
ִ : ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi said that the mishna teaches: While it was still day. This
. ָק ָתנֵיphrase does not require one to make the decision to rely on the eiruv
before Shabbat. Rather, the criterion for using the eiruv on Shabbat is
whether they informed him or they did not inform himH of the existence of the eiruv prior to Shabbat. In other words, if one knew about
the eiruv while it was still day, he may rely on it, even if he decided to
use it only after the onset of Shabbat, as the halakhic principle of
retroactive clarification is accepted. However, if one was unaware
of the existence of the eiruv when it came into effect at the onset of
Shabbat, the matter cannot be retroactively clarified.
 ָק ָטן ֶ ּבן ׁ ֵש ׁש יֹוצֵ א ְ ּב ֵעירוּב:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסי
יך ְל ִא ּמֹו – יֹוצֵ א
ְ  ָק ָטן ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ִר:ית ִיבי
ִ  ֵמ.ִא ּמֹו
 וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל ִא ּמֹו – ֵאין יֹוצֵ א.ְ ּב ֵעירוּב ִא ּמֹו
.ְ ּב ֵעירוּב ִא ּמֹו

Rav Asi said: A six-year-old child may go out by means of his
mother’s eiruv.H As he is subordinate to her, he is included in her eiruv
and does not require his own eiruv. The Gemara raises an objection
from a baraita: A child who needs his mother may go out by means
of his mother’s eiruv, but one who does not need his mother may
not go out by means of his mother’s eiruv.

NOTES

To a house of mourning or to a house of a
wedding feast – ל ֵבית ָה ֵא ֶבל אֹו ְל ֵבית ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ֶּתה:ְ The
mishna mentions a house of mourning before a
house of a wedding feast, in accordance with the
verse “It is better to go to the house of mourning
than to go to the house of feasting” (Ecclesiastes
7:2; Ritva).
A joining of Shabbat boundaries only for the
purpose of a mitzva – עירוּב ִל ְד ַבר ִמצְ וָ ה:ֵ Some
commentaries claim that the limitation of an eiruv for the purpose of a mitzva applies only to
one who acquires an eiruv by placing bread at the
place in question. However, one may establish
an eiruv even for a voluntary matter if he does
so by means of his physical presence (Rabbeinu
Yehonatan).
Who accepted upon himself while it was still
day that he will rely upon the eiruv – יבל ָע ָליו
ּ ֵ ׁ ֶש ִּק
מ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום:ִ The Ra’avad explains that this entire dis
cussion concerns one who establishes an eiruv for
another individual. The Gemara initially assumed
that the other person must accept and acquire
the eiruv. Rav Ashi rejects this approach, as he
maintains that it is enough to inform the recipient
that the eiruv exists, as his mere knowledge of the
eiruv is sufficient to enable him to be included in
it retroactively.
HALAKHA

A joining of Shabbat boundaries only for the
purpose of a mitzva – עירוּב ִל ְד ַבר ִמצְ וָ ה:ֵ One may
establish an joining of Shabbat boundaries only for
the purpose of a mitzva, e.g., to celebrate a wed
ding, to go to a mourner’s house, to greet one’s
master or student, or to run from danger. None
theless, if one establishes an eiruv for an everyday
purpose, the eiruv is valid (Tur, citing the Rambam;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 415:1).
They informed him or they did not inform him –
הֹודיעוּה ּו
ִ הֹודיעוּה ּו וְ ל ֹא:
ִ If one is informed about an
eiruv of Shabbat limits while it is still day, the eiruv
is valid even if he accepted it only after nightfall.
If he was not informed about the existence of the
eiruv prior to the onset of Shabbat, he may not rely
on it, even if he so desires (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 413:1).
May go out by means of his mother’s eiruv – יֹוצֵ א
ב ֵעירוּב ִא ּמֹו:ּ ְ A child up to and including the age of
six may use his mother’s eiruv, without contrib
uting two meals toward the eiruv. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Asi (Rif;
Rambam; Sefer Mitzvot Gadol; Sefer Mitzvot Katan).
However, other sources indicate that a five-yearold child who does not need his mother may not
rely on her eiruv (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
414:2).
A minor with regard to a sukka – ק ָטן ְל ִענְּיָ ן סו ָּּכה:ָ
The Sages obligate parents to educate their young
children in the observance of mitzvot. This duty
pertains to minors from the age of five or six. Some
authorities maintain that the obligation begins
when the child is six years old, in accordance with
the opinion of Rav Asi (Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 640:2).

 ָק ָטן ׁ ֶש ֵאין: ו ְּתנַן נַ ִמי ַ ּג ֵ ּבי סו ָּּכה ִּכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ אAnd we also learned a similar halakha in a mishna with regard to a
. צָ ִריךְ ְל ִא ּמֹו – ַחּיָ יב ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכהsukka: A child who does not need his mother is obligated in the
mitzva of sukka by rabbinical law, so that he will be trained in the
observance of mitzvot.H
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NOTES

And does not call Mother – ימא
ָּ קֹורא ִא
ֵ וְ ֵאינֹו: Rashi ex
plains in tractate Sukka that this definition of a young child
is referring to one who cries Mother, Mother for as long as
he remains awake, whereas one who does not need his
mother calls out to her only from time to time.

יך
ְ  וְ ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ָק ָטן ׁ ֶש ֵאין צָ ִר: וְ ָהוֵ ינַ ן ָ ּב ּהAnd we discussed this mishna and raised a question: But who is
 ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפנֶ ה: ְל ִא ּמֹו? ָא ְמ ִרי דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאיthe child who does not need his mother? The Sages of the school
. וְ ֵאין ִא ּמֹו ְמ ַק ַּנ ְח ּתֹוof Rabbi Yannai said: This is referring to any child who defecates
and his mother does not wipe him. A child who can clean himself
is considered sufficiently mature for the purposes of the halakha of
sukka.
 ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּנֵיעֹור:ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר
ימא ָס ְל ָקא
ָּ  ִא.ימא״
ָּ “א
ִ קֹורא
ֵ וְ ֵאינֹו
:ימא
ָ דֹולים נַ ִמי ָקרוּ! ֶא ָּלא ֵא
ִ דַּ ֲע ָתךְ ? ְ ּג
ימא
ָּ “א
ִ קֹורא
ֵ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּנֵיעֹור ִמ ׁ ְשנָ תֹו וְ ֵאינֹו
.ימא״
ָּ ִא

Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Any child who wakens from sleep
and does not call: Mother,N is obligated in the mitzva of sukka. The
Gemara expresses surprise at this statement: Can it enter your
mind that every child who cries: Mother is considered to be one
who needs his mother? Much older children also call out to their
mothers for assistance when they awaken. Rather, say that the
halakha includes any child who wakens from sleep and does not
persistently call: Mother, Mother. A minor who arises only when
his mother comes is classified as one who needs his mother.

! ְּכ ַבר ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְּכ ַבר ָח ֵמ ׁש, וְ ַכ ָּמהThe Gemara continues. The Sages who discussed the mishna asked:
And at what age is a child no longer considered to be in need of his
mother? Such a child is one about four years old or about five years
old, as some children become independent of their mothers earlier
than others. This poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Asi, who
maintains that even a six-year-old child is considered to be in need
of his mother, and may go out by means of his mother’s eiruv.

Perek VIII
Daf 82 Amud b
 ִּכי:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי
ֻ ׁ ְָא ַמר ַרב י
ּ הֹוש ַע ְ ּב ֵר
ָק ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסי – ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ֵע ֵירב ָע ָליו ָא ִביו
 דַּ ֲא ִפ ּיל ּו ַ ּבר ׁ ֵש ׁש. וְ ִא ּמֹו ַלדָּ רֹום,ַל ָ ּצפֹון
.יה
ָ יה
ָּ ְ ְ ּבצַ ו,נַ ִמי
ּ נִיחא ֵל
ּ ותא דְּ ִא ֵּמ

Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, said in answer: When Rav Asi said
that this child may go out by means of his mother’s eiruv, he was
referring to a case where his father established an eiruv on his
behalf to the north, and his mother prepared an eiruv on his behalf
to the south, as even a six-year-old prefers the company of his
mother to that of his father. However, Rav Asi agrees that if they
did not both establish an eiruv for him he is not subordinate to his
mother.

יך ְל ִא ּמֹו – יֹוצֵ א
ְ  ָק ָטן ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ִר:יבי
ִ ית
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: A child who needs
 ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב. ַעד ֶ ּבן ׁ ֵש ׁש, ְ ּב ֵעירוּב ִא ּמֹוhis mother may go out by means of his mother’s eiruv that she
.הֹוש ַע ַ ּבר ַרב ִא ִידי! ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא
ֻ ׁ ְ יestablished for herself. Until what age may he do so? He can be up
to the age of six. This baraita is a conclusive refutation of the
opinion of Rav Yehoshua bar Rav Idi, who maintains that a sixyear-old may go out by means of his mother’s eiruv only if she established an eiruv on his behalf as well? The Gemara concludes: This is
indeed a conclusive refutation.
יה דְּ ַרב ַא ִסי?! ָא ַמר
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara comments: Let us say that this is also a refutation of
ּ יהוֵ י ְּתיו ְּב ֵּת
.“עד״ וְ ַעד ִ ּב ְכ ָלל
ַ : ָלךְ ַרב ַא ִסיthe opinion of Rav Asi, as here it states: Until the age of six, which
indicates that he can be up to, but not including, six years old, whereas Rav Asi maintains that even a six-year-old is included in this
halakha. The Gemara states: Rav Asi can say to you that when the
baraita states: Up to the age of six, it means up to and including six
years old.
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי וְ ֵר ׁיש
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ ֵל
ּ יהוֵ י ְּתיו ְּב ֵּת
יה
ֵ ָל ִק ׁיש?! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – דְּ ִא
ּ ית
יה
ֵ  ָהא – דְּ ָלא ִא,ֲאבו ִּהי ְ ּב ָמ ָתא
ּ ית
.ֲאבו ִּהי ְ ּב ָמ ָתא
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The Gemara comments: Let us say that this is also a refutation of
the opinion of Rabbi Yannai and Reish Lakish, who maintain that
a child in need of his mother is one who is up to age four or five. The
Gemara explains: This is not difficult. Here Rabbi Yannai and Reish
Lakish are referring to a situation when the child’s father is in town.
As the child can go out with his father, he is no longer in need of his
mother, even though he is younger than six. In contrast, there the
baraita is referring to a case when his father is not in town. The
child therefore needs his mother until he reaches the age of six.

 ְמ ָע ֵרב ָא ָדם ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹו:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
,נַענִים
ֲ  ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו ַה ְּכ,ַה ְּק ַט ּנִים
ֵ ּבין ְל ַד ְע ָּתן ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְל ַד ְע ָּתן ֲא ָבל ֵאינֹו
,ְמ ָע ֵרב ל ֹא ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו ָה ִע ְב ִרים
 וְ ל ֹא ַעל,דֹולים
ִ [וְ ל ֹא] ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹו ַה ְ ּג
. ֶא ָּלא ִמדַּ ְע ָּתם,יְ ֵדי ִא ׁ ְש ּתֹו

Our Sages taught in a baraita: A person may establish an eiruv
on behalf of his minor son or daughter, and on behalf of his
Canaanite servant or maidservant, either with their knowledge or without their knowledge. However, he may not establish an eiruv, neither on behalf of his Hebrew servant or
maidservant, nor on behalf of his adult son or daughter, nor
on behalf of his wife, except with their knowledge.

 ל ֹא יְ ָע ֵרב ָא ָדם ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹו: ְַּתנְיָא ִא ָידך
,דֹולים וְ ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו ָה ִע ְב ִרים
ִ ַה ְ ּג
ּ
 ֲא ָבל. ֶא ָלא ִמדַּ ְע ָּתן,וְ ל ֹא ַעל יְ ֵדי ִא ׁ ְש ּתֹו
,נַענִים
ֲ ְמ ָע ֵרב הוּא ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו ַה ְּכ
 ֵ ּבין ְל ַד ְע ָּתן ו ֵּבין,וְ ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹו ַה ְּק ַט ּנִים
.ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְל ַד ְע ָּתן – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּיָ ָדן ְּכיָ דֹו

It was taught in another baraita: A person may establish an
eiruv on behalf of his adult son or daughter, and on behalf
of his Hebrew servant or maidservant, and on behalf of his
wife, only with their knowledge. However, he may establish
an eiruv on behalf of his Canaanite servant or maidservant,
and on behalf of his minor son or daughter, either with their
knowledge or without their knowledge, as their hand is like
his hand, i.e., their status and the domain in which they are
located are determined by his status and domain.

יהם ַר ָ ּבן – יֹוצְ ִאין
ֶ  וְ ֵע ֵירב ֲע ֵל,ּ וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ֵע ְירבוAnd all of these who established an eiruv for themselves, and
כֹולה
ָ ְ ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּי, חוּץ ִמן ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה, ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ַר ָ ּבןat the same time their master established an eiruv for them
. ְל ַמחֹותin a different direction, they may go out by means of their
master’s eiruv, except for a wife, because she can object by
saying that she does not want her husband’s eiruv.
 ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וְ ָכל: ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א? ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהThe Gemara begins its analysis of the baraitot by posing a ques. דְּ ָד ֵמי ָל ּהtion: A wife, in what way is she different from an adult son or
daughter? Why can’t they object? They are also of age and under
their own authority. Rabba said: The reference is not only to a
wife; the tanna is speaking of a wife and all who are similar to
her in this regard, such as a Hebrew servant or an adult son.
כֹולה
ָ ְ ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּי, ח ּוץ ִמן ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:ָא ַמר ָמר
 ָהא ְס ָת ָמא – נָ ְפ ָקא, דְּ ָמ ֵחי: ַט ְע ָמא.ְל ַמחֹות
,“א ָּלא ִמדַּ ְע ָּתם״
ֶ :ישא
ָ ׁ  ָהא ָק ָתנֵי ֵר.ִ ּב ְד ַב ְע ָל ּה
!ַמאי ָלאו דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ִאין

The Master said in the baraita: These people may go out by
means of their master’s eiruv, except for a wife, because she can
object. The Gemara infers: The reason is due to the fact that
she objected, but if he established an eiruv and she did not
specify her feelings about it one way or another, she may go out
by means of her husband’s eiruv. The Gemara raises an objection: Doesn’t the first clause of the baraita state that he may
establish an eiruv only with their knowledge? What, is this not
referring to a case where he asked them whether or not they
want this eiruv, and they said yes? It can be inferred from here
that if his wife did not say anything, she may not use the eiruv.

. דְּ ִא ׁ ְש ִּתיק ּו,“א ָּלא ִמדַּ ְע ָּתם״
ֶ  ַמאי, ָלאThe Gemara rejects this argument: No; what is the meaning of
.“לא״
ָ יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָ  ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ֵהthe phrase: Only with their knowledge? It means that they
were silent and said nothing in protest. This comes to exclude
a case where they said no. If, however, they did not object, they
may go out by means of the eiruv of the head of the family.
יהן ַר ָ ּבן יֹוצְ ִאין
ֶ  ָהא “וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ֵע ְירב ּו וְ ֵע ֵירב ֲע ֵלThe Gemara raises an objection: Wasn’t it taught in that same
 וְ ָק ָתנֵי ח ּוץ ִמן, ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ַר ָ ּבן״ ו ְּס ָת ָמא הוּאbaraita: And with regard to all of these who established an
! דְּ ָלא נָ ְפ ִקי, ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשהeiruv for themselves, and their master established an eiruv for
them in a different direction, they may go out by means of their
master’s eiruv. And that is referring to a situation when they did
not specify their feelings, as it does not state that they objected,
and yet the baraita states: Except for a wife, who may not go
out by means of her husband’s eiruv. The baraita clearly indicates
that even if she did not object, the husband’s eiruv is ineffective
for his wife.
 ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ֵע ְירב ּו – ֵאין ְלךָ ִמיחוּי: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: Since they established an eiruv in a different direc. ָ ּגדֹול ִמּזֶ הtion, you have no protest greater than this. They need not
register any other objection, as their actions prove that they do
not wish to be part of their master’s eiruv.H
HALAKHA

For whom may an eiruv be established with his knowledge –
ל ִמי ְמ ַע ְר ִבין ִמדַּ ְע ּתֹו:ְ An eiruv cannot be established for an adult,
including one’s wife, adult child, and Jewish servant and
maidservant, without that person’s knowledge. If they raise an



objection or establish an eiruv in a different direction, they
may not use his eiruv. However, if they remain silent, it is as
though they gave their consent. One may establish an eiruv
for his minor children without their knowledge, to educate

them in mitzvot (Magen Avraham). One may also establish
an eiruv for his gentile servant and maidservant, and his eiruv
includes them even if they raise an objection (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 414:1).
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Pundeyon – פוּנְדְּ יֹון:ּ From the Latin dupondium, a coin worth
two issar.
BACKGROUND

Pundeyon – פוּנְדְּ יֹון:ּ A copper coin worth two issar.

מתני׳ ַּכ ָּמה הוּא ׁ ִשיעוּרֹו? ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי
 ְמזֹונֹו ַלחֹול,ְסעוּדֹות ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד
 ַר ִ ּבי. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,וְ ל ֹא ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 וְ זֶ ה. ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת וְ ל ֹא ַלחֹול:אֹומר
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה
.וָ זֶ ה ִמ ְת ַּכ ְּוונִים ְל ָה ֵקל

 ִמ ִּכ ָּכר:אֹומר
ֵ רֹוקה
ָ יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
 ַר ִ ּבי.ְ ּבפוּנְ דְּ יֹון ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְס ִאין ַ ּב ֶּס ַלע
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי יָ דֹות ְל ִכ ָּכר:אֹומר
ֵ
ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
,ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש ַל ַ ּקב

Pundeyon from the talmudic period
Money and produce – כ ָס ִפים ו ְּתבו ָּאה:ְּ This table lists the vari
ous coins and the amounts of wheat or loaves of bread that
can be bought with them, in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka.
Amount of money

Purchase

1 sela

4 se’a

1 dinar

1 se’a

24 ma’a

4 se’a

48 pundeyon

48 or 96 loaves

mishna

What is the measure for an joining of Shabbat boundaries? It consists of a quantity of
food sufficient for two meals for each and every one of those included in the eiruv.NH The tanna’im disagree with regard to the size
of these two meals. It is referring to one’s food that he eats on a
weekday and not on Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
Rabbi Yehuda says: It is referring to the amount he eats on Shabbat
and not on a weekday. And both this Sage, Rabbi Meir, and that
Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, intended to be lenient,N as Rabbi Meir maintains that people eat more food on Shabbat, whereas Rabbi Yehuda
believes that they consume more on a weekday.
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka says: Food for two meals is the size of
a loaf bought with a pundeyon,LB which is one-forty-eighth of a sela,
when four se’a of wheat are sold for a sela.NB Rabbi Shimon says:
Food for two meals is two of three parts of a loaf, when three loaves
are prepared from a kav of wheat. In other words, the measure is
two-thirds of a loaf the size of one-third of a kav.

יה
ּ ָ וַ ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ י,יה ַל ַ ּביִ ת ַה ְמנו ָ ּּגע
ּ ָ ֶחצְ יHaving discussed measures with regard to a loaf of bread, the mish. ִל ְפסֹול ֶאת ַה ְ ּגוִ ּיָ יהna states that half of this loaf is the amount called a half [peras], a
measure relevant for the halakhot of a leprous house.H If one enters
a house afflicted with leprosy and remains there long enough to eat
this amount of food, the clothes he is wearing become ritually impure. And half of its half, a quarter of this loaf, is the amount of
ritually impure food that disqualifies the body.NH In other words,
impure food of this amount imparts ritual impurity to the body of
the eater, and disqualifies him by rabbinic law from eating teruma.

gemara

The Gemara asks: And how much is food
גמ׳ וְ ַכ ָּמה ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדֹות? ָא ַמר
for two meals according to the measures of
יפ ָּתא
ְ  ַּת ְר ֵּתי ִר: ָא ַמר ַרב,ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said:
: ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה ָא ַמר.יכ ְריָ ָיתא
ַּ  ִאTwo farmers’ [ikaryata]N loaves of bread. Rav Adda bar Ahava
.יתא
ָּ  ַּת ְר ֵּתי ִר ְיפ ָּתא נְ ַהר ּ ָפ ּ ִפsaid: Two standard loaves of bread baked in the region of the
Pappa River.

NOTES

Food for two meals with regard to an eiruv – ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדֹות
ב ֵעירוּב:ּ ְ As one must eat three meals on Shabbat, why is food for
two meals enough with regard to an eiruv? Some commentaries
explain that for the purpose of establishing a place of residence,
one need only deposit food sufficient for him to eat on an
ordinary weekday. In talmudic times, it was customary to eat
only two meals on a weekday (Tosafot Yom Tov).

example, as storeowners would generally purchase four se’a at
once (Ge’on Ya’akov).

Disqualification of the body – פסוּל ַה ְ ּגוִ ּיָ יה:ְ ּ According to Torah
law, ritually impure food of any level of impurity cannot impart
impurity to a person. In fact, one can become ritually impure
only as a result of contact with a primary source of impurity
or from impure utensils. However, an early rabbinic decree
Intended to be lenient – מ ְת ַּכ ְּוונִים ְל ָה ֵקל:ִ In the Jerusalem established that the consumption of ritually impure foods de
Talmud, as well as in the Rambam and Rashi elsewhere, it is files one’s body. This level of impurity is not severe enough for
explained that according to Rabbi Meir, one who eats the well- him to impart impurity to other people, but he does defile any
seasoned food typically eaten on Shabbat and has much food teruma with which he comes into contact. This teruma must
available will consume a large quantity of bread with his meal. subsequently be burned.
Rabbi Yehuda, in contrast, claims that one eats less bread if he
Farmers [ikaryata] – יכ ְריָ ָיתא
ַּ א:ִ Rashi explains that these farm
has an abundance of other foods.
ers are herdsmen. He associates the word ikar with kar, one
When four se’a are sold for a sela – מ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְס ִאין ַ ּב ֶּס ַלע:ֵ Al meaning of which is sheep (Rav Ya’akov Emden). Some com
though the calculation would be easier had Rabbi Yoĥanan ben mentaries understand ikaryata as a reference to a particular
Beroka said one se’a for a dinar, he preferred to cite a common place (Arukh).
HALAKHA

The measure for a joining of Shabbat boundaries – ׁ ִשיעוּר
עירוּב ְּתחו ִּמין:ֵ An eiruv of Shabbat boundaries must consist
of food sufficient for two meals for each person included in
the eiruv. The measure for two meals is an amount of bread
equal in volume to six egg-bulks (Rambam, in accordance
with Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka; Vilna Gaon). Some authori
ties rule that the amount must be equal to the volume of at
least eight egg-bulks (Rema). This measure applies to both
an average person and a gluttonous one. However, an el
derly or sick person requires less food (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 409:7).
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Half for a leprous house – יה ַל ַ ּביִ ת ַה ְמנ ּו ָ ּגע
ּ ָחצְ י:ֶ If one enters a
leprous house and remains there long enough to eat food equal
in volume to that of three egg-bulks, which is half the amount
of food required for two meals, his clothing contracts ritual
impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at 17:6).
Half of its half disqualifies the body – יה ִל ְפסֹול ֶאת
ּ ֲָחצִ י ֶחצְ י
ה ְ ּגוִ ּיָ יה:ַ Ritually impure food in the amount of half a peras,
equivalent in volume to approximately an egg-bulk and one
half, imparts impurity to a person (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Okhalin 4:1).

יה
ֵ יֹוסף ְל ַרב
ֵ יה ַרב
ּ יֹוסף ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
?יה
ּ  ֲאבו ְּך ְּכ ַמאן ְס ִב ָירא ֵל:דְּ ָר ָבא
 ֲאנָ א נַ ִמי.יה
ּ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
 דְּ ִאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,יה
ּ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
ינָשי
ֵ ׁ יְ הו ָּדה – ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ָהא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ֱא
.ימא ׁ ְש ִכ ַיח״
ָ וחא ִל ְב ִס
ָ ְַ“רו

Rav Yosef said to Rav Yosef, son of Rava: Your father, in accordance with whose opinion does he hold, that of Rabbi Yehuda or
Rabbi Meir? He replied: He holds in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Meir. Rav Yosef added: I too agree with the ruling of
Rabbi Meir, because if the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi
Yehuda, a difficulty would arise from the popular saying: There
is always room for sweets. It is generally accepted that one dining
on delicacies eats more, and therefore, the amount of food in Shabbat meals is greater than that of weekdays, as they include more
sweet foods.

: ָּתנָ א.אֹומר״
ֵ רֹוקה
ָ יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ַ“ר ִ ּבי
 ִמי.יהן ִל ְהיֹות ׁ ָשוִ ין
ֶ רֹובים דִּ ְב ֵר
ִ ּו ְק
יֹוחנָן – ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְסעוּדָּ ָתא
ָ דָּ ֵמי?! דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
 דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון – ְּת ׁ ַשע ְסעוּדָּ ָתא,ְל ַק ָ ּבא
!ְל ַק ָ ּבא

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka says that
one measure is the amount of food for two meals, while Rabbi
Shimon established a different amount. A Sage taught in the Tosefta:
And their statements are close to being identical. The Gemara
expresses surprise at this: Are they really identical? According to
the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan there are four meals to a kav. He
maintains that food for two meals is equivalent to a loaf that can be
purchased with a pundeyon, which is one-forty-eighth of a sela, when
four se’a are bought for a sela. As there are twenty-four kav in four
se’a, a loaf purchased with a pundeyon is half of a kav. This means
that each meal is a quarter of a kav, or that there are four meals in a
kav. In contrast, according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, there
are nine meals to a kav. Rabbi Shimon maintains that food for two
meals is two-thirds of a loaf equal in size to one-third of a kav. By
this calculation, one meal is one-third of a loaf that itself is one-third
of a kav in size, which amounts to nine meals in a kav.

 צֵ א ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אRav Ĥisda said in explanation of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka’s opin. ַל ֶחנְ וָ נִיion: Deduct one-third for the grocer’s markup, as he takes onethird as profit. This adds one half to the total cost.
! ו ְּל ָמר – ׁ ִשית, וְ ַא ַּכ ֵּתי ְל ָמר – ִּת ׁ ְש ָעהThe Gemara asks: Even after allowing for this adjustment, it remains
the case that according to this Sage, Rabbi Shimon, there are nine
meals to a kav, whereas according to the other Sage, Rabbi Yoĥanan,
although it suffices for more than four meals, there are only six
meals to a kav. According to the measure of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka, each meal is two-thirds of a quarter kav, i.e., one sixth of a
kav, which still leaves a considerable discrepancy between their
measures.
: דְּ ָא ַמר,[א ָּלא ְּכ ִא ָיד ְך] דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ֶ Rather, we must explain in accordance with that other statement
. צֵ א ֵמ ֶהן ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ַל ֶחנְ וָ נִיof Rav Ĥisda, as he said: Deduct one half for the grocer’s markup.
If the calculation is based on the assumption that the grocer takes
half the sum as profit, the two measures are indeed close.
! ו ְּל ָמר – ְּת ָמנֵי, ְל ָמר – ֵּת ׁ ַשע, וְ ַא ַּכ ֵּתיThe Gemara asks: But it remains the case that according to this
יהם
ֶ רֹובים דִּ ְב ֵר
ִ  ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָא ַמר “ ּו ְקSage, there are nine meals to a kav, whereas according to the other
. ִל ְהיֹות ׁ ָשוִ ין״Sage, there are only eight meals to a kav, as each meal is one half of
a quarter kav, or one-eighth of a kav. The Gemara answers: This is
the meaning of that which was stated in the Tosefta: And their rulings are close to being identical. Although their measures are not
exactly the same, there is no great difference between them.
!ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ַאדְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – דְּ ָקא יָ ֵהיב ַ ּב ַעל
 ָהא – דְּ ָלא יָ ֵהיב ַ ּב ַעל,ַה ַ ּביִ ת צִ ֵיבי
.ַה ַ ּביִ ת צִ ֵיבי

The Gemara comments: Nonetheless, there is a contradiction between one statement of Rav Ĥisda and the other statement of
Rav Ĥisda concerning the size of the grocer’s profit. The Gemara
answers: This is not difficult, as in this case, the homeowner provides the wood for baking bread, and the grocer therefore marks
up the price by one-third as compensation for his efforts. Whereas
in that case, the homeowner does not provide the wood; the
grocer is entitled to reimbursement for the cost of the wood in
addition to the work of baking, and consequently he marks up the
price by one half.

יה
ֶ We learned in the mishna that the time it takes to eat half the loaf is
ּ ָיה ַל ַ ּביִ ת ַה ְמנו ָ ּּגע וַ ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ י
ּ ָ“חצְ י
. ִל ְפסֹול ֶאת ַה ְ ּגוִ ּיָ יה״the time it takes for the clothes of one who entered a leprous house
to become ritually impure, and half of its half, of the loaf, is the
amount of ritually impure food that disqualifies the body from
eating teruma.
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