Perek I
Daf 14 Amud a
,חוֹר ׁשוֹת ְ ּב ַהר ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ָחה
ְ ׁ ְש ֵּתי ָפרוֹת ָהי ּו
חוֹר ׁשוֹת – ָּכל ָה ָﬠם
ְ יהן
ֶ ָּכל זְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְש ֵּת
 ל ֹא,נִיט ֶלת ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן – ּת ִוֹלין
ֶּ ,אוֹכ ִלין
ְ
– יהן
ֶ נִיטל ּו ׁ ְש ֵּת
ְּ .אוֹכ ִלין וְ ל ֹא ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
ְ
.ִה ְת ִחיל ּו ָּכל ָה ָﬠם ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
:אוֹמר
ֵ מתני׳ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים
יהם ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֲֹהנִים ל ֹא נִ ְמנְע ּו ִמ ִּל ְ ׂשרוֹף
ֶ ימ
ֵ ִמ
ֶאת ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא ִ ּבוְ ַולד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
 ַאף,ִﬠם ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
.וֹס ִיפין טו ְּמ ָאה ַﬠל טו ְּמ ָאתוֹ
ִ ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ּמ

Two cows would plowN on the Mount of Olives on Passover eve. As
long as both of them are plowing, the entire nation continues to eat
leavened bread. When one of the cows is taken away, the people know
that the time has come to place their leaven in abeyance, meaning that
they neither eat nor burn it. When both of them were taken away, the
entire nation began burning their leaven.

mishna

Apropos the removal of leaven on Passover eve,
including the consecrated loaves of thanks-oﬀerings and teruma, the mishna cites a related halakha. Rabbi Ĥanina the
deputy High PriestP says: In all the days of the priests,N they did not
refrain from burning meat that became ritually impure by coming
into contact with a secondary source of ritual impurity, i.e., an object
that had come into contact with a primary source of impurity, together
with meat that became ritually impure by contact with a primary
source of impurity.H They would do so even though they would thereby add a degree of impurity to the impurity of the first piece of meat,
which was previously impure to a lesser degree.

יהם ׁ ֶשל
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ִמ:הוֹסיף ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא וְ ָא ַמר
ִ
ּכ ֲֹהנִים ל ֹא נִ ְמנְע ּו ִמ ְּל ַה ְד ִליק ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן
ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַסל ִ ּב ְטבוּל יוֹם ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ִ ּב ְט ֵמא
וֹס ִיפין טו ְּמ ָאה ַﬠל
ִ  ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ּמ,ֵמת
.טו ְּמ ָאתוֹ

Rabbi Akiva added to the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High
Priest and said: In all the days of the priests, they did not refrain
from lighting teruma oil that was ritually disqualified by coming into
contact with one who immersed himself during that day and who
does not become completely purified until nightfall in a lamp that
became ritually impure with first-degree impurity through contact
with one who became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a
corpse. They did so even though they would thereby add impurity to
the impurity of the oil. A person who immersed himself during that
day assumes the status of second-degree ritual impurity. His contact
renders the oil ritually impure with third-degree ritual impurity. The
lamp with first-degree ritual impurity renders the oil ritually impure
with second-degree impurity.

יהם ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו
ֶ  ִמדִּ ְב ֵר:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
הוֹרה ִﬠם ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
ָ ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין ְּתרו ָּמה ְט
 ֵאינָ ּה ִהיא:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
.ַה ִּמדָּ ה

Rabbi Meir said: From their statements we learned that one may
burn ritually pure teruma with impure teruma when removing leaven
on Passover eve. The rationale that applies to the two previous cases
applies here as well. Since both items are being burned, one may disregard the fact that one item will assume a higher degree of ritual impurity in the process. Rabbi Yosei said: That is not the inferenceNH from
which the halakha in the case of ritually pure and ritually impure teruma
can be learned. In those first two cases, the two items are both ritually
impure, albeit at diﬀerent degrees of ritual impurity. Rabbi Meir is referring to the combination of impure teruma with pure teruma, which
would render pure teruma ritually impure.

ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ מוֹד ים ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ִ ּו
 ַﬠל,ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין זוֹ ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה וְ זוֹ ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
,ָמה נֶ ְח ְלק ּו – ַﬠל ַה ְּתלוּיָ ה וְ ַﬠל ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
 ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף זוֹ ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
יהן
ֶ  ׁ ְש ֵּת:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ וְ ַר ִ ּבי י,וְ זוֹ ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
.ְּכ ַא ַחת

And in fact Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, who disagree with
regard to the burning of leavened teruma, nevertheless concede that
one burns this ritually pure teruma by itself and that impure teruma by
itself. With regard to what did they disagree? They disagreed with
regard to whether one may burn teruma in abeyance, i.e., teruma whose
purity is uncertain, and definitely impure teruma together, as Rabbi
Eliezer says: This teruma in abeyance should be burned by itself, and
that impure teruma should be burned by itself; and Rabbi Yehoshua
says: In that case, both of them may be burned as one.

NOTES

Two cows would plow – חוֹר ׁשוֹת
ְ ש ֵּתי ָפרוֹת ָהי ּו:
ְ ׁ In the
Jerusalem Talmud similar indicators are listed, e.g.,
lighting two lamps or unfurling two sheets. With regard to the question how they could have plowed on
Passover eve when the custom is not to perform labor
(see Tosafot), some explain that the Mount of Olives
was not a field that needed plowing, and therefore
this act involved no labor and was purely symbolic
(Maharam Ĥalawa).
In all the days of the priests – יהם ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֲֹהנִים
ֶ ימ
ֵ מ:ִ This
mishna is from tractate Eduyyot, which consists of the
testimonies of various Sages with regard to accepted practices, based on either firsthand experience
or other Sages’ opinions that were not universally
known. These testimonies were generally accepted,
and the halakha was ruled accordingly.
That is not the inference – אינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה:ֵ This is a
technical phrase used in legal expositions to note a
logical error in the process of arriving at a previously
noted conclusion. It states that the method of derivation, e.g., an a fortiori inference or analogy, is not
appropriate in this context.
PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest – ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
סגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים:ְ Rabbi Ĥanina, or Ĥananya, the deputy
High Priest, was one of the Sages who lived through
the destruction of the Second Temple. He became
a tanna while the Temple still stood and continued
teaching after it was destroyed. According to one
tradition, he was one of the ten martyrs killed by the
Roman government in one of its infamous decrees
after the destruction of the Temple.
As indicated by his title, Rabbi Ĥanina held the
prominent position of deputy High Priest. This meant
he was active in leading the daily Temple service and
was next in line to replace the High Priest in the event
that he was unable to serve due to illness or impurity.
Rabbi Ĥanina apparently came from a very distinguished family that maintained close relations with
the house of the Nasi.
Most of Rabbi Ĥanina’s statements concern issues
that relate to the Temple service, e.g., oﬀerings or the
halakhot of purity and impurity. One of Rabbi Ĥanina’s
sons, known as Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy, was
also a tanna.

HALAKHA

Burning impure meat – ש ֵר ַיפת ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ָט ֵמא:
ׂ ְ If a piece of meat became ritually impure through contact with a secondary source
of ritual impurity, which is an object that had come into contact
with a primary source of impurity, the priests did not refrain from
burning it with meat that became ritually impure through contact
with a primary source of impurity. The priests did so even though
they thereby added a degree of impurity to the impurity of the
first piece of meat, which had previously been impure to a lesser
degree. This statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi

Ĥanina the deputy High Priest (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:6).
That is not the inference – אינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה:
ֵ One may not burn
ritually pure leavened teruma with impure leavened teruma on
Passover eve, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes
with Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz
UMatza 3:4).
. פרק א׳ דף יד. Perek I . 14a

69

BACKGROUND

Meat that became ritually impure by a secondary source of
impurity – ב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ִ ּבוְ ַולד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה:
ּ ָ A straightforward reading of the mishna indicates that according to Rabbi Ĥanina, it
is permitted to transmit impurity to meat that became impure
through contact with a secondary source of impurity, with meat
that became impure through contact with a primary source of
impurity. However, the Gemara points out that this would cause
no change in the degree of impurity of the meat that became
impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity,
as it began with second-degree status, and contact with meat
with first-degree impurity would similarly confer upon it seconddegree status.
Primary source of impurity

Meat

Secondary source of impurity

Meat

gemara

The Gemara analyzes the mishna’s first
 ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ִ ּבוְ ַולד,גמ׳ ִמ ְּכ ִדי
statement: Now consider, what is the sta ִּכי ָ ׂש ֵריף,ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ַמאי ָהוֵ י – ׁ ֵשנִי
tus of meat that became ritually impure by coming into contact
יה ַ ּב ֲה ֵדי ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא ְ ּב ַאב
ּ  ֵלwith a secondary source of impurity?B It assumes second-degree
, ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ַמאי ָהוֵ י – ׁ ֵשנִיritual impurity status. When one burns that meat together with
meat that became ritually impure by coming into contact with a
primary source of ritual impurity, what is the status of that first
piece of meat? It assumes second-degree ritual impurity status.
Meat that touches a primary source of impurity assumes firstdegree ritual impurity status, which transmits second-degree impurity to other meat.B

מוֹסיף לוֹ
ִ  ַמאי, ׁ ֵשנִי וְ ׁ ֵשנִי הוּאThe Gemara continues: Since when the first piece of meat is placed
!?יכא
ָּ  טו ְּמ ָאה ַﬠל טו ְּמ ָאתוֹ ִאnext to the meat that came into contact with a primary source it
assumes second-degree impurity, this is a case where the meat is
First-degree
with second-degree status, and through contact with the primary
impurity
source it would assume second-degree status. In what sense is
there a case of adding impurity to its impurity here? There is no
Second-degree
change in the status of the first piece of meat at all.
impurity

The Gemara answers that the meat that became impure through
contact with a secondary source of impurity initially assumes
third-degree ritual impurity status, and when it comes into contact with the other meat it assumes second-degree ritual impurity
status.
Primary source of impurity

Meat

Secondary source of impurity

Secondary source of a secondary
source of impurity

 ָה ָכא ִ ּבוְ ַולד וְ ַולד: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said: The above interpretation is incorrect, as here we
: וְ ָק ָס ַבר,ישי
ִ ׁ יה ׁ ְש ִל
ּ  דְּ ָהוֵ י ֵל, ָﬠ ְס ִקינַןare dealing with the secondary source of a secondary source of
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִלritual impurity, i.e. meat that came in contact with second-degree
.ישי מו ָּּתר ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹתוֹ ׁ ֵשנִי
ritual impurity. The statement in the mishna: That became ritually
impure by coming into contact with a secondary source of ritual
impurity, should not be understood as saying that it came into
contact with meat with first-degree ritual impurity status, as in this
case, the meat came into contact with meat with second-degree
First-degree
impurity
ritual impurity status and is impure with third-degree ritual impurity. And Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest maintains that it
is permitted to render impure with second-degree impurity an
Second-degree
impurity
object with third-degree ritual impurity by burning it with meat
that came into contact with a primary source of ritual impurity.
Third-degree
impurity

Meat

Table of levels of impurity – דַּ ְרגּוֹת ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה: This chart delineates
the primary framework of the halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. However, it is important to remember that numerous details
do not appear in this table of general principles.
Source

Example

Manner in which it transmits impurity

Ultimate primary source of ritual impurity

Corpse

Renders anything susceptible to ritual impurity,
i.e., a primary source of ritual impurity

Primary source of ritual impurity

Any person or vessel that comes in contact with a corpse; leper;
zav; dead creeping animal; animal carcass

Confers first-degree ritual impurity status upon any person, vessel,
or food item

First-degree ritual impurity
(secondary source of ritual impurity)

A person, vessel, or food item that comes in contact with a primary
source of ritual impurity, e.g., dead creeping animal; zav ; animal
carcass; etc.

Confers second-degree ritual impurity status upon any foods or
liquids; disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids

Second-degree ritual impurity

Foods and liquids that come in contact with first-degree ritual
impurity; one who immersed himself during that day; hands

Confers third-degree ritual impurity status upon consecrated foods
and liquids; disqualifies teruma

Third-degree ritual impurity
(applies only to teruma and consecrated items)

Foods and liquids that come in contact with second-degree ritual
impurity

Teruma with this status is disqualified, and disqualifies consecrated
foods and liquids

Fourth-degree ritual impurity
(applies only to consecrated items)

Consecrated foods and liquids that come in contact with thirddegree ritual impurity

Consecrated foods and liquids with this status are disqualified

Certain principles relating to the details of ritual purity and
impurity must be added to this general outline. In the context
of the halakhot of impurity, when the term disqualified is used,
it means that the item in question is itself ritually impure; however, that item cannot render other items impure. In contrast,
when the term ritually impure is used as opposed to the term
disqualified, the item in question can transmit its impurity to
other items.
The standard halakha is that the status of non-sacred foods
is ritually impure when they have first-degree ritual impurity
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status and their status is disqualified when they have seconddegree status. Teruma, which is of elevated sanctity, is disqualified even when it has third-degree status. Consecrated items,
which have an even higher level of sanctity, are disqualified
when they have fourth-degree status. There are additional levels of impurity, although they are not enumerated with the
standard levels. During certain periods in Jewish history, there
were groups who were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of
mitzvot and were careful to eat their non-sacred foods according to the purity standards of teruma, i.e., they avoided having

their food come in contact with second-degree ritual impurity.
There were even those who were careful to eat their non-sacred
foods according to the purity standards of consecrated items.
Another principle in the halakhot of impurity is that food
can render other food ritually impure only by means of liquids,
which serve as conductors of ritual impurity. An additional
rabbinic decree was added to this halakha: All impure liquids,
regardless of their degree of impurity, will always have firstdegree ritual impurity status. There are very few cases where
this decree does not apply.

:אוֹכל! דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ֶ אוֹכל ְמ ַט ֵּמא
ֶ וְ ָהא ֵאין
אוֹכל – ַּת ְלמוּד
ֶ אוֹכל ְמ ַט ֵּמא
ֶ יָ כוֹל יְ ֵהא
 ״וְ ִכי יֻ ַּתן ַמיִ ם ַﬠל זֶ ַרע וְ נָ ַפל ִמ ִּנ ְב ָל ָתם:לוֹמר
ַ
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ  וְ ֵאין,ָﬠ ָליו ָט ֵמא הוּא״ – הוּא ָט ֵמא
.ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ּבוֹ ָט ֵמא

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Isn’t there a principle that food does
not transmit ritual impurity to other food, as it was taught in a
baraita: I might have thought that food transmits impurity to
other food; therefore, the verse states: “And if water is placed
upon the seed, and any part of a carcass falls upon it, it is impure”
(Leviticus : ). The Sages derived from this verse: It, the food
exposed to the source of impurity, is impure, but it does not render
similar foods impure. Apparently, food does not transmit impurity
to other food.

HALAKHA

Food transmits impurity to food – אוֹכל
ֶ אוֹכל ְמ ַט ֵּמא:
ֶ
Food does not transmit impurity to other food by Torah
law; however, it does do so by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 7:1).

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:נִיחא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י דְּ ָא ַמר
ָ  ָהThis works out well according to the opinion of Abaye, who
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ –  ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ָק ָד ׁ ִשים, ְ ּבחו ִּּליןsaid: They taught this principle that food does not transmit ritual
. ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ּבוֹimpurity to other food only with regard to non-sacred food; however, with regard to teruma and consecrated food, food transmits
impurity to other foods it touches, and it renders the teruma or
consecrated food similar to it in terms of impurity.
,יה דְּ ָר ָבא נַ ִמי
ּ  ו ְּל ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמAnd this is also the case according to the opinion stated by Rav
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא חו ִּּלין ו ְּתרו ָּמה ֲא ָבל: דְּ ָא ַמרAdda bar Ahava in the name of Rava, who said: They taught this
ׂ ֶ –  ְ ּב ָק ָד ׁ ִשיםprinciple, that food does not transmit ritual impurity to other food,
.עוֹשה ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ֶהן – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר
only with regard to non-sacred food and teruma; however, with
regard to consecrated food, food transmits impurity to other foods
it touches, and it renders the consecrated food similar to it in terms
of impurity. According to this opinion, it works out well. As the
mishna is dealing with a case of consecrated meat, impurity can be
transmitted from one food item to another.
: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ּ ֶא ָּלא ְל ָר ִבינָ א ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א חו ִּּלין,יבר ַה ָּכתוּב
ּ ֵ ִִּמ ְק ָרא ָמ ֵלא ד
 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים – ֵאינוֹ,ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ְּתרו ָּמה
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ֶׂ
ָּ  ַמאי ִא.עוֹשה ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ּבוֹ

However, this is not the case according to the opinion stated by
Ravina in the name of Rava, who said: The Torah stated this
principle in a categorical verse, without any exceptions, meaning
it is no diﬀerent with regard to non-sacred food, and it is no different with regard to teruma, and it is no diﬀerent with regard to
consecrated food, as in all of these cases one type of food does not
render other food similar to it in terms of impurity. According to
this opinion, what can be said in terms of understanding the statement in the mishna: Even though they thereby add impurity to its
impurity?

יכא ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ָּ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַ ן – דְּ ִאThe Gemara answers in defense of this opinion: With what are we
.יט ֵּמא ֵמ ֲח ַמת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ַּ  דְּ ָקא ִמ, ַ ּב ֲה ֵדי ָ ּב ָ ׂשרdealing here? It is with a case where there are liquids with the
meat when it comes into contact with the primary source of ritual
impurity. Since the other piece of meat comes into contact with the
liquid on that meat, it becomes impure due to contact with the
liquid. Although food does not transmit impurity to food, liquid
transmits impurity to food.
״ﬠם ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ְ ּב ַאב
ִ  ַהאי,ִאי ָה ִכי
יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ ״ﬠם ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין״ ִמ
ִ ?ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה״
אוֹכל
ֶ אוֹכל ְמ ַט ֵּמא
ֶ  נְ ִהי דְּ ֵאין:יה! ֶא ָּלא
ּ ֵל
. ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ִמיה ּו ְמ ַט ֵּמא,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְִּמד

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, this phrase: With meat that
became ritually impure by contact with a primary source of impurity, is imprecise. The tanna should have said: With meat and
liquids, as the liquids are essential for the transmission of impurity.
Rather, the Gemara explains: Although food does not transmit
impurity to other food by Torah law, in any event, by rabbinic law,
food transmits impurity to other food.H The mishna is based on the
rabbinic decree that food transmits impurity to other food.

יהן ׁ ֶשל ּכ ֲֹהנִים
ֶ ימ
ֵ ״הוֹסיף ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ִמ
ִ
 ׁ ֶש ֶמן, ִמ ְּכ ִדי.ל ֹא נִ ְמנְע ּו ִמ ְּל ַה ְד ִליק כו׳״
,ישי
ִ ׁ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַסל ִ ּב ְטבוּל יוֹם ַמאי ָהוֵ י – ׁ ְש ִל
יה ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ִ ּב ְט ֵמא ֵמת
ּ וְ ִכי ַמ ְד ִליק ֵל
,ַמאי ָהוֵ י – ׁ ֵשנִי

It was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva added: In all the days
of the priests, they did not refrain from lighting teruma oil that
was ritually disqualified by coming into contact with one who immersed himself during that day, in a lamp that was rendered ritually
impure with first-degree impurity through contact with one who
became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. The
Gemara asks: Now consider, what is the status of oil that was disqualified by one who immersed himself during that day? As one
who immersed himself during that day assumes second-degree
impurity, the oil that he touches assumes third-degree ritual impurity status. And when he lights it in a lamp that was rendered
ritually impure through contact with one who became ritually
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, who has first-degree
impurity status, what is the impurity status of the oil? It assumes
second-degree ritual impurity status.
. פרק א׳ דף יד. Perek I . 14a
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BACKGROUND

Metal lamp – נֵ ר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֶּת ֶכת:

ישי מו ָּּתר
ִ ׁ ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן – ׁ ְש ִל
 ַהיְ ינ ּו ַה ְך! ָא ַמר ַרב,ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹתוֹ ׁ ֵשנִי
, ָה ָכא ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֶּת ֶכת ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן:יְ הו ָּדה
דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר

If so, what is Rabbi Akiva teaching us by this halakha? This statement apparently teaches us that with regard to an object that is ritually impure with third-degree impurity status, it is permitted to
render it impure with second-degree impurity status. Yet this is the
same halakha as that which was taught by Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest. What is novel about the halakha taught by Rabbi
Akiva? Rav Yehuda said: Here, we are dealing with a metal lamp,B
which has a unique halakhic status.H As the Merciful One states:

Metal lamp from the talmudic period discovered in Beit She’an
HALAKHA

An impure lamp and oil – נֵ ר ָט ֵמא וְ ׁ ֶש ֶמן: One may light oil
that was disqualified by contact with a person who immersed himself during that day and thereby assumed thirddegree ritual impurity status, in a metal lamp that came into
contact with one who is impure with impurity imparted by
a corpse and who thereby assumed first-degree ritual impurity status. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva’s
testimony and Rav Yehuda’s ensuing explanation (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:6).

Perek I
Daf 14 Amud b
NOTES

One who is slain with a sword – ח ַלל ֶח ֶרב:ֲ With regard to
the statement: The legal status of a metal sword is like that
of one who is slain, the Arukh explains that if the verse had
merely wanted to teach the basic halakha, it could have
stated simply: One who is slain. By stating “one who is slain
with a sword,” the verse teaches that the sword itself is rendered impure with a degree of impurity equal to that of a
corpse. Some commentaries explain that since the subject of
a sentence and its modifier can be reversed, the expression:
One slain with a sword, can be interpreted hermeneutically as though it read: The sword of one who is slain, i.e., a
sword that kills a person, assumes the degree of impurity of
a corpse (Rashash).
Metal that touched a corpse – מ ֶּת ֶכת ׁ ֶש ָּנגְ ָﬠה ְ ּב ֵמת:ַ There are
diﬀerent opinions with regard to this halakha. Some commentaries explain that any metal vessel other than a sword
that touches a dead body is rendered a primary source of
ritual impurity (Maharam Ĥalawa). Others maintain that
the legal status of metal and all other types of vessels, e.g.,
wooden or earthenware utensils, is similar with regard to
their degree of impurity due to contact with a corpse (Rambam; Rashba). Yet others contend that earthenware vessels
that come into contact with a corpse assume first-degree
ritual impurity status, while other types of vessels that touch
a corpse are rendered a primary source of impurity. Metal
vessels, however, are rendered an ultimate primary source of
impurity, like the corpse itself (Rabbeinu Tam). Some authorities suggest that this halakha applies only to a weapon used
to kill a person. They explain that the Gemara is referring to
a case where the lamp was used to kill someone (cited in
Rabbeinu Ĥananel, based on the ge’onim).

“And whoever touches one who is slain with a swordN in the open
,״ב ֲח ַלל ֶח ֶרב״ – ֶח ֶרב ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ָח ָלל
ַּ
fi
: וְ ָק ָס ַבר,יה ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
ּ  וְ ָהוְ יָ א ֵלeld, or one who dies on his own, or a bone of a man, or a grave,
.אשוֹן
ׁ ישי מו ָּּתר ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹתוֹ ִר
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִלshall be unclean seven days” (Numbers : ). The Sages derived
from the phrase: One who is slain with a sword, that the legal status
of a metal sword in terms of its degree of impurity is like that of one
who is slain. Any metal vessel that becomes impure through contact
with a corpseN assumes the impurity status of a corpse, the ultimate
primary source of ritual impurity. The same is true with regard to a
metal vessel that came into contact with a person or vessel that
became impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. In that case the
metal vessel assumes the impurity status of that person or vessel,
and therefore, this metal lamp is a primary source of impurity.
And yet Rabbi Akiva maintains that it is permitted to render this
oil, which is impure with third-degree impurity, impure with firstdegree impurity through contact with the metal lamp.B
יה
ְ יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְל
ֲ ּ ו ַּמאי דThe Gemara asks: And what impelled Rav Yehuda to establish the
ּ אוֹק ֵמ
ּ וֹח ֵק
יה ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶשל
ְ ? ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֶּת ֶכתmishna as referring specifically to the case of a metal lamp? Let him
ּ נוֹק ֵמ
, ֶח ֶרסestablish it as referring specifically to the case of an earthenware
lamp.

BACKGROUND

Oil in a metal lamp – ש ֶמן ְ ּבנֵ ר ַמ ֶּת ֶכת:
ֶ ׁ The diagram depicts
how oil that was ritually impure with third-degree impurity
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status through contact with
a lamp that came into contact with a corpse.

Corpse

Primary source of a primary
source of impurity

Lamp

Primary source
of impurity

First-degree
impurity
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One who immersed
himself during that day

Second-degree
impurity

Oil

Third-degree
impurity

ּ הוֹסיף – דְּ ִא
יל ּו ָה ָתם ָט ֵמא
ִ  ו ַּמאיAnd if so, what does Rabbi Akiva’s statement add? The Gemara
! וְ ִאילּ ּו ָה ָכא – ּ ָפסוּל וְ ָט ֵמא, וְ ָט ֵמאanswers: Whereas there, in Rabbi Ĥanina’s testimony, he is referring to a case where one piece of ritually impure meat came into
contact with another piece of impure meat, here, in Rabbi Akiva’s
testimony, he is referring to a case where oil that is disqualified
came into contact with a lamp with first-degree impurity status,
rendering the oil impure.N Oil with second-degree ritual impurity
status disqualifies teruma, as teruma with third-degree ritual impurity status does not transmit ritual impurity to other teruma. In that
case, the novelty in Rabbi Akiva’s statement is that a disqualified
item is burned together with an impure item even though it is thereby rendered impure.
 ַמאי,יה
ֵ נִיתין ְק ׁ ִש
ִ  ַמ ְת: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: The mishna was diﬃcult for Rav Yehuda: Why did
ּ ית
? ִא ְיריָ א דְּ ָתנֵי נֵ ר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ִ ּב ְט ֵמא ֵמתthe tanna specifically teach the case of a lamp that became ritually impure with first-degree impurity through contact with one
!נִיתנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
ְ
who became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse?
Let it teach that the lamp became impure by contact with a creeping animal, which is a much more common primary source of
impurity.
 ֵאיזֶ ה ּו דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֲחלו ָּקה טו ְּמ ָאתוֹ: ֶא ָּלאRather, what is the substance with regard to which there is a disאוֹמר
ֵ  ֵ ּבין טו ְּמ ַאת ֵמת ְל ׁ ֶש ֶרץ – ֱהוֵ יtinction between its impurity when exposed to impurity imparted
. זֶ ה ַמ ֶּת ֶכתby a corpse and its impurity when exposed to impurity imparted
by a creeping animal? You must say that the substance is metal. A
metal vessel that comes into contact with a creeping animal assumes
first-degree ritual impurity status, whereas if it comes into contact
with a person or a vessel that came into contact with a corpse, it
becomes a primary source of impurity.
 ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי, ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ט ּו ְמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְל ַט ֵּמא:יבא
ָ ֲﬠ ִק
 דְּ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא.יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְֲּא ֵח ִרים – ד
 ַהאי נֵ ר ַמאי,דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן – ִמ ְּכ ִדי
ָקא ְמ ַהנְיָא ְל ַהאי ׁ ֶש ֶמן? ִאי ְל ִא ְיפסו ֵּלי
.יה – ָהא ּ ָפ ִסיל וְ ָק ֵאי
ּ גּ ו ֵּפ

Rava said: Learn from this statement that Rabbi Akiva holds: The
ritual impurity of liquids with regard to transmitting impurity to
other objects is by Torah law, contrary to those tanna’im who hold
that liquids transmit impurity only by rabbinic decree. As, if it enters your mind that this type of impurity is by rabbinic law, now,
this lamp, what eﬀect does this lamp have on that oil? If it is to
disqualify the oil itself, it is already disqualified from the outset.
Rather, Rabbi Akiva evidently maintains that through contact with
the lamp this oil becomes impure and transmits impurity to food
by Torah law.

יל ָמ א ְל ַט ֵּמ א ֲא ֵח ִר ים
ְ ִּ ד,ִמ ַּמ אי
ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן! ִאי ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן – ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א
אשוֹן וְ ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ִר,ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
,נַ ִמי ְּת ִח ָּלה ָהוֵ י

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: From where do you know that this
is Rabbi Akiva’s opinion? Perhaps Rabbi Akiva holds that through
contact with the lamp, the oil will be able to transmit ritual impurity to other objects by rabbinic law. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: If the oil confers impurity by rabbinic law, why does
Rabbi Akiva refer particularly to a case where the oil became impure by contact with a primary source of impurity? If Rabbi Akiva
sought to cite an example of rabbinic impurity, he could have cited
even a case where the oil came into contact with an object with
first-degree impurity status, or an item with second-degree impurity status. By rabbinic law, in those cases too, the oil is impure with
first-degree ritual impurity and transmits impurity to food.

NOTES

Disqualified and impure – פסוּל וְ ָט ֵמא:ָ ּ Some commentaries
maintain that there is no Torah prohibition against adding impurity to an already impure item. However, there is a
prohibition against disqualifying items from their intended
purpose in the performance of a mitzva, i.e., if the mitzva
can be performed only with ritually pure items (Ĥazon Ish).
One who immersed himself during that day – טבוּל יוֹם:ְ A
unique set of halakhot applies to one who immersed himself
during that day. Although he assumes second-degree ritual
impurity status, he does not render teruma liquids impure.
There are two diﬀerent reasons for this leniency. First, the
impurity of the one who immersed himself during that day
is a weak form of impurity, as he has already immersed, and
only a vestige of his former impurity remains. Therefore the
Sages were not as stringent with him as they were with items
with second-degree ritual impurity. Conversely, unlike other
types of second-decree ritual impurity, the impurity of one
who immersed himself during that day is by Torah law, and
therefore the Sages did not deem it necessary to issue additional decrees with regard to his impurity (Rabbi Meir Arak).
HALAKHA

Any item that disqualifies teruma – וֹסל ֶאת ַה ְּתרו ָּמה
ֵ כל ַה ּפ:ָּ
Any item that disqualifies teruma, i.e., an item with seconddegree ritual impurity, renders liquid impure with firstdegree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot
HaTumot 7:5).
Liquid touched by one who immersed himself during
that day – מ ׁ ְש ִקים ׁ ֶש ָּנגַ ע ָ ּב ֶהם ְטבוּל יוֹם:ַ If one who immersed
himself during that day touches teruma liquid, he does not
render it impure with first-degree impurity. Instead, the
liquid assumes third-degree ritual impurity status. This is
a unique halakha that applies only to one who immersed
himself during that day (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar
Avot HaTumot 10:3).

– וֹסל ֶאת ַה ְּתר ּו ָמה
ֵ  ָּכל ַה ּפ: דִּ ְתנַ ןThe Gemara cites the source for that halakha. As we learned in a
H
 חוּץ, ְמ ַט ֵּמא ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִל ְהיוֹת ְּת ִח ָּלהmishna: Any item that disqualifies teruma, e.g., anything with
second-degree
ritual
impurity
status,
transmits
impurity to liquids,
.ִמ ְּטבוּל יוֹם
conferring upon them first-degree ritual impurity status. These
liquids assume a higher degree of impurity than the item that
rendered them impure. This rabbinic decree applies to anything
with second-degree ritual impurity status except for one who was
impure and immersed himself during that dayN and the sun has
not yet set. If such a person touches liquids, he does not confer upon
them first-degree impurity status. Instead, that case conforms
to the standard process of transmission of ritual impurity, and
he confers upon them third-degree ritual impurity status and invalidates them.H
: פרק א׳ דף יד. Perek I . 14b
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NOTES

A primary source of impurity by Torah law – ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּד: See Rashi. Some commentaries maintain that certain
primary sources of impurity are by rabbinic decree, such as the
impurity of a beit haperas, a field in which there is a grave or a
corpse that cannot be located, and the impurity of the land of the
nations, i.e., all lands outside Eretz Yisrael (Tosafot).

.יתא ִהיא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ ד: ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּהThe Gemara concludes: Rather, learn from the fact that Rabbi
Akiva did not cite the example of oil that became impure
through contact with an item with first or second-degree ritual
impurity that Rabbi Akiva holds that the halakha that liquids
transmit impurity to other items is by Torah law.
יהם ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו
ֶ ״א ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמדִּ ְב ֵר
ָ
ימא
ָ יל
ֵ יהם דְּ ַמאן? ִא
ֶ  ִמדִּ ְב ֵר.וכו׳״
ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים – ִמי
–  ָה ָכא,דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם – ָט ֵמא וְ ָט ֵמא
.ָטהוֹר וְ ָט ֵמא

It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Meir said: From their
statements we learned that one may burn ritually pure teruma
with impure teruma when removing leaven on Passover eve. The
Gemara asks: From whose statements was this conclusion inferred? If you say that this conclusion is inferred from the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina, the deputy High Priest, is Rabbi
Meir’s statement comparable to that case? There, Rabbi Ĥanina
said that one may burn one ritually impure item and another
ritually impure item together, whereas here, Rabbi Meir is
referring to burning pure and impure teruma together.

? וְ ֶא ָּלא ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ִמי דָּ ֵמיBut rather, Rabbi Meir’s conclusion is inferred from the state ָה ָכא – ָטהוֹר, ָה ָתם – ּ ָפסוּל וְ ָט ֵמאment of Rabbi Akiva. Is it comparable to that case? There,
. וְ ָט ֵמאRabbi Akiva said that a disqualified item and an impure item
may be burned together, whereas here, Rabbi Meir is referring
to burning a pure item and an impure item together.
The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Meir maintains
נִיתין ְ ּב ַאב
ִ  ַמ ְת:נֵימא ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ
 וּוְ ַלד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה דthat the mishna is referring to an object that is a primary source
N
,יתא ָטהוֹר ַמ ַﬠ ְליָ א
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ דְּ ִמד. דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןof impurity by Torah law and an object that is a secondary
source of impurity by rabbinic law, which by Torah law is
entirely pure. Since the teruma is pure by Torah law, the novelty of Rabbi Meir’s statement is that although by Torah law one
of the foods is pure and the other is impure, due to the rabbinic
decree of impurity, one may burn the two items together.

Perek I
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NOTES

From their statements – יהם
ֶ מדִּ ְב ֵר:ִ In the Jerusalem Talmud it
is stated that Rabbi Meir’s inference is based on the statements
of both Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest and Rabbi Akiva,
which resolves the grammatical diﬃculty of the use of a plural
phrase to refer to a statement by one Sage. Rabbi Meir refers to
the statements of both Sages because Rabbi Akiva agrees with
Rabbi Ĥanina’s statement and elaborates upon it.
He may place it in a vulnerable place – ִיח ָּנה ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ַה ּתו ְּר ּ ָפה
ֶ יַ ּנ:
Some commentaries explain that with regard to teruma about
which uncertainty developed as to its impurity, one need not
place it in an exposed place, but one is permitted to do so. However, others maintain that one should specifically place the barrel in a vulnerable place so that it will definitely contract ritual
impurity, as it is improper to destroy teruma whose impurity is
uncertain. In this case, it is preferable that the teruma be rendered
definitely impure so that it can be destroyed (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). Yet other authorities reach the same
conclusion with a diﬀerent rationale: They base their ruling on
the principle that it is a mitzva to derive benefit from teruma,
whether by eating pure teruma or by burning impure teruma.
However, there is no permitted manner to derive benefit from
teruma whose impurity is uncertain. Consequently, it is preferable for the teruma to be rendered impure so that benefit may
be derived from it (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
Safeguarding teruma – ש ִמ ַירת ַה ְּתרו ָּמה:
ְ ׁ Since teruma is awarded
to priests as a sacred gift, it must be treated appropriately and protected so that it is neither lost nor destroyed. Everyone agrees that
it is both permitted and proper for priests to derive benefit from
impure teruma, provided there is no concern lest they unwittingly
come to eat it. Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Eliezer disagree only
with regard to whether the priest must protect teruma whose
impurity is uncertain, or whether he is not obligated to do so
and the produce is treated as though it were definitely impure
(see Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
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יהם – ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
ֶ  ו ַּמאי ִמדִּ ְב ֵרAnd what did Rabbi Meir mean when he said: From their
N
. ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִיםstatements? He meant: From the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina
the deputy High Priest.
:ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַ ּבר ַק ּ ָפ ָרא
יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּנִיתין ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ד
ִ ַמ ְת
 ּו ַמאי,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּוּוְ ַלד ַה ּט ּו ְמ ָאה ד
יﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ יהם – ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ ִמדִּ ְב ֵר
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי

Reish Lakish said another explanation of the mishna in the
name of bar Kappara: The case in the mishna is one involving
a primary source of ritual impurity by Torah law and a
secondary source of impurity by Torah law. And what did
Rabbi Meir mean by the phrase: From their statements? He
was not referring to the tanna’im in this mishna, but rather:
From the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua
cited elsewhere.

ימא ָהא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ﬠ? ִא ֵיל הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְֵהי ַר ִ ּבי י
 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ְּתר ּו ָמה: דִּ ְתנַ ן,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ׁ ֶשנּ ַוֹלד ָל ּה ְס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה
 ִאם ָהיְ ָתה מו ַּּנ ַחת ִ ּב ְמקוֹם:אוֹמר
ֵ
,ִיח ָּנה ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַה ּמוּצְ נָע
ֶ ַה ּתו ְּר ּ ָפה – יַ ּנ
.וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ְמגו ָּּלה – יְ ַכ ֶּס ָּנה

The Gemara asks: To which statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is
Rabbi Meir referring? If you say he is referring to this statement
of Rabbi Yehoshua, as we learned in a mishna: In the case of a
barrel of teruma produce with regard to which uncertainty
developed with regard to its impurity, and which therefore may
not be eaten, Rabbi Eliezer says that one must nevertheless
safeguard the teruma from ritual impurity. Therefore, he maintains: If the barrel was resting in a vulnerable place, where it
may come into contact with impurity, one should place it in a
concealed place, and if it was exposed, he should cover it.

 ִאם ָהיְ ָתה מו ַּּנ ַחת:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
ִיח ָּנה ִ ּב ְמקוֹם
ֶ ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַה ּמ ּוצְ נָע – יַ ּנ
–  וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ְמכ ּו ָּסה,ַה ּת ּו ְר ּ ָפה
.יְגַ ֶּל ָּנה

Rabbi Yehoshua says: That is not necessary. Rather, even if it
was placed in a concealed place, he may place it in a vulnerable placeN if he chooses. And if it was covered, he may expose
it, as he need no longer safeguard this teruma from impurity.N
According to Rabbi Yehoshua, as teruma whose impurity status
is uncertain, may be used only for lighting a fire, there is no requirement to prevent it from contact with ritual impurity. The
same reasoning applies to pure leaven: One is not required to
safeguard it from impurity in the process of its removal.

