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.
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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.

, ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם – ְ ּג ָר ָמא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמאThe Gemara rejects the comparison: Is this dispute with regard to
. ָה ָכא – ַ ּביָּ ַדיִ םthe placement of doubtfully impure teruma comparable to the case
of burning ritually pure and impure items together? There, Rabbi
Yehoshua permits mere passive causation of impurity; however, he
does not permit one to actively render teruma whose impurity status
is uncertain, impure. Here, however, in the statement of Rabbi Meir,
he actively renders leavened teruma impure with his hands.
: דִּ ְתנַ ן,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְֶא ָּלא – ָהא ַר ִ ּבי י
ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ְּתר ּו ָמ ה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ׁ ְש ְ ּב ָרה
 וְ ַת ְח ּתוֹנָ ה חו ִּּלין,ַ ּב ַ ּגת ָה ֶﬠ ְליוֹנָ ה
,ְט ֵמ ִאין

Rather, Rabbi Meir did not infer his opinion from that statement;
instead, he inferred it from this other statement of Rabbi Yehoshua.
As we learned in a mishna: With regard to a barrel of teruma wine
that broke in the upper area of a winepress, where grapes are
pressed, and there is impure, non-sacred wine in the lower area of
the press,B where the wine flows from the upper area, the following
dilemma arises: If the teruma wine flows into the non-sacred wine,
the teruma will be rendered ritually impure. The result will be significant financial loss, as the legal status of all the wine in the lower
press will be that of impure teruma, which is prohibited even for
priests to drink.

ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ
יﬠית
ִ ׁ ֶש ִאם יָ כוֹל ְל ַה ִ ּציל ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְר ִב
 ַר ִ ּבי, וְ ִאם ָלאו.ְ ּב ָט ֳה ָרה – יַ ִ ּציל
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
 ֵּת ֵרד וְ ִת ַּט ֵּמא וְ ַאל:אוֹמר
:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ַר ִ ּבי י,יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד
.ַאף יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד

In that case, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua concede that if
one is able to rescue even a quarter-log from the barrel that broke
by receiving the teruma wine in a vessel before it becomes impure,
and thereby keep the wine in a state of ritual purity, he should
rescue it. And if one cannot receive the wine in a pure vessel, as
only impure vessels are available, such that if he uses them to receive
the wine or to seal the upper press he will render the teruma impure,
Rabbi Eliezer says: The teruma wine should be allowed to descend
and become impure on its own, but one should not actively render
it impure with his hand. Rabbi Yehoshua says:N One may even
render it impure with his hand. Since it will become impure on its
own regardless of his actions, there is no objection to rendering the
teruma impure preemptively in order to prevent greater financial
loss. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehoshua, it is permitted to
render an item impure if it will be lost in any case.

BACKGROUND

Upper and lower press – גת ֶﬠ ְליוֹנָ ה וְ ַּת ְח ּתוֹנָ ה:ּ ַ In the talmudic
era these types of presses were typically carved into a rock into
which grapes were placed and pressed. Between the upper
press, where the grapes were pressed, and the lower press,
where the wine was collected, there was a small pipe carved
into the rock through which the liquid flowed.

Upper and lower press
NOTES

Rabbi Yehoshua says, etc. – אוֹמר וכו׳
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְר ִ ּבי י:ַ Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is not actually stated in this mishna, which
concludes with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. However, based on the
mishnayot later in that chapter, it is clear that Rabbi Yehoshua
disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer and contends that the prohibition
against actively rendering teruma impure does not apply in this
case. Consequently, his opinion is treated by the Gemara as the
continuation of the mishna, despite the fact that it does not
actually appear in the mishna (see the commentary of Rabbi
Shimshon of Saens in tractate Terumot).

?יה ם״
ֶ ״מ דִּ ְב ֵר
ִ  ַה אי, ִא י ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, that Rabbi Meir is referring to
!יה
ּ ָ ״מדְּ ָב ָריו״ ִמ
ִ the above dispute, this expression: From their statements, is imּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
precise, as his ruling is not based on Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion at all.
Instead, Rabbi Meir should have said: From his statement, as he
learns his ruling solely from the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua.
לוֹק ָּתן ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
ְ  ִמ ַּמ ֲח:ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
 דַּ יְ ָקא.ּﬠ ָל ַמ ְדנו הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ ֱא ִל
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ : דְּ ָק ָתנֵי,נַ ִמי
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְוְ ַר ִ ּבי י

The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Meir is saying: We
learned this ruling from the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and
Rabbi Yehoshua. Since the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, this is a substantive source. The Gemara
comments: The language of the mishna is also precise, as the
continuation of the mishna teaches: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi
Yehoshua concede. This indicates that Rabbi Meir is referring to
their opinions. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that
this is the correct interpretation of Rabbi Meir’s statement.

וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר
נִיתין ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
ִ  ַמ ְת:ֲאבו ּּה
יתא ּו וְ ַל ד ַה ּט ּו ְמ ָא ה
ָ ְאוֹר י
ַ ְּד
– יהם״
ֶ ״מדִּ ְב ֵר
ִ  ו ַּמאי.יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל

And likewise, Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: 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 is the meaning of the phrase: From their
statements? It means from the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and
Rabbi Yehoshua in the dispute cited above.

 ָא ַמר,יה ָר ָבא ְל ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
,וֹמה ָל ְר ָאיָ ה
ֶ ּ ֵאין ַה ִּנדּ וֹן ד:יוֹסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ַﬠל ָמ ה, וֹתינ ּו
ֵ ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵה ִﬠיד ּו ַר ּב
ֵה ִﬠיד ּו – ִאם ַﬠל ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא
ול ד ַה ּט ּו ְמ ָא ה ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפ ין
ַ ְִ ּב ו
אוֹתוֹ ִﬠם ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא ְ ּב ַאב
;ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה – זֶ ה ָט ֵמא וְ זֶ ה ָט ֵמא

Rava raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Naĥman from the
Tosefta that elaborates on the mishna. Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi
Meir: The inferred conclusion of burning pure and impure leaven
together is not similar to the case from which you cited proof.
When the Sages testified, about what did they testify? If your
source is the testimony of Rabbi Ĥanina, the deputy High Priest, he
testified about the meat that became ritually impure through
contact with a secondary source of impurity, saying that one may
burn it together with the meat that became impure through contact with a primary source of impurity. In that case, this meat is
impure and that meat is similarly impure.
. פרק א׳ דף טו. Perek I . 15a
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ִאם ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַסל ִ ּב ְטבוּל יוֹם
יקין אוֹתוֹ ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא ִ ּב ְט ֵמא
ִ ׁ ֶש ַּמ ְד ִל
מוֹדים
ִ  ַאף ָאנ ּו.ֵמת – זֶ ה ּ ָפסוּל וְ זֶ ה ָט ֵמא
,ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ֵמאת ִ ּבוְ ַולד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
אוֹת ּה ִﬠם ַה ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ֵמאת
ָ ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
.ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה

If your source is the testimony of Rabbi Akiva, he testified about teruma
oil that was ritually disqualified by coming into contact with one who
immersed himself during that day, saying that one may kindle it 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. That is a case where this oil is disqualified and that lamp
is impure. We also concede with regard to teruma that became impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity that one
may burn it with teruma that became impure through contact with a
primary source of impurity.

?נִשרֹף ַה ְּתלוּיָה ִﬠם ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
ׂ ְ יאך
ָ  ֲא ָבל ֵהHowever, how will we burn teruma in abeyance, whose impurity status
.יט ֲה ֶר ָּנה
ַ ִ ׁ ֶש ָּמא יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו וis uncertain, together with ritually impure teruma? Perhaps Elijah the
Prophet will come and establish prophetically that the teruma is not
ritually impure, and he will render it ritually pure. The legal status of
teruma in abeyance is uncertain. How can one actively render it impure
when it might ultimately be determined that it is pure?
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HALAKHA

Burning diﬀerent disqualified items – יפת
ַ ְ ׂש ֵר
פסו ִּלים ׁשוֹנִים:ְ ּ One may burn piggul, notar, and impure sacrificial meat together, in accordance with
the opinion of Beit Hillel, as the halakha is ruled in
accordance with their opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:5).
NOTES

Not in mind – יה
ּ לאו ַאדַּ ֲﬠ ֵת:ָ This answer, which appears in several places, is used only when there is no
other option. The reason that this resolution is a last
resort is that it is based on the assumption that the
two Sages involved in the dispute did not properly
understand each other’s opinion and that later Sages
understood it better. In this case the conclusion is
apparently justifiable due to the marked discrepancy
between the beginning of the mishna and the proof
based on the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi
Yehoshua.

 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,וֹתר וְ ַה ָּט ֵמא
ָ ּ ַה ּ ִפיגּ וּל וְ ַהנThe Tosefta continues: Piggul is an oﬀering disqualified by the improper intention during the performance of the four sacrificial rites to sacriּ
 ו ֵּבית ִה ֵלל,נִש ָר ִפין ְּכ ַא ַחת
ׂ ְ  ֵאין:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
fi
ce it or eat it after its appropriate time; and notar is the flesh of a sacׂ ְ :אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
.נִש ָר ִפין ְּכ ַא ַחת
rifice that is left over beyond its allotted time. The Sages decreed ritual
impurity on both, and both, as well as sacrificial meat deemed ritually
impure by Torah law, may not be eaten and must be burned. Beit Shammai say: They may not be burned together, as in doing so the piggul
and notar, which are impure by rabbinic law, will come into contact with
meat impure by Torah law, adding impurity to their impurity. And Beit
Hillel say: They may be burned together.H
וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי
יה ַר ִ ּבי
ֻ ׁ ְי
ּ ﬠ ָק ָא ַמר – ַא ַּמאי ַמ ֲה ַדר ֵל הוֹש
יוֹסי ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים? ֲא ַמר
ֵ
,יה
ת
ֵ
ﬠ
ֲ
ַּד
א
ַ
או
ל
ָ
י
יוֹס
ֵ
י
ב
ּ
ִ
ר
ַ
:ן
מ
ָ
ח
ְ
ַנ
ב
ר
ַ
יה
ּ
ּ ֵל
 ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְסגַ ן:דְּ הוּא ָס ַבר
 ֲאנָ א:יה
ּ  וַ ָא ַמר ֵל,יה
ּ ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
.ﬠ ָק ָא ִמינָ א הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי י

The Gemara returns to the issue under discussion: And if it enters your
mind that Rabbi Meir is saying that he derives his opinion from the
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, why does Rabbi Yosei respond to him
from the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest? Rav
Naĥman said to him: Rabbi Yosei did not have Rabbi Meir’s reasoning
in mind,N as he did not understand Rabbi Meir’s reasoning. As Rabbi
Yosei maintains that Rabbi Meir is saying to him proof from the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest, and Rabbi Meir said
to him: I am stating my proof from the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua.

ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ:יה
ﬠ נַ ִמי הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיל ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי י
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ  דְּ ָהא,ֵאינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה
ﬠ ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ֵוֹרף זוֹ ִ ּב ְפנֵי הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ ֱא ִל
.ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה וְ זוֹ ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה

And Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi Meir in response: And even according
to Rabbi Yehoshua, that is not the inference from which the halakha
of burning pure and impure leavened teruma together can be learned,
as Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua concede that one should burn
this meat by itself and that meat by itself, as stated in the mishna. From
an analysis of the mishna and the Tosefta, it is possible to reconstruct
the original dispute.

 וְ ַא ַּמאי ֵאינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה? ִמדָּ ה ו ִּמדָּ הThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty with regard to the above statement:
! ִהיאBut why does Rabbi Yosei say: That is not the inference from which
it can be learned? On the contrary, it is a perfectly legitimate inference.
In both cases the dispute is the same: Is one permitted to actively render
an object impure preemptively if it will ultimately be destroyed regardless?
.יכא ֶה ְפ ֵסד חו ִּּלין
ָּ  דְּ ִא, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתםThe Gemara rejects this contention: The case there, of the broken barrel in the upper press, where according to Rabbi Yehoshua it is permitted to actively render the teruma impure, is diﬀerent, as in that case
there is the potential loss of non-sacred produce. If one does not
render the teruma in the upper press impure by receiving it in impure
vessels, it will flow down and render the impure, non-sacred wine
in the lower press impure teruma. However, in the case of leaven,
no loss will be incurred. Why, then, shouldn’t each teruma be burned
independently?
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נִיתין
ִ  ַמ ְת:ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
יכא ֶה ְפ ֵסד דְּ ֵﬠצִ ים! ָא ַמר
ָּ נַ ִמי ִא
–  ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה:יה ַההוּא ָס ָבא
ּ ֵל
.ּ ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד מו ָּﬠט – ל ֹא ָח ׁ ְש ׁשו,ָּח ׁ ְש ׁשו

Rav Yirmeya strongly objects to this claim: In the mishna, too,
there is the loss of wood, as one requires additional wood to kindle
a second fire and burn the impure teruma separately. A certain Elder
said to him: With regard to this and similar issues, the Sages were
concerned about a great loss; however, they were not concerned
about the minimal loss of several pieces of wood.

:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: This dispute between
–  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ַבע,לוֹקת – ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ׁש
ֶ  ַמ ֲחRabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei refers to the sixth hour, when leaven is
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ׂש ְוֹר ִפיןprohibited by rabbinic decree. However, in the seventh hour, when
leaven is prohibited by Torah law, everyone agrees that one may burn
ritually pure leavened teruma together with impure leavened teruma.H
,יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
נִיתין
ִ  ַמ ְת:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ נֵימא ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ
 וּוְ ַלד,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְְּ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ד
– יהם
ֶ  ו ַּמאי ִמדִּ ְב ֵר,ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
.ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים

Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Let us say that Rabbi Yoĥanan maintains that the mishna is referring to an object that is a primary source
of impurity by Torah law and an object that is a secondary source
of impurity by rabbinic law. And what is the meaning of Rabbi Meir’s
statement: From their statements? He meant from the statement of
Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest, as explained above. The dispute refers to a rabbinic prohibition, e.g., a secondary source of impurity or the obligation to burn leaven during the sixth hour. In a case
where the leaven is not yet prohibited by rabbinic law, e.g., in the
fourth or fifth hour, even Rabbi Meir agrees that one may not burn
ritually pure and impure teruma together.

 ָא ַמר,ית ַמר נַ ִמי
ְּ  ִא. ִאין:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
נִיתין ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
ִ  ַמ ְת:יוֹחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
,יתא וּוְ ַלד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
ו ַּמאי ִמדִּ ְב ֵר ֶיהם – ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
 ֲא ָבל,לוֹקת ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ׁש
ֶ  ו ַּמ ֲח.ְסגַ ן ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים
.ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ַבע – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ׂש ְוֹר ִפין

Rabbi Asi said to him: Yes, Rabbi Yoĥanan indeed interprets the
mishna in this manner. It was also stated explicitly that this is the case,
as Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The mishna is referring to an object that is
a primary source of impurity by Torah law and an object that is a
secondary source of impurity by rabbinic law. And what is the
meaning of: From their statements? It means from the statement of
Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest. And the dispute between
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei is with regard to the sixth hour, when
leaven is prohibited by rabbinic law. However, everyone agrees that
in the seventh hour one may burn them together, as both pieces of
leavened teruma are prohibited by Torah law.

וֹתר
ָ ּ ַה ּ ִפיגּ וּל וְ ַהנ:יה
ָ ֵל
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
 ֵאין:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,וְ ַה ָּט ֵמא
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,נִש ָר ִפין ְּכ ַא ַחת
ְׂ
.נִש ָר ִפין ְּכ ַא ַחת
ְׂ

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the end of the baraita supports
Rabbi Yoĥanan’s assertion that even Rabbi Yosei agrees that it is
permitted to burn together two objects prohibited by Torah law. As
the baraita states with regard to piggul, notar, and ritually impure
sacrificial meat that Beit Shammai say: They may not be burned
together, and Beit Hillel say: They may be burned together. All of
these items are prohibited by Torah law, and Rabbi Yosei would agree
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel.

HALAKHA

Burning teruma in the sixth and the seventh hours –
ש ֵר ַיפת ְּתרו ָּמה ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ׁש ו ְּב ׁ ֶש ַבע:
ׂ ְ Once the seventh hour has arrived on Passover eve one may burn pure leavened teruma
together with impure leavened teruma, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Kesef Mishne; Leĥem Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 3:4).
NOTES

Piggul and notar render…impure – נוֹתר ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין
ָ ְפי ּגוּל ו:ִ ּ The
Sages occasionally issued degrees imposing ritual impurity
with the aim of distancing people from certain objects.
Sometimes the impurity is designed to ensure that people
will be careful in their treatment of sacred objects, e.g., sacred writings. In other cases it is a safeguard to prevent a
person from keeping a prohibited item in his possession, as
in the case of piggul and notar.
Bread that became moldy – ה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה:ַ The ritual impurity of foods takes eﬀect only on food that is edible for
people. Consequently, moldy bread cannot become ritually
impure. However, if impure bread became moldy, it remains
impure until it completely loses its food status, i.e., when it
is no longer fit to be eaten even by a dog.
As it is mere dust – דְּ ַﬠ ְפ ָרא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא: The fact that bread is
moldy does not automatically render it mere dust. Given
that this bread can still be eaten by a dog, it retains some
value. However, in this case the Gemara is speaking about
teruma, which may not be given to a dog due to its sanctity.
Since it is too moldy to be eaten by a person, this bread is
indeed considered mere dust (Yefe Einayim).

 דְּ ִאית ְלה ּו ט ּו ְמ ָאה, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתםThe Gemara rejects this contention: It is diﬀerent there, as piggul and
– וֹתר
ָ ּ ַה ּ ִפיגּ וּל וְ ַהנ: דִּ ְתנַ ן. ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןnotar are ritually impure by rabbinic law, and therefore Rabbi Yosei
. ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין ֶאת ַהיָּ ַדיִ םwould agree that they may be burned together in that case. That is not
true in the case of leaven in the seventh hour, which is not impure
even by rabbinic law, although it is prohibited by Torah law. As we
learned in a mishna: Piggul and notar, leftover sacrificial flesh, render
one’s hands impure by rabbinic decree.N
 ַה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה:יה
ָ ֵל
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
 וְ ַה ֶּכ ֶלב,וְ נִ ְפ ְס ָלה ִמ ֶּל ֱאכוֹל ָל ָא ָדם
יָ כוֹל ְל ָא ְכ ָל ּה – ְמ ַט ְּמ ָאה טו ְּמ ַאת
 וְ נִ ְ ׂש ֶר ֶפת ִﬠם,אוֹכ ִלין ְ ּב ַכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
ָ
.ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports
Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion: With regard to bread that became moldyN
and is no longer fit for a person to eat, but a dog can still eat it, this
bread can become impure with the ritual impurity of food if it is the
size of an egg-bulk, as it is still classified as food. If it is pure leavened
teruma, it is burned with impure teruma on Passover eve. Since the
moldy bread is no longer edible, it is not necessary to refrain from
burning it together with impure items. Apparently, this is Rabbi
Yosei’s opinion, as Rabbi Meir maintains that pure and impure teruma
are burned together even if neither is moldy. Since Rabbi Yosei concedes in the case of moldy bread, the same should apply to leavened
teruma after the seventh hour, which is prohibited by Torah law.

. דְּ ַﬠ ְפ ָרא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתםThe Gemara rejects this contention: It is diﬀerent there, in the case
of moldy bread, as it is for all intents and purposes mere dust,N and
its legal status is no longer that of food.
: פרק א׳ דף טו. Perek I . 15b
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HALAKHA

Ritual impurity of liquids – טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין: Liquids do
not transmit impurity to other items by Torah law but
by rabbinic decree, as is evident from the discussions
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar
Avot HaTumot 7:1).

יה
ֶ  ַמאי,ִאי ָה ִכי
ּ מוֹדה? ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
ּ  ֲא ִפ:יוֹסי ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
יל ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ִּכי ֵמ ֵיקל – ִ ּב ְתלוּיָ ה,ﬠ דְּ ֵמ ֵיקל הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
– הוֹרה ו ְּט ֵמ ָאה
ָ  ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְט,ו ְּט ֵמ ָאה
.ל ֹא

The Gemara asks: If so, that Rabbi Meir’s proof is based on the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest, why does the mishna
mention that Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua? The Gemara
explains that this is what Rabbi Yosei is saying to Rabbi Meir: Even
according to Rabbi Yehoshua, who rules leniently in this case, when
he rules leniently it is with regard to burning teruma in abeyance together with impure teruma; however, with regard to burning pure
teruma and impure teruma together, no, he does not permit doing so.

? ַא ַּמאי ֵאינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, that Rabbi Meir’s proof is based on
! ִמדָּ ה ו ִּמדָּ ה ִהיאthe statement of Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy High Priest, why did Rabbi
Yosei say: That is not the inference from which it can be learned? On
the contrary, it is a perfectly legitimate inference. According to Rabbi
Meir, pure teruma is prohibited during the sixth hour by rabbinic law.
Just as Rabbi Ĥanina holds that one may actively transmit impurity to
an object that is impure by rabbinic law by burning it together with an
object that is impure by Torah law, so too, according to Rabbi Meir one
may transmit impurity to an item prohibited by rabbinic law by burning
it together with an item that is impure by Torah law.
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ָב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָה
,ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ְמא ּו ֵמ ֲח ַמ ת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
יוֹסי
ֵ יה וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ וְ ַאזְ דָּ א ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְל ַט ְﬠ ֵמ
:יה
ּ ְל ַט ְﬠ ֵמ

Rabbi Yirmeya said: Here, the mishna is referring to meat that became
ritually impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity
by means of liquids that became impure due to contact with a creeping animal and thereby assumed second-degree ritual impurity. And
Rabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning, and Rabbi
Yosei conforms to his standard line of reasoning.

 טו ְּמ ַאת: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְל ַט ְﬠ ֵמRabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning with regard to
H
, ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְל ַט ֵּמא ֲא ֵח ִרים – דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןthis issue, as he said: The ritual impurity of liquids with regard to
transmitting impurity to other objects is by rabbinic law. The meat
that became impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity is in fact entirely pure by Torah law. Therefore, he learns from the
mishna that it is permitted to burn pure and impure items together.
 טו ְּמ ַאת: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he said:
ּ יוֹסי ְל ַט ְﬠ ֵמ
,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְל ַט ֵּמא ֲא ֵח ִרים – דThe ritual impurity of liquids with regard to transmitting impurity to
: דְּ ַתנְיָאother objects is by Torah law. Accordingly, the meat that Rabbi Ĥanina
the deputy High Priest referred to in the mishna was impure by Torah
law. Therefore, this case cannot serve as a precedent for the claim that
it is permitted to burn pure and impure teruma together on Passover
eve. As it was taught in a baraita:

Perek I
Daf 16 Amud a
HALAKHA

Uncertainty whether or not a liquid has become
ritually impure – יט ֵּמא
ַּ ס ֵפק ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִל:ְ In a case of an
uncertainty whether a liquid itself has been rendered
ritually impure, its presumptive status is impure. If the
issue is whether the liquid has transmitted impurity
to another object, it is pure, in accordance with the
unattributed mishna in tractate Teharot (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 14:7).

 ְל ַט ֵּמא,יט ֵּמא – ָט ֵמא
ַּ ְס ֵפק ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִל
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר; וְ ֵכן,ֲא ֵח ִרים – ָטהוֹר
 ַר ִ ּבי.אוֹמר ִּכ ְד ָב ָריו
ֵ ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
. ַל ּכֹל ָט ֵמא:אוֹמר
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה

If there is uncertainty whether or not a certain liquid has become
ritually impure,H it is presumed impure. It is an uncertainty with regard
to Torah law, and the halakha is stringent in such cases. However, if the
uncertainty is with regard to rendering other items impure, they are
pure, as liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law, and the halakha is
lenient with regard to uncertainties of that kind. These are the statements of Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Elazar would say likewise in accordance with his statements. Rabbi Yehuda says: When there is uncertainty with regard to these liquids, the item is impure in all cases, even
in terms of transmitting impurity to other items, as he maintains that
the impurity of liquids is by Torah law.

:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ  ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: In cases of uncertainty as to
.הוֹרין
ִ  ַל ֵּכ ִלים – ְט,אוֹכ ִלין – ְט ֵמ ִאין
ָ  ְלwhether or not these liquids transmitted impurity to foods, the ruling
is that the foods are impure, in accordance with the principle that when
there is uncertainty in cases of Torah law, the halakha is stringent. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon maintain that liquids transmit impurity to
food by Torah law. However, when there is uncertainty as to whether
or not these liquids transmitted impurity to vessels, the halakha is lenient, and they are pure. Even Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon concede
that liquids transmit impurity to vessels only by rabbinic law. This baraita clearly indicates that Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei indeed dispute
whether or not the impurity of liquids applies by Torah law.
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