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:
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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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וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִאית ְלה ּו
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר,עוֹלם? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ָ טו ְּמ ָאה ָ ּב
ּ ָ  ֵאין טו ְּמ ָאה ַל ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין ָּכל ִﬠ:אוֹמר
.יקר
ֵ
יוֹﬠזֶ ר
ֶ )יוֹסף( ֶ ּבן
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי ֵה ִﬠיד,ֵּת ַדע
 וְ ַﬠל,ִא ׁיש צְ ֵר ָידה ַﬠל ֵאיל ַק ְמצָ א דָּ ָכן
.ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א דָּ ָכן

With regard to the Tosefta, the Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Elazar
maintain that liquids have ritual impurity by Torah law at all? Wasn’t
it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar says: There is no impurity for
liquids at all by Torah law. Know that this is so, as Yosei ben Yo’ezerP
of Tzereida testified about the grasshopper called eil kamtza that it is
kosherN and may be eaten; and he testified about liquids in the slaughterhouse in the Temple that they were ritually pure,H as there was no
decree of impurity issued with regard to them. The fact that these liquids are ritually pure indicates that by Torah law liquids cannot transmit
impurity at all. Instead, that type of impurity is by rabbinic law, and
rabbinic decrees of impurity were not in eﬀect in the Temple.

 דָּ ָכן ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא: דְּ ָא ַמר,נִיחא ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ָ ָה
 ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן,טו ְּמ ַאת ֲא ֵח ִרים
 דְּ ָא ַמר דָּ ָכן, ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב.ׁיֵש ָל ֶהן – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ ַמ ָּמ ׁש – ַמאי ִא

The Gemara adds: This works out well according to the opinion of
Shmuel, who said that in this context the term ritually pure means
that they do not transmit impurity to other items; however, they
themselves can become impure. If that is Rabbi Elazar’s opinion, he
indeed holds in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir that
liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law but themselves become impure by Torah law, as stated in the baraita above. However, according
to Rav, who said that Yosei ben Yo’ezer holds that the liquids are actually ritually pure and they themselves cannot be rendered impure,
what can be said? According to Rav, Rabbi Elazar maintains that there
is no impurity at all by Torah law with regard to liquids. In what sense
does he hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said
that liquids themselves can become impure by Torah law?

. ַא ֲח ָדא: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחקRav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: When the baraita said that Rabbi
Elazar agreed with Rabbi Meir, it was with regard to one of Rabbi
Meir’s opinions. Rabbi Elazar agrees with Rabbi Meir that in a case
where there is uncertainty with regard to rendering other items impure,
they are pure, as liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law. However,
Rabbi Elazar maintains that the impurity of liquids themselves is also
not by Torah law, and therefore in a case of uncertainty with regard to
impurity of the liquids themselves, the ruling is that they are pure.
: וְ עוֹד,ישי
ִ ׁ ״כ ְד ָב ָריו״ ָק ָא ַמר דִּ נְ ִפ
ִּ  וְ ָהאThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But isn’t the baraita saying: And Rabbi
N
. וְ ָהא ״וְ ֵכן״ ָק ָתנֵי! ַק ׁ ְשיָ אElazar would say in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s statements, in the
plural, indicating that the points of agreement are many? And furthermore, the baraita is teaching: Likewise. This term also indicates that
Rabbi Elazar agrees completely with Rabbi Meir. Since no resolution
was found for this contradiction, the Gemara concludes that it is indeed
diﬃcult to understand the baraita according to Rav.
 ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל, דָּ ָכן ַמ ָּמ ׁש: ַרב ָא ַמר,גּ ו ָּפא
, דָּ ָכן ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת ֲא ֵח ִרים:ָא ַמר
 ַרב.ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן – יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן
 ט ּו ְמ ַאת: ָק ָס ַבר, דָּ ָכן ַמ ָּמ ׁש:ָא ַמר
 וְ ִכי ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ו ְּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א ָלא,דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא
.ַ ּגזוּר

After citing the testimony of Yosei ben Yo’ezer and the associated amoraic dispute, the Gemara analyzes the matter itself. Rav said: Yosei ben
Yo’ezer said that the liquids in the Temple are actually ritually pure
and neither become impure nor transmit impurity. And Shmuel said
that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they do not transmit
impurity to other items; however, they themselves can become impure. The Gemara elaborates: Rav said that liquids are actually pure,
as he maintains that the ritual impurity of liquids is by rabbinic law,
and when the Sages issued this decree they did so only with regard to
ordinary liquids. However, with regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse in the Temple, they did not issue the decree.

NOTES

Eil kamtza is kosher – איל ַק ְמצָ א דָּ ָכן:
ֵ There are four
types of grasshoppers that may be eaten according to
the Torah: Arbe, solam, ĥargol, and ĥagav. Although the
Torah provided indicators to identify the kosher species,
the Sages maintain that these indicators apply only to
certain kinds of grasshoppers. In practice one may eat
only an insect with regard to which there is a tradition
that its species is kosher. It was therefore necessary for
Yosei ben Yo’ezer to testify that this particular grasshopper may be eaten.
Many researchers identify the eil kamtza as the slantfaced grasshopper know scientifically as Acrida bicolor.
This grasshopper has antennae that are shaped like
horns, hence its name, eil kamtza, which literally means
grasshopper ram. There is a certain problem with this
since the horns of a ram are generally curved while the
horns of goats are straight, as are the antennae of the
slant-faced grasshopper. It is possible that the term ayil,
generally used to refer to a male sheep, may be used to
refer to a male goat as well.

Slant-faced grasshopper

Alpine ibex, a species of wild goat
But isn’t the baraita saying, in accordance with Rabbi
Meir’s statements, etc. – וְ ָהא ִּכ ְד ָב ָריו וכו׳: Some commentaries suggest that Rabbi Elazar agrees with Rabbi
Meir with regard to the accepted practice, but he does
not agree with the principle that there is no impurity of
liquids by Torah law. Rather, Rabbi Elazar maintains that
although the impurity of liquids is by rabbinic decree,
the Sages decreed impurity on liquids even in a case
where their impurity is uncertain. This explanation accounts for the fact that the Tosefta was not formulated:
These are the statements of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Elazar,
but instead their opinions were listed separately (Rabbi
David Pardo).
HALAKHA

PERSONALITIES

Yosei ben Yo’ezer – יוֹﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יוֹסי ֶ ּבן:
ֵ Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida is
one of the earliest known Sages. These early Sages were not called
Rabbi or Rabban, and it was stated in that regard: Greater than a
title is their name. Yosei ben Yo’ezer and his colleague Yosei ben
Yoĥanan of Jerusalem studied under Antigonus of Sokho. They
were the first group of pairs (see tractate Avot, ch. 1), with Yosei
ben Yo’ezer serving as the Nasi of the Sanhedrin. These were also
the first Sages between whom there is a recorded dispute, which
laid the groundwork for disagreements between Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel in subsequent generations.
Based on the midrash, it is known that Yosei ben Yo’ezer lived

during the period of the decrees of Antiochus Epiphanes. His
nephew, Yakum of Tzerorot, was one of the heads of a group of
extreme Hellenistic Jews; some suggest that he is the Alcimus
mentioned in the book of Maccabees. According to the midrash,
Yosei ben Yo’ezer was killed during the persecutions of that era,
and the Sages eulogized him with the statement: The men of
eshkolot ceased. That term is explained as an acronym for ish shehakol bo, literally: A man in whom there is everything. After Yosei
ben Yo’ezer there were no more men who possessed outstanding
character traits, great Torah knowledge, fear of transgression, and
kindness.

The purity of liquids in the slaughterhouse – ַט ֲה ַרת
 ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א: The blood and water of the slaughterhouse in the Temple courtyard are entirely pure, i.e.,
they neither contract nor transfer ritual impurity, in accordance with the testimony of Yosei ben Yo’ezer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16).

. פרק א׳ דף טז. Perek I . 16a
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NOTES

Did Shmuel say, etc. – מי ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל וכו׳:ִ Why is this
question asked specifically of Shmuel? Shouldn’t it be
inquired of Rabbi Meir himself, who maintains that the
liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law? Some commentaries suggest that perhaps Rabbi Meir stated his
position only with regard to non-sacred liquids, but with
regard to consecrated liquids he concedes that anything
that can become impure also transmits impurity by Torah
law. Consequently, the verse cited as proof in the Gemara
does not contradict his opinion (Rashash).
This is called impure, etc. – האי ִא ְיק ִרי ָט ֵמא וכו׳:ַ Some
commentaries add that the Torah invariably characterizes
the impurity of liquids as disqualified, rather than impure,
which indicates that liquids do not transmit impurity to
other objects (Rabbi David Pardo).

 דָּ ָכן ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
 ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן – יֵ ׁש,ֲא ֵח ִרים
 טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַﬠצְ ָמן: ָק ָס ַבר.ָל ֶהן
. ְל ַט ֵּמא ֲא ֵח ִרים – דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
,וְ ִכי ַ ּגז ּור ַר ָ ּבנַ ן – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא
.ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א – ָלא ַ ּגזוּר
,וְ ִכי ָלא ַ ּגזוּר ַר ָ ּבנַ ן – ְל ַט ּמוּיֵ י ֲא ֵח ִרים
.ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן – יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן

And the Gemara elaborates on the opinion of Shmuel: Shmuel said
that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they do not transmit impurity to other items; however, they themselves can become
impure, as Shmuel maintains that the ritual impurity of liquids
themselves is by Torah law, whereas their capacity to transmit impurity to other objects is by rabbinic law. And when the Sages issued this decree, they did so only with regard to ordinary liquids.
However, with regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse in the
Temple they did not issue the decree. And when Shmuel said that
the Sages did not issue their decree with regard to the liquids of the
slaughterhouse, he meant that they did not do so with regard to their
capacity to transmit impurity to other items; however, as far as their
own impurity is concerned, they become impure like other liquids.

:יה
ּ יה ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר ִח ָּיננָ א ִל ְב ֵר
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
:יה
ּ  ְר ֵמי ֵל,יה דְּ ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ ִּכי ָﬠיְ ַיל ְּת ְל ַק ֵּמ
ִמי ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל דָּ ָכן ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת
, ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן – ׁיֵש ָל ֶהן,ֲא ֵח ִרים
 ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּגע ְ ּב ָכל ָט ֵמא:ְק ִרי ָּכאן
!ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״

Rav Huna bar Ĥinnana said to his son: When you enter before Rav
Pappa, raise the following contradiction before him: Did Shmuel
actually sayN that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they
do not transmit impurity to other items but they themselves are
susceptible to impurity? Is there anything that by Torah law can itself
become impure but does not transmit impurity to other items? Read
here a verse that clearly states that any item that is itself impure, including liquids, transmits impurity to other items: “And the flesh
that touches anything impure shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt
in fire” (Leviticus : ).

 ִמידֵּ י:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי
ָ ׁ ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש
ּ ישא ְ ּב ֵר
 ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב.יﬠי ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ִ דַּ ֲהוָ ה ַא ְר ִב
,יﬠי ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש – ל ֹא ִא ְיק ִרי ָט ֵמא
ִ  ְר ִב:ַא ׁ ִשי
.ַהאי – ִא ְיק ִרי ָט ֵמא! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The legal status of liquids is just
as it is in the case of fourth-degree ritual impurity in a consecrated
item, with regard to which everyone agrees that it becomes impure
but does not transmit impurity to other items. Rav Ashi strongly
objects to this contention: How is it possible to compare these two
cases? Fourth-degree impurity in a consecrated item is not called
impure; it is disqualified. However, this liquid is called impure.N
Therefore, the two halakhot are not comparable. No resolution is
found for this contradiction, and the Gemara concludes that it is
indeed diﬃcult.

 ״וְ ָכל ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֶתה: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara cites several sources to decide the dispute between the
–  ְ ּב ָכל ְּכ ִלי יִ ְט ָמא״! ַמאי יִ ְט ָמאtanna’im and between Rav and Shmuel with regard to whether or not
. ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירthe impurity of liquids is by Torah law. Come and hear: “And all
drink that may be drunk in any vessel shall be impure” (Leviticus
: ). This verse clearly indicates that liquids can become impure.
The Gemara rejects this contention: What is the meaning of the term:
Shall be impure, in this context? It means that the liquid renders
produce susceptible to ritual impurity.
יה
ָ ׁ  ִה ְכ ׁ ִשיר? ֵמ ֵרThe Gemara retorts: Does it in fact mean that the liquid renders
ּ ישא דִּ ְק ָרא ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
produce susceptible to ritual impurity? That cannot be as you already
״מ ָּכל ָהא ֶֹכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יֵ ָא ֵכל וגו׳״! ַחד
ִ
learned
that from the beginning of this verse: “From all food that
.ִ ּב ְתלו ׁ ִּשין וְ ַחד ִ ּב ְמחו ָ ּּב ִרין
may be eaten, on which water has come shall be impure” (Leviticus
: ). The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, the second part of the
verse is also necessary: One part of the verse, the latter part, is referring to water detached from its source, in vessels, and one part, the
former part, is referring to water still attached to its source in the
ground.
–  דְּ ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַ ן ִ ּב ְתל ּו ׁ ִשין,יכי
ִ  ּוצְ ִרAnd both derivations are necessary, as neither halakha could have
–  ֲא ָבל ְמחו ָ ּּב ִרין,ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַא ְח ׁ ַש ִבינְ הוbeen derived from the other. As, had the Torah taught us only about
.ימא ָלא
ָ  ֵאthe halakha of water detached from its source, one might have
thought that this water renders food susceptible to ritual impurity
due to the fact that he ascribed significance to the water by drawing
it from its source. However, with regard to water still attached to its
source, say that it does not render food susceptible to ritual impurity.
ימי
ִ ְ וְ ִאי ָּתנָ א ְמחו ָ ּּב ִרין – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָקיAnd had the Torah taught only the halakha of water still attached to
–  ֲא ָבל ְּתלו ׁ ִּשין, ְ ּבדו ְּכ ַּתיְ יה ּו ֲח ׁ ִש ִיביits source, one might have thought that due to the fact that it stands
.יכי
ִ  צְ ִר,ימא ָלא
ָ  ֵאin its place this water is significant; however, with regard to water
detached from its source, say no, it does not render food susceptible
to ritual impurity, as it is disconnected from its source. It was therefore necessary for the Torah to mention both cases.

80

Perek I . 16a . .פרק א׳ דף טז

״א ְך ַמ ְﬠיָ ן וּבוֹר ִמ ְקוֵ ה ַמיִ ם
ַ : ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara cites another proof. Come and hear: “However, a
–  יִ ְהיֶ ה ָטהוֹר״! ַמאי ״יִ ְהיֶ ה ָטהוֹר״spring or a cistern, a gathering of water shall be pure, but he who
. ִמ ּטו ְּמ ָאתוֹtouches their carcass shall be impure” (Leviticus : ). It can be
inferred from this verse that all water can be rendered impure, with
the exception of spring water and water in a cistern, which are in the
ground. The Gemara rejects this contention: What is the meaning
of the phrase: “Shall be pure”? This phrase means that one who
immerses in this water is purified from his ritual impurity, and does
not refer to the impurity of liquids at all.
יוֹסי
ִ  ו ְּתלו ׁ ִּשין ִמי ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִירין? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara stated that both water detached from its source and
 ל ֹא, ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א: ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ אwater still attached to its source render food susceptible to ritual
! דַּ יָּ ין ׁ ֶש ֵהן דָּ ָכן – ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִיריןimpurity. The Gemara asks: And does water detached from its
source render food susceptible to contract impurity? Didn’t Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, say: With regard to the liquids of
the slaughterhouse in the Temple, not only are they pure, but
neither do they render produce susceptible to ritual impurity?H
Apparently, water detached from its source does not render food
susceptible to impurity by Torah law. The fact that the Sages suspend the capacity of certain liquids to render produce susceptible
to impurity indicates that the fact that water removed from its
source renders food susceptible to impurity must be by rabbinic
decree. Otherwise, that capability could not have been suspended
in the Temple.
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר.ִּת ְיר ְ ּג ָמא ַﬠל דָּ ם
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ַדם ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים:יוֹחנָן
ָ ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
״ﬠל ָה ָא ֶרץ
ַ :ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
– ִּת ׁ ְש ּ ְפ ֶכנּ ּו ַּכ ָּמיִ ם״ דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ּ ַפ ְך ַּכ ַּמיִ ם
,ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר

HALAKHA

Susceptibility to impurity with liquids in the
slaughterhouse – ה ְכ ָש ָרה ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א:ַ Unlike
other liquids, the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse
do not render foods susceptible to impurity, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Ĥanina
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16).
Susceptibility to impurity with the blood of consecrated oﬀerings – ה ְכ ָש ָרה ְ ּב ַדם ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים:ַ The blood of oﬀerings
does not render food susceptible to become impure, as
its legal status is not that of a liquid at all in this regard
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16 and
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:10).

The Gemara rejects this contention: Explain this statement as referring to blood. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina was not referring
to all liquids in the Temple, but only to blood. As Rabbi Ĥiyya bar
Abba said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: From where is it derived with
regard to blood of consecrated oﬀerings that it does not render
produce susceptible to impurity?H As it is stated: “You shall surely
not eat the blood; you shall pour it upon the earth like water”
(Deuteronomy : ). The Sages derived from this verse: Blood that
is poured like water, i.e., blood from a non-sacred domesticated
animal that pours out when it is slaughtered and is not received in
a vessel as sacrificial blood assumes the legal status of water and
renders produce susceptible to ritual impurity.

Perek I
Daf 16 Amud b
.נִש ּ ַפךְ ַּכ ַּמיִ ם – ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
ְ ׁ  דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹConversely, blood that is not poured out like water but is received
 ֲה ֵרי דַּ ם: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַא ִמיin a vessel to be sprinkled on the altar does not render produce
N
!נִש ּ ַפךְ ַּכ ַּמיִ ם וְ ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
ְ ׁ ְּ ד, ַה ַּת ְמצִ יתsusceptible to contract impurity. Rav Shmuel bar Ami strongly
objects to this: There is the blood squeezed from an animalH after
slaughter once the initial spurt of blood has concluded, which is
poured like water, as it is unfit for sprinkling upon the altar. And
nevertheless, this blood does not render produce susceptible to
impurity.
, ַה ַּנח ְל ַדם ַה ַּת ְמצִ ית:יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRabbi Zeira said to him: Leave aside the blood squeezed after the
. דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּבחו ִּּלין נַ ִמי ל ֹא ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשירinitial spurt, which is an exceptional case, as even from non-sacred
animals it does not render produce susceptible to ritual impurity
either. With regard to the halakha that blood renders produce
susceptible to ritual impurity, the legal status of blood squeezed
after the initial spurt is not that of blood at all.
 דְּ ָא ַמר.ֵיה ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַא ִמי
ּ ִק ְ ּב ָל ּה ִמ ּינ
 ַ״רק ֲחזַ ק ְל ִב ְל ִּתי ֲאכֹל ַהדָּ ם ִּכי:ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש יוֹצְ ָאה,ַהדָּ ם הוּא ַה ָּנ ֶפ ׁש״
 דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש יוֹצְ ָאה,ּבוֹ – ָקרוּי דָּ ם
.ּבוֹ – ֵאינוֹ ָקרוּי דָּ ם

The Gemara comments: Rav Shmuel bar Ami accepted this statement from Rabbi Zeira and cited a verse that supports it. As the
Merciful One states: “Only be strong not to eat the blood; for
the blood is the soul” (Deuteronomy : ). This verse indicates:
Blood with regard to which the soul leaves the body when it
is spilled is called blood; however, blood with regard to which
the soul does not leave the body when it is spilled, but which is
squeezed out afterward, is not called blood.

NOTES

Blood that…does not render produce susceptible
to impurity – ם…ש ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
ֶׁ
ָּד: The halakha that liquid
renders produce susceptible to impurity is stated explicitly in the Torah with regard to water. The Sages applied
this halakha to other liquids by means of a verbal analogy.
In all, seven liquids render produce susceptible to ritual
impurity: Wine, honey, oil, milk, dew, blood, and water.
There are exceptions with regard to each of these liquids,
because the halakha is based on the Torah edict derived
through the verbal analogy and not on a logical rationale.
HALAKHA

Blood squeezed from an animal – דַּ ם ַה ַּת ְמצִ ית: An animal’s blood that is squeezed out after the initial spurt
of blood has concluded and the animal has died does
not render food susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3).

: פרק א׳ דף טז. Perek I . 16b

81

NOTES

The atonement of the frontplate – ריצוּי צִ יץ:ִ The
Torah states that the frontplate atones for Israel’s sins
related to consecrated items, as cited here and below.
The Sages debate the identity of the transgressions
atoned for by the frontplate. A similar discussion
pertains to the transgressions atoned for by the periodic sin-oﬀerings, i.e., the goat sacrificed on the New
Moon and the goats sacrificed on the Festivals, which
also atone for the ritual impurity of the Temple and
its oﬀerings.

–  ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג, דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא וּזְ ָרקוֹ:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
, ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד – ל ֹא הו ְּרצָ ה! ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן,הו ְּרצָ ה
יוֹﬠזֶ ר ִא ׁיש
ֶ יוֹסי ֶ ּבן
ֵ ּו ְד ל ֹא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
.צְ ֵר ָידה

The Gemara cites an additional proof that the impurity of liquids is by
Torah law. Come and hear: With regard to blood that became ritually
impure, and a priest sprinkled it on the altar, the following distinction
applies: If he did so unwittingly, the oﬀering is accepted. If he sprinkled
the blood intentionally, the oﬀering is not accepted. Apparently, blood
becomes ritually impure by Torah law, even if it does not transmit impurity to other items. The Gemara rejects this contention: This impurity is by rabbinic law, and this ruling is not in accordance with Rav’s
explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida, as
he maintains that sacrificial blood does not become impure at all.

 ַﬠל ָמה ַה ִ ּציץ ְמ ַר ֶ ּצה – ַﬠל:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא,ַהדָּ ם וְ ַﬠל ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר וְ ַﬠל ַה ֵח ֶלב
 ֵ ּבין ְ ּבאוֹנֶס ֵ ּבין,ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד
! ֵ ּבין ְ ּביָ ִחיד ֵ ּבין ְ ּבצִ ּבוּר,ְ ּב ָרצוֹן

The Gemara cites a proof from another mishna. Come and hear: For
what does the frontplate of the High Priest atoneN and thereby allow
the blood of the oﬀering to be sprinkled? It atones for the blood, and
for the meat, and for the fat that became impure, whether one caused
it to become impure unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to
circumstances beyond his control or willfully, and whether it is the
oﬀering of an individual or that of a community. Apparently, the blood
of an oﬀering can become impure.

יוֹﬠזֶ ר ִא ׁיש
ֶ יוֹסף( ֶ ּבן
ֵ )כ
ְּ  ו ְּדל ֹא, ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara rejects this proof: The mishna is referring to blood that is
. צְ ֵר ָידהimpure by rabbinic law, and here too, it is not in accordance with the
opinion of Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida, who says that consecrated
blood does not become impure at all.

Frontplate
As impurity was exempted from its general prohibition on behalf of the community – ׁ ֶשהו ְּּת ָרה ִמ ְּכ ָל ָל ּה
יבוּר
ּ ב ִ ּצ:ּ ַ A prohibition for which there are exceptions,
e.g., at certain times or in certain places, is characterized as exempted from its general prohibition. The
legal status of this type of prohibition is deemed as less
severe than that of an unequivocal prohibition. In this
case, the fact that certain oﬀerings may be sacrificed in
a state of impurity when most or all of the community
or the sacred vestments are ritually impure indicates
that ritual impurity in this case is less severe than the
prohibitions of piggul and notar.

נָשא ַא ֲהרֹן ֶאת ֲﬠוֹן
ׂ ָ ְ ״ו: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara cites an additional proof: Come and hear another verse
 ַה ֳ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים״written about the frontplate: “And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, and
Aaron shall bear the sin committed with the consecrated objects,
which the children of Israel shall hallow, even all their sacred gifts; and
it shall be always upon his forehead, that they may be accepted before
God” (Exodus : ).
נוֹשא? ִאם ֲﬠוֹן
ׂ ֵ וְ ִכי ֵאיזֶ ה ָﬠוֹן הוּא
, ״ל ֹא יֵ ָרצֶ ה״:ּ ִפיגּ וּל – ֲה ֵרי ְּכ ָבר נֶ ֱא ַמר
 ״ל ֹא:נוֹתר – ֲה ֵרי ְּכ ָבר נֶ ֱא ַמר
ָ ִאם ֲﬠוֹן
,יֵ ָח ׁ ֵשב״

And the Sages expounded: Which sin does it bear? If you say it atones
for the sin of piggul, an oﬀering disqualified by the intention to sacrifice
or eat the oﬀering after the permitted time, it is already stated: “And if
it is eaten at all on the third day, it is piggul; it shall not be accepted”
(Leviticus : ). If you say it atones for notar, i.e., meat of an oﬀering left
after the time that one was permitted to eat it, it is already stated: “And
if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace-oﬀerings is eaten on the
third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who
oﬀered it” (Leviticus : ).

נוֹשא ֶא ָּלא ֲﬠוֹן טו ְּמ ָאה
ׂ ֵ ָהא ֵאינוֹ
 ַמאי.יב ּו ר
ּ ׁ ֶשה ו ְּּת ָרה ִמ ְּכ ָל ָל ּה ַ ּב ִ ּצ
:ָלאו – טו ְּמ ַאת דָּ ם? ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
. טו ְּמ ַאת ְק ָמצִ ים,ל ֹא

Evidently, the frontplate bears only the sin of impurity in the oﬀering
of an individual, as in some circumstances, impurity was exempted
from its general prohibition on behalf of the community.N It was permitted to sacrifice communal oﬀerings in the Temple in a state of impurity. What, does this not apply to impure blood as well? Apparently,
blood can also become impure. Rav Pappa said: No, the reference is
not to impure blood but to the impurity of handfuls of flour separated
by the priest from a meal-oﬀering. The handful of flour renders the mealoﬀering permitted to be eaten by the priests, parallel to the blood of an
animal oﬀering.

״הן יִ ּ ָ ׂשא ִא ׁיש ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ק ֶֹד ׁש
ֵ :ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ִ ּב ְכנַ ף ִ ּבגְ דוֹ וְ נָ גַ ע ִ ּב ְכנָ פוֹ ֶאל ַה ֶּל ֶחם
וְ ֶאל ַה ּנָזִ יד וְ ֶאל ַהיַּ יִ ן וְ ֶאל ׁ ֶש ֶמן וְ ֶאל ָּכל
ֹאמר ּו
ְ ַמ ֲא ָכל ֲהיִ ְקדָּ ׁש וַ יַּ ְﬠנ ּו ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים וַ יּ
(ל ֹא״ )יִ ְקדָּ ׁש

The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear that which was
said to the prophet Haggai: “Thus said the Lord of Hosts: Ask now the
priests with regard to the Torah, saying: If a person bears hallowed
fleshN in the corner of his garment, and with his garment he touches
bread, or stew, or wine, or oil, or any food, shall it be sacred? And the
priests answered and said: No” (Haggai : – ). This question is asked
with regard to the flesh of a creeping animal and whether or not the
substances that come into contact with it become impure.
NOTES

If a person bears hallowed flesh – יִשא ִא ׁיש ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ק ֶֹד ׁש
ׂ ָ ּ הן:ֵ These
verses from the book of Haggai describe halakhic questions that
the prophet Haggai asked the priests of his time. The Gemara provides several explanations for these inquiries. Some commentaries
suggest that these questions are a metaphor for prophecy, while
others say that Haggai was actually testing the priests’ knowledge of the halakhot. According to the Gemara’s explanation that
the questions referred to matters of ritual purity and impurity,
the verses should be explained as follows: The hallowed flesh
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here is not actually consecrated meat but a dead creeping animal, as the term hallowed is sometimes used in reference to anything that must be avoided and not touched (see Deuteronomy
22:9). The person in this example is carrying the dead creeping
animal in his garment, not in his hand, as he does not want to
become impure by touching it. This explanation is based on the
halakha in tractate Eiruvin that a priest who finds a dead creeping animal in the Temple should remove it in his belt from the
holy area (Arukh).

