Perek I
Daf 17 Amud a
יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש ָּכ ֲהנֵי! ִמידֵּ י
ְ ׁ  ִא:וְ ָא ַמר ַרב
״מ ׁ ְש ֵקי
ַ  ַרב,הוּא ַט ְﬠ ָמא ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב
 ֲא ָבל ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבי,ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ א״ ָּתנֵי
.ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּ א – ְמ ַט ֵּמא

And Rav said: The priests erred in this regard, as those substances are
actually impure. This source indicates that along with the meat,N the stew,
wine, and oil, which are liquids, also become ritually impure. The Gemara rejects this proof. This diﬃculty is reasonable only according to
Rav, and Rav teaches that the testimony of Yosei ben Yo’ezer was that
the liquids of the slaughterhouse, blood and water associated with the
slaughter of oﬀerings, do not become ritually impure. However, Rav
agrees that the liquids of the chamber of the altar, wine and oil that
accompany the oﬀering on the altar, can become impure. The rabbinic
decree that liquids can become impure is not in eﬀect with regard to the
liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse, but it is in eﬀect with regard to
the liquids oﬀered on the altar. Therefore, the liquids listed by Haggai
can become impure and transmit impurity by rabbinic law.

,יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש ָּכ ֲהנֵי
ְ ׁ  ִא: ַרב ָא ַמר: גּ ו ָּפאApropos Rav’s statement with regard to Haggai’s exchange with the
N
ְ ׁ  ָלא ִא: ּו ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל ָא ַמרpriests, the Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rav said: The priests
יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש
. ָּכ ֲהנֵיerred, as they should have said the oil is rendered impure. And Shmuel
said: The priests did not err.
יﬠי
ִ  ְר ִב,יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש ָּכ ֲהנֵי
ְ ׁ  ִא: ַרב ָא ַמרThe Gemara elaborates: Rav said that the priests erred, as Haggai raised
יה
ּ  וַ ֲא ַמר ּו ֵל,ּ ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינַיְ יהוthe dilemma before them whether or not consecrated items become
. ָטהוֹרimpure with fourth-degree ritual impurity. The question in the verse
pertains to the following case: One is carrying a dead creeping animal
in the corner of his garment and bread comes into contact with it, conferring upon the bread first-degree ritual impurity status; and stew comes
in contact with the bread, conferring upon the stew second-degree ritual impurity status; and wine comes in contact with the stew, conferring
upon the wine third-degree ritual impurity status; and oil comes into
contact with the wine. The question is: In that case, does the wine confer upon the oil fourth-degree ritual impurity? And when the priests
said to him that it is pure, they erred. In fact, the oil is disqualified with
fourth-degree ritual impurity, because it is a consecrated item.

NOTES

Consecrated meat – קוֹד ׁש
ֶ ב ַ ׂשר:ּ ְ Rav Hai Gaon maintains
that the prophet’s question indeed referred to consecrated meat and not to a dead creeping animal. The question
is whether or not consecrated meat can become ritually
impure through contact with stew and oil that became
impure from contact with another source.
Haggai’s exchange with the priests – ש ֵא ַלת ַח ַ ּגי ַל ּכ ֲֹהנִים:
ְׁ
The verses clearly indicate that Haggai’s question referred
to the basic halakha by Torah law, as the verse introduces
his question with the phrase: “Ask now the priests with
regard to the Torah, saying” (Haggai 2:11). However, there
are diﬀerences of opinion with regard to the content
of the question. In the Jerusalem Talmud, tractate Sota,
other opinions are cited apart from those mentioned
here. For example, Rabbi Yoĥanan contends that this
question was asked before the Sages issued their decree
that a consecrated object can assume fourth-degree
ritual impurity status. Therefore, the priests were correct
when they answered that it was not impure. According
to Rabbi Abba bar Kahana, the priests were experts on
impurity imparted by moving certain impure objects,
which is by Torah law, but not with regard to impurity
conferred by indirect contact, which is by rabbinic law.
Another opinion cited there is that the question was with
regard the possibility of fifth-degree ritual impurity for
consecrated items.

,יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש ָּכ ֲהנֵי
ְ ׁ  ָלא ִא: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרAnd Shmuel said: The priests did not err, as Haggai raised the diישי ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינַיְ יה ּו וַ ֲא ַמר ּו
ִ ׁ  ֲח ִמlemma before them whether or not consecrated items become impure
.יה ָטהוֹר
ּ  ֵלwith fifth-degree ritual impurity. According to Shmuel’s explanation, the
case is as follows: The corner of the garment comes into contact with a
dead creeping animal, conferring upon the garment first-degree ritual
impurity status; bread comes into contact with the garment, conferring
upon the bread second-degree ritual impurity status; stew comes in
contact with the bread, conferring upon the stew third-degree ritual
impurity status; and wine comes in contact with the stew, conferring
upon the wine fourth-degree ritual impurity status; and oil comes into
contact with the wine. In that case, does the wine confer upon the oil
fifth-degree ritual impurity? And the priests correctly said to him that
the oil is pure.
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַרב – ַה יְ ינ ּו דִּ ְכ ִתיבThe Gemara analyzes this dispute: Granted, according to the opinion
of Rav, that is the reason that it is four items that are written in the
.״א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה״ ֶל ֶחם וְ נָ זִ יד וְ יַ יִ ן וְ ׁ ֶש ֶמן
ַ
ּ
?יה
ּ  ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ְמנָ א ֵל, ֶא ָלא ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלdilemma raised in the verse: Bread, stew, wine, and oil, as the dilemma
pertains to fourth-degree ritual impurity. However, according to
Shmuel, from where does he learn that the dilemma involves five items?
 ״וְ נָ גַ ע ִ ּב ְכנָ פוֹ״, ִמי ְּכ ִתיב ״וְ נָ גַ ע ְּכנָ פוֹ״The Gemara explains Shmuel’s opinion. Is it written in the verse: And
. ְּכ ִתיב – ַ ּב ֶּמה ׁ ֶש ָּנגַ ע ִ ּב ְכנָ פוֹits corner touched the bread, indicating that the primary source of
impurity that was in the corner of the garment touched the bread? It is
actually written in the verse: “And it touched the corner of his garment,” meaning the bread came into contact with that which touched
the primary source of ritual impurity that was in the corner of his garment. The bread came into contact with the corner of the garment, not
with the primary source of impurity itself. Accordingly, the garment
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the bread
second-degree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the stew thirddegree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the wine fourth-degree ritual impurity status. Since the wine cannot confer fifth-degree
ritual impurity status upon the oil, the oil remains pure.
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NOTES

As if they sacrificed oﬀerings in a state of impurity – ְּכ ִאילּ ּו
ה ְק ִריב ּו ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה:ִ In the Jerusalem Talmud it is similarly explained that Haggai wanted the priests to answer: Impure,
so that he could respond: So is all the work of your hands.
HALAKHA

Consecrated liquids – מ ׁ ְש ֵקי ק ֶׂד ׁש:ַ Yosei ben Yo’ezer’s testimony with regard to the purity of liquids applies only to
blood and water, the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse, in
accordance with Rav’s interpretation of his statement (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16).

ֹאמר ַח ַ ּגי ִאם יִ ַ ּגע
ֶ  ״וַ יּ:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ְט ֵמא נֶ ֶפ ׁש ְ ּב ָכל ֵא ֶּלה ֲהיִ ְט ָמא
.ֹאמר ּו יִ ְט ָמא״
ְ וַ יַּ ֲﬠנ ּו ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים וַ יּ
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִל ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵאל – ִמדְּ ָה ָכא
ְ ׁ ָלא ִא
יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש – ָה ָתם נַ ִמי ָלא
 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א, ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב.יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש
ְ ׁ ִא
ְ ׁ ָה ָכא דְּ ִא
יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ָה ָתם
ְ ׁ דְּ ָלא ִא
?יש ַּת ַ ּב ׁש

The Gemara cites proof from the subsequent verse. Come and hear:
“And Haggai said: If one who is impure with impurity imparted by
a corpse touches any of these, shall he be impure? And the priests
answered and said: He shall be impure” (Haggai : ). Granted,
according to Shmuel, from the fact that here, with regard to a dead
creeping animal, the priests did not err, as Shmuel maintains that the
dilemma was with regard to fifth-degree ritual impurity, there too
they did not err. However, according to Rav, what is diﬀerent here,
concerning the impurity of a creeping animal, such that the priests
erred, and what is diﬀerent there, with regard to impurity imparted
by a corpse, such that they did not err?

: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּהRav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The priests of Haggai’s
 וְ ֵאין,יאין ֵהן ְ ּבט ּו ְמ ַאת ֵמת
ִ  ְ ּב ִקera were experts with regard to the severe ritual impurity imparted
.יאין ֵהן ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
ִ  ְ ּב ִקby a corpse, as they knew that the impurity of a dead body confers
upon a consecrated item fourth-degree ritual impurity status. However, they were not experts with regard to the lesser impurity of a
creeping animal.
 ָה ָכא,יﬠי
ִ  ָה ָתם ְר ִב: ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמרRavina said that the distinction between the cases is diﬀerent. There,
.ישי
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִלthe first dilemma addressed fourth-degree ritual impurity, whereas
here, the dilemma addressed third-degree ritual impurity. Haggai’s
second dilemma does not begin with contact with an item that came
into contact with a corpse; rather, it begins with contact with the
corpse itself. Since a corpse is the ultimate primary source of impurity, the fourth item is impure with third-degree ritual impurity. The
priests knew that halakha.
ֹאמר ֵּכן
ֶ  ״וַ יַּ ַﬠן ַח ַ ּגי וַ יּ:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ָה ָﬠם ַהזֶּ ה וְ ֵכן ַהגּ וֹי ַהזֶּ ה ְל ָפנַי נְ ֻאם
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַרב – ַהיְ ינ ּו.ה׳ וגו׳״
 ֶא ָּלא ִל ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל,דִּ ְכ ִתיב ָט ֵמא
?ַא ַּמאי ָט ֵמא

Come and hear a resolution to this matter from the next verse: “And
Haggai answered and said: So is this people, and so is this nation
before me, said God; and so is all the work of their hands; and that
which they oﬀer there is impure” (Haggai : ). Granted, according
to the opinion of Rav that the priests erred, that is the reason that it
is written: “That which they oﬀer there is impure,” as the priests’ lack
of familiarity with the halakhot of impurity increase the likelihood
that all of their Temple service is ritually impure. However, according
to Shmuel, why does the verse say that their oﬀerings are ritually
impure?

 וְ ָהא ״וְ ֵכן.יתמו ִּהי ָקא ְמ ַת ַּמה
ְ ִא
יהם״ ְּכ ִתיב! ָא ַמר ַמר
ֶ ָּכל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יְ ֵד
וֹך
ְ  ִמ ּת:ימא ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ָ ית
ֵ זו ְּט ָרא וְ ִא
יהם – ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה
ֶ ׁ ֶש ִּק ְל ְקל ּו ֶאת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂש
ּ יהם ַה ָּכתוּב ְּכ ִא
יל ּו ִה ְק ִריב ּו
ֶ ֲﬠ ֵל
.ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה

The Gemara answers: According to Shmuel, this is not a statement.
Rather, the verse is a rhetorical question expressing bewilderment:
Is all the Temple service of the priests really impure? Apparently, they
are familiar with the halakhot of impurity. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But isn’t it written in that verse: “And so is all the work of their
hands,” which is a statement, not a question? Mar Zutra, and some
say it was Rav Ashi, said: Since they corrupted their deeds by sinning in general, the verse ascribes to them wrongdoing as if they
sacrificed oﬀerings in a state of impurity.N

״מ ׁ ְש ֵק י ֵ ּבית
ַ  ַרב ָּתנֵ י, גּ ּו ָפאApropos the two versions of Yosei ben Yo’ezer’s testimony that the
״מ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבי
ַ  ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ א״ וְ ֵלוִ י ָּתנָ אliquids in the Temple are ritually pure, the Gemara addresses the
. ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּ א״matter itself. Rav teaches that Yosei ben Yo’ezer spoke of the liquids
of the slaughterhouse, blood and water, and Levi taught that this
halakha applies to the liquids of the altar, which include the wine of
libations and oil of meal-oﬀerings in addition to blood and water.H
יה
ָ ִ ָהנ,ְל ֵל וִ י
ּ יח א ִא י ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
 דָּ ָכן ִמ ְּל ַט ֵּמא: דְּ ָא ַמר,ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ֲא ָבל ט ּו ְמ ַאת,ט ּו ְמ ַאת ֲא ֵח ִרים
ַﬠצְ ָמן יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן – ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה דְּ נָ גְ ֵﬠי
.אשוֹן
ׁ ּכו ְּּלה ּו ָ ּב ִר
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The Gemara comments: According to the opinion of Levi, this works
out well if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, who
said that Yosei ben Yo’ezer testified that the liquids are ritually pure
in the sense that they do not transmit impurity to other items but
they themselves can become impure. In that case, you can find a
scenario for Haggai’s second question; all the substances mentioned
made contact with an object with first-degree ritual impurity status.
Levi can explain that the prophet’s dilemma is not in a case where the
diﬀerent items came into contact with each other, as he is of the
opinion that liquids do not transmit impurity. Rather, the stew, wine,
and oil each came in contact with an object with first-degree impurity, in accordance with Shmuel’s opinion that consecrated liquids
themselves can become impure. Accordingly, the priests answered
that these objects are impure.

, דָּ ָכן ַמ ָּמ ׁש:יה ְּכ ַרב דְּ ָא ַמר
ּ  ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָס ַבר ֵלHowever, if Levi holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav that
יכי ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה? ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ָחךְ ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ִ  ֵהthe liquids are actually ritually pure, under what circumstances
.יה
ּ  ְס ִב ָירא ֵלcan a scenario in which wine and oil, liquids oﬀered on the altar, can
become ritually impure be found? Rather, perforce you must say
that he holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel with regard
to the meaning of the term pure in this context.
,נִיחא ִאי ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַרב
ָ  ָה,וְ ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ֲא ָבל ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי, ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ א:דְּ ָתנֵי
יﬠי
ִ יט ְמא ּו – ְר ִב
ַּ ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּ א ַא ֲח ִרינִי נַ ִמי ִמ
– ישי
ִ ׁ  ָהא ׁ ְש ִל,ישי
ִ ׁ הוּא דְּ ָלא ָﬠ ֵביד ֲח ִמ
.יﬠי
ִ ָﬠ ֵביד ְר ִב

The Gemara continues: And according to Shmuel, this works out
well if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav, who taught
that the decree to which Yosei ben Yo’ezer testified was issued with
regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse, but the other liquids
of the altar transmit impurity as well. If that is Shmuel’s opinion he
can explain Haggai’s dilemma, as it is only an item with fourthdegree impurity status that does not render another item impure
with fifth-degree ritual impurity. However, an item with third-degree
impurity status renders another item impure with fourth-degree
ritual impurity.

 דְּ ָתנֵי ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי,יה ְּכ ֵלוִ י
ּ  ִאי ָס ַבר ֵל,ֶא ָּלא
יﬠי דְּ ָלא
ִ ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּ א – ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ְר ִב
ּ ישי? ֲא ִפ
ישי נַ ִמי
ִ ׁ יל ּו ׁ ֵשנִי ו ׁ ְּש ִל
ִ ׁ ָﬠ ֵביד ֲח ִמ
.יה
ּ ָלא ָﬠ ְב ִדי! ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ָחיךְ ְּכ ַרב ְס ִב ָירא ֵל

However, if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Levi, who
taught that the liquids of the altar, including wine and oil, do not
transmit impurity, why does Haggai specifically state that a liquid
with fourth-degree impurity status does not render another liquid
impure with fifth-degree ritual impurity? Even if these liquids had
first or second degree ritual impurity status, they do not render another item impure with second- and third-degree ritual impurity, as
Levi maintains that consecrated liquids do not transmit impurity at
all. Rather, perforce he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav
with regard to the object of Yosei ben Yo’ezer’s decree.

.יה דְּ ֵלוִ י
ֵ ָ ַּתנְ יָ א ְּכו,יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ַָּתנְ יָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
ּ ות
 ַהדָּ ם וְ ַהיַּ יִ ן וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן:יה דְּ ֵלוִ י
ֵ ַָּתנְ יָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
 ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ְמא ּו, ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּ א,וְ ַה ַּמיִ ם
נִט ְמא ּו
ְ .הוֹרין
ִ יאן ַלחוּץ – ְט
ָ ִִ ּב ְפנִים וְ הוֹצ
.נִיסן ִ ּב ְפנִים – ְט ֵמ ִאין
ָ ַ ּבחוּץ וְ ִה ְכ

The Gemara cites a source in support of each version, as it was taught
in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav, and it was taught
in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Levi. The Gemara
elaborates: It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion
of Levi: With regard to the blood, the wine, the oil, and the water,
in the case of all liquids of the altar that became ritually impure
inside the Temple and one took them outside, they are pure in the
sense that they do not transmit impurity to other objects. This is
because when they were within the Temple confines that more stringent form of impurity did not take eﬀect. However, if they became
impure outside the Temple and one took them inside the Temple,
they are impure even in terms of transmitting impurity to other
items, as they too retain their prior level of impurity.

 ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְִאינִי?! וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
.קוֹמן
ָ  ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו דָּ ָכן ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְמ,ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ַ ּב ַחיָּא
עוֹטי נִ ְט ְמא ּו ִ ּב ְפנִים
ֵ ַמאי ָלאו – ְל ַמ
נִט ְמא ּו ַ ּבחוּץ
ְ עוֹטי
ֵ  ְל ַמ,יאן ַלחוּץ! ל ֹא
ָ ִוְ הוֹצ
.נִיסן ִ ּב ְפנִים
ָ וְ ִה ְכ

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Yehoshua
ben Levi say: With regard to the liquids of the altar, the Sages said
they are ritually pure only in their place. What, does this statement
not come to exclude liquids that became impure inside the Temple
and one took them outside, as in that case once they left the Temple
they would be retroactively impure in terms of transmitting impurity? This contradicts the Gemara’s previous assertion. The Gemara
responds: No, the statement comes to exclude liquids that became
impure outside the Temple and one brought them inside.

 ל ֹא:קוֹמן״ ָק ָא ַמר! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ָ ״ב ְמ
ּ ִ  וְ ָהאThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Didn’t Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi say:
.קוֹמן
ָ  ָא ְמר ּו דָּ ָכן – ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו ִ ּב ְמIn their place, indicating that these liquids are pure in terms of
transmitting impurity only if they remain inside the Temple? The
Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is saying:
The Sages said they are pure only with regard to those liquids that
became impure in their place, not with regard to those that became
impure elsewhere and were brought into the Temple. In any case, the
language of the baraita clearly indicates that the legal status of wine
and oil is like that of other sacred liquids, in accordance with the
opinion of Levi.
 ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי, ַהדָּ ם וְ ַה ַּמיִ ם:יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ָ ַּתנְיָ א ְּכוAnd it was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav:
ּ ות
 ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ֵּכ ִלים ֵ ּבין, ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ אThe blood and the water, the liquids of the slaughterhouse, that
.הוֹרין
ִ  ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע – ְטbecame ritually impure, whether they were in vessels or on the
ground, are pure.
. פרק א׳ דף יז. Perek I . 17a
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NOTES

Deriving from a halakha transmitted to Moses
from Sinai – ל ּמוּד ֵמ ֲה ָל ָכה:ִ The authority of a halakha
transmitted to Moses from Sinai is equivalent to one
explicitly written in the Torah. A law of this type might
even supersede the plain meaning of a verse, or it can
instruct as to the manner in which a mitzva in the
Torah is to be performed. However, one of the main
diﬀerences between halakhot written in the Torah
and those that are transmitted to Moses from Sinai is
that written halakhot can serve as paradigms for other
halakhot, whereas halakhot transmitted to Moses from
Sinai cannot serve that purpose, as each halakha of this
type is unique.
What diﬀerence is there to me if the liquids are in
vessels and what diﬀerence is there to me if the
liquids are in the ground – מה ִּלי ַ ּב ֵּכ ִלים ַמה ִּלי ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע:ַ
According to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s version of the text,
the diﬃculty raised by the Gemara does not remain
diﬃcult. Instead, the ensuing statement of Rav Pappa
answers the question about the diﬀerence between
water in vessels and water in the ground: By Torah law,
a quarter-log of water in the ground cannot become
impure, as it has the legal status of a ritual bath. Other
commentaries explain that this case involves less than
a quarter-log of water. Although this amount of water
does not have the capacity to purify as a ritual bath
by Torah law, there is a tradition transmitted to Moses
from Sinai that it does not become ritually impure in
the Temple (Rabbi Meir Arak).
It is diﬃcult – ק ׁ ְשיָא:ַ Some commentaries explain this
as follows: Although according to Rabbi Shimon, and
perhaps Rabbi Elazar as well, Yosei ben Yo’ezer’s statement is not a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai.
It is still possible that Rabbi Yehuda agrees that there is
indeed a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that
liquids in the Temple are ritually pure, despite the fact
that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that in general, liquids
can become impure by Torah law (Rabbi David Pardo).

, ַ ּב ֵּכ ִלים – ְט ֵמ ִאין:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַ)ר ָ ּבן( ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןRabban Shimon says: If the liquids were in vessels, they are ritually
.הוֹרין
ִ  ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע – ְטimpure; however, if they were in the ground, they are ritually pure,
as explained below.
ּ  ֲא ִפ:ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
יל ּו ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
יתא – ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּטו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ד
.ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ א ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְ ּג ִמ ִירי ָל ּה
יה דְּ ַרב נָ ַתן ְל ַרב
ּ יה ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 ֵאין:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ ָ טו ְּמ ָאה ַל ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין ָּכל ִﬠ
 ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי, ֵּת ַדע,יקר
יוֹﬠזֶ ר ִא ׁיש צְ ֵר ָידה ַﬠל
ֶ )יוֹסף( ֶ ּבן
ֵ ֵה ִﬠיד
.ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ַ ּב ַחיָּ א דָּ ָכן

 וְ ִאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְ ּג ִמ ִירי ָל ּה – ִמי ָ ּג ְמ ִרינַ ןRav Huna, son of Rav Natan, continued: And if they learned the
? ִמ ָּינ ּהritual purity of liquids of the slaughterhouse as a halakha transmitted
to Moses from Sinai through tradition, do we derive other halakhot
from it?N There is a principle that one cannot derive halakhic principles from halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. How, then, could
Rabbi Eliezer cite this halakha as a proof for his opinion?
 וְ ָהא:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ָא ַמר ט ּו ְמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, דְּ ַתנְיָא,אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּד
– אוֹכ ִלין
ָ  ָל,הוֹרין
ִ  ַל ֵּכ ִלים – ְט:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
.ְט ֵמ ִאין

Furthermore, Ravina said to Rav Ashi, also in rejection of Rav Pappa’s
statement: Isn’t it Rabbi Shimon, who said that in general the ritual
impurity of liquids is by Torah law? As it was taught in a baraita that
Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: With regard to vessels that came
into contact with impure liquid, the vessels are pure, as by Torah law
liquids do not transmit impurity to vessels. However, with regard to
foods that came into contact with impure liquid, the foods are impure,
as by Torah law liquids transmit impurity to foods.

–  ַ ּב ֵּכ ִלים:וְ ָה ָכא ָק ָא ַמר ַ)ר ָ ּבן( ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 וְ ִאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא.הוֹרין
ִ  ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע – ְט,ְט ֵמ ִאין
?ִהיא – ַמה ִּלי ַ ּב ֵּכ ִלים ַמה ִּלי ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע
.ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

Ravina continues: And yet here, with regard to the liquids in the
Temple, Rabban Shimon said: Liquids in vessels are ritually impure,
and liquids in the ground are pure. And if you say that the purity
of the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse is a halakha transmitted
to Moses from Sinai, what diﬀerence is there to me if the liquids are
in vessels and what diﬀerence is there to me if the liquids are in
the ground?N If there is an accepted halakhic tradition that ritual
impurity does not apply to these liquids, there should be no diﬀerence
whether the liquid is in vessels or in the ground. The Gemara
comments: Indeed, it is diﬃcultN according to Rav Pappa’s opinion.

HALAKHA

Taught this only with regard to water – ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא
מיִ ם:ַ With regard to the halakhot of ritual purity and
impurity, the distinction between liquids in vessels and
liquids in the ground applies only to water. This ruling
is in accordance with Rav Pappa’s statement (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 15:5).

Rav Pappa said: Even according to the one who says that in general
the ritual impurity of liquids is by Torah law, the purity of the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse is a halakha transmitted to Moses
from Sinai, which the Sages learned through tradition. Rav Huna,
son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: But with regard to that which
Rabbi Eliezer said: There is no impurity for liquids at all by Torah
law, know that this is so, as Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida testified
about liquids in the slaughterhouse in the Temple that they were
ritually pure. This statement indicates that liquids become impure
only by rabbinic decree, a decree that is not in eﬀect in the Temple.

 ָהא דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע: ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa said: That which you said, that the liquids in the Temple
 ֲא ָבל דָּ ם,הוֹרין – ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ַמיִ ם
ִ  ְטare ritually pure when in the ground, the Sages taught this halakha
H
. ל ֹאonly with regard to water, but with regard to blood, no, it does not
apply. According to Rabbi Shimon, blood can become impure even
in the ground.
,יﬠית
ִ  ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָהוֵ י ְר ִב, ו ַּמיִ ם נַ ִמיAnd even with regard to water, we said that it is ritually pure only
,יה ְמ ָח ִטין וְ צִ ינּ וֹרוֹת
ּ  דַּ ֲחזִ י ְל ַה ְט ִ ּביל ֵ ּבwhen it is a quarter-log, which is a suitable measure in which to im.יﬠית – ְט ֵמ ִאין
ִ  ֲא ָבל ָלא ָהוֵ י ְר ִבmerse needles and hooks. By Torah law, a quarter-log of water collected in one place can serve as a ritual bath in which one can immerse
objects that can be completely immersed in that amount of water.
Because it has the status of a ritual bath, it too does not become ritually impure. Although the Sages decreed that one should not immerse
vessels in a quarter-log of water, the water is pure by Torah law. Therefore, the Sages did not extend their decree to this measure of water
inside the Temple. However, if the water is less than a quarter-log, it
is ritually impure even in the ground, as that water cannot be used as
a ritual bath.
 ַל ּכֹל:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה:ָא ַמר ַמר
ימ ָרא דְּ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה
ְ  ְל ֵמ.ָט ֵמא״
טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת ֵּכ ִלים
?יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
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Perek I . 17b . :פרק א׳ דף יז

The Master said in the baraita cited above, with regard to uncertainty
about contact with impure liquids, that Rabbi Yehuda says: They
are impure in all cases. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi
Yehuda maintains that the impurity of liquids in terms of their
capability to transmit impurity to vessels is by Torah law?

חוֹריִ ם
ַ  ָּכל ַה ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָל ֶהן ֲא:וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
 ְּכגוֹן ַה ָּכ ִרים וְ ַה ְּכ ָסתוֹת וְ ַה ּ ַ ׂש ִּקין,תוֹך
ְ ָו
, נִ ְט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ – נִ ְט ָמא ַ ּג ּבוֹ,וְ ַה ַּמ ְרצו ִּפין
.נִט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ
ְ נִט ָמא – ַ ּג ּבוֹ – ל ֹא
ְ

But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to all vessels that have an
exterior that can be used and an interiorH that serves as a receptacle,
such as cushions, blankets, sacks, and leather grain sacks, if the interior of one of these vessels became ritually impure, its exterior is impure as well. However, if its exterior became impure, its interior is not
impure, because the primary use of these vessels is as a receptacle.

– ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים
 ֲא ָבל נִ ְט ְמא ּו,ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ְמא ּו ֵמ ֲח ַמת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
,נִט ָמא ַ ּג ּבוֹ
ְ נִט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ
ְ – ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
ְ נִט ָמא ַ ּג ּבוֹ
ְ
.נִט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ

Rabbi Yehuda said: In what case is this statement said? It is in a case
where the vessels became impure due to contact with impure liquids.
However, if they became impure due to contact with a creeping animal,
then if the interior became impure the exterior is impure, and likewise,
if the exterior became impure the interior is also impure.

וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְל ַט ֵּמא
נִט ָמא ֵמ ֲח ַמת
ְ  ַמה ִּלי,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְֵּּכ ִלים ד
? ַמה ִּלי נִ ְט ָמא ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ,ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
 ָחזַ ר ּבוֹ:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
.ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה

The Gemara explains the diﬃculty posed by Rabbi Yehuda’s statement
in this mishna: And if it enters your mind that the ritual impurity of
liquids with regard to their capacity to transmit impurity to vessels is
by Torah law, what diﬀerence is there to me if the vessel is rendered
impure due to liquids, and what diﬀerence is there to me if the vessel
is rendered impure due to a creeping animal? Rather, Rabbi Yehuda
maintains that the impurity of liquids is by rabbinic law, and the Sages
distinguished between the impurity of the exterior and interior of a vessel to distinguish between impurity by Torah law and impurity by rabbinic law and prevent the burning of teruma that is impure with impurity by rabbinic law. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Yehuda
retracted his previous statement in the baraita and accepted the ruling
that the impurity of liquids is only by rabbinic decree.

HALAKHA

All vessels that have…an interior – ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָל ֶהן
תוֹך:
ְ With regard to concave vessels, i.e., ones that
can hold liquids, if they became ritually impure on
their exterior, their interior remains pure. If their
interior becomes impure, the entire vessel is impure. If the vessel became impure due to contact
with a creeping animal, the whole vessel is impure,
whether it contracted impurity on its interior or
its exterior. This ruling is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, as it is a
general rule that when Rabbi Yehuda says: In what
case is this statement said, he is explaining the
previous opinion rather than disputing it, and his
explanation is accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 28:1).

.עוֹל ם ָל א ֲה ַד ר
ָ  ְל: ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמ רRavina said: Actually, it is possible that Rabbi Yehuda did not retract
, ָהא – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת יָ ַדיִ םhis previous statement, as this case, where he distinguishes between
. ָהא – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץimpurity on the interior and the exterior of vessels, was stated with regard
to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with impure
hands that did not undergo ritual washing. Unwashed hands are impure
by rabbinic decree, and therefore the impurity of such liquid is likewise
rabbinic. Conversely, that case, where the impurity of liquids is by Torah
law, was stated with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity
due to contact with a creeping animal. As that impurity is by Torah law,
no distinction is made between the interior and exterior of vessels.
״ב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים
ּ ַ  ַאדְּ ָתנֵי,ִאי ָה ִכי
 ִל ְיפלוֹג וְ ִל ְיתנֵי,ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו ֵמ ֲח ַמת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין״
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין:ְ ּב ִד ָיד ּה
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת יָ ַדיִ ם
ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ – נִ ְט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ
! נִ ְט ָמא ַ ּג ּבוֹ נִ ְט ָמא ּתוֹכוֹ,נִ ְט ָמא ַ ּג ּבוֹ
ּ ָ ֶא ָּלא ְמ ַח ַּו ְור ָּתא ִּכ ְד ׁ ָשנִין ֵמ ִﬠ
 ָחזַ ר:יק ָרא
.ּבוֹ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, instead of teaching: In what case
is this statement said? In a case where the vessels were rendered impure
due to contact with liquids, as opposed to the other case in which the
vessels became impure due to contact with creeping animals, let him
distinguish and teach the distinction within the case itself: In what case
is this statement said? It is in a case where these vessels became impure
by contact with liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact
with impure hands. However, in a case where these vessels became
impure by contact with liquids that come to a state of impurity due
to contact with a creeping animal, if the interior became impure,
the exterior is impure, and if the exterior became impure, the interior
is likewise impure. Rather, the Gemara rejects Ravina’s explanation
and states that it is clear as we initially answered, that Rabbi Yehuda
retracted his previous ruling.

,יה
ּ ַ ִא
ּ  ִמ ֵּכ ִלים הוּא דַּ ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב:ּיב ְﬠיָ א ְלהו
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ אוֹכ ִלין ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ֲא ָבל ְ ּב
,יה
ּ  ְלגַ ְמ ֵרי ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא.יה
ּ ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
?ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Was it only from his ruling with
regard to liquids that transmitted ritual impurity to vessels by Torah law
that Rabbi Yehuda retracted his opinion, but with regard to foods he
still holds in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi
Shimon, that liquids transmit impurity to foods by Torah law? Or perhaps he completely retracted his previous opinion, and Rabbi Yehuda
in fact holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who rules
that there is no Torah basis for the impurity of liquids.

 ּ ָפ ָרה, ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחקRav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: Come and hear a resolution to this di ַר ִ ּבי,  ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְת ָתה ֵמי ַח ָּטאת – ְ ּב ָ ׂש ָר ּה ָט ֵמאlemma from a mishna: With regard to a cow that drank purification
N4H3
:אוֹמר
ֵ  יְ הו ָּדהwaters in which the ashes of the red heifer were mixed and which were
to be sprinkled on one who was ritually impure with impurity imparted
by a corpse, and the cow was slaughtered before it digested the water, its
flesh is impure due to contact with this water. Pure items that come in
contact with the purification waters become impure, as derived from a
verse. Rabbi Yehuda says:
: פרק א׳ דף יז. Perek I . 17b

87

