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 וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ִמ ֵּכ ִלים.יה
ָ ָ ּב ְטל ּו ְ ּב ֵמ ֶﬠ
יוֹסי
ֵ אוֹכ ִלין ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב,יה
ּ הוּא דַּ ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
יה – ַא ַּמאי ָ ּב ְטל ּו
ּ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
?יה ְלגַ ְמ ֵרי
ָ ְ ּב ֵמ ֶﬠ

The purification waters are nullified in its innards and do not
impurify the meat of the cow. And if it enters your mind that it
was from his ruling with regard to liquids transmitting impurity
to vessels by Torah law that Rabbi Yehuda retracted his opinion,
but with regard to foods he holds in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon that liquids transmit
ritual impurity to food by Torah law, why does he say that the
purification waters are nullified in its innards entirely and no
longer transfer impurity at all?

, נְ ִהי דְּ ט ּו ְמ ָאה ֲחמ ּו ָרה ל ֹא ְמ ַט ְּמא ּוThe Gemara elaborates: Although these waters do not transmit
!ּנִיט ְּמאו
ַ יהא
ָ  טו ְּמ ָאה ַק ָּלה ִמa severe form of ritual impurity to a person or vessel that comes
into contact with them, in any event let them transmit a lesser
form of impurity to food that comes into contact with them.
Rabbi Yehuda’s ruling with regard to the purification waters indicates that he retracted his previous opinion entirely and he maintains that there is no impurity of liquids by Torah law at all. Since
this impurity is by rabbinic law, the Sages did not extend their
decree to the uncommon circumstance of the purification waters.

NOTES

Shall be impure…shall render impure – יִ ְט ָמא יְ ַט ֵּמא: Rabbi
Akiva’s interpretation is not based solely on the fact that the
words yitma and yetamme are spelled identically. Rather, it
also takes into account the similarity of meanings between
yitma and yetamme. Rabbi Akiva apparently distinguishes
between the two meanings based on the varying tenses
of the verb in the simple conjugation. The past-tense verb
tameh, became impure, which is always passive, means
that a given object became impure due to another object.
However, the verb yitma in the future tense, which in this
case is actually the continuous present tense, connotes
a more active form, as it underscores the severity of the
object’s impurity, indicating that its impurity can be transferred to other items.
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יה״ נַ ִמי – ָ ּב ְט ל ּו
ָ ״ב ְט ל ּו ְ ּב ֵמ ֶﬠ
ּ ָ ַמאי
 ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ָאה ַק ָּלה.ִמ ּטו ְּמ ָאה ֲחמו ָּרה
 ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ָס ַבר טו ְּמ ָאה,ְּמ ַט ְּמאו
ֲחמו ָּרה נַ ִמי ְמ ַט ְּמאוּ? ָהא ְ ּב ָ ׂש ָר ּה ָט ֵמא
!ָק ָתנֵי

The Gemara rejects this contention: What, too, is the meaning
of Rabbi Yehuda’s phrase: They are nullified in its innards? It
means that they are nullified only from a severe form of impurity.
However, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the purification waters
transmit a lesser form of impurity. This proves by inference that
the first tanna maintains that the purification waters also transmit a severe form of impurity to people and vessels. This is a
problematic conclusion, as the first tanna teaches: Its flesh is
impure, which clearly indicates that its flesh alone is impure,
whereas the purification waters swallowed by the cow do not
transmit impurity to people or vessels. The result is that according
to this approach, there is no diﬀerence between the opinions of
Rabbi Yehuda and the first tanna.

יח ְּס ָרא
ַ  וְ ַח ּס ֵוֹרי ִמ,ּכו ָּּל ּה ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ִהיא
–  ּ ָפ ָרה ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְת ָתה ֵמי ַח ָּטאת:וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים,ְ ּב ָ ׂש ָר ּה ָט ֵמא
–  ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ָאה ֲחמו ָּרה,טו ְּמ ָאה ַק ָּלה
.יה
ָ  ָ ּב ְטל ּו ְ ּב ֵמ ֶﬠ:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ל ֹא

The Gemara answers: The entire mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and the mishna is incomplete and is
teaching the following: With regard to a cow that drank the
purification waters, its flesh is impure. In what case is this statement said? It is said with regard to a lesser form of impurity, but
with regard to a severe form of purity, no, its flesh is not impure,
as Rabbi Yehuda says: The waters are nullified in its innards and
their status is no longer that of purification waters. Instead, their
impurity is by rabbinic law, like any other liquid.

יה
ָ עוֹלם ָ ּב ְטל ּו ְ ּב ֵמ ֶﬠ
ָ  ְל: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרRav Ashi said: Actually, it is possible to explain that the waters
.ּח יה ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָסרו
ּ  ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל, ְלגַ ְמ ֵריare nullified in its innards entirely from any type of impurity, as
this issue is unrelated to the question of whether the impurity of
liquids is by Torah law or rabbinic law. Rather, this halakha is due
to the fact that purification waters become a foul liquid when
ingested, and the principle is that oﬀensive liquid can neither be
rendered impure itself nor transfer impurity to other items.
:אוֹמ ִר ים
ְ
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי
.הוֹרים״
ִ  ַל ֵּכ ִלים – ְט,אוֹכ ִלין – ְט ֵמ ִאין
ָ ָל
:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
,יטת ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ַר ּבוֹ ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
ַ יוֹסי ְ ּב ׁ ִש
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
.דְּ ָד ֵר ׁיש ״יִ ְט ָמא״ – יְ ַט ֵּמא

It was taught in the baraita about uncertainty as to the impurity
of liquids that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: With regard
to foods that came into contact with impure liquid, the foods
are impure. However, with regard to vessels that came into contact with impure liquid, the vessels are pure. Rabba bar bar Ĥana
said that Reish Lakish said: Rabbi Yosei said this halakha in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, his teacher, who
interpreted the term yitma, which is an intransitive verb in the
simple conjugation meaning: It shall be impure, as though it were
written yetamme, a transitive verb in the intensive conjugation
meaning: It shall render impure, i.e., it transmits impurity to
other items.N

 ״וְ ָכל: ּבוֹ ַ ּביּוֹם דָּ ַר ׁש ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,דִּ ְתנַן
ְּכ ִלי ֶח ֶר ׂש ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ּפֹל ֵמ ֶהם וגו׳״ ֵאינוֹ
 ֶא ָּלא ״יִ ְט ָמא״ – יְ ַט ֵּמא,אוֹמר ָט ֵמא
ֵ
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ ימד ַﬠל ִּכ ָּכר ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש
ֵּ  ִל.ֲא ֵח ִרים
.ישי ְ ּבחו ִּּלין
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל

יכי דָּ ֵר ׁיש – ״וְ ָכל ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ִ וְ ָה ָכא ֵה
 ְל ַט ֵּמא,יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֶתה ְ ּב ָכל ְּכ ִלי יִ ְט ָמא״ – יְ ַט ֵּמא
אוֹמר ְל ַט ֵּמא
ֵ
 ַא ָּתה.אוֹכ ִלין
ָ ט ּו ְמ ַאת
 אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ְל ַט ֵּמא,אוֹכ ִלין
ָ טו ְּמ ַאת
. ל ֹא ָּכךְ ָהיָ ה:טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין? ָא ַמ ְר ָּת

As we learned in a mishna: On that day,N when they appointed Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya the Nasi, Rabbi Akiva taught: “And every earthenware vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is in it shall be
impure [yitma], and you shall break it” (Leviticus : ). The verse
does not say: It is impure [tameh]; rather, it says: It shall be impure
[yitma], indicating that an item in an impure earthenware vessel
transmits impurity to other items. This verse teaches about a loaf
with second-degree ritual impurity status,N i.e., ritual impurity imparted through contact with a vessel impurified by a creeping animal,
that the loaf renders other items impure with third-degree ritual
impurity, even non-sacred items.
The Gemara inquires: And here, with regard to the ritual impurity of
liquids, how does Rabbi Yosei interpret the verses? The Gemara cites
the verse: “From all food which may be eaten, upon which water has
come, shall be impure; and all drink that may be drunk in every
vessel, shall be impure [yitma]” (Leviticus : ). Rabbi Yosei interprets the end of the verse as: Shall render impure [yetamme], indicating that liquid also transmits impurity to foods. The Gemara discusses this derivation: Do you say that this expression teaches that
liquid transmits ritual impurity to foods, or perhaps the verse is
teaching only that it transmits impurity to other liquids, but not to
food? You said in response: That was not the correct interpretation.N

NOTES

On that day – בוֹ ַ ּביּוֹם:ּ In the Mishna this phrase generally refers to the day on which Rabban Gamliel was removed from the position of Nasi and replaced by Rabbi
Elazar ben Azarya (Berakhot 27a). On that day the Sages
abrogated several of the demanding requirements
established by Rabban Gamliel for entry into the study
hall. This move led to a more wide-ranging debate and
the introduction of previously unheard opinions and
novel halakhic interpretations. In tractate Eduyyot these
opinions are called testimonies and introduced with
the phrase: On that day it was taught.
A loaf with second-degree ritual impurity status –
כ ָּכר ׁ ֵשנִי:ִּ The Gemara chooses to teach the example of a
loaf because the verse deals with earthenware vessels
and ovens, and the most common item baked in an
oven is a loaf of bread (Rashi).
That was not the correct interpretation – ל ֹא ָּכ ְך
היָ ה:ָ This expression is sometimes used in halakhic
midrash to reject the previous contention. Often the
Gemara leaves the rejection unexplained. However,
the expression typically indicates that the previous
statement, question, or derivation is unjustified due
to the fact that it cannot withstand logical scrutiny or
careful analysis.

 ל ֹא: ַמאי ״ל ֹא ָּכךְ ָהיָ ה״? ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאThe Gemara wonders about the unusual expression. What is the
.עוֹשה ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה
ׂ ָ  ָמצִ ינ ּו טו ְּמ ָאה ׁ ֶשmeaning of the phrase: That was not the correct interpretation? How
can this diﬃculty be dismissed so easily? Rav Pappa said: It means
that we did not find any case of ritual impurity that renders a similar item impure. Therefore, it must be that the verse teaches that this
liquid transmits impurity to food.
יה דִּ ְק ָרא נַ ִמי ָלא
ּ  ִמגּ ו ֵּפ:ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמר
ָמצֵ ית ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ״יִ ְט ָמא״ – ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת
 דְּ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ יִ ְט ָמא דְּ ֵס ָיפא,ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ישא
ָ ׁ  יִ ְט ָמא דְּ ֵר,ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
נִיﬠ ְר ִבינְ ה ּו
ַ ,נַ ִמי – ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
״מ ָּכל ָהא ֶֹכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יֵ ָא ֵכל
ִ :ּנִיכ ְּת ִבינְ הו
ְ ְו
ֲא ׁ ֶשר יָבוֹא ָﬠ ָליו ַמיִ ם וְ ָכל ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ֲא ׁ ֶשר
.יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֶתה ְ ּב ָכל ְּכ ִלי יִ ְט ָמא״

Ravina said: From an analysis of the verse itself you also cannot say
that the term: Shall be impure, means that the liquid transmits ritual impurity only to liquids. As, if it enters your mind to say that the
term: Shall be impure, in the latter portion of the verse means that
it transmits ritual impurity only to liquids, then the term: Shall be
impure, in the first portion of the verse, in reference to food, should
also mean that it transmits ritual impurity only to liquids. And if
that is so, let the verse combine the two cases and write them together as follows: From all food which may be eaten, upon which
water has come, and all drink that may be drunk in every vessel,
shall be impure.

 יִ ְט ָמא: ְּת ֵרי יִ ְט ָמא ָל ָּמה ִלי? ֶא ָּלאRavina concludes his proof: Why do I need the term: Shall be impure,
 יִ ְט ָמא,ישא – ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ָ ׁ  דְּ ֵרtwice? Rather, it must be that the term: Shall be impure, in the first
.אוֹכ ִלין
ָ  דְּ ֵס ָיפא – ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאתportion of the verse teaches that food transmits ritual impurity to
liquids, while the term: Shall be impure, in the latter portion of the
verse teaches that liquid transmits ritual impurity to food.
ימא ְל ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַה ֵּכ ִל ים! וְ ָלאו
ָ וְ ֵא
חוֹמר הוּא? ּו ַמה ְּכ ִלי ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַט ֵּמא
ֶ ַָקל ו
 ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין,ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה – ֵאין ְמ ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ִלי
ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְ ַט ְּמא ּו ֶאת
!ַה ֵּכ ִלים

The Gemara asks: And say that the term teaches that liquid transmits
ritual impurity to vessels. The Gemara rejects this contention: And
isn’t it an a fortiori inference? Just as an impure vessel, which transmits impurity to liquid that comes into contact with it, nevertheless
does not transmit impurity to another vessel, so too, liquids that
come to a state of impurity due to contact with a vessel, is it not right
that they should not transmit impurity to vessels?

 ִּכי ל ֹא ְמ ַט ְּמא ּו – ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין:ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
 ֲא ָבל ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת,ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי
ׁ ֶש ֶרץ – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דִּ ְמ ַט ְּמאוּ! ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין
?ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ ִמי ְּכ ִת ִיבי

The Gemara suggests: And say that when liquids do not transmit
ritual impurity to a vessel, that is in the case of liquids that come to
a state of impurity due to contact with an impure vessel, as the vessel
itself does not transmit impurity to another vessel. However, with
regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with
a creeping animal, a more severe form of impurity, indeed, they
should transmit impurity even to vessels. The Gemara rejects this
contention: Are liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with a creeping animal stated explicitly in the Torah? The impure
liquids mentioned in the verse became impure by contact with a
vessel that came into contact with a dead creeping animal.
. פרק א׳ דף יח. Perek I . 18a
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It is suﬃcient [dayyo] for the conclusion that emerged
from the a fortiori inference to be like the source of the
inference – דַּ יּוֹ ַל ָ ּבא ִמן ַהדִּ ין ִל ְהיוֹת ַּכ ּנִדּ וֹן: This halakhic principle,
referred to in shorthand as dayyo, restricts the conclusion
that may be derived from an a fortiori inference. It prevents
establishing limitless leniencies or stringencies from an a fortiori inference by creating parameters for its implementation.
Dayyo is an extension of another principle: If you grasped
the maximum, you did not grasp the proper interpretation; if you grasped the minimum, you grasped the proper
interpretation. The principle of dayyo establishes that an a
fortiori inference teaches in the following manner: Just as X
is more stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is no less
stringent than Y with regard to point B. It does not teach:
Just as X is more stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is
similarly more stringent than Y with regard to point B. If that
were the case, there would be no limits to the conclusion
derived from the inference.

חוֹמר ָק ָא ֵתי? ו ַּמה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ֶ ָ וְ ָלאו ִמ ַ ּקל וThe Gemara asks: And doesn’t the impurity of liquids that came
 ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין, ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי – ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאיןinto contact with a creeping animal come from an a fortiori infer!? ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ – ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכןence: Just as liquids that come to a state of impurity due to
contact with a vessel, which itself became impure due to contact
with a creeping animal, transmit impurity, with regard to liquids
that come to a state of impurity due to contact with a creeping
animal, all the more so is it not clear that they transmit impurity
to a vessel?
. דַּ יּוֹ ַל ָ ּבא ִמן ַהדִּ ין ִל ְהיוֹת ַּכ ִּנדּ וֹןThe Gemara answers: Since the basic halakha of these liquids is
derived by means of an a fortiori inference, no stringencies are
added to it, in accordance with the principle: It is suﬃcient
[dayyo] for the conclusion that emerged from the a fortiori inference to be like the source of the inference.N In other words, a
halakha derived by means of an a fortiori inference is no more
stringent that the source from which it is derived. In this case,
liquid that became impure through contact with a creeping animal
transmits impurity to the same extent that liquid that became
impure through contact with a vessel does.
״מ ָּכל
ִ – יכי דָּ ֵר ׁיש
ִ ישא ֵה
ָ ׁ יִ ְט ָמא דְּ ֵר
ָהא ֶֹכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יֵ ָא ֵכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יָבוֹא ָﬠ ָליו ַמיִ ם
.יִ ְט ָמא״ יִ ְט ָמא – ְל ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
 אוֹ,אוֹמר ְל ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ֵ ַא ָּתה
?ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ְל ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַה ְּכ ִלי

The Gemara asks: How does Rabbi Akiva interpret the term:
Shall be impure, in the first portion of the verse: “From all
food which may be eaten, upon which water has come, shall be
impure” (Leviticus : )? He interprets the term: Shall be impure, as: Shall render impure. Food transmits ritual impurity to
liquids. Do you say that the term teaches that food transmits
impurity to liquids, or perhaps the term teaches only that food
transmits impurity to a vessel?

 ו ַּמה ַּמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַט ֵּמא:חוֹמר
ֶ ָָא ַמ ְר ָּת ַקל ו
אוֹכל ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ֶ ,אוֹכל – ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ִלי
ֶ
אוֹכל – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ַט ֵּמא
ֶ ְמ ַט ֵּמא
ְּכ ִלי! ָהא ָמה ָאנִי ְמ ַקיֵּ ים יִ ְט ָמא – ְל ַט ֵּמא
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֲﬠל ּו ִלין ְל ַק ֵ ּבל,ֶאת ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
.טו ְּמ ָאה

The Gemara answers: You can say an a fortiori inference that
negates this possibility: Just as liquid, which transmits impurity
to food, does not transmit impurity to a vessel, with regard to
food, which does not transmit impurity to food, is it not right
that it should not transmit impurity to a vessel? If so, how then
do I establish the meaning of the term: Shall be impure, which
in this context indicates that food impurifies other items? This
term indicates that food transmits impurity to liquids, which are
susceptible to contracting impurity.

 ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דַּ ֲﬠלו ִּליןThe Gemara asks: Why did Rabbi Akiva mention specifically that
יה ִמ ׁ ּש ּום
ּ  ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵל, ְל ַק ֵ ּבל ט ּו ְמ ָאהfood impurifies liquids due to the fact that they are susceptible
!יכא ִמידֵּ י ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָּ  דְּ ֵלto contracting impurity? Let him derive this proof from the
simple fact that there is no other item that food could render
impure. As food does not transmit impurity to food, the only
remaining alternative is that food impurifies liquids.
,אוֹכל ָחמוּר
ֶ ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּת:ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
יה ַל ְּכ ִלי – ַההוּא
ַ דִּ ְמ ַט ֵּמא ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ּ ֵנִיט ְּמי
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,חו ְּמ ָרא דְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין הוּא
.ֲﬠלו ִּלין ְל ַק ֵ ּבל טו ְּמ ָאה

The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: And
lest you say that the impurity of food is severe, as evidenced by
the fact that it transmits ritual impurity to liquids despite the
fact that liquids do not transfer impurity to other liquids, and
therefore let food transmit impurity to a vessel, despite the fact
that liquid does not transmit impurity to a vessel; therefore, the
Gemara states that the fact that food transmits impurity to liquids
is actually a stringency characteristic of liquids, not of food. The
impurity of food is not more severe than that of liquids; rather,
food transmits impurity to liquids due to the fact that liquids are
susceptible to contracting impurity.

 ו ַּמה ִהיא ֲﬠ ִל ָיל ָתן – ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַק ְ ּב ִלין טו ְּמ ָאהAnd in what manner is their susceptibility manifest? It is mani. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְ ּב ֶה ְכ ׁ ֵשרfest in the fact that they become ritually impure without being
first rendered susceptible to impurity. Foods can become impure
only after first coming into contact with one of seven liquids.
Liquids do not require any preparatory stage before becoming
impure.
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,עוֹשה ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה
ֶׂ
יִ ְט ָמא – דְּ ֵאין
 ״וְ ִכי: ֵמ ָה ָכא נָ ְפ ָקא? ֵמ ָה ָתם נָ ְפ ָקא
יֻ ַּתן ַמיִ ם ַﬠל זֶ ַרע וְ נָ ַפל ִמ ִּנ ְב ָל ָתם ָﬠ ָליו
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ  וְ ֵאין,ָט ֵמא הוּא״ – הוּא ָט ֵמא
ט ּו ְמ ָאה ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה! ַחד ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
 וְ ַחד ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
.ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי

Is the principle: Shall be impure teaches that ritual impurity does not
render a similar item impure, e.g., that food does not transfer ritual impurity to other food, derived from here? It is derived from there: “But if
water is put upon the seed, and any of their carcass falls upon it, it is
impure for you” (Leviticus : ), from which it is inferred: It is impure;
however, it does not transmit impurity to a similar item. Why is an additional source necessary to teach this same principle? The Gemara explains: Both verses are necessary, as one refers to liquids that come to a
state of impurity due to contact with a creeping animal, while one verse
refers to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with an
impure vessel.

 דְּ ִאי ַא ׁ ְשמ ּו ִﬠינַ ן ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,יכי
ִ ּו צְ ִר
ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי – ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ָלא
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת,ֲח ִמ ִירי
עוֹשה טו ְּמ ָאה
ׂ ֶ ימא
ָ  דַּ ֲח ִמ ִירי – ֵא,ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
.ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה

The Gemara adds: And both verses are necessary, as neither of the halakhot
could have been derived from the other. As, had the verse taught us only
the halakha with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to
contact with a vessel, one might have thought that liquids do not transfer
impurity to similar items only due to the fact that their impurity is not
severe, as it did not result from contact with a primary source of impurity;
however, with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to
contact with a creeping animal, which are impure with a severe form of
impurity that resulted from contact with a primary source of impurity, say
that they transmit impurity to a similar item.

,וְ ַל ׁ ְש ְמ ִﬠינַן ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ
!וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ֵמ ֲח ַמת ְּכ ִלי
ְּ ִמ
חוֹמר – ָט ַרח
ֶ ָיל ָתא דְּ ַא ְתיָ א ְ ּב ַקל ו
.וְ ָכ ַתב ָל ּה ְק ָרא

The Gemara asks: And let the verse teach us that liquids do not transmit
impurity with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to
contact with a creeping animal, and all the more so will that be the case
with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with
a vessel. The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult, as at times with regard
to a matter that could be derived by means of an a fortiori inference,N the
verse nevertheless unnecessarily wrote it explicitly.

NOTES

A matter that could be derived by means of an a
fortiori inference – חוֹמר
ֶ ָמ ְּיל ָתא דְּ ַא ְתיָא ְ ּב ַקל ו:ִ Some
commentaries explain that this rule can also be applied to other hermeneutic principles of Torah exposition, such as verbal analogy, juxtaposition, and
analogy. In these cases, too, the Torah sometimes
writes a halakha explicitly even though it could
have been derived by means of one of these principles (Rabbeinu Gershom). Many commentaries
add that there is nonetheless a diﬀerence between
a halakha derived by means of an a fortiori inference and one written explicitly in the Torah, as a
greater level of stringency applies to halakhot that
appear in the Torah. In other words, the reason
the Torah unnecessarily wrote it explicitly, in the
Gemara’s words, was to underscore its significance
(Tosafot; Rabbi Yehuda Mintz; see Yad Malakhi).
He himself does not hold accordingly – יה ָלא
ּ ֵל
יה
ּ ס ִב ָירא ֵל:ְ This oft-recurring comment means that
although a certain Sage expands upon or explains
an opinion, he himself disagrees with it. In actuality,
many of the discussions in the Gemara are of this
type, as the Gemara often analyzes and clarifies
opinions that are ultimately rejected as halakha.

 וְ ָהא ָא ַמר,יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRavina said to Rav Ashi: But didn’t Rava say that Rabbi Yosei does not
,יוֹסי ָס ַבר ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ֵ  ל ֹא ַר ִ ּבי: ָר ָבאhold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva with regard to the
third-degree ritual impurity status of non-sacred items? Contrary to the
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, Rabbi Yosei maintains that an item with seconddegree ritual impurity does not confer third-degree impurity status upon
non-sacred items by Torah law.
!יוֹסי
ֵ  וְ ל ֹא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ָס ַבר ְּכ ַר ִ ּביAnd similarly, Rabbi Akiva does not hold in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the fourth-degree impurity of consecrated
property. The relevance of these observations to the issue at hand is that if
Rabbi Yosei maintains that the impurity of liquids is by Torah law, he evidently interprets the verse as: Yetamme, just as Rabbi Akiva does. However,
in that case, he would also hold that second-degree ritual impurity confers
upon another non-sacred item third-degree impurity status, as that halakha
is also derived from the term: Yetamme.
יטת ַר ִ ּבי
ַ יוֹסי ְ ּב ׁ ִש
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRav Ashi said to him: Rabbi Yosei said this halakha that liquids transmit
יה ָלא ְס ִב ָירא
ּ  וְ ֵל, ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ַר ּבוֹ ֲא ָמ ָר ּהimpurity by Torah law in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva,
N
.יה
ּ  ֵלhis teacher; however, he himself does not hold accordingly, as Rabbi
Yosei is of the opinion that liquids do not transmit impurity to other items
by Torah law.
:יה ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ְל ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יוֹסי ָלא ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַר ִ ּבי
 ִמ ּנַיִ ין:יוֹסי
ֵ  דְּ ַתנְיָא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
?יﬠי ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש ׁ ֶשהוּא ּ ָפסוּל
ִ ִל ְר ִב

Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana with regard to Rava’s statement: Granted,
Rabbi Yosei does not hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Akiva, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: From where is
it derived with regard to a consecrated item with fourth-degree ritual
impurity that it is only disqualified and does not transfer impurity to
other objects?

 ו ַּמה ְּמחו ַּּסר ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר,וְ ִדין הוּא
ישי
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל,ַ ּב ְּתר ּו ָמה – ּ ָפסוּל ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ׁ ֶש ּ ָפסוּל ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
.יﬠי ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ִ ְר ִב

The baraita continues: And this halakha is a logical a fortiori inference:
Just as one who lacks atonement, e.g., a zav or leper who immersed at the
conclusion of his period of impurity but has not yet brought an oﬀering for
his atonement, who is permitted to eat teruma, disqualifies a consecrated
item if he comes into contact with it, with regard to third-degree ritual
impurity, which disqualifies teruma, and in that way is more severe than
one who lacks atonement, is it not right that it should confer fourthdegree ritual impurity status upon a consecrated item? The status of an
item with third-degree ritual impurity should be no less severe than that of
a person who lacks atonement.
: פרק א׳ דף יח. Perek I . 18b
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,ישי ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה
ִ ׁ  וְ ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו ׁ ְש ִלThe Gemara notes: And we derived third-degree impurity with regard to
.חוֹמר
ֶ ָיﬠי ִמ ַ ּקל ו
ִ  ו ְּר ִבconsecrated items from the Torah, and fourth-degree impurity of consecrated items by means of the above a fortiori inference. In light of the
dayyo principle, one might have thought that this a fortiori inference cannot
serve as the basis of the halakha that consecrated property can assume
fourth-degree impurity status. Since the source of this inference is thirddegree impurity status, the conclusion that emerges can be only that consecrated objects can assume third-degree impurity status, like teruma itself.
The Gemara explains that the dayyo principle does not apply in this case.
If the a fortiori inference is rendered moot as a result of applying that principle, the principle is not applied. Because the fact that consecrated objects
can assume third-degree impurity status is derived from the verse, if that
which emerges from the inference is that halakha itself, the a fortiori inference is moot. Therefore, the principle does not apply and the fact that
consecrated objects can assume fourth-degree impurity status is derived
from the inference.
 ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר:ישי ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִלThe Gemara elaborates. The fact that consecrated objects can assume third ֲא ׁ ֶשר ַ ּיִגעdegree impurity status is derived from the Torah, as it is written: “And the
flesh that touches
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NOTES

Will we stand and rely on that proof – ַא ָה ִכי נֵיקוּם
ְנִסמוֹך
ְ ְו: The weakness of this proof is that it is based
on the fact that no evidence to the contrary was
discovered. Clearly this type of proof is not compelling, and indeed the Sages say explicitly that
the fact that a certain phenomenon has not been
witnessed is no proof that it does not exist. It is
not insignificant that while numerous mishnayot
discuss the halakhot of ritual impurity not one of
them mentions a fifth degree of impurity; however, that is insuﬃcient evidence to establish a
definitive conclusion.
He left the study hall, analyzed, and found –
נְ ַפק…דַּ ק וְ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכח: The Sages would sit in the study
hall and debate diﬀerent halakhot. Rav Ashi’s
question was raised in the context of these discussions. When a Sage sought to review material
on his own or consult others who knew mishnayot
and baraitot by heart, he would leave the study
hall to analyze and ponder the issue alone without
disturbing the proceedings inside.
HALAKHA

Joining consecrated objects – צֵ ירוּף ַל ּק ֶֹד ׁש: If an
impure object touches a fruit that is inside a vessel,
all of the fruits that the vessel contains become
ritually impure. This halakha applies specifically to
consecrated objects, but not to teruma (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 12:7).
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 ְ ּב ָכל ָט ֵמא ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ ִמי ל ֹא ָﬠ ְס ִקינַןany impure thing shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : ). Are we not dealing
– חוֹמר
ֶ ָיﬠי ִמ ַ ּקל ו
ִ  דְּ נָ גַ ע ְ ּב ׁ ֵשנִי? ְר ִבeven with a case where meat touched an object that was ritually impure
. ִּכ ְד ָא ְמ ִרינַןwith second-degree ritual impurity? And nevertheless, the verse states
explicitly that it is impure and assumes third-degree ritual impurity status.
No other source is needed to teach that consecrated objects can assume
third-degree ritual impurity status. Therefore, fourth-degree impurity
status can be derived by means of the a fortiori inference, as we stated above.
, וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ָס ַבר ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאThe Gemara returns to its previous point: And if it enters your mind that
Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva that
ישי
ִ ׁ יﬠי ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה וַ ֲח ִמ
ִ נִיתנִי נַ ִמי ְר ִב
ְ
! ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁשnon-sacred objects can assume third-degree impurity status, let him also
teach the halakha of the fourth degree of impurity with regard to teruma,
and the fifth degree with regard to consecrated items, on the basis of that
same a fortiori inference. The fact that he does not extend the a fortiori inference to include these halakhot proves that Rabbi Yosei does not agree with
Rabbi Akiva’s opinion on this issue.
יוֹסי
ֵ  ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ָלא ָס ַבר ְּכ ַר ִ ּביHowever, with regard to the fact that Rabbi Akiva does not hold in ac? ְמ ַנָלןcordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, from where do we derive this?
Perhaps he accepts Rabbi Yosei’s a fortiori inference and holds that teruma
assumes fourth-degree impurity status and consecrated items assume fifthdegree impurity status.
יש ַּת ִּמיט ַּת ּנָא וְ ִל ְיתנִי
ְ ׁ  דְּ ָלא ִל:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
,ישי ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ִ ׁ יﬠי ַ ּב ְּתר ּו ָמה וַ ֲח ִמ
ִ ְר ִב
 וַ ֲאנַ ן ַא ָה ִכי.נֵימא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ִהיא
ָ ְו
? ְנִסמוֹך
ְ ְנֵיקוּם ו

Rav Kahana said to Rav Ashi that there is indirect proof that this is the case.
As it is not possible to avoid finding at least one tanna who teaches fourthdegree impurity with regard to teruma and fifth-degree impurity with regard
to consecrated items, and says that this is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who
derived it from the a fortiori inference of Rabbi Yosei. In response to this
claim, the Gemara asks: And will we stand and rely on that proof?N Can
proof for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion be cited from the fact that no such tanna
was found? Perhaps there is some source for that halakha.

,ימא ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
ָ  וְ ִאי ֵּת,נְ ַפק ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
 ַה ְּכ ִלי ְמ ָצ ֵרף: ָהא דִּ ְתנַ ן,דַּ ק וְ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכח
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,ֶאת ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ ַל ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
יﬠי ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש ּ ָפסוּל
ִ  וְ ָה ְר ִב,ַל ְּתר ּו ָמה
.ישי ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה
ִ ׁ וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִל

Rav Ashi, and some say it was Rav Kahana, left the study hall to examine
this matter. He analyzed the issue and foundN proof positive that Rabbi
Akiva does not hold that there is fifth-degree impurity with regard to consecrated items. He proved this from that which we learned in a mishna: A
vessel joins that which is in it into a single unit. For example, if there are
fruits in a vessel between which there is no contact and one of them became
ritually impure, all of the fruits are impure, as they are joined by the vessel.
This principle applies with regard to consecrated property, but not with
regard to teruma.H And the fourth degree of impurity disqualifies consecrated items but does not transmit impurity, while third-degree impurity
disqualifies teruma.

