,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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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.

:יוֹחנָן
ָ וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
נִשנֵית ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה
ְ ׁ יבא
ָ ֵמ ֵﬠדוּתוֹ ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
יבא ַה ּס ֶוֹלת
ָ הוֹסיף ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
ִ :( )דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,זוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ִאם נָ גַ ע,טוֹרת וְ ַה ְּלבוֹנָ ה וְ ַה ֶ ּג ָח ִלים
ֶ וְ ַה ְּק
.ְטבוּל יוֹם ְ ּב ִמ ְקצָ ָתן – ּ ָפ ַסל ֶאת ּכו ָּּלן

And Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: It is
from the testimony of Rabbi Akiva that this mishna is taught, as
it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Akiva added in his testimony with
regard to the fine flour, the incense,N the frankincense, and the
coals on the altar, which are not foods and do not ordinarily become
impure, that if a person who immersed during that day, who disqualifies consecrated items, touches some of them, he disqualifies
all of them, as the vessel joins them into one unit.

,ישי – ִאין
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל.ישי – ָלא
ִ ׁ  ֲח ִמ,יﬠי – ִאין
ִ  ְר ִבThis baraita, which is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, states that with
.יﬠי – ָלא
ִ  ְר ִבregard to fourth-degree impurity, yes, consecrated objects assume
that status; however, with regard to fifth-degree impurity, no, consecrated objects do not assume that status. With regard to thirddegree impurity, yes, teruma assumes that status; however, with
regard to fifth-degree impurity, no, teruma does not assume that
status.
 ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַר ִ ּבי. צֵ ירוּף דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן:ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר
ַ ְּ צֵ ירוּף ד: דְּ ָא ַמר,ָחנִין
״כף
ַּ : ׁ ֶש ּנ ֱֶא ַמר,אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַא ַחת ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה זָ ָהב ְמ ֵל ָאה ְקט ֶֹרת״ – ַה ָּכתוּב
.ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ָּכל ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ַ ּב ַּכף – ַא ַחת

The Gemara comments: Apparently, Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that
joining in a single vessel, of frankincense, incense, or coals, is a halakha by rabbinic law,H not by Torah law, as the ritual impurity of
frankincense and coals is by rabbinic law. And Rabbi Yoĥanan disputes that statement of Rabbi Ĥanin, who said: Joining in a vessel
is a halakha by Torah law, as it is stated: “One golden spoon of ten
shekels, filled with incense” (Numbers : ). The verse rendered
everything in the spoon, i.e., all the incense, as one entity.

–  ַﬠל ַמ ַחט ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצֵ את ַ ּב ָ ּב ָ ׂשר:ְּתנַ ן ָה ָתם
.ׁ ֶש ַה ַּס ִּכין וְ ַהיָּ ַדיִ ם ְטהוֹרוֹת וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ָט ֵמא
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.נִ ְמצֵ את ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ֶר ׁש – ַה ּכֹל ָטהוֹר
. זָ ִכינ ּו ׁ ֶש ֵאין טו ְּמ ַאת יָ ַדיִ ם ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא

Apropos ritual purity and impurity in the Temple, the Gemara cites
that we learned in a mishna there: The Sages testified about the
case of a needle that was found in the meat of an animal that was
led through water, that the knife and the hands that touched the
needle are ritually pure but the meat is impure, as the needle might
have been impure. If the needle was found in the secretions of the
animal’s stomach, everything is pure, as secretions do not transfer
impurity to the meat. Rabbi Akiva said: We were privilegedN to
learn a novel halakha from here, which is that there is no impurity
of hands in the TempleH as in this case the hands did not become
impure upon contact with the needle.

NOTES

Fine flour and incense – טוֹרת
ֶ ה ּס ֶוֹלת וְ ַה ְּק:ַ Some commentaries explain that the novelty of Rabbi Akiva’s
statement is not its application to a situation where
these items were placed inside a regular, concave
vessel. Rather, he is teaching that even if they were
placed on a wooden or leather board and an impure
object touched one of them, they are all rendered impure. This is due to the principle of joining (Rambam’s
Commentary on the Mishna).
We were privileged – זָ ִכינ ּו: Some commentaries explain this statement as follows: This testimony taught
us nothing new about the status of the meat, which
is certainly ritually impure through contact with the
needle, or the status of the knife, which would remain pure even if it were non-sacred. Instead, we were
privileged to learn a new halakha with regard to the
impurity of hands in the Temple (Rashash).
HALAKHA

Joining is by rabbinic law – צֵ ירוּף ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן: The principle
that a vessel joins everything inside it into a single
entity is a rabbinic decree that was instituted to raise
the standards of preserving the purity of consecrated
property. The verses cited from the Torah serve merely
as support for this decree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 12:7).
Impurity of hands in the Temple – טו ְּמ ַאת יָ ַדיִ ם
ב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:
ּ ַ There is no ritual impurity of hands in the
Temple, as the rabbinic degree with regard to the
impurity of hands was not in eﬀect in the Temple, in
accordance with Rabbi Akiva’s observation (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 8:6).
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! ׁ ֶש ֵאין טו ְּמ ַאת יָ ַדיִ ם וְ ֵכ ִלים ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:נֵימא
ָ ְ וThe Gemara asks: And let us say that Rabbi Akiva says that we learn
יוֹסי
ֵ ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  וְ ִא ֵית, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרבfrom here that there is no ritual impurity of hands and vessels in
.ּנִשנו
ְ ׁ קוֹדם ְ ּגזֵ ַירת ֵּכ ִלים
ֶ  יָ ַדיִ ם: ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ אthe Temple, as the mishna says that the knife which touched the
needle is also pure. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and some say
that it was Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina: The testimony that
there is no ritual impurity for hands was taught prior to the decree
of impurity for vessels that came in contact with impure liquids
outside the Temple. Therefore, there was no novelty in the fact that
there is no ritual impurity of vessels in the Temple.
: דִּ ְתנַן,ּ וְ ָהא ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו ּבוֹ ַ ּביּוֹם ָ ּגזְ רו: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: But weren’t both decrees issued on the same day? As
אוֹכ ִלין
ָ  וְ ָה, וְ ַה ְּטבוּל יוֹם, וְ ַהיָּ ַדיִ ם, ַה ֵּס ֶפרwe learned in a mishna: The impurity of a Torah scroll and other
! וְ ַה ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו ַ ּב ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקיןsacred scrolls, and the impurity of hands that were not washed or
immersed, and the impurity of one who immersed himself during
that day, and the impurity of foods and vessels that became impure by contact with impure liquids, all these are included in the
eighteen matters with regard to which decrees were issued on the
same day.
, ַה ַּנח ְלט ּו ְמ ַאת ַס ִּכין:ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ַהאי ַס ִּכין.דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּבחו ִּּלין נַ ִמי ָלא ְמ ַט ֵּמא
ימא דְּ נָ גַ ע ַ ּב ָ ּב ָ ׂשר – ָהא
ָ דְּ נָ גַ ע ְ ּב ַמאי? ִא ֵיל
–  וְ ֶא ָּלא דְּ נָ גַ ע ַ ּב ַּמ ַחט,אוֹכל ְמ ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ִלי
ֶ ֵאין
.וְ ָהא ֵאין ְּכ ִלי ְמ ַט ֵּמא ְּכ ִלי

Rather, Rava said: Leave the impurity of the knife, as even outside
the Temple in non-sacred circumstances it does not become impure. As in the case of this knife, what did it touch that could
transmit impurity? If you say that it touched the meat, food does
not transmit impurity to a vessel. If you say, rather, that it touched
the needle, a vessel does not transmit impurity to another vessel.
: פרק א׳ דף יט. Perek I . 19b
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HALAKHA

Spittle that is in Jerusalem – רו ִּּקין ׁ ֶש ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם: Spittle found in the middle of the street in Jerusalem
is ritually impure by rabbinic law, as most people
who walked there were impure. If it was on the side
of the road it is pure, as that is where pure people
would walk. During a Festival, when most people
are pure, the reverse is true: Spittle found in the
middle of the street is pure, whereas spittle found
on the side of the street is impure. This ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the
mishna (Shekalim 8:1; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
She’ar Avot HaTumot 13:8).
Vessels found in Jerusalem – ֵּכ ִלים ַה ִּנ ְמצָ ִאים
בירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם:
ּ ִ All vessels found in Jerusalem are presumed pure, whether they are found on the path
down to the ritual bath or on the path up from it.
However, this principle does not apply to knives
used in the slaughter of oﬀerings, in accordance
with Rabbi Yosei’s statement in the mishna (tractate
Shekalim 8:2; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar
Avot HaTumot 13:5).

נֵימא ְס ֵפק
ָ יה? ִאי
ּ ַהאי ַמ ַחט ַמאי ֲﬠ ִב ְיד ֵּת
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי:ית ַמר
ְּ ַמ ַחט – וְ ָהא ִא
 ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ַﬠל: ַחד ָא ַמר,יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
ֵ
: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר,ְס ֵפק ָהרו ִּּקין ׁ ֶש ִ ּביר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם
!ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ַﬠל ְס ֵפק ַה ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם

With regard to this needle, the Gemara asks: What is its impurity
status? If we say that there is uncertainty with regard to the impurity
of the needle, wasn’t it stated that there is a dispute between Rabbi
Elazar and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina? One said: The Sages
did not issue a decree in the case of uncertainty with regard to the
impurity of spittle that is found in Jerusalem. Any spittle found outside
of Jerusalem might have come from a zav or from a gentile, whose legal
status in this regard is like that of a zav. The Sages decreed that any
contact with this spittle should be treated as uncertain contact with a
primary source of ritual impurity. That decree was not issued with regard to spittle found in Jerusalem. And one said: The Sages did not
issue a decree in the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of
vessels in Jerusalem. As opposed to the situation outside of Jerusalem,
there is no presumption of impurity with regard to vessels found in
Jerusalem, including a needle.

 ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָא ְב ָדה:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
 ַר ִ ּבי. וְ ִה ִּכ ָיר ּה ַ ּב ָ ּב ָ ׂשר,לוֹ ַמ ַחט ְט ֵמא ֵמת
 ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה ּ ָפ ָרה:יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ָא ִבין ָא ַמר
ֵ
.ֲחסו ָּמה ו ָּב ָאה ִמחוּץ ִלירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: This is referring to a case where one
lost a needle that became impure through contact with a person or
vessel impure with ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Since the
needle is a metal utensil, it assumes the same degree of impurity as the
source of its impurity, in this case a primary source of impurity. And he
then recognized the needle in the meat of the oﬀering. Rabbi Yosei,
son of Rabbi Avin, said: This is referring to a case where the cow was
muzzled as it came from outside of Jerusalem. The needle is clearly
from outside of Jerusalem, and in all cases of uncertainty with regard to
vessels outside of Jerusalem the ruling is that they are impure.

;יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי,ּגו ָּפא
 ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ַﬠל ְס ֵפק ָהר ּו ִּקין:ַחד ָא ַמר
 ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ַﬠל: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר,ׁ ֶש ִ ּביר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם
, רו ִּּקין ָּתנֵינָ א.ְס ֵפק ַה ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם
.ֵּכ ִלים ְּתנֵינָ א

The Gemara analyzes the dispute with regard to the decree that was not
issued in Jerusalem itself. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, disagreed. One said: The Sages did not issue a decree in
the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of spittle that is
found in Jerusalem.H And one said: The Sages did not issue a decree
in the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of vessels in
Jerusalem. The Gemara asks: We already learned the halakha of spittle,
and similarly, we already learned the halakha of vessels. What do these
amora’im add to the earlier tannaitic rulings?

 ָּכל ָהרו ִּּקין ַה ִּנ ְמצָ ִאין: דִּ ְתנַן,רו ִּּקין ָּתנֵינָ א
 ח ּו ץ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ׁש ּוק,הוֹרין
ִ ִ ּביר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם ְט
 ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ִא ַּית ְחזַ ק,ָה ֶﬠ ְליוֹן! ָלא צְ ִר ָיכא
.זָ ב

The Gemara elaborates: We already learned the halakha of spittle, as
we learned in a mishna: Any spittle found in Jerusalem is pure, except
for the spittle that is found in the upper market, an area frequented by
gentiles (Rambam). The Gemara explains: No, it is necessary for the
amora to teach that this halakha applies even in a case where there is a
presumption that there had been a zav in the area where the spittle was
found. Even in that case, no decree of impurity was issued with regard
to spittle in Jerusalem.

NOTES

On the path down…on the path up – דֶּ ֶר ְך יְ ִר ָידה
וְ ֶד ֶר ְך ֲﬠ ִליָּ ה: Some commentaries explain that the ritual baths had two separate openings. Impure people
would come in through the entrance to immerse
themselves, while pure people would leave through
the exit after their immersion. This arrangement prevented those still impure from transmitting impurity
to those who had already immersed (Korban HaEida;
Rabbi Eliyahu Fulda). Others say that by examining
the position of the vessels themselves it could be
determined whether they were being brought to
the ritual bath or taken away from it (Me’iri).

Ancient ritual bath in Gush Etzion with two separate openings
Rather, the first clause is precise – ישא דַּ וְ ָקא
ָ ׁ א ָּלא ֵר:ֶ
Since inference from the language of the mishna
itself does not fully resolve this matter, the Gemara
could have said that no conclusion may be inferred
from the mishna, as neither the first nor the latter
clause of the mishna is formulated precisely. This
is the typical response to contradictory inferences
from two sections of a tannaitic source. The novelty
of the statement of the amora here is that the first
clause of the mishna was indeed formulated in a
precise manner.
Small passageways [gazyata] –  ַ ּגזְ יָ ָיתא: The ge’onim
explain that gazyata is derived from the term ganuz,
meaning secluded. It refers to a passageway to the
ritual bath with regard to which there is uncertainty
whether the vessels there were being brought down
to the bath or taken up from it. Other commentaries
explain that it means crooked, a passageway not
clearly designated for either ascent or descent. Yet
others read: Gavyata, internal, meaning passageways oﬀ the main path.
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 ָּכל ַה ֵּכ ִלים ַה ִּנ ְמצָ ִאים: דִּ ְתנַן, ֵּכ ִלים ְּתנֵינָ אLikewise, we already learned the halakha of vessels, as we learned in a
H
–  דֶּ ֶרךְ יְ ִר ָידה ְל ֵבית ַה ְּט ִב ָילה, ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ םmishna: With regard to all the vessels found in Jerusalem, if they were
!הוֹרין
ִ  ָהא דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ְט. ְט ֵמ ִאיןfound on the path leading down to the ritual bath they are presumed
ritually impure. These vessels were probably not yet immersed, as
people typically bring impure vessels to the ritual bath. By inference, all
other vessels found elsewhere are presumed pure.
–  דֶּ ֶר ְך ֲﬠ ִליָּ ה:יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ  ֵא,יך
ְ  וְ ִל ַט ְﬠ ִמThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: And according to your reasoning, say
. ָהא דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ְט ֵמ ִאין.הוֹרין
ִ  ְטthe latter clause of the mishna as follows: If the vessels were discovered
on the path upN from the ritual bath, they are presumed ritually pure.
One can learn by inference from this statement the diametric opposite:
All other vessels are presumed ritually impure.
, וְ ֵס ָיפא ָלאו דַּ וְ ָקא,ישא דַּ וְ ָקא
ָ ׁ  ֵר: ֶא ָּלאRather, the first clause of the mishna is preciseN in its formulation, and
.יתא
ָ ָ ו ְּל ַא ּפ ֵוֹקי ַ ּגזְ יtherefore inferences may be drawn with regard to other vessels. And
the latter clause is not precise in this way, and it comes to exclude only
the small passagewaysN near the ritual bath, where it is unclear whether the vessels there were being taken to the bath for immersion or from
the bath after being immersed. Since the vessels were certainly impure
when brought to the ritual bath, and it is uncertain whether or not they
were immersed, they retain the presumptive status of impurity. However, in cases where the uncertainty is whether or not the vessels were
impure at all, then where the impurity is by rabbinic decree, that decree
is not in eﬀect in Jerusalem, and the vessels are ritually pure.

 ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָא ְב ָדה לוֹ ַמ ַחט: דְּ ָא ַמר,ו ְּל ַרב
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָא ַמר,ְט ֵמא ֵמת וְ ִה ִּכ ָיר ּה ַ ּב ָ ּב ָ ׂשר
״ב ֲח ַלל ֶח ֶרב״ – ֶח ֶרב ֲה ֵרי הוּא
ּ ַ :ָמר
!יט ֵמא
ָּ  ָא ָדם וְ ֵכ ִלים נַ ִמי ִל,ְּכ ָח ָלל

And the Gemara suggests that according to Rav, who said this is
referring to a case where one lost a needle that became impure
through contact with a person or vessel impure with ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, and he recognized the needle in the
meat of the oﬀering, the conclusion should be diﬀerent. Since the
Master said that the verse: “One who is slain with a sword” (Numbers : ) teaches that the legal status of a metal sword is like that
of one who is slain in terms of its degree of impurity, not only the
meat, but a person and vessels as well should become ritually
impure by touching the needle. Just as a sword that comes into
contact with a corpse assumes its status as an ultimate primary
source of ritual impurity, so too, any metal vessel that comes into
contact with a person or vessel that is impure with impurity imparted by a corpse assumes its status as a primary source of ritual
impurity.

אוֹמ ֶרת ֲﬠזָ ָרה
ֶ  זֹאת:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
יה ְס ֵפק
ּ  וַ ֲהוָ ה ֵל,ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ִהיא
 וְ ָכל ְס ֵפק,טו ְּמ ָאה ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ט ּו ְמ ָאה ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים – ְס ֵפיקוֹ
.ָטהוֹר

Rav Ashi said: That is to say that the Temple courtyard is a public
domainH with regard to the halakhot of uncertain impurity. And
therefore, the ruling in this case is that of uncertainty with regard
to impurity in a public domain, as there is no proof that either the
vessels or one’s hands came into contact with the ritually impure
needle. And the guiding principle in any case of uncertainty with
regard to impurity in a public domain is that its uncertainty is
ruled to be ritually pure. Therefore, the meat, which definitely came
into contact with the needle, is impure, while everything else is
ritually pure.

ָהא ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהיָּ ִחיד – ְס ֵפיקוֹ ָט ֵמא
 ַהאי ַמ ַחט – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין, ִמ ְּכ ִדי.הוּא
 וְ ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין,יש ֵאל הוּא
ָ ּ ׁ ּבוֹ דַּ ַﬠת ִל
ּ
יש ֵאל ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ָ ׁ ּבוֹ דַּ ַﬠת ִל
!ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהיָּ ִחיד ְס ֵפיקוֹ ָטהוֹר

The Gemara asks: One can learn by inference that if this uncertainty developed in the private domain, its uncertainty is ruled to
be ritually impure. Why would that be the case? Since this needle
is an item that does not have knowledge to be asked,H as an inanimate object cannot be consulted with regard to how it became
impure or whether it became impure at all, the following principle
is in eﬀect: With regard to any item or person that does not have
knowledge to be asked, the person referring to one who lacks the
competence to answer the question, whether the uncertainty developed in the public domain or whether it was in the private
domain, its uncertainty is ruled to be ritually pure.

HALAKHA

The Temple courtyard is a public domain – ֲﬠזָ ָרה ִּכ ְר ׁשוּת
ה ַר ִ ּבים:ָ The Temple courtyard is considered a public domain
for the purposes of ruling in cases of uncertainty with regard
to impurity, as per the statement of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 20:3).
An item that does not have knowledge to be asked – דָּ ָבר
יש ֵאל
ָ ּ ׁ ש ֵאין ּבוֹ דַּ ַﬠת ִל:
ֶ ׁ An inanimate object, which that does
not have knowledge to be asked about a certain situation,
or a person who lacks that knowledge, is presumed ritually
pure in cases of uncertain impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 16:2).
Uncertainty with regard to impurity that comes about by
means of a person – ס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה ַה ָ ּב ָאה ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם:ְ The ruling
in cases of uncertainty with regard to impurity transmitted
by a person is the same as other cases of uncertain impurity, i.e., pure in a public domain and impure in a private
domain. This is the case even if the uncertainty whether or
not impurity was transmitted relates to an inanimate object,
which does not have knowledge to be asked. The halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 16:6).

 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָהוֵ י ְס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה ַה ָ ּב ָאה ִ ּב ֵידיThe Gemara responds: Although a needle does not have knowledge
 ְס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה:יוֹחנָן
ָ  וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ָא ָדםto be asked, it is nevertheless impure due to the fact that its uncer ַה ָ ּב ָאה ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדםtainty is uncertainty with regard to impurity that comes about by
means of a person. The knife did not come into contact with the
needle on its own; rather, a person was holding the knife. And
Rabbi Yoĥanan stated another principle: In a case of uncertainty
with regard to impurity that comes about by means of a person,H
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ּ  ֲא ִפ,יה
יל ּו ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ַה ּמו ָּּנח
ָ נִש ָא ִלין ָﬠ ֶל
ְ ׁ its owners will have no choice but to consult a Sage about itN to
 ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַק ְר ַקע – ְּכ ָד ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ דַּ ַﬠתdetermine whether or not it is ritually pure, as even with regard to
.יש ֵאל
ָ ּ ׁ  ִלa vessel that is placed upon the ground, which is certainly not
capable of providing an answer if asked, its legal status is like that
of an item that has knowledge to be asked. The fact that the knife
is an inanimate object is not reason enough to rule it ritually pure.
It was therefore necessary to say that the knife is ritually pure because the Temple courtyard is a public domain. If it was a private
domain, the knife would be deemed impure.
 ַהאי ָ ּב ָ ׂשר דְּ ִא ַּית ְכ ׁ ַשר. ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ָט ֵמא״It was taught that if an impure needle were found in an animal, the
? ְ ּב ַמאיmeat is ritually impure. The Gemara asks: With what liquid was
this meat rendered susceptible to impurity? A food can become
impure only if it were rendered susceptible to impurity through
contact with a liquid; how, then, could the sacrificial meat become
impure immediately after the animal was slaughtered?

NOTES

Uncertainty with regard to impurity and consultation –
ס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה ו ׁ ְּש ֵא ָלה:ְ The Sages derived the halakhot of uncertainty with regard to impurity from the sota, a woman
suspected by her husband of adultery. The ruling in the
Torah in the case of uncertainty whether or not a sota is ritually impure is stringent. The Sages derived from the sota that
the ruling is stringent in cases of uncertainty with regard to
impurity. However, the sota is also the source for the lenient
ruling in cases of uncertainty with regard to impurity, as
the uncertainty with regard to the sota developed in the
private domain, where no one else was present. Likewise, a
sota can be asked whether or not she committed adultery,
rendering her impure, from which it can be derived that in
a case where the uncertainty involves an inanimate object
or an incompetent person, who cannot be asked, the ruling is lenient.
. פרק א׳ דף כ. Perek I . 20a
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