 ְּ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

Perek I
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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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NOTES

Esteem for sacred objects – יבת ַה ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ּ ַ ח:ִ The idea is
that consecrated items are more susceptible to ritual
impurity due to their heightened sanctity. The more
sacred an object, the more degrees of impurity apply to
it. Accordingly, non-sacred items can assume no more
than second-degree ritual impurity status, teruma can
assume third-degree ritual impurity status, while consecrated items can assume fourth-degree ritual impurity status. The Sages extended this susceptibility even
to certain non-food items, e.g., incense and coals, as
well as to objects that were not rendered susceptible
to impurity through contact with liquids. Reish Lakish’s
question was whether the legal status of an object that
became impure due to this consideration is that of an
object actually impure by rabbinic law, to the extent
that it transmits impurity to other items, or whether it
is merely disqualified, in which case it can become impure itself but cannot transmit impurity to other items.
A mass from meal-oﬀerings – צָ ִריד ׁ ֶשל ְמנָ חוֹת: Tosafot
explain that this phrase refers to a meal-oﬀering, part
of which is wet and part of which is dry. Others maintain that it refers to the coarse bran sifted from the flour
of the meal-oﬀering in the preparation of fine flour
(Rabbeinu Ĥananel; Arukh).
HALAKHA

A mass from meal-oﬀerings – צָ ִריד ׁ ֶשל ְמנָ חוֹת: If a
mass from a meal-oﬀering became impure, it can
assume first- and second-degree ritual impurity status
by rabbinic law, as stated in the Gemara in tractate
Menaĥot (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
She’ar Avot HaTumot 8:3).
Needle in a cow – מ ַחט ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָפ ָרה:ַ If a cow passed
through a river and was slaughtered while still wet,
and an impure needle was found in the meat, the meat
is ritually impure. If the needle was found in the secretions of the animal’s stomach, the meat remains pure,
even if the secretions were soft, in accordance with the
proofs in the Gemara and the statement of Rav Ashi
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:17).
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ית ְכ ׁ ַשר ְ ּב ָדם – וְ ָהא
ַּ נֵימא דְּ ִא
ָ ִאי
ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ַדם ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ
ֹאכ ֶלנּ ּו ַﬠל
ֲ  ״ל ֹא ּת:ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
ְָה ָא ֶרץ ִּת ׁ ְש ּ ְפ ֶכנּ ּו ַּכ ָּמיִ ם״ דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ּ ָפך
נִש ּ ָפ ְך
ְ ׁ  וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ,ַּכ ַּמיִ ם – ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
.ַּכ ַּמיִ ם – ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר

If we say that it was rendered susceptible to impurity by the blood
that flowed when it was slaughtered, didn’t Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba say
that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: From where is it derived with regard to blood
of consecrated oﬀerings that it does not render produce susceptible to
impurity? As it is stated: “You shall surely not eat the blood; you shall
pour it upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy : ). The Sages
derived from this verse: Blood that is poured like water, i.e., blood
from a non-sacred domesticated animal that is poured out when it is
slaughtered and not received in a vessel like sacrificial blood, assumes the
legal status of water and renders food susceptible to ritual impurity.
Blood that is not poured out like water, but is received in a vessel to be
sprinkled on the altar, does not render food susceptible to impurity.

ית ְכ ׁ ַשר ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית
ַּ וְ ֶא ָּלא דְּ ִא
יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א – וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ַמ ׁ ְש ֵקי ֵ ּבית ִמ ְט ְ ּב ַחיָּ א ל ֹא דַּ יָּ ין:ֲחנִינָ א
. ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִירין,ׁ ֶש ֵהן דָּ ָכן

Rather, say that this meat was rendered susceptible to ritual impurity
by the other liquids of the slaughterhouse, e.g., the water that was kept
near the altar for washing the oﬀerings. But didn’t Rabbi Yosei, son of
Rabbi Ĥanina, say with regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse:
Not only are they ritually pure, as noted in the testimony of Yosei ben
Yo’ezer, but they do not even render meat susceptible to impurity?

– יבת ַה ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ּ ַ וְ ֶא ָּלא דְּ ִא ַּית ְכ ׁ ַשר ְ ּב ִח
יבת ַה ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
ּ ַ יה ִח
ּ ֵאימוּר דִּ ְמ ַהנְיָא ֵל
יה
ְ  ְל ִמ,יה
ְ ְל ִא
ּ ימנָ א ֵ ּב
ּ יפסו ֵּלי גּ ו ֵּפ
?אשוֹן וְ ׁ ֵשנִי נַ ִמי
ׁ ִר

Rather, say that the meat is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity
by the esteem for sacred objects.N According to this principle, certain
items that cannot become impure by Torah law become susceptible to
impurity by rabbinic law due to their extreme sanctity. The Gemara rejects that possibility: Say that the esteem for sacred objects is eﬀective
to disqualify the meat itself despite the fact that it was not rendered
susceptible to receive impurity, but does it also transmit impurity to the
extent that one counts first- and second-degree impurity from contact
with that meat? Can impurity based on the esteem for sacred objects be
transmitted to other objects like standard impurity?

 צָ ִריד:יפ ׁשוֹט דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ְ  ִּתIf so, resolve from here that which Reish Lakish raised as a dilemma:
NH
אשוֹן וְ ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ  מוֹנִין ּבוֹ ִר, ׁ ֶשל ְמנָ חוֹתWith regard to a mass from meal-oﬀerings, does one count first- and
second-degree
impurity
from
contact
with
it
or not? Due to the esteem
?אוֹ ל ֹא
for sacred objects, the oﬀering itself can become impure without having
been rendered susceptible through contact with liquid; however, the
dilemma is whether or not it transmits impurity to other objects.
 ְּכגוֹן:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
,ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה ּ ָפ ָרה ׁ ֶשל זִ ְב ֵחי ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
 וַ ֲﬠ ַדיִ ין,וְ ֶה ֱﬠ ִב ָיר ּה ַ ּב ָּנ ָהר ּו ׁ ְש ָח ָט ּה
.יה
ָ ח ָﬠ ֶל טוֹפ
ֵ ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה

The Gemara responds: Perhaps the dilemma with regard to the status of
ritual impurity due to esteem for sacred objects has not in fact been
resolved. In the case of meat, Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is
referring to a case where the meat was from a cow brought as a peaceoﬀering sacrifice, whose hide and meat belong to its owner, and the
owner led it through the river to clean it, and he slaughtered it while
liquid was still moist upon it. While the animal was being flayed, water
fell on the meat, rendering it susceptible to impurity.

נִיה ַדר
ֲ ְ ו.״נִ ְמצֵ את ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ֶר ׁש ַה ּכֹל ָטהוֹר״
יה ַל ָ ּב ָ ׂשר! ָא ַמר ַרב ַאדָּ א
ַּ ְּ ֶפ ֶר ׁש ו
ּ נִיט ֵּמ
 ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי. ְ ּב ֶפ ֶר ׁש ָﬠ ָבה:ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה
ּ  ֲא ִפ:ָא ַמר
,ימא ְ ּב ֶפ ֶר ׁש ַר ָּכה
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
.ּח ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָהוֵ י ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָסרו

We learned in a mishna cited above: If the needle was found in the secretions of the animal’s stomach,H everything, meat, knife, and hands, is
pure. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: And let these secretions, which are
liquid, return and transmit impurity to the meat itself. Like any other
liquid, the secretions assume first-degree ritual impurity by rabbinic
decree. Rav Adda bar Ahava said: It is referring to thick, solid secretions,
which are not liquid. Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that it is referring to
soft secretions, it does not transfer impurity because it is an oﬀensive
liquid, which does not transmit impurity.

 ׁ ֶש ֶרץ:יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ּ ָּתנֵי ַּת ָּנא ַק ֵּמ
 ּו ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין,ְמ ַט ֵּמא ֶאת ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
 ו ְּכ ִלי ְמ ַט ֵּמא,ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין ֶאת ַה ְּכ ִלי
אוֹכ ִלין ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין
ָ  וְ ָה,אוֹכ ִלין
ָ ֶאת ָה
 וְ ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו ׁ ָשל ֹׁש טו ְּמאוֹת,ֶאת ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ִקין
 ָהנֵי ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ֵהן! גּ וֹז ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין.ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֶש ֶרץ
.ישא
ָ ׁ דְּ ֵר

The tanna who recited mishnayot and baraitot in the study hall taught
a baraita before Rav Sheshet. Based on the verses, it is possible to create
the following scenario: The carcass of a creeping animal transmits impurity to liquids, the liquids transmit impurity to a vessel, the vessel
transmits impurity to foods, and the foods transmit impurity to liquids. And we have thereby learned that there are three successive levels
of impurity with regard to a dead creeping animal. The Gemara notes:
These are four levels, not three. The Gemara answers: Cut the liquids of
the first clause, so that the baraita reads: The carcass of a creeping animal
transmits impurity to a vessel and the vessel to foods, etc.

יפא! ָלא
ָ  גּ וֹז ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין דְּ ֵס,ַאדְּ ַר ָ ּבה
ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ַחן ַּת ָּנא דַּ ֲא ַמר ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין
.יה
ּ  וַ ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב,ְּכ ִלי ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
.יתא
ָ ָימנֵיךְ נַ זְ י
ָ וְ ִס

The Gemara asks: On the contrary, cut the liquids of the latter
clause,N which states that foods transmit impurity to liquids. The
Gemara explains: The only tanna that we find who said that liquids
transmit impurity to a vessel is Rabbi Yehuda. And even he retracted this statement. And your mnemonic to remember the order
of the transfer of impurity in this baraita is a brewing vat, as the
order is similar to the production of beer. First one brings the vessel,
then one places barley, the food, in it, and then the water. That is the
order of the transmission of impurity in the baraita.

–  ׁ ֶש ֶרץ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצָ א ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר: ְּתנַ ן ָה ָתםWe learned in a mishna there: With regard to the carcass of a creep ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ַה ַּתנּ וּר, ַה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ ׁ ְשנִיָּהing animal that was found in an oven, the bread inside it is impure
H
. ְּת ִח ָּלהwith second-degree ritual impurity. This is due to the fact that the
oven is impure with first-degree impurity and transmits impurity
to the bread.
:יה ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה ְל ָר ָבא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: And let us view that oven as
N
נֶיחזֵ י ְל ַהאי ַּתנּ וּר ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָמ ֵלי טו ְּמ ָאה
ֱ ְ וone filled with impurity, as an earthenware vessel is rendered
!אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ יהוִ י ַהאי ּ ַפת ִר
ֱ  וְ ֶת, דָּ ֵמיimpure by a creeping animal in the airspace of the oven even without
making contact with it. And consequently this bread should be
impure with the first-degree of impurity. The oven should be considered as if it were filled with carcasses of creeping animals and the
bread should assume first-degree impurity status as though it became impure directly from a creeping animal.

NOTES

Cut the liquids of the latter clause – גּוֹז ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין דְּ ֵס ָיפא: This is
a reasonable question, as it makes more sense from a stylistic
perspective to delete the end of a statement than to delete
the beginning or body of a statement.
That oven as one filled with impurity – ְל ַהאי ַּתנּ וּר ְּכ ַמאן
דְּ ָמ ֵלי טו ְּמ ָאה דָּ ֵמי: This is a fundamental question with regard
to the halakhot of ritual impurity transmitted by a dead
creeping animal. Although the final conclusion is known,
a thorough analysis is required to ascertain the reasoning
behind this halakha. See the introduction of the Rambam
to the order of Teharot in his Commentary on the Mishna.
HALAKHA

Bread inside an oven that became impure – ּ ַפת ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר
ש ּנ ְִט ָמא:
ֶ ׁ If a dead creeping animal fell into the airspace of
an earthenware oven and rendered it impure, the oven assumes first-degree impurity status, while the bread inside
the oven assumes second-degree impurity status (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 11:2).

: דְּ ַתנְיָא, ְ ָלא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתך:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלHe said to him: This suggestion cannot enter your mind, as it was
 יָ כוֹל יְ ה ּו ָּכל ַה ֵּכ ִלים ִמ ַּט ְּמ ִאין ֵמ ֲאוִ ירtaught in a baraita: I might have thought that all the vessels found
–  ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרסin an earthenware oven become impure from the airspace of an
impure earthenware vessel.
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״כֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ
ַ
ַּת ְלמ ּוד
ּ :לוֹמר
– ״מ ָּכל ָהא ֶֹכל״
ִ :יה
ּ יִ ְט ָמא״ ו ְּס ִמיךְ ֵל
 וְ ֵאין,אוֹכל ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ֵמ ֲאוִ יר ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס
ֶ
.ָּכל ַה ֵּכ ִלים ִמ ַּט ְּמ ִאין ֵמ ֲאוִ יר ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס

Therefore, the verse states with regard to creeping animals: “And
every earthenware vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is
in it shall be impure, and you shall break it” (Leviticus : ). And
juxtaposed to it is the verse: “From all food in it which may be
eaten, upon which water comes, shall be impure” (Leviticus : ).
This indicates that food is rendered impure by the airspace of an
earthenware vessel,H but not all vessels are rendered impure by
the airspace of an earthenware vessel.H This baraita proves that the
earthenware vessel itself is not considered to be filled with carcasses of creeping animals, and therefore it does not render everything inside it impure with first-degree impurity. Were the earthenware vessel indeed considered as if it were filled with impurity,
vessels inside it would also assume first-degree ritual impurity.

HALAKHA

Food in the airspace of an earthenware vessel – אוֹכל
ֶ
ב ֲאוִ יר ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס:ּ ַ Any food in the airspace of a ritually impure
earthenware vessel is rendered impure by the vessel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:2).
Vessels in the airspace of the earthenware vessel – ֵּכ ִלים
ב ֲאוִ יר ְּכ ֵלי ֶח ֶרס:ּ ַ Vessels inside a ritually impure earthenware
vessel are not rendered impure, even if they were in the
airspace of the earthenware vessel together with the source
of impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:3).

יס ָחא
ְ יס ָחא ַא ּ ִפ
ְ  ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָר ֵמי ּ ִפRav Ĥisda raised a contradiction between one statement with
יהן
ֶ ﬠ ׁ ְש ֵּת הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵי; ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יregard to Passover and another statement with regard to Passover,
, ְּכ ַא ַחתand he resolved this contradiction himself. The Gemara elaborates:
Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that both of them may be burned
as one, teruma whose purity is uncertain, and definitely impure
teruma, on Passover eve?
 ֵאין ַה ִּנדּ וֹן:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ּו ְּר ִמינְ הו
וֹתינ ּו ַﬠל
ֵ  ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵה ִﬠיד ּו ַר ּב,וֹמה ָל ְר ָאיָ ה
ֶ ּד
ָמה ֵה ִﬠיד ּו – ִאם ַﬠל ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא
ִ ּבוְ ַלד ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין אוֹתוֹ ִﬠם
ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה – זֶ ה
.ָט ֵמא וְ זֶ ה ָט ֵמא

And he raised a contradiction from the Tosefta, as Rabbi Yosei
said: The inferred conclusion of burning pure and impure leaven
together is not similar to the case from which you cited proof.
When Rabbi Meir said that the Sages, Rabbi Ĥanina the deputy
High Priest and Rabbi Akiva, testified, about what did they testify?
If you assert that Rabbi Meir said with regard to meat that became
ritually impure through contact with a secondary source of
impurity, that one may burn it together with meat that became
impure through contact with a primary source of impurity, that
is a case where both this meat is impure and that meat is impure,
albeit not at the same level of impurity.
: פרק א׳ דף כ. Perek I . 20b
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In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua – יבא
ּ ָ ַא ִּל
ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְדְּ ַר ִ ּבי י: Disputes with regard to the opinion of a given
tanna are found not only between amora’im, but even between tanna’im themselves, as there are often conflicting
traditions concerning the statement of a certain Sage from the
previous generation. In cases of this type, each tanna taught
his students the dispute in the manner that he understood it.
It is therefore possible that two diﬀerent baraitot or mishnayot
will cite conflicting statements by the same Sage. Generally,
the Gemara seeks to resolve contradictions logically by pointing to contextual diﬀerences between the two cases. However,
if there is a source indicating that there was a dispute with
regard to the opinion of a Sage on this matter, this contradiction might be left unresolved. Instead, the Gemara assigns
each source to one of the later Sages who quoted his teacher
or his teacher’s teacher.

,ִא ם ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַסל ִ ּב ְטב ּול יוֹם
יקין אוֹתוֹ ְ ּבנֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא ִ ּב ְט ֵמא
ִ ׁ ֶש ַּמ ְד ִל
מוֹדים
ִ  ַאף ָאנ ּו.ֵמת – זֶ ה ּ ָפסוּל וְ זֶ ה ָט ֵמא
ַ ּב ְּתר ּו ָמ ה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ֵמאת ִ ּב וְ ַלד ַה ּט ּו ְמ ָאה
אוֹת ּה ִﬠם ַה ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ֵמאת
ָ ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
נִשרוֹף ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ׂ ְ ְיאך
ַ  ֲא ָבל ֵה,ְ ּב ַאב ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו,ְּתלוּיָ ה ִﬠם ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
?יט ֲה ֵרם
ַ ִו

Rabbi Yosei continues: If you say that Rabbi Meir is referring
to the statement of Rabbi Akiva, with regard to oil that was
disqualified by one who immersed himself during that day,
that one may kindle it in a lamp that became ritually impure
with first-degree impurity through contact with one who
became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse,
that is a case where this substance is disqualified and that
object is impure. We also concede with regard to teruma that
became impure from a secondary source of impurity, that
one may burn it with teruma that became ritually impure
from a primary source of impurity, even though the first
teruma will assume a greater degree of impurity. However,
how will we burn teruma in abeyance, i.e., teruma whose
impure status is uncertain, together with ritually impure
teruma? Perhaps Elijah the Prophet will come and establish
prophetically that the teruma is not ritually impure, and
render it ritually pure.

יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ  ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן וְ ַא ִּל: ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵיAnd Rav Ĥisda himself resolved the contradiction: This stateיבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ יוֹסי וְ ַא ִּל
ֵ  ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ יment that was taught in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua, that one
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ יburns teruma in abeyance together with ritually impure teruma,
is the ruling of Rabbi Shimon and in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, whereas that statement, that one
may not burn them together, is the ruling of Rabbi Yosei and
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua.N
 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ָחל ִל ְהיוֹת ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:דְּ ַתנְיָא
 וְ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין,ְמ ַב ֲﬠ ִרין ֶאת ַה ּכֹל ִמ ִּל ְפנֵי ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 דִּ ְב ֵרי,ְּתרוּמוֹת ְט ֵמאוֹת ְּתלוּיוֹת ו ְּטהוֹרוֹת
הוֹרה ִ ּב ְפנֵי
ָ  ְט:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
 ו ְּט ֵמ ָאה ִ ּב ְפנֵי, ו ְּתלוּיָ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה,ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
.ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה

The Gemara cites the source of this tannaitic dispute with regard to Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion. As it was taught in a baraita: If the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, one may
not remove the leaven on Passover eve in the usual manner,
and therefore one removes everything before Shabbat, and
he burns all teruma together, impure teruma, teruma in abeyance, and pure teruma. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
Rabbi Yosei says: One burns pure teruma by itself, teruma in
abeyance by itself, and impure teruma by itself.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
הוֹרה וְ ַﬠל ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
ָ ﬠ ַﬠל ַה ְּט הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְוְ ַר ִ ּבי י
– הוֹרה
ָ  ַﬠל ַה ְּתלוּיָ ה וְ ַﬠל ַה ְּט,ׁ ֶש ֵאין ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
 ַﬠל ָמה נֶ ְח ְלק ּו – ַﬠל ַה ְּתלוּיָה וְ ַﬠל,ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
יש ֵרף זוֹ
ׂ ָ ּ  ִּת:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה
:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ וְ ַר ִ ּבי י,ְ ּב ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה וְ זוֹ ְ ּב ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
.יהן ְּכ ַא ַחת
ֶ ׁ ְש ֵּת

Rabbi Shimon said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did
not disagree about ritually pure teruma and about impure
teruma. They agree that one may not burn them together. And
neither did they disagree about teruma in abeyance and about
pure teruma. They agree that one may burn them together.
Since the teruma is not definitely impure, he does not appear
to be directly impurifying the teruma. With regard to what
did they disagree? They disagree with regard to burning
teruma in abeyance and impure teruma together, as Rabbi
Eliezer says: This teruma should be burned by itself and that
teruma by itself. Since this case involves teruma that is definitely impure, if the teruma in abeyance is actually pure, by
burning them together he will have rendered it impure. And
Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may burn both of them as one.

יוֹסי ִהיא! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ֵ נִיתין ַר ִ ּבי
ִ וְ ָהא ַמ ְת
ּ  ֲא ִפ:יוֹסי ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
יל ּו ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 דְּ ֵמ ֵיקל – ִּכי ֵמ ֵיקל,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
ּ ָ וְ ַא ִּל
– הוֹרה ו ְּט ֵמ ָאה
ָ  ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְט,ִ ּב ְתלוּיָ ה ו ְּט ֵמ ָאה
.ל ֹא

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Isn’t the mishna in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? How can Rabbi Yosei’s statement be attributed to Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara answers:
This is what Rabbi Yosei is saying to Rabbi Meir: Even according to Rabbi Shimon in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehoshua, who is lenient, where he rules leniently it
is only with regard to burning teruma in abeyance and impure teruma together. However, with regard to ritually pure
teruma and impure teruma together, no, even he does not
permit burning them together.

יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ָר ֵמי ְּתרו ָּמה ַא ּ ִפ ְיס ָחא
ֵ  ַר ִ ּביSimilarly, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, raised a conיהן
ֶ ﬠ ׁ ְש ֵּת הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ּו ְמ ׁ ַש ּנֵי; ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יtradiction between the previous statement with regard to
, ְּכ ַא ַחתteruma and a halakha of Passover, and he resolved it himself.
The Gemara clarifies: Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that
both teruma in abeyance and impure teruma may be burned
together?
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 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶשנּ ַוֹלד ָ ּב ּה:ּו ְּר ִמינְ הו
 ִאם ָהיְ ָתה:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ְס ֵפק טו ְּמ ָאה
ִיח ָּנה ְ ּב ָמקוֹם
ֶ מו ַּּנ ַחת ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ַה ּתו ְּר ּ ָפה – יַ ּנ
 ַר ִ ּבי. וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ְמגו ָּּלה – יְ ַכ ֶּס ָּנה,ַה ּמוּצְ נָע
 ִאם ָהיְ ָתה מו ַּּנ ַחת ְ ּב ָמקוֹם:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
 וְ ִאם,ִיח ָּנה ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ַה ּתו ְּר ּ ָפה
ֶ ַה ּמוּצְ נָע – יַ ּנ
.ָהיְ ָתה ְמכו ָּּסה – יְגַ ֶּל ָּנה

And he raised a contradiction from a mishna: In the case of a
barrel of teruma produce with regard to which uncertainty
developed about its impurity, Rabbi Eliezer says: If the barrel
was resting in a vulnerable place, where it may come into contact
with impurity, one should place it in a concealed place, and if it
was exposed he should cover it. Rabbi Yehoshua says: If it was
placed in a concealed place he may place it in a vulnerable place.
And if it was covered he may expose it.

 ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי: ַ ּביָּ ַדיִ ם – ָלא! ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵי, ְ ּג ָר ָמא – ִאיןThe Gemara infers from this mishna: In any case, passive causaיוֹסי
ֵ  ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
ּ ָ  ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַא ִּלtion of teruma whose impurity is uncertain to become definitely
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
ּ ָ  ַא ִּלimpure, yes, it is permitted. However, to actively render teruma
impure with one’s hands, no, it is prohibited. This ruling contradicts the previous halakha that one may burn teruma in abeyance
and impure teruma together. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Ĥanina, resolved this apparent contradiction himself: This statement, that one is permitted to burn teruma in abeyance together
with ritually impure teruma, is the ruling of Rabbi Shimon in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, whereas that
statement, that one may cause this impurity only passively, is the
ruling of Rabbi Yosei in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehoshua.

HALAKHA

A barrel…that broke – ית…ש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה
ֶׁ
ח ִב:ָ With regard to
a barrel of ritually pure teruma wine that broke in the
upper press while there was impure, non-sacred wine in
the lower press, if one can rescue a quarter-log of wine
while maintaining its purity, he should do so. If he is
unable to do so, he may rescue it all, even if he renders
it impure in the process. However, this applies only to a
barrel of wine, which will cause the owner considerable
financial loss. In contrast, a barrel of oil should be left to
descend and contract impurity by itself, as the owner
will not thereby incur significant financial loss (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:4–5).

; ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָר ֵמי ְּתרו ָּמה ַא ְּתרו ָּמה ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵיSimilarly, Rabbi Elazar raised a contradiction between one ha–  ַ ּביָּ ַדיִ ם, ְ ּג ָר ָמא – ִאין:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יlakha with regard to teruma and another halakha with regard to
, ָלאteruma, and resolved the contradiction himself. The Gemara
explains: Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that passive causation
of teruma whose impurity is uncertain to become definitely impure, yes, it is permitted; however, to actively render teruma impure with his hands, no, it is prohibited?
 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה ַ ּב ַ ּגת:ּ ו ְּר ִמינְ הוAnd he raised a contradiction against this from a mishna: With
H
– יה חו ִּּלין ְט ֵמ ִאין
ָ  ָה ֶﬠ ְליוֹנָ ה וְ ַת ְח ֶּתregard to a barrel of teruma wine that broke in the upper area
in a winepress, where grapes are pressed, and there is impure,
non-sacred wine in the lower area of the press, where the wine
flows from the upper area, if the teruma wine would flow into the
non-sacred wine, the teruma wine would be rendered ritually
impure. The result would be significant financial loss, as the legal
status of all the wine in the lower press would be that of impure
teruma, which is prohibited even for priests to drink.
ﬠ ׁ ֶש ִאם יָ כוֹל יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ (יﬠזֶ ר ְ)ל ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ
 וְ ִאם.יﬠית ְ ּב ָט ֳה ָרה – יַ ִ ּציל
ִ ְל ַה ִ ּציל ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְר ִב
 וְ ַאל, ֵּת ֵרד וְ ִת ַּט ֵמא:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ָלאו
.יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד

Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if one is able
to rescue even a quarter-log from the barrel that broke and keep
the wine in a state of ritual purity, by receiving the teruma wine
in a vessel before it becomes impure, he should rescue it. And if
one cannot receive the wine in a pure vessel, as only impure vessels are available, so that if he uses them to receive the wine or to
seal the upper press he will render the teruma impure, Rabbi
Eliezer says: The teruma wine should be allowed to descend and
become impure on its own, but one should not actively render
it impure with his hand.

! יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ַר ִ ּבי יRabbi Yehoshua says: One may even actively render it impure
with his hand, by stopping the pipe connecting between the upper and lower presses with an impure vessel or by receiving the
wine in impure vessels. Evidently, Rabbi Yehoshua allows one
even to actively impurify pure teruma.
.יכא ֶה ְפ ֵסד חו ִּּלין
ָּ  ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ִא: ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵיAnd Rabbi Elazar resolved this contradiction himself: There,
with regard to the broken barrel, it is diﬀerent, as, in that case,
there is the potential loss of non-sacred produce, when the teruma wine descends to the lower press. The non-sacred wine will
become prohibited due to the mixture with impure teruma.
יכא ֶה ְפ ֵסד
ִ  ַמ ְת: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ָר ָבאRava strongly objects to this claim: In the mishna too there is a
ָּ נִיתין נַ ִמי ִא
–  ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֵﬠצִ ים! ָא ַמר ֵלloss of wood, as one requires additional wood to kindle a second
.ּ ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד מו ָּﬠט – ל ֹא ָח ׁ ְש ׁשו,ּ ָח ׁ ְש ׁשוfire and burn the impure teruma separately. Abaye said to him:
With regard to this and similar issues, the Sages were concerned
about a great loss. However, they were not concerned about the
minimal loss of several pieces of wood.
: פרק א׳ דף כ. Perek I . 20b
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NOTES

One drinks from wine valued at a log for a sela – ׁש ִוֹתין ִמלּ וֹג
ב ֶס ַלע:ּ ְ Some commentaries explain that a person may spend up
to a sela on wine for drinking without being labeled a spendthrift. Likewise, one may appropriately spend up to two sela on
wine for sprinkling (Rashash).
It should be poured out all at once – ת ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ֲח ַבל:ִּ The Arukh
cites a version that reads: Hevel, with the letter heh, instead of:
Ĥaval, with a ĥet, i.e., the wine should be poured out immediately, without delay.

ימ ָרא דִּ ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ָח ׁ ְש ׁש ּו
ְ ו ְּמנָ א ֵּת
:ו ְּל ֶה ְפ ֵסד מו ָּﬠט ל ֹא ָח ׁ ְש ׁש ּו – דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ׁ ֶש ֶמן ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה ַ ּב ַ ּגת
–  ו ַּב ַּת ְח ּתוֹנָ ה חו ִּּלין ְט ֵמ ִאין,ָה ֶﬠ ְליוֹנָ ה
ﬠ ׁ ֶש ִאם הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר ְל ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ
– יﬠית ְ ּב ָט ֳה ָרה
ִ יָ כוֹל ְל ַה ִ ּציל ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְר ִב
 וְ ִאם ָלאו – ֵּת ֵרד וְ ִת ַּט ֵּמא וְ ַאל,יַ ִ ּציל
.יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד

And from where do you say that the Sages were concerned
about a great loss and they were not concerned about a minimal loss? As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a barrel
of teruma oil that broke in the upper area of the olive press,
and in the lower area of the press there is impure, non-sacred
produce, Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if
one can rescue even a quarter-log of the oil in a state of purity
from the barrel, he should rescue it. And if one cannot receive
the oil in a pure vessel, the teruma wine should be allowed to
descend and become impure on its own, but one should not
actively render it impure with his hand.

 יַ יִ ן, ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ׁ ֶש ֶמן – דְּ ָראוּי ְל ַה ְד ִליקThe Gemara answers: What is diﬀerent about oil that, as op! נַ ִמי ָראוּי ְלזִ ילּ וּףposed to wine, everyone agrees may not be actively rendered
impure? If you say the reason is that even if the teruma falls into
the lower press and is intermingled with impure teruma, it is still
suitable for lighting and not entirely lost, if so, wine is also fit
for sprinkling in one’s house to provide a pleasant fragrance.
Impure teruma wine could be used for that purpose.
ְּ ילוּף ָלאו ִמ
ּ ִימא ז
– יל ָתא ִהיא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
 ׁש ִוֹתין:וְ ָה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
! ו ְּמזַ ְּל ִפין ִמ ּלוֹג ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם,ִמ ּלוֹג ְ ּב ֶס ַלע
.ְ ּב ָח ָד ׁש

And lest you say that sprinkling wine is not a significant matter,
and would be tantamount to destroying the teruma, didn’t
Shmuel say in the name of Rabbi Ĥiyya: One drinks from
wine valued at a log for a sela,N and one sprinkles from wine
valued at a log for two sela. Apparently, sprinkling is a more
significant use than drinking. The Gemara answers: The baraita
is referring to new wine still in the press, which does not have a
strong fragrance and cannot be used for sprinkling.

.יה ִל ֵידי ַּת ָ ּק ָלה
ּ  וְ ָהא ָראוּי ְליַ ׁ ּ ְשנוֹ! ָא ֵתי ֵ ּבThe Gemara raises an objection: But isn’t the wine fit to be aged,
!יה ִל ֵידי ַּת ָ ּק ָלה
ּ  ׁ ֶש ֶמן נַ ִמי ָא ֵתי ֵ ּבat which point it could be used for sprinkling, and would not be
entirely lost. The Gemara answers: One may thereby come to
encounter a stumbling block, as he might, with the passage of
time, forget that it is ritually impure and come to drink it. The
Gemara asks: If so, with regard to oil too, one may thereby
come to encounter a stumbling block, in the same way.
יה
ּ  יַ יִ ן נַ ִמי ָר ֵמי ֵל.יה ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ָמאוּס
ּ  דְּ ָר ֵמי ֵלThe Gemara answers: The Gemara answers: Ritually impure
 ִ ּב ְכ ִלי,יה
ּ  ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ָמאוּס! ְלזִ ילּ וּף ָקא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ֵלteruma oil is permitted because he places it in a repulsive
H
!?יה
ּ  ָמאוּס ָר ֵמי ֵלvessel, so that people will be disinclined to consume it and will
use it only for lighting. The Gemara suggests: With regard to
wine, too, he can place it in a repulsive vessel. The Gemara
rejects this suggestion: That is not possible. Is it reasonable that
one who wants the wine for sprinkling will place it in a repulsive vessel? One sprinkles wine to add a pleasant odor, which
would not be the case if the wine has been left in a disgusting
vessel.
: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,וְ ַת ָ ּק ָלה ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
,ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל יַ יִ ן ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ֵמאת
 ו ֵּבית, ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ֲח ַבל:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
. ֵּת ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה זִ ילּ וּף:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ִה ֵּלל

The Gemara comments: And concern for a stumbling block by
keeping prohibited items is itself subject to a dispute between
tanna’im. As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a barrel
of teruma wine that became ritually impure, Beit Shammai
say: It should be poured out all at once,N and Beit Hillel say:
One should wait until it ages, at which stage it may be used for
spraying.

 ֲאנִי:יוֹסי
ֵ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
, ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה – ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ֵפ ְך ֲח ַבל, יﬠ ַא ְכ ִר
ּ ִַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת – ֵּת ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה ז
:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִא.ילוּף
 ְ ּביָ ׁ ָשן – ֵּת ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה,ְ ּב ָח ָד ׁש – ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ֲח ַבל
: ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ.זִ ילּ וּף

Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: I will decide this
dispute. If the barrel was in a field, it should be poured out all
at once, lest the ritual impurity of the barrel be forgotten by the
time it is brought inside the house. However, if the barrel was
in the house, where it could be used immediately, it may be
used for sprinkling. Some say that Rabbi Yishmael, son of
Rabbi Yosei, decided: In the case of new wine, it should be
poured out all at once; but in the case of old wine, it should
be used for spraying. They said to him:
HALAKHA

Teruma oil that became ritually impure – ש ֶמן ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא:
ֶׁ
Teruma oil that became impure should be placed in a repulsive
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vessel so that no one will come to consume it unwittingly
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:12).

