Perek II
Daf 24 Amud a
 וְ ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְ יָ ן ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְ יָ ןAnd if it does not apply to the matter of the prohibition against
. ְל ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאהeating, as the prohibition against eating these items has already been
mentioned, apply it to the matter of the prohibition of deriving
benefit.
ִאי ַמה ָּכאן ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה – ַאף ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין
״ב ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ּ ַ :ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה! ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
 וְ ֵאין, ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש – ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה,ָ ּב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״
.ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

The Gemara continues: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just
as here, the sin-oﬀering is disposed of with burning, so too, all the
prohibited items in the Torah must be disposed of with burning,
therefore the verse said: “In the sacred place…shall be burnt with
fire” (Leviticus : ).N This indicates that only that which is disqualified in the sacred place is disposed of with burning, but all
other prohibited items in the Torah need not be disposed of with
burning.

״ב ּק ֶֹד ׁש ָ ּב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״ ְל ָה ִכי הוּא
ּ ַ וְ ַהאי
!יה ְל ִכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ּ ָ דַּ ֲא ָתא? ַהאי ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
״ב ּק ֶֹד ׁש ָ ּב ֵא ׁש
ּ ַ :אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן,דְּ ַתנְיָא
ימד ַﬠל ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ּ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
ֵּ ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״ – ִל
, וְ ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא זוֹ ִ ּב ְל ַבד,אוֹת ּה ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ָ
ּ ְפסו ֵּלי ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ָק ָד ׁ ִשים וְ ֵאמו ֵּרי ָק ָד ׁ ִשים
 ״)וְ ָכל( ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש:לוֹמר
ַ ַק ִּלים ִמ ּנַיִ ן – ַּת ְלמוּד
.ָ ּב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״

Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani asked: And did this verse: “In the sacred place…shall be burnt with fire,” come to teach this halakha?
It is needed to teach in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: “In
the sacred place…shall be burnt with fire”; this taught that one
must burn a disqualified sin-oﬀering in the sacred place, and not
outside the Temple. And I have only derived this, meaning the sinoﬀering. From where do I derive that disqualified oﬀerings of the
most sacred order and portions consumed on the altar, such as
the fats of oﬀerings of minor sanctity that become impure, are
burned in the Temple courtyard? The verse states: “In the sacred
place…shall be burnt with fire.” This indicates that any disqualified
oﬀering must be burned in the sacred place.

 ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן ַר ָ ּב ְך ֵמ ַהאי ְק ָרא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ
 ״וְ ִאם יִ ָּו ֵתר ִמ ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ַה ִּמ ֻל ִאים:ָק ָא ַמר ָל ּה
ו ִּמן ַה ֶּל ֶחם ַﬠד ַה ּב ֶֹקר וגו׳״ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַּת ְלמוּד
לוֹמר ״ל ֹא
ַ  ו ַּמה ַּת ְלמוּד,יֵא ֵכל״
ָ לוֹמר ״ל ֹא
ַ
 דְּ ָהא,יה
ּ יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְ יָ ן ְלגו ֵּפ
– וֹתר ָ ּב ֵא ׁש״
ָ ּ ״וְ ָ ׂש ַר ְפ ָּת ֶאת ַהנ:ְּכ ִתיב
 וְ ִאם.ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְיָ ן ִל ׁ ְש ָאר ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְיָ ן ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְיָ ן ְל ִא ּיסוּר
.ֲהנָ ָאה

The Sage who taught this halakha to Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani
said to him: Rabbi Yonatan, your teacher, said that same halakha
from this verse: “And if the flesh of the consecration oﬀering, or
of the bread, remains until the morning, then you shall burn the
leftover with fire; it shall not be eaten, because it is sacred” (Exodus
: ). As there is no need for the verse to state: “It shall not be
eaten,” what is the meaning when the verse states: “It shall not be
eaten”? If it does not refer to the subject matter itself, as it is already written explicitly: “Then you shall burn the leftover with
fire,” which indicates that one may not eat it, refer it to the matter
of the other prohibitions in the Torah. And if it does not refer to
the matter of the prohibition against eating, as eating these items
is explicitly prohibited, refer it to the matter of the prohibition of
deriving benefit. This indicates that it is prohibited for one to derive
benefit from any item that it is prohibited for him to eat.

יסו ִּרין
ּ  ַאף ָּכל ִא,יפה
ָ ִאי ַמה ָּכאן ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר
ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה – ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״וְ ָ ׂש ַר ְפ ָּת
 וְ ֵאין ָּכל,נוֹתר ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
ָ – וֹתר״
ָ ֶּאת ַהנ
.ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

The Gemara continues: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just
as here, the sin-oﬀering is disposed of with burning, so too, all the
prohibited items in the Torah, from which one may not benefit,
must be disposed of with burning, therefore the verse said: “You
shall burn the leftover,” indicating that the leftoverN sacrificial meat
must be disposed of with burning; however, all other prohibitions
in the Torah need not be disposed of with burning, despite the fact
that it is prohibited to derive benefit from them.

?וְ ַהאי ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ ְל ָה ִכי הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא
 דְּ ָא ַמר,יה ְל ִכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ּ ָ ַהאי ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
–  ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ִּכי ק ֶֹד ׁש הוּא״:ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
יתן ל ֹא
ֵּ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש ּ ָפסוּל ָ ּבא ַה ָּכתוּב ִל
!ַּת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ַﬠל ֲא ִכ ָילתוֹ

The Gemara challenges: And did this phrase: “It shall not be eaten,”
come to teach this prohibition against deriving benefit? This phrase
is needed to teach in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar,
as Rabbi Elazar said with regard to the statement in the verse: “It
shall not be eaten, because it is sacred,” that the verse comes to
place a negative mitzva of eating on whatever has been rendered
disqualified in the sacred place. In other words, this verse teaches
a general halakha that one who eats from oﬀerings that have been
disqualified in the Temple transgresses a negative mitzva and is liable to be flogged. It teaches nothing with regard to a prohibition
against deriving benefit.

NOTES

In the sacred place…shall be burnt with fire – ַ ּב ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף:ּ ָ It seems that the verse is expounded upon
in the following manner: The verse says: “And any sinoﬀering, from which any of the blood is brought into
the Tent of Meeting to make atonement in the sacred
place, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire.”
The Gemara singles out certain words from this phrase,
creating the adapted phrase: “In the sacred place…shall
be burned with fire.” This new phrase indicates that
any item that became impure in the sacred place in
the Temple must be burned with fire (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Leftover – נוֹתר:
ָ Part of an oﬀering left over after the
time permitted for it to be eaten. One who eats the leftover portion of an oﬀering is subject to karet. The Sages
decreed that the leftover portion should be considered
ritually impure, so that the priests would be prompt and
meticulous in its removal.
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NOTES

Negative mitzva stated in general terms – לאו ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ְכ ָללוֹת:ָ A Torah
prohibition containing several particular prohibitions of diﬀerent
kinds. For example, the verse: “You shall not eat anything with
the blood” (Leviticus 19:26) contains several prohibitions, among
them the prohibition against eating an animal before it is dead, the
prohibition against eating a sacrificial animal before its blood has
been sprinkled on the altar, and the prohibition forbidding judges
who have condemned a man to death from eating on the day of
his execution. No punishment is administered by an earthly court
for the violation of a prohibition of this kind, even if one violates
all the individual prohibitions at once.
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Perek II . 24a . .פרק ב׳ דף כד

,עוֹלם ִמ ְּק ָרא ַק ָּמא
ָ  ְל:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
״ב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״ וְ ָלא
ּ ָ  דְּ ִל ְיכ ּתוֹב. ְוְ ֵא ּיפוֹך
לוֹמר
ַ  ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד,ָ ּב ֵﬠי ״ל ֹא ֵּת ָא ֵכל״
,״ל ֹא ֵּת ָא ֵכל״? ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְיָ ן ְלגוּפוֹ
יה ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר – ְּתנֵ ה ּו
ּ דְּ נָ ְפ ָקא ֵל
 וְ ִאם ֵאינוֹ.ִﬠנְיָ ן ְל ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
יסוּר
ּ ִﬠנְיָ ן ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְיָ ן ְל ִא
.ֲהנָ ָאה

Abaye said: Actually, derive this halakha from the first verse
cited by Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: “And any sin-oﬀering, of
which any of the blood is brought into the tent of meeting to
make atonement in the sacred place, shall not be eaten; it shall
be burnt with fire” (Leviticus : ). And reverse the construct
of his exposition. Let the verse write: “It shall be burnt with
fire,” and it will not need to write: “Shall not be eaten.” For
what purpose then does the verse state: “It shall not be eaten”? If it does not apply to the subject matter itself, as that
was already derived from the statement of Rabbi Elazar that
whatever has been rendered disqualified in the sacred place may
not be eaten, apply it to all other prohibitions in the Torah,
including leavened bread on Passover and a stoned ox. And if
it does not apply to the prohibition against eating, which is
written explicitly, then apply it to the prohibition of deriving
benefit.

 ַאף ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין,ִאי ַמה ָּכאן ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
יפה – ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
ָ ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר
ָ ּוֹתר״ – ַהנ
ָ ּ״הנ
ַ
 וְ ֵאין ָּכל,וֹתר ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
.ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

The Gemara asks: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just
as here, the leftover sacrificial meat is disposed of with burning,
so too, all the prohibited items in the Torah, from which one
may not benefit, must be disposed of with burning, therefore
the verse said: “You shall burn the leftover,” indicating that the
leftover sacrificial meat must be disposed of with burning;
however, all other prohibited items in the Torah need not be
disposed of with burning.

ימא
ָ  וְ ֵא:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
?יה הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא
ּ יה ָלאו ְלגו ֵּפ
ּ ְליִ חו ֵּדי ֵל
לוֹקין ַﬠל
ִ דְּ ִאי ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר – ֵאין
!ָלאו ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ְכ ָללוֹת

Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And why do you hold that the
phrase: “You shall not eat,” describing the sin-oﬀering that was
sacrificed inside the Sanctuary, is not needed for other purposes? Say that this expression comes in order to designate a
negative mitzva for this prohibition itself. As, if this prohibition were derived only from the source quoted by Rabbi Elazar,
there will be a prohibition to eat the meat of the sin-oﬀering
whose blood was brought into the sanctuary; however, one
would not be liable to be flogged for violating it, because one
is not flogged for violating a negative mitzva stated in general terms.N One is not flogged for violating a negative mitzva
that contains several diﬀerent prohibitions, such as this one,
which refers to all disqualified oﬀerings. This is because the
negative mitzva is formulated too broadly. Therefore, it is possible to say that when the Torah states: “You shall not eat” with
regard to this issue, it is teaching that there is a particular prohibition here and that one is flogged for violating it. If so, the
verse cannot indicate a general prohibition against deriving
benefit.

 ֵמ ָה ָכא ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר:ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ֲא ׁ ֶשר ַ ּיִגע ְ ּב ָכל ָט ֵמא ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ָ ּב ֵא ׁש
לוֹמר ״ל ֹא
ַ  ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַּת ְלמ ּוד,יִ ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״
?לוֹמר ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל
ַ  ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד,יֵ ָא ֵכל״

Rather, this suggestion should be rejected, and Rav Pappa said
that one derives this halakha from here: “And the flesh that
touches any impure thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt
with fire. And as for the flesh, every one that is pure may eat of
it” (Leviticus : ). As there is no need for the verse to state:
“It shall not be eaten,” what does it mean when the verse states:
“It shall not be eaten”?

 דְּ ָהא נָ ְפ ָקא,ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְ יָ ן ְלגוּפוֹ
 ו ַּמה:חוֹמר ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַה ַ ּקל
ֶ ָיה ִמ ַ ּקל ו
ּ ֵל
ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַה ַ ּקל ָא ְמ ָרה ּת ָוֹרה ״ל ֹא ִ ּב ַﬠ ְר ִּתי
 ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ק ֶֹד ׁש ָחמוּר ל ֹא,ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ְ ּב ָט ֵמא״
!?ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן

If it does not refer to the subject matter itself, as that can be
derived by means of an a fortiori inference from the second
tithe, the halakhot of which are more lenient than those of
oﬀerings, then it must refer to something else. As it is possible
to say: If with regard to the second tithe, which is more lenient
because it does not have the status of an oﬀering, the Torah
said that when one recites the confession over the tithes, when
destroying the tithes remaining in one’s possession that had not
yet been given to the appropriate recipient, he says: “I have not
eaten from it in my mourning, neither have I removed it while
impure” (Deuteronomy : ), indicating that it is prohibited
for one to remove tithes while impure, then with regard to
consecrated meat, which is more stringent, all the more so is
it not clear that it may not be eaten while a person is impure?

 ֵא ין ַמ זְ ִה ִיר ין ִמ ן:ימ א
ָ וְ ִכ י ֵּת
 ״ל ֹא: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ישא הוּא
ָ ׁ ַהדִּ ין – ֶה ֵ ּק
ָתו ַּכל ֶל ֱאכֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר דְּ גָ נְ ך
.ירשךָ וְ יִ צְ ָה ֶרךָ ו ְּבכֹרֹת ְ ּב ָק ְרךָ וגו׳״
ְ ׁ ִת

And if you say that there is a general principle that we do not warn,
i.e., we may not deduce a prohibition, through logical derivationN
alone, then one could respond that his issue is not only derived
through an a fortiori inference; rather, it is also derived from
an analogy based on a juxtaposition. As it is written: “You may
not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain, or of your wine,
or of your oil, or the firstborn of your herd or of your flock, nor
any of your vows which you have vowed, nor your voluntary oﬀerings, nor the oﬀering of your hand” (Deuteronomy : ). Since the
verse itself juxtaposes tithes to oﬀerings, it indicates that there is a
prohibition with regard to oﬀerings just as there is with regard to
tithes.

לוֹמר ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״? ִאם
ַ ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד
ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְ יָ ן ְלגוּפוֹ – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְ יָ ן ְל ָכל
 וְ ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְ יָ ן,יסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
ּ ִא
.ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְיָ ן ַל ֲהנָ ָאה

The Gemara continues explaining Rav Pappa’s opinion: For what
purpose then does the verse state: “It shall not be eaten” with
regard to impure consecrated meat? If it does not apply to the
subject matter of this verse itself, as that prohibition is derived from
the second tithe, then apply it to the matter of all prohibited items
in the Torah. And if it does not apply to the prohibition against
eating, since that is clear, apply it to the prohibition of deriving
benefit.

 ַאף ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין,ִאי ַמה ָּכאן ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
יפה – ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
ָ ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר
וֹתר ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה וְ ֵאין ָּכל
ָ ּוֹתר״ – ַהנ
ָ ּ״הנ
ַ
,ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

And if you say: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just as here,
the meat that became impure in the Temple is disposed of with
burning, so too, all the prohibited items in the Torah must be
disposed of with burning, therefore the verse said: “The leftover,”
indicating that the leftover sacrificial meat must be disposed of
with burning; however, all other prohibited items in the Torah
need not be disposed of with burning.

ימא
ָ  וְ ֵא:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ַל ֲﬠבוֹר ָﬠ ָליו ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ָלאוִ ין? ָלאו ִמי
לוֹקה
ֶ – יתא
ָ  ָא ַכל ּפו ִּט:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
,ַא ְר ַ ּבע

Ravina said to Rav Ashi: And say that this expression: “It shall not
be eaten,” comes to teach not the prohibition against deriving benefit, but rather that one who transgresses this negative mitzva violates two prohibitions. And there is precedent for such an explanation, as didn’t Abaye say with regard to a parallel case: If one ate a
small water creature [putita],NB he is flogged with four sets of
lashesN because one violates four prohibitions when eating such a
creature? Two of these prohibitions are found in the verse that
discusses all types of creeping animals: “You shall not make yourselves detestable with any swarming thing that swarms, neither shall
you make yourselves impure with them, that you should be defiled
by them” (Leviticus : ). A third prohibition applies to creeping
animals that live in the water, as the verses say: “And all that have
neither fins nor scales…They shall be a detestable thing unto you;
you shall not eat of their flesh” (Leviticus : – ). A fourth prohibition is cited in the verse: “And whatever does not have fins and
scales you shall not eat; it is impure unto you” (Deuteronomy : ).

BACKGROUND

Small water creature [ putita] – פו ִּט ָיתא:ּ Though it is universally agreed that a putita is a small water creature, there is
no consensus among commentators or academic scholars
as to what specifically this creature is. Rabbeinu Yeruĥam
translates it as caracol, the Spanish word for snail. The Rambam, on the other hand, deduces from the enumerated
punishment (see note) that the putita must possess a set
of characteristics not seen together in any animal currently
known to man, eliciting from the Ra’avad the frustrated pronouncement: “This gatherer has gathered things that do not
exist in the world!”

Marine snail

,לוֹקה ָח ֵמ ׁש
ֶ –  נְ ָמ ָלהSimilarly, if one ate an ant, he is flogged with five sets of lashes, two
sets for the previously mentioned prohibitions of eating a creeping
animal, a third based on the verse: “And every creeping thing that
swarms upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall not be eaten”
(Leviticus : ), and a fourth based on the verse: “All creeping
things that swarm upon the earth, them you shall not eat; for they
are a detestable thing” (Leviticus : ). A fifth prohibition is stated
in the verse: “You shall not make yourselves impure through every
creeping thing that swarms upon the earth” (Leviticus : ).
NOTES

We do not warn through logical derivation – ֵאין ַמזְ ִה ִירין ִמן
הדִּ ין:ַ This is based on the fundamental principle that a court
may not administer punishment if there were no witnesses
who warned the perpetrator before he committed the transgression. So too, it is understood that one cannot be punished
for a transgression unless the Torah issues a warning that the
act is prohibited. Such warnings cannot be deduced through
an a fortiori inference alone, although they may be deduced
through a verbal analogy and other common methods of
extrapolation passed down through tradition. The reason for
this is that one cannot be certain of the particular reasoning
behind a prohibition; therefore, although a prohibition may

make logical sense, that does not guarantee that it is, in fact, does not commit numerous violations if he transgresses it, as
prohibited.
the multiple sources serve merely as a repetition of the same
principle. He cites several proofs to support this opinion. Based
If one ate a small water creature – יתא
ָ א ַכל ּפו ִּט:
ָ One transon this opinion, he presents a somewhat forced explanation of
gresses the prohibition of eating this creature even if one conthe Gemara’s statement here with regard to one who eats a pusumes less than an olive-bulk. This is because it is a whole
tita. The Rambam claims that this is a unique creature to which
creature in its original form, and its consumption is deemed
several diﬀerent categories of prohibition apply: It is a creeping
significant.
animal that lives in the water, it is a flying insect, and it also can
He is flogged with four sets of lashes – לוֹקה ַא ְר ַ ּבע:
ֶ In his live on the land. However, most authorities follow the opinion
introduction to Sefer HaMitzvot, the Rambam lists basic prin- of the ge’onim, understanding this Gemara in a straightforward
ciples about enumerating negative mitzvot. As a general rule, way to mean that one receives several sets of lashes for violating
he states: Even if a prohibition is mentioned many times, one the numerous prohibitions pertaining to the same act.
. פרק ב׳ דף כד. Perek II . 24a
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NOTES

To include wood and incense – ל ַר ּבוֹת ֵﬠצִ ים ו ְּלבוֹנָ ה:ְ This
derivation is an amplification based on the unique form
used in the verse: “And the flesh [vehabasar],” which indicates that the verse is referring to meat as well as to
something else. Although not everyone accepts that an
additional vav, “and,” can serve as the basis for an exposition, when the letters vav and hey, meaning “and the,”
appear before a word everyone agrees that this indicates
an amplification of what is written.
Some say…derives benefit in the usual manner – ִא ָּיכא
דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי…דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָא ָתן: This second version of the statement is
more lenient, as the first version indicates that the limitation of: Its usual manner, applies only to the prohibition
against eating; however, with regard to the prohibition
of deriving benefit, it implies that any manner of benefit
renders one liable to be flogged (see Ritva).
HALAKHA

The ritual impurity of wood and incense – טו ְּמ ַאת ֵﬠצִ ים
ו ְּלבוֹנָ ה: Although wood and incense are not foods, they
can become impure as food does with regard to sacrifices. Therefore, they can become disqualified to be
oﬀered on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei
Mizbe’aĥ 6:8).
Impurity of the body – טו ְּמ ַאת ַהגּ וּף: An impure person
who eats the portions of an oﬀering that are consumed
on the altar is punished by karet, as stated in the Torah
and as explained in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:18).
Impurity of the flesh – טו ְּמ ַאת ָ ּב ָ ׂשר: A ritually pure person
who eats impure oﬀerings violates a prohibition and is
flogged, as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:12).
Deriving benefit from a prohibited item – הנָ ָאה ֵמ ִא ּיסוּר:ֲ
One violates the prohibition against deriving benefit from
a food only when one consumes it in an ordinary manner,
with the exceptions of diverse kinds planted in a vineyard
and meat in milk. This ruling is in accordance with the
second version of the statement made in the name of
Rabbi Yoĥanan, as the halakha generally follows the latter
version of a statement (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Ma’akhalot Assurot 14:10).

124

Perek II . 24b . :פרק ב׳ דף כד

 ָּכל ֵה ָיכא:יה
ֶ –  צִ ְיר ָﬠהIf one ate a hornet, he is flogged with six sets of lashes. Since a
ּ לוֹקה ׁ ֵש ׁש! ֲא ַמר ֵל
מוֹק ִמינַן
ְ  וְ ָלא,יכא ְל ִמ ְד ַר ׁש – דָּ ְר ׁ ִשינַן
ָּ  דְּ ִאhornet creeps along the ground, all of the previously mentioned
. ְ ּב ָלאוֵ י יְ ֵת ֵיריprohibitions with regard to an ant apply to it as well. An additional
prohibition is stated in the following verse: “And all flying insects
are impure to you; they shall not be eaten” (Deuteronomy : ).
Based on this precedent, it is possible to say that the addition of the
phrase “It shall not be eaten” with regard to impure meat indicates
merely an additional negative mitzva for which one would be punished; however, it does not necessarily indicate a prohibition to
derive benefit. Rav Ashi said to him: Anywhere that it is possible
to expound a new halakha, we expound, and we do not establish
the verse as containing additional negative mitzvot with regard to
that same prohibition.
״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּגע ְ ּב ָכל ָט ֵמא ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״
.יה ָל ָּמה ִלי – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֵﬠצִ ים ו ְּלבוֹנָ ה
ֵ ׁ דְּ ֵר
ּ יש
יה
ַ ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ָּכל ָטהוֹר י
ּ ֹאכל ָ ּב ָ ׂשר״ דְּ ֵס ֵיפ
.ָל ָּמה ִלי – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֵאימו ִּרין

The Gemara asks: Why do I need the beginning of the verse: “And
the flesh that touches any impure thing shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : )? The Gemara explains: This comes to include wood
and incense;NH although they are not eaten, they are susceptible to
ritual impurity of foods. The Gemara asks: Why do I need the end
of this verse: “And as for the flesh, every one that is pure may eat
of it” (Leviticus : )? The Gemara answers: This comes to include
the sacrificial parts of the animal oﬀered on the altar, such as the
fats; they, too, have the legal status of meat and are susceptible to
ritual impurity of foods. If these portions become ritually impure
and one eats them, even if he is pure, he is liable to be flogged.

 ״וְ ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש: דְּ ַתנְיָא, ֵאימו ִּרין ֵמ ָה ָתם נָ ְפ ָקאThe Gemara challenges: The halakha that these sacrificial parts can
ֹאכל ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ִמזֶּ ַבח ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָל ִמים ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ַ  ֲא ׁ ֶשר ּתbecome impure and are then prohibited to be eaten is derived from
! ַלה׳״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת ָה ֵאימו ִּריןthere, i.e., from another source, as it was taught in a baraita: “But
the soul that eats from the flesh of the sacrifice of peace-oﬀerings,
which belong to the Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul
shall be cut oﬀ from his people” (Leviticus : ). The added words
“which belong to the Lord” come to include these sacrificial parts,
which are meant to be oﬀered to God and not eaten by other people,
within this prohibition against eating sacrificial meat when it is
impure.
 ָה ָכא, ָה ָתם ט ּו ְמ ַאת ַהגּ ּוף – ְ ּב ָכ ֵרתThe Gemara rejects this: There, it is referring to a case of impurity
H
. טו ְּמ ַאת ָ ּב ָ ׂשר – ְ ּב ָלאוof the body; if one who is ritually impure eats sacrificial parts he
is punishable with karet. Here, it is referring to a case of impurity
of the flesh,H where the meat is impure but the person eating it is
pure; one who does so is merely in violation of a negative mitzva.
 ָּכל:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יהן ֶא ָּלא
ֶ לוֹקין ֲﬠ ֵל
ִ ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין
עוֹטי ַמאי? ָא ַמר ַרב
ֵ  ְל ַמ.דֶּ ֶר ְך ֲא ִכ ָיל ָתן
עוֹטי ׁ ֶש ִאם ָא ַכל ֵח ֶלב
ֵ  ְל ַמ:ימי ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי
ִ ׁ ִש
. ׁ ֶש ּ ָפטוּר,ַחי

After discussing the prohibitions against eating and deriving benefit
from certain items, the Gemara cites that which Rabbi Abbahu said
that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to all prohibitions against
eating in the Torah, one may be flogged for violating them only if
he eats the prohibited item in its usual manner of consumption.
The Gemara asks: To exclude what case did Rabbi Yoĥanan say this?
Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: To exclude a case where one eats raw
fat; he teaches that one who does so is exempt, since this is not the
usual manner of eating it.

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָא ַמר,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ ִא
יסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין
ּ  ָּכל ִא:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
עוֹטי
ֵ  ְל ַמ.יהן ֶא ָּלא דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָא ָתן
ֶ לוֹקין ֲﬠ ֵל
ִ
עוֹטי
ֵ  ְל ַמ:ימי ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי
ִ ַמאי? ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ִש
ִיח ֵח ֶלב ׁ ֶשל ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל ַﬠל ׁ ֶש ִאם ִה ּנ
אוֹכל
ֵ  וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן. ׁ ֶשהוּא ּ ָפטוּר,ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ָּכתוֹ
.ֵח ֶלב ַחי ׁ ֶשהוּא ּ ָפטוּר

Some say that this is what Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan
said: With regard to all prohibitions against deriving benefit in the
Torah, one is flogged for violating them only if he derives benefit
from the prohibited item in the usual manner.NH The Gemara asks:
To exclude what case did Rabbi Yoĥanan say this? Rav Shimi bar
Ashi said: To exclude a case where one placed the fat of an ox that
is stoned on his wound to help it heal. He teaches that, although
one generally may not derive benefit from forbidden fats, in this
case he is exempt because these fats are not normally used for
medicinal purposes. And all the more so one who eats raw fat is
exempt, as this is certainly not an ordinary way to benefit from fat.

 ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ַﬠוְ יָ ה,ִא ְּת ַמר נַ ִמי
ִיח ֵח ֶלב ׁ ֶשל  ִה ּנ:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ַרב ַא ִסי
 ְל ִפי,ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ָּכתוֹ – ּ ָפטוּר
יהם
ֶ לוֹקין ֲﬠ ֵל
ִ ׁ ֶש ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין
.ֶא ָּלא דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָא ָתן

It was also stated that Rav Aĥa bar Avya said that Rav Asi said that
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If one placed the fat of an ox that is stoned on
his wound for medicinal purposes, he is exempt, because with regard
to all prohibitions against deriving benefit in the Torah, one is flogged
for violating them only if he derives benefit from the prohibited item
in its usual manner.

 ֵאין: ַאף ֲאנַ ן נַ ִמי ָּתנִינָ א,ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
 ֶא ָּלא,סוֹפגִ ין ֶאת ָה ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָﬠ ְר ָלה
ְ
.ַﬠל ַהיּוֹצֵ א ִמן ַהזֵּ ִיתים ו ִּמן ָה ֲﬠנָ ִבים ִ ּב ְל ַבד
 ַמאי.וְ ִאילּ ּו ִמ ּתו ִּתים ְּת ֵאנִים וְ ִר ּמוֹנִים – ל ֹא
ַט ְﬠ ָמא – ָלאו ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָלא ָק ָא ֵכיל ְלה ּו
?דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָא ָתן

Rabbi Zeira said: We, too, have also learned in a mishna that the
Rabbis said: One absorbs the forty lashes due to drinking the juice
squeezed from orla fruits only for that which seeps from olives, oil,
and from grapes, wine. In contrast, for drinking the juice that seeps
from mulberries, figs, and pomegranates one is not flogged, despite
the fact that it is prohibited to consume those juices.H What is the
reason for this? Is it not because he is not eating them in their usual
manner of deriving benefit? Generally, these fruits are eaten and not
squeezed for their juice.

 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַ ן:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
– יה דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ
ּ ּ ְפ ִרי ּגו ָּפא דְּ ָלא ָק ָא ֵכיל ֵל
יﬠה ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא
ָ ֵ ֶא ָּלא ָה ָכא – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ז.ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר
.הוּא

Abaye said to him that this mishna does not necessarily prove this same
point: Granted, had the mishna taught us the case of the fruit itself,
as he is not eating it in its usual manner of deriving benefit, it would
work out well. However, here, where the case is with regard to their
juice, the reason he is not flogged is because it is merely moistureN
that drips from the fruit, which is not considered to be an essential part
of the fruit.

מוֹדים ְ ּב ִכ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם
ִ  ַה ּכֹל:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
.יהן ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְּכ ֶד ֶרךְ ֲהנָ ָא ָתן
ֶ ׁ ֶשלּ ִוֹקין ֲﬠ ֵל
ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב ְ ּבה ּו
.ֲא ִכ ָילה

Abaye said: All concede with regard to prohibited mixtures of diverse
kinds planted in a vineyardH that one is flogged for deriving benefit
from them even if he does not benefit from them in their usual manner. What is the reason for this? It is because no prohibition against
eating is written about them explicitly in the Torah. Therefore, the
verse is interpreted to mean that it is prohibited to benefit from them
in any manner; rather, one must burn them immediately.

 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ָב ָ ׂשר:אוֹמר
ֵ יסי ֶ ּבן יְהו ָּדה
ִ  ִא,ֵמ ִית ִיבי
״כי
ִּ :ְ ּב ָח ָלב ׁ ֶשהוּא ָאסוּר – נֶ ֱא ַמר ָּכאן
נְשי
ֵ ׁ  ״וְ ַא: וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ְל ַה ָּלן,דוֹש ַא ָּתה״
ׁ ַﬠם ָק
ק ֶֹד ׁש ִּת ְהיוּן ִלי״ ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ָאסוּר – ַאף
.ָּכאן ָאסוּר

The Gemara raises an objection. Isi ben Yehuda says: From where is
it derived that it is prohibited to eat meat that has been cooked in
milk?N It is stated here: “For you are a sacred people unto the Lord
your God. You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Deuteronomy
: ). And it is stated there: “And you shall be sacred men unto Me;
therefore you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field
[tereifa]; you shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus : ). Just as there,
with regard to a tereifa, it is prohibited to eat it, so too here, with regard
to meat in milk, it is prohibited to eat it.

? ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה ִמ ּנַיִ ן,וְ ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה
 ּו ָמה ָﬠ ְר ָלה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא:חוֹמר
ֶ ָָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַקל ו
,נֶﬠ ְב ָדה ָ ּב ּה ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה – ֲאסו ָּרה ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
ֶ
ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ְ ּב ָח ָלב ׁ ֶש ּנ ֶֶﬠ ְב ָדה ּבוֹ ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה – ֵאינוֹ
?דִּ ין ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה

From the above comparison I have derived only that it is prohibited
to eat it, as it is prohibited to eat a tereifa; from where do I derive that
it is prohibited to derive benefit from it as well? You may state an a
fortiori inference: If with regard to orla, through which no sin has
been committed, as it is part of the ordinary growth process of the tree
to produce fruit during the first three years, yet still it is prohibited to
deriving benefit from it; then with regard to meat in milk, through
which a sin has been committed, as the two were illicitly cooked together, is it not right that it should be prohibited to derive benefit
from it?

HALAKHA

Prohibition of orla – א ּיסוּר ָﬠ ְר ָלה:ִ It is prohibited to
eat orla, fruit that grows in the first three years after
a tree has been planted. It is likewise prohibited
to drink liquids or juices that seep out from these
fruits; however, with regard to drinking orla liquid or
juice, one is flogged only for drinking olive oil and
wine (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot
Assurot 10:22).
Diverse kinds planted in a vineyard – כ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם:ִּ
It is prohibited to derive benefit from prohibited
mixtures of diverse kinds planted in a vineyard. One
who derives benefit from them, even in an unusual
manner, is flogged (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 155:3).
NOTES

Because it is merely moisture – יﬠה ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא
ָ ֵדְּ ז:
Based on this source and others, it appears that
liquid that seeps out of a food is not treated in the
same way as the food itself; therefore, the Gemara
refers to it as merely moisture. However, wine and
oil are exceptions to this rule; since the Torah lists
them explicitly with regard to teruma, they have the
same legal status as other produce.
The prohibitions of meat in milk – יסו ֵּרי ָ ּב ָ ׂשר
ּ ִא
ב ָח ָלב:ּ ְ The prohibition of meat in milk is stated in
the Torah three times, although each time the verse
explicitly mentions only the prohibition against
cooking meat in milk. The prohibitions against eating and to deriving benefit from meat in milk are
derived through various hints and expositions.

Perek II
Daf 25 Amud a
ַמה ְּל ָﬠ ְר ָלה ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ל ֹא ָהיְ ָתה ָל ּה ׁ ְש ַﬠת
ֹאמר ְ ּב ָב ָ ׂשר ְ ּב ָח ָלב ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה לוֹ
ַ  ּת,וֹשר
ֶ ׁ ַה ּכ
 ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה,יח יוֹכ
ִ וֹשר! ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ֶ ׁ ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ּכ
.וֹשר וְ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
ֶ ׁ לוֹ ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ּכ

The Gemara rejects this inference: What comparison can be made to
orla, which is more stringent than meat in milk, as it never had a time
when it was fit? Can you say the same with regard to meat in milk,
which had a time when it was fit? Unlike orla fruits, which were prohibited from the beginning of their existence, both meat and milk were
permitted on their own before they were cooked together. Therefore,
the Gemara brings other proofs: Let leavened bread on Passover
prove that this issue is not a factor, as it had a time when it was fit,
before Passover, and yet it is prohibited to derive benefit from it.
. פרק ב׳ דף כה. Perek II . 25a
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