יה ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ְל ַרב
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ ָ  ֵמ ִﬠ, ַהאי ַּת ָּנא:ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ָא ִבין
יק ָרא
ימא
ָ  ו ְּל ַב ּסוֹף ַא ִּל,יה ָּכ ֵרת
ָ ַא ִּל
ּ ימא ֵל
!?יתה
ָ יה ִמ
ּ ֵל

And Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said to Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin in wonderment with regard to this baraita: This tanna initially considers the
punishment of karet to be stronger by assuming that misuse of consecrated property was less severe because it was not punished by karet,
and subsequently he considers the punishment of death at the hand
of Heaven to be stronger by stating that one cannot deduce this
principle from other sins whose punishment is not death at the hand
of Heaven.

 ִאם, ל ֹא:יה; ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ל ֹא ַחיָּ יב
ֹאמר
ַ  ּת,יתה ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
ָ ָ ּב ֶהן ִמ
ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה – ׁ ֶש ַחיָּ יב ָ ּב ּה ִמ ָיתה ְ ּב ָפחוֹת
ָּח דַּ ְﬠ ְּתך  ָּתנו:יה
ּ  וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל.ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
 ַמאי:יה
ּ ׁ ֶש ִה ַּנ ְח ָּת ֶאת דַּ ְﬠ ִּתי וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יה
ּ נִיחו ָּתא? דְּ ַר ָ ּבה וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ׁ ָשד ּו ֵ ּב
יה דַּ ֲא ַמר
ּ  ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל:נַ ְר ָ ּגא

And Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin said to him that it is possible to maintain the
accepted position that karet is more stringent by explaining that this
is what he is saying: No, these are incomparable for the following
reason: If you say that one is exempt from an oﬀering when he violates
the rest of the mitzvot, for which one is not liable to receive death
at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk of a forbidden
substance, shall you also say that this is the case with regard to misuse of consecrated property, for which one is liable to receive death
at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk? Rav Naĥman
bar Yitzĥak said to him: May your mind be settled, as you have
settled my mind and put it at ease by answering this question that
was troubling me. Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin said to him: What is settling
about this explanation? Rabba and Rav Sheshet threw an axe at my
answer; i.e., they reject my explanation, as follows: Who did you hear
that said
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One who intentionally misuses consecrated items –
הזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה:ִ One who intentionally misuses consecrated property violates a negative commandment and is
flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 1:3).
NOTES

Sin with regard to misuse of consecrated items and sin
with regard to teruma – ח ְטא ֵח ְטא ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה:ֵ The Rabbis
accept this verbal analogy and use it to derive other laws.
However, they also have other derivations that teach that
one who intentionally misuses consecrated property is
not punished with the death penalty (Tosefot Rabbeinu
Peretz).

.יתה – ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא
ָ  ִהזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ִמthat one who intentionally misuses consecrated itemsH is liable to
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ִהזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה: דְּ ַתנְ יָ אreceive death at the hand of Heaven? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As
. ְ ּב ַאזְ ָה ָרה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים, ְ ּב ִמ ָיתהit was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who intentionally
misuses consecrated items, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that he is
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. The Rabbis say: he
violates a warning, a standard prohibition, and is flogged.
:ּ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהוThe Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Ye ַמה ְּתרו ָּמה, ָ ּג ַמר ֵח ְטא ֵח ְטא ִמ ְּתרו ָּמהhuda HaNasi? From where does he derive his opinion? Rabbi Ab.יתה
ָ יתה – ַאף ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ִמ
ָ  ְ ּב ִמbahu said: He derives it by means of a verbal analogy between the
word sin stated with regard to misuse of consecrated items and the
word sin stated with regard to teruma.N With regard to misuse of
consecrated items, the verse states: “If any one commits a trespass,
and sins through error, in the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus
: ); with regard to teruma, the verse states: “Lest they bear sin for it,
and die due to it, if they profane it” (Leviticus : ). Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi makes the following comparison: Just as eating teruma is
punishable by the death penalty, so too, misusing consecrated items
is punishable by the death penalty.
 ַמה ְּתר ּו ָמה ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת – ַאף, ּו ִמ ָּינ ּהFrom this verbal analogy, the comparison between teruma and misuse
. ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ תof consecrated property can be extended to other issues as well: Just
as one is punished only for eating at least an olive-bulk of teruma, so
too, one is punished for misusing consecrated items only if there is
at least an olive-bulk of consecrated items. This indicates that the
baraita cannot be explained in accordance with the opinion of Abba
Shaul, who requires that the item be worth at least a peruta.
 ִמ ַּמאי דְּ ַר ִ ּבי:ו ַּמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
יה? דִּ ְיל ָמא ְּכ ַא ָ ּבא
ּ ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
 יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ּה: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ ׁ ָשאוּל ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה – ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ֵלית ָ ּב ּה
.ַּכזַּ יִ ת
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Rav Pappa strongly objects to Rav Sheshet and Rabba’s rejection of
the explanation of the baraita: From where do you know that Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
that one is only punished after eating an olive-bulk of teruma? Perhaps
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, who said
one is liable for eating teruma provided the food contains the value
of a peruta of teruma, even if it is less than an olive-bulk. As the
halakhot of misuse of consecrated items are derived from teruma, one
is liable for eating both teruma and consecrated items only if the object
is worth at least a peruta. As such, Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin’s explanation
of the baraita should not be rejected.

 וְ ָהא ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא הוּא דְּ ָא ַמר דְּ ַא ָ ּבאWith regard to the issue mentioned previously, the Gemara
: ׁ ָשאוּל ַּת ְר ֵּתי ָ ּב ֵﬠי! ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּהasks: But isn’t Rav Pappa the one who said that Abba Shaul
.יה
ּ  ֲה ַדר ֵ ּבsaid that it requires two conditions, that the object be worth
a peruta and that it be an olive-bulk in volume? Rather, learn
from this that Rav Pappa retracted his statement with regard
to Abba Shaul’s opinion.
: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנָ א ָא ַמר
ּ ָמר ְ ּב ֵר
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא, ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת,ל ֹא
,ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ָ ּב ֶהן ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִמ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין ְּכ ִמ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין
ְ ׁ ֶש ִאם נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין ַל ְח ּת
וֹך ֶאת ַה ָּתל ּו ׁש
ֹאמר
ַ  ּת.וְ ָח ַתך ֶאת ַה ְמחו ָ ּּבר – ׁ ֶש ּ ָפטוּר
ָ ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ
 ׁ ֶש ִאם נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין ְל ִה ְת ַח ֵּמם,ילה
– עוֹלה
ָ ְ ּבגִ יזֵּ י חו ִּּלין וְ נִ ְת ַח ֵּמם ְ ּבגִ יזֵּ י
.ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַﬠל

Mar, son of Rabbana, said the following to resolve the difficulty in the baraita: This is what it is saying: No, if you say
that one is exempt from an oﬀering with regard to the rest
of the mitzvot, where acting without intent is not treated
as though one acted with intent,N i.e., if one intended to cut
something that is detached from the ground on Shabbat,
which is not prohibited by Torah law, and mistakenly cut
something that is attached to the ground, then he is exempt
because he acted without intent; shall you also say the same
with regard to misuse of consecrated items, about which the
halakha is stringent, such that if one intended to warm himself with non-sacred wool shearings, and owing to an error
or lack of information he warmed himself with shearings
from a burnt-oﬀering, then he has misused consecrated
property? Thus misuse of consecrated property is more stringent than other commandments, in that one violates it even
when acting without intent, and one cannot deduce the halakha in the case of misuse of consecrated property from the
halakha in the case of the rest of the mitzvot.

: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ָא ַמר
 ׁ ֶש ֵּכן, ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת,ל ֹא
ל ֹא ִמ ְת ַחיֵּ יב ָ ּב ֶהן ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִמ ְת ַﬠ ֵּסק
יה ֶאתּ  ׁ ֶש ִאם נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין ְל ַהגְ ִ ּב,ְּכ ִמ ְת ַﬠ ֵּסק
.ַה ָּתלו ּׁש וְ ָח ַתךְ ֶאת ַה ְמחו ָ ּּבר – ׁ ֶש ּ ָפטוּר
הוֹשיט יָ דוֹ
ִ ׁ  ׁ ֶש ִאם,ֹאמר ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה
ַ ּת
ּ ִל ְכ ִלי ִל
 וְ ָסךְ יָ דוֹ ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל,יטוֹל ֵח ֶפץ
.קוֹד ׁש – ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַﬠל
ֶ

Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said that the baraita should be
understood diﬀerently, and this is what it is saying: No, if
you say this leniency with regard to rest of the mitzvot,
where one who is acting unawares is not liable in the same
way as one who is acting aware of his actions, such as in a
case where one intended to perform a permitted act and
mistakenly performed a prohibited one, i.e., if one intended
to lift something that is detached from the ground, but his
knife happened to cut something that is attached to the
ground, in violation of the act of harvesting on Shabbat, then
he is exempt; shall you also say the same with regard to
misuse of consecrated items, where if one places his hand
in a vessel to take an object and unknowingly places his
hand in consecrated oil then he is has misused consecrated
items? Therefore, misuse of consecrated items is more stringent than other commandments, as one commits the sin of
misusing consecrated property even if he uses the consecrated object while attempting to perform a diﬀerent action
and is unaware that he is performing a prohibited act.

–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים:ָא ַמר ָמר
 ֲא ָבל,ְ ּב ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ְּתר ּו ָמה וְ ֶה ְח ִמיצָ ה
ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ָח ֵמץ ְּתרו ָּמה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל
.ֵאינָ ּה ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה

The Master said above in the baraita: In what case is this
statement said that the tanna’im disagree with regard to the
obligation to pay for teruma of leavened bread? It is said with
regard to a case where one separated teruma in a permitted
manner and it became leavened during Passover. However,
if he separated teruma from leavened bread during Passover,
everyone agrees that it is not consecrated since it is worthless.

NOTES

With and without intent – נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון וְ ל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון: With regard to the
significance of intent in halakha, there is a three-tiered hierarchy:
The halakhot of Shabbat, the rest of the mitzvot, and the halakhot
of the misuse of consecrated items. One is liable to be punished
for misusing consecrated items even if he does so unknowingly,
without intent, and even unawares, i.e., while attempting to perform
a diﬀerent action. With regard to other sins, one is punished only
when he derives benefit from the sin, e.g., consuming forbidden
foods or engaging in forbidden relations, despite the fact that it was
performed without intent to commit the sinful act. However, with
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, since the Torah prohibited only
planned, thoughtful, or creative labor, one whose actions did not
accomplish his intentions is exempt.

ֵּ  ְמנָ א ָהנֵי ִמThe Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived,
ילי? ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר
״ת ֶּתן לוֹ״ – וְ ל ֹא
ִּ : ָא ַמר ְק ָרא, יִ צְ ָחקthat a worthless item cannot be designated as teruma? Rav
. ְלאוּרוֹNaĥman bar Yitzĥak said that the verse states: “The first
fruits of your grain, your wine, your oil, and the first of the
fleece of your sheep, shall you give to him” (Deuteronomy
: ), and not to his fire. One must give the priest something
that he can use for any purpose, and not something that the
priest will be forced to burn as fuel. Even those who permit
one to derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover
agree that it may not be eaten, and therefore leavened bread
cannot be consecrated as teruma in this case.
. פרק ב׳ דף לג. Perek II . 33a
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NOTES

Separating teruma from ritually impure produce for ritually
pure produce – תרו ָּמה ִמן ַה ָּט ֵמא ַﬠל ַה ָּטהוֹר:ְּ If one separated
teruma from impure produce for pure produce, this is considered teruma according to Torah law. However, the Sages
penalized a person who does so, because he gives the priest
something unusable (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens).
It became leavened while attached to the ground – דְּ ַא ְח ֵמיץ
ב ְמחו ָ ּּבר:ּ ִ The same must be said with regard to ritually impure
teruma. If such produce was never acceptable as teruma and
one separates teruma from it, this does not become teruma at
all (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz).
In the study hall they teach in accordance with my opinion – ותי
ִ ָמוֹרין ְ ּב ֵבי ִמ ְד ָר ׁ ָשא ְּכו:
ִ This statement is puzzling, as
there would not appear to be any practical ruling that could
be derived from this discussion given that the halakha states
that it is forbidden to derive benefit from leavened bread on
Passover. However, despite the fact that in this case there are
no practical ramifications to the ruling, the principle of impure
teruma that was never fit is relevant in other contexts (Rabbi
Elazar Moshe Horowitz).
HALAKHA

:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ְמ ִתיב ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
,הוֹרה
ָ ֵאין ּת ְוֹר ִמין ִמן ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה ַל ְּט
.וְ ִאם ָּת ַרם ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג – ְּתרו ָּמתוֹ ְּתרו ָּמה
!ימא ״לוֹ״ וְ ל ֹא ְלא ּורוֹ
ָ וְ ַא ַּמאי? ֵל
 ָה ָתם – ָהיְ ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְש ַﬠת,ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
 ָה ָכא – ל ֹא ָהיְ ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְש ַﬠת,וֹשר
ֶ ׁ ַה ּכ
.וֹשר
ֶ ׁ ַה ּכ

Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, raised an objection based on
that which was taught in a mishna: One may not separate teruma
from ritually impure produce for ritually pure produce,NH but if
one unwittingly separated it in this manner then his teruma is
valid teruma. And why should this be valid teruma? Let the priest
say: The verse requires that the teruma be given “to him” and not
to his fire, and this ritually impure teruma must be burned. In that
case, why should this produce actually become teruma? The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult. There, in the case of impure
teruma, it had a period of fitness, and it could have been given as
teruma before it became impure. Here, in the case of leavened
bread, it did not ever have a period of fitness, and therefore it
cannot be consecrated as teruma.

יכי
ִ וֹשר ֵה
ֶ ׁ ו ְּדל ֹא ָהיְ ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ּכ
 ֲא ָבל,דָּ ֵמי – ְּכגוֹן דְּ ַא ְח ֵמיץ ִ ּב ְמחו ָ ּּבר
?ַא ְח ֵמיץ ְ ּב ָתלו ּׁש – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָק ְד ׁ ָשה
״בגְ זֵ ַירת ִﬠ ִירין ּ ִפ ְת ָ ּג ָמא
ּ ִ  ִאין:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
מוֹרין
ִ ישין ׁ ְש ֵא ְיל ָּתא״ וְ ֵכן
ִ ׁ ִּאמר ַקד
ַ ו ְּב ֵמ
.ותי
ִ ְָ ּב ֵבי ִמ ְד ָר ׁ ָשא ְּכו

The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which this
leavened bread did not have a period of fitness even on Passover?
This could have happened only in a case where it became leavened while it was still attached to the groundN and could not yet
become teruma. However, if it became leavened after being detached from the ground, then can this leavened bread indeed
become consecrated as teruma, even though the baraita indicates
that no leavened bread can be designated as teruma during Passover? Rav Naĥman bar Yitzhak said to Rav Huna, son of Rav
Yehoshua: Yes, this is indeed the case despite this puzzling limitation, and the biblical expression can be applied homiletically:
“The matter is by the decree of the watchers, and the sentence
by the word of the sacred ones” (Daniel : ). The Sages, who
are compared to celestial beings, agree with my statement. And
so too, in the study hall, they teach in accordance with my
opinion,N despite the puzzling nature of this ruling.

One may not separate teruma from ritually impure produce
for ritually pure produce – הוֹרה
ָ אין ּת ְוֹר ִמין ִמן ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה ַל ְּט:ֵ One
may not separate teruma from ritually impure produce for ritually pure produce. However, if one did this unwittingly then the
produce he separated becomes teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Teruma 5:8).

ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרWhen Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, came,
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Its remnants are recognizable – נִיכ ִרין
ָ שיָ ֶר:
ְ ׁ This explanation
ָּ יה
is challenged because it assumes that there is no significance
to whether the teruma itself was of leavened bread or matza,
but rather that the determining factor is the status of the remaining produce. Accordingly, it is possible that if the teruma
taken is leavened bread but the remaining produce is matza
then this would be acceptable teruma, while the reverse would
not be acceptable teruma. This issue is raised in the Jerusalem Talmud. The resolution suggested there is that separating
teruma in such a manner is prohibited because it involves
separating teruma from a food that is obligated in teruma for
a food that is exempt from teruma, which is unacceptable (see
Gilyon HaShas; Tziyyun LeNefesh Ĥayya; Rashash).
The liquid is stored – מ ׁ ְש ִקין ִמ ְיפ ַקד ּ ְפ ִק ִידי:ַ This dispute about
the way liquid is stored within various fruits, and the way blood
is stored in the body in certain circumstances, is not a factual
dispute but a conceptual one. The question revolves around
the status of the juice before it is pressed. Is the juice considered to be a separate entity even before it is pressed, or is it
considered to be part of the fruit itself so long as it is inside the
fruit, in which case it undergoes a significant change in state
when it is pressed from the fruit? Alternatively, the dispute may
center on the question of whether the miniscule places where
the liquid is stored can be considered independent containers,
or whether the liquid is merely part of the larger entity, i.e., the
fruit. There is no empirical way to resolve this issue.

אשית״ – ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְשיָ ֶר ָיה
ִ ׁ  ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ֵ״ר: ָא ַמרhe said that the verse states: “The first fruits of your grain, your
wine, your oil, and the first of the fleece of your sheep, shall you
יה
ָ  יָ צְ ָתה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ׁ ְשיָ ֶר,נִיכ ִרין ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ָּ
give him” (Deuteronomy : ), implying that its remnants are
.נִיכ ִרין
ָּ
recognizableN for an Israelite, as the notion of a first part indicates that there is another portion remaining which is fit to be
consumed by the Israelite. This teruma is excluded as there is no
recognizable remnant left that may be consumed by the Israelite,
because it is leavened bread. Since even after this portion has been
separated the remainder of the produce may not be eaten, that
which was separated does not become teruma.
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ יְ ֵתיב ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ַרב ָﬠוְ יָ א ַק ֵּמ
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ִ ו,ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ יתיב וַ ֲא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
 ֲﬠנָ ִבים ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו – דּ ְוֹר ָכן ּ ָפחוֹת:יוֹחנָן
ָ
. וְ יֵ ינָ ן ָּכ ׁ ֵשר ַל ְּנ ָס ִכין,ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
, ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִמ ְיפ ַקד ּ ְפ ִק ִידי:ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר
,ּיט ְּמ ִאי – ְל ִכי ָס ֵחיט ְלהו
ַּ ימת ָקא ִמ
ַ ְל ֵא
.יה
ֵ ְל ִכי ָס ֵחיט ְלה ּו ֵל
ּ יה ְל ׁ ִשיעו ֵּר
ּ ית

Rav Aĥa bar Rav Avya sat before Rav Ĥisda, and he sat and said
in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: With regard to grapes that became ritually impure,H one should tread on them less than an
egg-bulk at a time, and the wine that comes from them is kosher
even for libations because it is ritually pure. Apparently Rabbi
Yoĥanan holds: The liquid is storedN inside the grape, as the juice
is not considered to be part of the grape itself but rather stored in
the grape as though contained in a receptacle. According to Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion, when do these liquids become ritually
impure? This occurs only when one squeezes them, and prior to
this the juice remains pure even if the grape was impure. And
when one squeezes them, there is less than the minimum measure of grape flesh that would transfer ritual impurity, as food can
impart ritual impurity only if it is at least an egg-bulk in size.
HALAKHA

Grapes that became ritually impure – ﬠנָ ִבים ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמא ּו:ֲ Grapes
or olives that are ritually impure should be pressed less than
an egg-bulk at a time, and the wine that comes from them
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may be used even for libations, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei
Mizbe’aĥ 6:7).

 ְט ֵמא: דְּ ָה ְתנַ ן,ִאי ָה ִכי ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה נַ ִמי
יתים וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים ְּכ ֵביצָ ה
ִ ֵֵמ ת ׁ ֶש ָּס ַח ט ז
ִ ְמכ ּו ֶּונֶ ת – ְט
,הוֹרין! ָה ָתם – דְּ ִאי ֲﬠ ַבד
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי,ָה ָכא – ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה
.יוֹתר ִמ ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
ֵ יﬠ ַבד
ֱ ְל ֶמ

The Gemara challenges this statement: If that is so, then even if he squeezes
an egg-bulk of grapes, the juice will still not become impure. Didn’t we learn
in a mishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted
by a corpse and who squeezed olives or grapes in the exact amount of an
egg-bulk,H the liquid is ritually pure. Once the first drop of liquid is squeezed
out, less than an egg-bulk of food remains, and it cannot render the liquid
impure. In that case, why did Rabbi Yoĥanan permit squeezing only less than
an egg-bulk? The Gemara answers: There, it was speaking of a case where the
ruling was after the fact; however, here, it is discussing the ruling ab initio, and
the mishna states that one may press juice only from less than an egg-bulk of
grapes due to a rabbinic decree lest one come to perform the act of squeezing
on more than an egg-bulk, causing the liquid to become impure.

 ַמאן צַ יֵּ ית ָלךְ ו ְּל ַר ִ ּבי:יה ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יכן
ָ יוֹחנָ ן ַר ָ ּב ְך! וְ ִכי טו ְּמ ָאה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן ְל ֵה
ָ
 ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין ִמ ְיב ַלע:ָה ְל ָכה? ַא ְל ָמא ָקא ָס ַבר
– אוֹכ ָלא
ְ יה
ְ  וְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ִא,יﬠי
ִ ְ ּב ִל
ּ יטמ ּו ֵל
.יה ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ל
ֵ
ו
ּ
מ
יט
ְ ִא
ּ

Rav Ĥisda said to Rav Aĥa bar Rav Avya: Who will listen to you and to
Rabbi Yoĥanan your teacher with regard to this issue? As, where did the
impurity that was in the grape juice go? The Gemara notes that apparently
Rav Ĥisda holds: Liquids are absorbed within the fruit and are therefore
considered to be part of the grape itself. And since the flesh of the grape became ritually impure, the liquid became ritually impure as well.

יס ְ ּב ָרא דְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
ְ  וְ ַא ְּת ָלא ִּת:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ְט ֵמא ֵמ ת:יפ ַקד ּ ְפ ִק ִיד י? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
ְ ִמ
יתים וַ ֲﬠ נָ ִבים ְמ כ ּו ֶּו נֶ ת
ִ ֵׁ ֶש ָּס ַח ט ז
 ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא.הוֹרין
ִ ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה – ְט
 ֶא ָּלא,הוֹרין
ִ ִמ ְיפ ַקד ּ ְפ ִק ִידי – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי ְט
?הוֹרין
ִ יﬠי ַא ַּמאי ְט
ִ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִמ ְיב ַלע ְ ּב ִל

Rav Aĥa said to him: Do you not hold that liquids are stored inside the grape?
Didn’t we learn in the mishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse and who squeezed olives or grapes in the
exact amount of an egg-bulk, using a flat wooden utensil without touching
the liquid itself, the liquid is ritually pure. Granted, if you say that the juice is
stored inside the grapes, then it is due to that reason that the liquid is pure.
But if you say that the liquid is absorbed within the grapes, why is the juice
pure? According to this opinion, once the grape itself becomes impure, the
juice, which is attached to it and absorbed in it, becomes impure as well.

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ַ ּב ֲﬠנָ ִבים:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ימת ִמ ְת ַּכ ׁ ּ ְש ִרי – ְל ִכי
ַ  ְל ֵא.ּׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ְּכ ׁ ְשרו
 ִּכי ָס ֵחיט ְלה ּו ְ ּבצִ יר ְלה ּו,ָס ֵחיט ְלה ּו
: ָהא דְּ ַתנְיָא,ימא ָה ִכי
ָ  דְּ ִאי ָלא ֵּת.ׁ ִשיעו ָּרא
וֹמה – ִל ְתרו ַּמת ּתו ִּתין
ֶ ָּהא ְל ַמה זֶּ ה ד
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ָ ּב ּה,יתים( וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמ ָאה
ִ ֵ)ז
 ָהא.ל ֹא ֶה ֵּיתר ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ל ֹא ֶה ֵּיתר ַה ָּס ָקה
 דְּ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי,יה
ֵּ ֶה
ּ יתר ֲא ִכ ָילה נַ ִמי ִאית ֵ ּב
!דָּ ֵריךְ ְלה ּו ּ ָפחוֹת ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה

Rav Ĥisda said to him: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with
a case where the grapes have not been rendered susceptible to ritual impurity, since they have not come in contact with liquids. When do they become
susceptible to ritual impurity? This is only once one presses them and they
become wet with their own juice. However, when he presses them, they decrease in volume and are lacking the measure of volume required to become
impure. This must be the explanation, for if you do not say so, it is diﬃcult to
reconcile this mishna with that which was taught in the baraita cited above:
To what may this case of teruma of leavened bread be compared? It may be
compared to teruma of berries, olives, and grapesN that became impure,
which can neither be eaten nor burned. However, according to Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s statement they may even be eaten, as if one wishes he may tread
less than an egg-bulk at a time.

 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְ ּבה ּו ִל ֵידי:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
ישינַ ן
ִ ׁ ְ ּו ִמי ָחי:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ַּת ָ ּק ָלה
יקין ְ ּב ַפת
ִ  ַמ ְד ִל:ְל ַת ָ ּק ָלה? וְ ָהא ַּתנְ יָ א
:יה
ּ ו ְּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ֵמאת! ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל,יה ֵ ּבין ָה ֵﬠצִ ים
ּ ּ ַפת – זָ ֵריק ֵל
.יה ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ָמאוּס
ּ ְּתרו ָּמה – ָר ֵמי ֵל

Rava said: It is possible to reject this proof, as even if this action is permitted
in principle, there is a rabbinic decree prohibiting it lest he encounter a
stumbling block. If one keeps ritually impure fruit of teruma in order to press
it for its juice, it is possible that he will forget its status and accidentally eat it.
Abaye said to him: Are we concerned about this type of stumbling block?
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One may light a fire with bread and oil of teruma
that became ritually impure?H It can be deduced from this baraita that there
is no concern that a person will forget and eat these foods. Rava said to him:
Bread is only permitted when one throws it among the wood used for fuel so
that it is ruined and no longer considered edible. Teruma oil is permitted only
when one puts it into a repulsive vessel so that no one will drink it.

 ַמ ְד ִל ִיקין ְ ּב ַפת ו ְּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה,ּגו ָּפא
,יה דְּ ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
ּ  ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ.ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ֵמאת
,וְ ָר ָבא ָא ַמר דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּבר ָמ ְר ָּתא
 ֲא ָבל, ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ּ ַפת:ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
. ׁ ֶש ָּמא יָ בֹא ָ ּב ֶהן ִל ֵידי ַּת ָ ּק ָלה,יטי – ל ֹא
ֵּ ִח
ּ  ֲא ִפ:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
? וְ ַא ַּמאי.יטי
ֵּ יל ּו ִח
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
!נֵיח ּו ׁש דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ָ ּב ֶהן ִל ֵידי ַּת ָ ּק ָלה
:ִּכ ְד ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי

With regard to the matter itself, it was taught: One may light with bread and
oil of teruma that became ritually impure. The Sages limited the application
of this halakha, as Abaye said in the name of Ĥizkiya and Rava said in the
name of the Sages from the school of Rabbi Yitzĥak bar Marta that Rav Huna
said: They taught that one may use impure teruma as firewood only with regard to bread; however, with regard to wheat, no, one may not light a fire
with it, lest one encounter a stumbling block and eat it, because wheat will
not become inedible by being placed among the firewood. And Rabbi
Yoĥanan said: Even wheat may be used as fuel. The Gemara asks: And why
does he permit this? Let us be concerned lest he encounter a stumbling
block. The Gemara answers based on what Rav Ashi said with regard to a
diﬀerent issue:

HALAKHA

Olives or grapes in the exact amount of
an egg-bulk– זֵ ִיתים וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים ְּכ ֵביצָ ה ְמכ ּו ֶּונֶ ת: If
one who is ritually impure with impurity
imparted by a corpse pressed precisely
an egg-bulk of olives or grapes that had
become susceptible to impurity, the liquid
itself is pure provided the person did not
touch the liquid (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 9:2).
Teruma that became ritually impure –
תרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ֵמאת:ְּ Teruma bread that becomes impure should be placed with
firewood until it is burned, and oil that
becomes impure must be stored in a filthy
vessel until it is used for lighting. If wheat
becomes impure, it must be boiled and
then stored in a filthy vessel until it is used
for kindling (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Terumot 12:12).
NOTES

Berries, olives, and grapes – יתים
ִ ֵּתו ִּתין ז
וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים: Many versions of the text do not
contain the word olives because what is
squeezed from olives, i.e., olive oil, is fit for
lighting even if it is ritually impure. However, it appears that some accept the version that mentions olives and distinguish
between oil, which is ready for use, and
olives, where there is a greater risk that one
will forget their status and eat them or treat
the oil squeezed from them improperly
(see Yefe Einayim).
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