 ָּכל:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
ֵּ יסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין ֶה
ּ ִא
ּ  ח ּוץ ֵמ ִא,יס ּור
ּ ְל ִא
 ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי,יס ּו ֵרי נָ זִ יר
.״מ ׁ ְש ַרת״
ִ ָא ְמ ָרה ּת ָוֹרה

After discussing leaven in a mixture, the Gemara states a more
general principle. Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
With regard to all prohibitions of the Torah, a permitted substance does not join together with a prohibited substance. If one
eats a permitted food with a prohibited food, and together they
constitute the minimum prohibited measure, he is exempt from
punishment for this act of consumption. This principle applies to
all halakhot except for the prohibitions of a nazirite, who is liable for eating a mixture of that kind, as the Torah said with regard to a nazirite: “He shall abstain from wine and strong drink;
he shall drink no vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, nor
shall he drink anything soaked in grapes” (Numbers : ). This
verse indicates that a nazirite is prohibited from consuming not
only wine and vinegar, but also any food that was soaked in these
liquids.

.ּ ַאף ְ ׂשאוֹר ַ ּבל ַּת ְק ִטירו: וּזְ ֵﬠ ִירי ָא ַמרAnd Ze’eiri said: Permitted and prohibited substances also combine with regard to the prohibition against oﬀering leaven on
the altar, as it states: “For no [kol ] leaven and no [kol ] honey shall
be oﬀered as a burnt-oﬀering before the Lord” (Leviticus : ).
This indicates that one is also liable for sacrificing leaven in a
mixture (Tosafot) in addition to the liability for sacrificing pure
leaven.
.״כל״
ֶ  ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Ze’eiri
ָּ  דְּ ָד ֵר ׁיש,יﬠזֶ ר
issue his ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer, who derives from the term kol that any mixture that
contains any amount of a prohibited substance is not nullified.
–  ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so,
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. ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח נַ ִמיwith regard to the matter of leavened bread on Passover one
should also be liableN for eating a prohibited substance joined
together with a permitted substance.
: דְּ ָא ַמר, ו ְּל ַא ּפ ֵוֹקי ִמדְּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י, ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it is so, and the prohibition
: ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, יֵ ׁש ַה ְק ָט ָרה ַל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ תmentioned by Ze’eiri against sacrificing leaven in oﬀerings was
. דְּ ַה ְק ָט ָרה ָלאו ַל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ תonly to exclude the statement of Abaye, who said: There is significance to oﬀering less than an olive-bulk of leaven on the
altar,H and one is flogged for sacrificing an oﬀering of that kind.
By noting that one is liable because permitted substances combine with prohibited substances, the baraita teaches us that an
oﬀering of less than an olive-bulk is not considered an oﬀering,
and therefore sacrificing it is not punishable by lashes.
.ימי וְ ָק ָא ַמר ָל ּה ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא
ִ ִּ יְ ֵתיב ַרב דRav Dimi sat and stated this halakha that a permitted substance
 וְ ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין:ימי
ִ ִּיה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב ד
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלdoes not join together with a prohibited substance to constitute
?יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר
ֵּ  ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין ֶהthe requisite measure, except in the case of a nazirite. Abaye
said to Rav Dimi: And is it true that with regard to all other
prohibitions in the Torah, a permitted substance does not join
together with a prohibited substance?
 וְ ַה ׁ ּשוּם, ַה ִּמ ְק ּ ָפה ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה:וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
 וְ נָ גַ ע ְטבוּל יוֹם,וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ח ו ִּּלין
 ַה ִּמ ְק ּ ָפה ׁ ֶשל.ְ ּב ִמ ְקצָ ָתן – ּ ָפ ַסל ֶאת ּכו ָּּלן
חו ִּּלין וְ ַה ׁ ּשוּם וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה וְ נָ גַ ע
ְטבוּל יוֹם ְ ּב ִמ ְקצָ ָתן – ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסל ֶא ָּלא
.ְמקוֹם ַמ ָ ּגעוֹ ִ ּב ְל ָבד

But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to thick soupN
prepared with terumaH produce whose garlic and oil are of nonsacred produce, and one who immersed himself during that
day touched some of the ingredients, he disqualified all the
contents of the pot, as they are subsumed within the teruma soup.
However, if the thick soup was prepared with non-sacred produceH and the garlic and the oil were of teruma, and one who
immersed himself during that day touched some of them, he
disqualifies only the ingredients in the place that he touched.

NOTES

For eating leavened bread on Passover one should also
be liable – ח ֵמץ ְ ּב ֶפ ַסח נַ ִמי:ָ Some commentaries interpret this
statement as referring to all prohibited items in the Torah, not
just leaven; however, as the Gemara was discussing Passover
and leaven it cited this example (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Thick soup – מ ְק ּ ָפה:ִ Elsewhere Rashi explains that this soup
was prepared from a mixture of wine, spices, and pounded
wheat or barley.
HALAKHA

The measure of leaven that it is prohibited to oﬀer – ׁ ִשיעוּר
ה ְק ָט ַרת ְ ׂשאוֹר:ַ It is prohibited to oﬀer any amount of leaven
on the altar, and one who oﬀers an olive-bulk is flogged. The
punishment is administered only for this quantity because
less than an olive-bulk is not considered an actual oﬀering.
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as the
halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes
with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 5:2).
Thick soup with teruma – מ ְק ּ ָפה ו ְּתרו ָּמה:ִ If one who immersed himself during that day touches a mixture of thick
soup made with teruma produce and non-sacred garlic and
oil, the entire mixture is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:12).
Thick soup with non-sacred produce – מ ְק ּ ַפת חו ִּּלין:ִ If one
who immersed himself during that day touches a thick soup
of non-sacred produce and teruma garlic and oil, he disqualifies only that portion of the soup with which he came into
contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:13).

. פרק ג׳ דף מד. Perek III . 44a

221

HALAKHA

An olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf –
כזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס:ַּ One who eats an olive-bulk of a
prohibited substance in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf
of bread is liable for punishment by Torah law as though
he ate the entire olive-bulk all at once (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 14:8).

? ְמקוֹם ַמ ָ ּגעוֹ ַא ַּמאי ּ ְפסו ָּלה:וְ ָהוֵ ינַן ָ ּב ּה
ָהא ָ ּב ְט ִלי ְלה ּו ְּת ָב ִלין ְ ּברוֹב! וְ ָא ַמר
הוֹאיל
ִ –  ַמה ַּט ַﬠם:ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
– יכי דָּ ֵמי
ִ  ֵה.יהן ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת
ֶ לוֹקה ֲﬠ ֵל
ֶ וְ זָ ר
?ָלאו ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ֶה ֵּיתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר

NOTES

In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread – ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי
א ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ַרס:
ֲ Loaves of bread in halakha are assumed to
have the fixed measure of six egg-bulks. The duration of
this time period is the subject of considerable controversy.
Opinions with regard to its length vary between two and
nine minutes. This unit of time plays an important role in
many halakhot related to food consumption.
Why do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer – ַא ַּמאי
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ פ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַן ֲﬠ ֵל:ְ ּ How did Abaye understand
this issue? Rav Dimi demonstrated that this case is diﬃcult
regardless of how it is interpreted. Some commentaries
explain that according to Abaye, the leaven in kutaĥ does
not contribute flavor and is therefore nullified (Maharam
Ĥalawa).
His intention is rendered irrelevant – ב ְט ָלה דַּ ְﬠ ּתוֹ:ּ ָ There
are two explanations of the relevance of this concept to
the current discussion: According to Rashi, eating in this
manner is not considered a form of eating at all, as this
action deviates greatly from the societal norm. Therefore,
one is entirely exempt for eating kutaĥ in that manner.
Indeed, one is exempt for any consumption of this kind.
According to Tosafot, although one who eats kutaĥ in this
manner is in fact liable, the mishna did not address that
case, as it is so unusual (Rabbi Shimon HaKohen).
As I say, and Torah law – אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּאוֹמר וּד
ֵ ש ֲאנִי:
ֶ ׁ The ruling
that the teruma fell into the teruma must be a rabbinic
leniency, based on the following rationale: Since it cannot
be proven that the mixture is prohibited, and it might in
fact be permitted, one may rely on that possibility. However, this applies only to an item that is not prohibited by
Torah law, in accordance with the principle that the Sages
were not lenient with regard to Torah prohibitions. It is
only with regard to their own stringencies and decrees
that they were lenient.
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Abaye continues. And we discussed this issue: Why are the ingredients in the place that he touched disqualified? The spices, i.e., the
garlic or oil, are nullified by the majority. Since the major portion of
the dish is composed of non-sacred produce, it should not be disqualified by contact with one who immersed himself during that day.
And Rabba bar bar Ĥana said in reply: What is the reason that it
becomes disqualified? It is since a non-priest is flogged for eating an
olive-bulk of the soup, as anything into which teruma is mixed is
considered teruma by Torah law. What are the circumstances of this
ruling that a non-priest is flogged? Is it not due to the fact that the
permitted substance joins together with the prohibited substance?

יכא ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי
ָּ  ַמאי ַּכזַּ יִ ת – דְּ ִא, ל ֹאRav Dimi rejects this contention: No; what is the meaning of an olive. ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרסbulk in this mishna? It means that there is suﬃcient teruma in the
mixture that when one eats from the mixture he will consume an
olive-bulk of teruma in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf H of bread.N
In that case one is liable for punishment for eating this olive-bulk, as
if he ate the teruma alone.
יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ וְ ַכזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס דAbaye asked him: Is eating an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a
. ִאין:יה
ּ  ִהיא? ָא ַמר ֵלhalf-loaf of bread prohibited by Torah law, and one is punished for
it? He said to him: Yes.
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ַא ַּמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַן ֲﬠ ֵל, ִאי ָה ִכיAbaye asked in response: If so, why do the Rabbis disagree with
N
?יﬠזֶ ר ַ ּב ּכו ָּּתח ַה ַ ּב ְב ִלי
ֶ  ֱא ִלRabbi Eliezer with regard to eating Babylonian kutaĥ, a dip that
contains flour, on Passover? The Rabbis maintain that one is not
punished by Torah law for eating a mixture containing leaven. Although the Rabbis do not derive from the word: Anything [kol ], that
leaven in a mixture is prohibited, they should nonetheless hold one
liable for eating an olive-bulk of a prohibited substance in the time it
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread.
יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
ֵּ ֶא ָּלא ַמאי – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ֶה
 סוֹף סוֹף ַא ַּמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַ ן,יסוּר
ּ ְל ִא
?יﬠזֶ ר ַ ּב ּכו ָּּתח ַה ַ ּב ְב ִלי
ֶ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ֲﬠ ֵל
יה
ּ  דְּ ֵלית ֵ ּב, ַה ַּנח ַל ּכו ָּּתח ַה ַ ּב ְב ִלי:ֶא ָּלא
ינֵיה
ּ  ִאי ְ ּב ֵﬠ.ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס
יה – ָ ּב ְט ָלה
ּ דְּ ָק ָ ׂש ֵריף וְ ָק ָא ֵכיל ֵל
 וְ ִאי ִמ ׁ ְש ַטר,יה ֵאצֶ ל ָּכל ָא ָדם
ּ דַּ ֲﬠ ֵת
יה ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי
ּ ָק ׁ ָש ַטר וְ ָא ֵכיל – ֵלית ֵ ּב
.ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס

Rav Dimi said: Rather, what conclusion must be drawn; the reason
that a non-priest is flogged for eating the teruma soup is due to the
fact that a permitted substance joins together with a prohibited
substance? If so, ultimately, why do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi
Eliezer with regard to eating Babylonian kutaĥ? Rather, leave Babylonian kutaĥ, as in eating that mixture there is no possibility that
one will consume an olive-bulk of the leaven in the time it takes to
eat a half-loaf of bread. If he eats kutaĥ in its pure, unadulterated
form, by swallowing it as food, not as a dip, his intention is rendered
irrelevantN by the opinions of all other people. It is unusual for a
person to eat a pungent dip by itself, all the more so, for him to eat it
so quickly. One receives no punishment for conduct that anomalous.
And if he dips other food into the kutaĥ and eats it, he will not consume an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread.
Due to the pungency of the dip, one needs to add only a small portion
to his food.

 ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל, ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְק ֵדירוֹת:יה
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
נֵיהן
ֶ  וְ ִל ְפ,חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה
 ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת,ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְמדוֹכוֹת
–  וְ נָ ְפל ּו ֵאלּ ּו ְלתוֹךְ ֵאלּ ּו,ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה
תוֹך
ְ  ְּתרו ָּמה ְל:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי.מו ָּּת ִרין
ּ
ּ
תוֹך חו ִּלין
ְ  וְ חו ִּלין ְל,ַה ְּתרו ָּמה נָ ְפ ָלה
.ּנָ ְפלו

Abaye raised an objection to Rav Dimi from a baraita: With regard
to two pots, one of non-sacred produce and the other one of teruma,
before which were two mortars, one in which non-sacred produce
was pounded, and one in which teruma produce was pounded, and
the contents of these mortars fell into these pots, but it is unknown
which produce fell into which pot, it is all permitted. The reason for
this ruling is as I say, since there is no definitive proof to the contrary,
that the teruma fell into the teruma and the non-sacred produce fell
into the non-sacred produce.

וְ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִ ּב ְכ ֵדי ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס
״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ יתא – ַא ַּמאי ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
:יה
ְ אוֹמר ְּתרו ָּמה ְל
ֵ
ּ תוֹך כו׳״? ָא ַמר ֵל
.ַה ַּנח ִל ְתרו ַּמת ַּת ְב ִלין דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן

Abaye explains his objection: And if you say that eating an olive-bulk
of a prohibited substance in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of
bread is prohibited by Torah law, why do we say this principle: As I
sayN that the teruma fell into the teruma, etc.? If the teruma produce
fell into the pot containing non-sacred produce, one who eats from
the mixture will consume an olive-bulk of teruma within the time it
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, and he will thereby violate a Torah
prohibition. Rav Dimi said to him: Leave teruma separated from
spices, which is teruma by rabbinic law. By Torah law one is required
to separate teruma only from grain, wine and oil. The Sages are lenient
with regard to teruma by rabbinic law.

 ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל, ׁ ְש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת:יה
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
נֵיהם
ֶ  וְ ִל ְפ,חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה
ׁ ְשנֵי ְס ִאין ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת
תוֹך
ְ  וְ נָ ְפל ּו ֵא ּל ּו ְל,ׁ ֶשל ְּתר ּו ָמה
 חו ִּּלין:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ֵאלּ ּו – מו ָּּת ִרין
ְ ְל
תוֹך
ְ  ְּתרו ָּמה ְל,ּתוֹך חו ִּּלין נָ ְפלו
 וְ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַּכזַּ יִ ת.ְּתרו ָּמה נָ ְפ ָלה
– יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְִּ ּב ְכ ֵדי ֲא ִכ ַילת ּ ְפ ָרס ד
?אוֹמר״
ֵ ״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ ַא ַּמאי ָא ְמ ִרינַן

Abaye raised another objection from a similar baraita: In a case
where there are two baskets, one filled with non-sacred produce
and the other filled with teruma, and before them were two vessels
each containing a se’a of produce, one filled with non-sacred produce and the other one filled with teruma, and these, the contents
of each of the baskets, fell into those, each of the se’a vessels. It is
possible that the teruma fell into the non-sacred produce, and it is
prohibited for non-priests to eat a mixture of teruma and non-sacred
produce. Nevertheless, the contents of the se’a vessel containing the
non-sacred produce are permitted, as I say that the non-sacred
produce fell into the non-sacred produce and the teruma fell into
the teruma. The obligation to separate teruma from grain is by Torah
law, and if you say that eating an olive-bulk of forbidden food in the
time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread is prohibited by Torah law,
why do we say the principle: As I say the non-sacred grain fell into
the non-sacred grain? Why aren’t the Sages concerned that one
might eat an olive-bulk of teruma in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf,
which is prohibited by Torah law?

NOTES

Teruma in modern times – תרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ְּ The Me’iri explains
that this statement is referring to the areas of Eretz Yisrael that
were not consecrated upon the return of the Babylonian exiles
led by Ezra at the beginning of the Second Temple era. Even
those authorities who maintain that the mitzva to separate
teruma in modern times is by Torah law, agree that in those
areas of Eretz Yisrael, the obligation is by rabbinic law.
HALAKHA

Teruma in modern times – תרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ְּ The halakhot of
teruma apply nowadays by rabbinic decree only. By Torah law,
these halakhot are in eﬀect only in Eretz Yisrael and only when
the entire Jewish people dwells there (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 331:2).

 ַה ַּנח ַל ְּתר ּו ָמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלHe said to him: Leave teruma in modern times,NH as it is in eﬀect
. דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן, ַהזֶּ הby rabbinic law. Once the Jewish people were exiled from their land,
the halakhot of teruma and tithes apply by rabbinic law, not Torah
law. This is the basis for the lenient ruling in the case of this mixture.
?״מ ׁ ְש ַרת״ ְל ָה ִכי הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא
ִ  וְ ַהאיThe Gemara returns to its discussion of Rabbi Abbahu’s statement
ּ ָ  ַה אי ִמwith regard to the meaning of the word soaked in the verse: “He shall
:יה ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְ יָ א
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
– ״מ ׁ ְש ַרת״
ִ abstain from wine and strong drink; he shall drink no vinegar of wine,
or vinegar of strong drink, nor shall he drink anything soaked in
grapes,” and whether or not a permitted substance combines with a
prohibited one. The Gemara asks: And does this word: Soaked,
come to teach that mixtures are prohibited in this case? That verse
is required to derive that which was taught in a baraita elsewhere:
Soaked,
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ּ ָ יתן ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ
יקר ׁ ֶש ִאם ׁ ָש ָרה
ֵּ  ִלcomes to establish the principle that the legal status of the taste of
–  ֲﬠנָ ִבים ַ ּב ַּמיִ ם וְ יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהן ַט ַﬠם יַ יִ ןa forbidden food is like that of its substance. This term teaches that
. ַחיָּ יבany food that absorbs the taste of a prohibited item assumes the
status of this prohibited item itself. As, in a case where one soaked
grapes in water and the water has the taste of wine, a nazirite is
liable for drinking this mixture, as it assumes the status of wine.
ִמ ָּכאן ַא ָּתה דָּ ן ְל ָכל ַה ּת ָוֹרה
יס ּורוֹ
ּ  ּו ַמה ָּנזִ יר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִא:ּכו ָּּל ּה
 וְ ֵאין ִא ּיסוּרוֹ ִא ּיסוּר,עוֹלם
ָ ִא ּיסוּר
 וְ ׁיֵש ֶה ֵּיתר ְל ִא ּיסוּרוֹ – ָﬠ ָ ׂשה,ֲהנָ ָאה
ּ ָ ּבוֹ ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ
 ׁ ֶש ִא ּיסוּרוֹ, ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם.יקר
יס ּור
ּ יס ּורוֹ ִא
ּ  וְ ִא,עוֹלם
ָ יס ּור
ּ ִא
 וְ ֵאין ֶה ֵּיתר ְל ִא ּיסוּרוֹ – ֵאינוֹ,ֲהנָ ָאה
ּ ָ דִּ ין ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ
.יקר

From here you derive the halakha with regard to the entire Torah;
in all cases, the legal status of the taste of a forbidden food is like that
of its substance. The Gemara elaborates. Just as with regard to a
nazirite, whose prohibition against eating grapes is not an eternal
prohibition, as he will be permitted to eat grapes once his period of
naziriteship is over, and furthermore, his prohibition is not a prohibition against deriving benefit from wine, and there is dissolution for his prohibition against eating grape products by requesting
a Sage to release him from his vow, nevertheless, in his case, the
Torah rendered the legal status of the taste of food forbidden to him
like that of its substance;H with regard to a forbidden mixture of
diverse kinds,whose prohibition is an eternal prohibition [issuro
issur olam]N and whose prohibition is a prohibition against deriving benefit, and there is no dissolution for its prohibition, is it not
right that the Torah should render the legal status of the taste of its
forbidden food like that of its substance?

NOTES

Whose prohibition is an eternal prohibition [issuro issur
olam], etc. – עוֹלם וכו׳
ָ א ּיסוּרוֹ ִא ּיסוּר:
ִ The authorities disagree
over the precise meaning of this statement. Many commentaries reject Rashi’s explanation (see Tosafot). The major objection
to Rashi’s interpretation is that it is not completely consistent
with regard to the phrase: Issuro issur olam, as well to as the
phrase: Ein hetter le’issuro and the opposite: Yesh hetter le’issuro.
Some explain these terms in the following manner: Yesh
hetter le’issuro means: Eﬀecting its prohibition is permitted,
i.e., it is permitted to take action to cause this prohibition to
take eﬀect. This is true of the nazirite, as one may take a vow
to become a nazirite, thereby rendering himself prohibited to
consume grape products. Likewise, it is permitted to plant a
tree and thereby cause the prohibition of orla to come into
eﬀect. By contrast, it is prohibited to plant forbidden mixtures,
and therefore: Ein hetter le’issuro, eﬀecting that prohibition is
prohibited (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz; Tosefot Rabbi Shimshon
of Saens; Me’iri).
Yet others explain that the term: Issuro issur olam, means
that this prohibition applies universally, even to all descendants
of Noah, as it was in eﬀect even before the revelation at Sinai.
The prohibitions of a nazirite and orla do not fall into this category, as they apply only to the Jewish people. However, the
prohibition of diverse kinds was in eﬀect for Adam as well, and
consequently their prohibition is eternal (Maharam Ĥalawa).

HALAKHA

The legal status of the taste like that of its substance – ַט ַﬠם
כ ִﬠ ָ ּיקר:ְּ If a mixture of wine and another substance has the taste
of wine, this substance is prohibited to a nazirite as though

it were wine. The same principle applies to other foods that
absorb the taste of a prohibited item (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:5).
: פרק ג׳ דף מד. Perek III . 44b

223

HALAKHA

Soaked his bread in wine – ש ָרה ּ ִפ ּתוֹ ַ ּביַּ יִ ן:
ָ ׁ If a
nazirite soaks his bread in wine, and a quarter-log
of wine, which has the same volume as an olivebulk in liquid measurements, is absorbed in bread.
If that quarter-log of wine can be eaten in less than
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is
liable for its consumption (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:5).
NOTES

The joining together of prohibited substances
to constitute an olive-bulk – יסוּר ִל ְכדֵּ י
ּ צֵ ירוּף ִא
כזַּ יִ ת:ַּ Although the prohibition against a nazirite
drinking wine is generally determined by the liquid measure of a quarter-log, this wine is assessed
by the dry measure of an olive-bulk because it is
absorbed by the bread (Maharam Ĥalawa).
From where does he derive that the legal
status of taste is like that of substance – ַט ַﬠם
ּ ָ כ ִﬠ:ְּ Why doesn’t the Gemara consider
יה
ּ יקר ְמנָ א ֵל
the possibility that Rabbi Akiva does not accept
the principle that the legal status of taste is like
that of substance, just as the Rabbis do not accept the principle that permitted substances join
with prohibited substances? The answer given is
that this principle is far more substantiated than
the principle that permitted material joins with
prohibited material. This is because, among other
reasons, the principle concerning taste is derived
by means of an a fortiori inference, an especially
strong derivation. If Rabbi Akiva was left with no
other source from which he could derive the principle that taste is like substance, he should have
derived it from the term soaked (Tosefot Rabbeinu
Peretz, Tosefot Rid).
A novelty – חידּ ו ּׁש:ִ Any halakha in which there
is a component that is anomalous relative to all
other halakhot is considered a novelty. A halakha
of this kind cannot serve as the basis for deriving
the parameters of other halakhot.

. וְ הוּא ַהדִּ ין ְל ָﬠ ְר ָלה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ םAnd the same is true of fruit that grows on a tree during the first
three years after it was planted [orla], on two of three counts: Although the prohibition of orla is not an eternal prohibition, as one
may eat the fruit of this tree after three years have passed, it is prohibited to derive benefit from orla, and this prohibition cannot be dissolved, as the fruits that grow during the first three years remain
prohibited. Therefore, based on the same a fortiori inference, the
principle: The legal status of its taste is like that of its substance, should
apply in this case as well. Similarly, all other prohibitions in the Torah
are more severe than the case of a nazirite in one of these aspects,
and therefore this principle is universal. In any case, this entire derivation presents a diﬃculty for Rabbi Yoĥanan, who derives a diﬀerent
halakha from the term: Soaked.
יוֹחנָ ן דְּ ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי, ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ִהיאThe Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is the previ. ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאously cited derivation? It is in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis, who derive this halakha from the term: Soaked. However,
Rabbi Yoĥanan, who said that a permitted substance joins together
with a prohibited substance, holds in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Akiva.
יבא
ָ ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
ָ יל
ֵ יבא? ִא
ָ ֵהי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
 נָ זִ יר,אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא: דִּ ְתנַן,נִיתין
ִ דְּ ַמ ְת
–  וְ יֵ ׁש ּבוֹ ְל ָצ ֵרף ְּכ ֵדי ַּכזַּ יִ ת,ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ָרה ּ ִפ ּתוֹ ַ ּביַּ יִ ן
 ו ִּמ ַּמאי דְּ ִמ ּ ַפת ו ִּמיַּ יִ ן? דִּ ְיל ָמא ִמיַּ יִ ן.ַחיָּ יב
.יה
ּ ְלחו ֵּד

The Gemara asks: To which statement of Rabbi Akiva is the Gemara
referring? If you say it is referring to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in
the following mishna, as we learned: Rabbi Akiva says, with regard
to a nazirite who soaked his bread in wine,H and the bread and the
wine contain enough to join together to constitute an olive-bulk,N
that he is liable; from where do we know that Rabbi Akiva means an
amount of an olive-bulk taken from the bread and the wine together?
Perhaps he meant that the measure is calculated from the wine alone?

ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתThe Gemara asks: And lest you say that if this amount is from the
– ימ ָרא
ְ יה ַמאי ְל ֵמ
ּ  ִמיַּ יִ ן ְלחו ֵּד:ימא
.רוֹבת
ֶ  דְּ ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ַת ֲﬠ: ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןwine alone, what purpose is there to state this halakha, this statement
comes to teach us that even though the prohibited item is in a mixture, one is nonetheless liable for consuming it. Since this mishna can
be explained as referring to an olive-bulk from wine alone, it cannot
be cited as proof for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion with regard to the combination of a permitted substance with a prohibited substance.
 ַר ִ ּבי, דְּ ַתנְיָא.יתא
ָ ְ ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא דְּ ָב ַריThe Gemara states: Rather, Rabbi Yoĥanan holds in accordance with
 וְ ָא ַכל, נָזִ יר ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ָרה ּ ִפ ּתוֹ ַ ּביַּ יִ ן:אוֹמר
ֵ  ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאthe opinion of Rabbi Akiva in the baraita, as it was taught in a
. ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִמ ּ ַפת ו ִּמיַּ יִ ן – ַחיָּ יבbaraita that Rabbi Akiva says: A nazirite who soaked his bread in
wine and ate an olive-bulk of the mixture from the bread and the
wine is liable. This baraita indicates that according to Rabbi Akiva, a
permitted substance joins together with a prohibited substance.
ּ ָ  ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ, וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאThe Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva, from where does he derive
יה? יָ ֵליף
ּ יקר ְמנָ א ֵל
N
 ָלאו ַט ְﬠ ָמא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא. ִמ ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ְ ּב ָח ָלבthe principle: The legal status of the taste is like that of the substance
itself?
Th
e
Gemara
answers:
He
derives
this
principle
from
the
pro. ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א,וְ ָאסוּר – ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
hibition of meat cooked in milk. In that case, there is merely
the taste of the milk absorbed by the meat, and the mixture is nonetheless forbidden. Here, too, in the case of other prohibitions, it is
no diﬀerent, and the same principle applies.
 דְּ ִחידּ ו ּׁש, ִמ ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ְ ּב ָח ָלב ָלא ָ ּג ְמ ִרינַן: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, why don’t they derive this prin. הוּאciple from meat cooked in milk? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis
claim that from meat in milk we do not derive other prohibitions, as
that prohibition is a novelty.N
יה
ָ ו ַּמאי ִחידּ ּו ׁש? ִא ֵיל
ּ ימא דְּ ַהאי ְלחו ֵּד
–  ו ַּב ֲה ֵדי ֲה ָד ֵדי ָאסוּר,יה ׁ ָש ֵרי
ּ וְ ַהאי ְלחו ֵּד
יה
ּ יה וְ ַהאי ְלחו ֵּד
ּ  ַהאי ְלחו ֵּד,ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם נַ ִמי
! ו ַּב ֲה ָד ֵדי ָאסוּר,ׁ ָש ֵרי

The Gemara asks: And what is the novelty in that prohibition? If you
say that it is unique in that this meat alone and that milk alone are
each permitted, and yet together they are forbidden, that characteristic is not unique to meat cooked in milk. In the case of prohibited
mixtures of diverse kinds too, this element alone and that element
alone are each permitted, and yet together they are prohibited.

– יוֹמא ְ ּב ַח ְל ָ ּבא
ָ יה ּכו ֵּּלי
ּ  דְּ ִאי ָּתר ּו ֵל: ֶא ָּלאThe Gemara answers: Rather, the novelty is that if one soaks meat in
.יה ִ ּב ׁ ּשו ֵּלי – ָאסוּר
ּ  ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשיל ֵל, ׁ ָש ֵריmilk all day, it is permitted by Torah law, despite the fact that the
meat certainly absorbed some taste of the milk, whereas if one cooked
the meat in milk even for a short time, the mixture is prohibited by
Torah law.
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 ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ְ ּב ָח ָלב וַ דַּ אי, וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא נַ ִמיThe Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva too certainly agrees that the
! ִחידּ ו ּׁש הוּאhalakha of meat in milk is a novelty. How can he derive a general
principle from this case?
 ִ ּגיעו ֵּלי ּגוֹיִ ם, יָ ֵליף ִמ ִ ּגיעו ֵּלי גוֹיִ ם: ֶא ָּלאRather, he derives the principle: The legal status of the taste is like
, ָלאו ַט ְﬠ ָמא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא – וְ ָאסוּרthat of the substance itself from the required purging of the vessels
. ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – ָלא ׁ ְשנָ אof gentiles. In the section of the Torah that deals with the spoils of
Midian (Numbers : – ), it states that a vessel used by a gentile
to cook food must be purged through fire and purified before it may
be used by a Jew. Isn’t the purging of vessels of gentiles necessary
only to cleanse them from the mere taste that was absorbed through
the process of cooking? Even so, these vessels are prohibited if this
cleansing was not performed. Here, too, it is no diﬀerent; the same
reasoning applies in all cases.
, ִ ּגיעו ֵּלי גוֹיִ ם נַ ִמי ִחידּ ו ּׁש הוּא: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןThe Gemara comments: And the Rabbis do not derive this prinֵ  דְּ ָהא ָּכלciple from this source, as they maintain that the halakha of purging
,נוֹתן ַט ַﬠם ִל ְפגָ ם מו ָּּתר
. דְּ גָ ְמ ִרינַן ִמ ְּנ ֵב ָילה – וְ ָה ָכא ָאסוּרvessels of gentiles is also a novelty. What is the novelty of this halakha? As in general, anything that contributes taste that renders
the food taintedN is permitted. If the taste added by the prohibited
food does not enhance the permitted food, then as a rule it does not
render the permitted substance prohibited. As we derive this principle from the halakha that an unslaughtered animal carcass that
is unfit for consumption is not classified as a prohibited animal
carcass and is not prohibited. However, here, with regard to the
halakha of purging vessels of gentiles, the Torah states that even if
they contribute taste that renders the food tainted they are prohibited. If twenty-four hours have passed since food was cooked in a
pot, the assumption is that it will contribute a negative taste to any
foods cooked in the pot subsequently. Nevertheless, vessels taken
from gentiles remain prohibited until they are purged, even though
the taste they contribute taints the food.
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ִּכ ְד ַרב ִחיָּ יא ְ ּב ֵר
 ל ֹא ָא ְס ָרה ּת ָוֹרה ֶא ָּלא: דְּ ָא ַמר,הוּנָ א
נוֹתן
ֵ  ִה ְל ָּכ ְך ָלאו,יוֹמא
ָ ִ ּב ְק ֵד ָירה ַ ּבת
.ַט ַﬠם ִל ְפגָ ם הוּא

The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva, who derives this
principle from the required purging of the vessels of gentiles, respond to the previous claim? The Gemara explains: He holds in
accordance with the opinion subsequently cited in the name of Rav
Ĥiyya, son of Rav Huna, who said: The Torah prohibited unpurged vessels of gentiles only in the case of a pot that was used on
that day. Therefore, it is not a case where the pot contributes taste
that renders the food tainted.

יוֹמא נַ ִמי ל ֹא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר
ָ  ְק ֵד ָירה ַ ּבת: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis say about deriving the
. דְּ ל ֹא ּ ָפגְ ָמה ּפו ְּר ָּתאhalakha from a pot used on that day? The Gemara answers: In their
opinion, even in the case of a pot used on that day, it is impossible
that the vessel does not slightly taint the food absorbed in the vessel. Consequently, the halakha of purging vessels of gentiles is indeed a novel case from which principles cannot be derived.
יה דְּ ַרב ָאוְ יָ א
ּ יה ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן נִ ׁ ְש ַמע ְל ַר ִ ּבי:ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
״מ ׁ ְש ַרת״
ִ  ִמי ָלא ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנַן,ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ּ ָ יתן ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ
יקר – ִמ ָּכאן ַא ָּתה דָּ ן
ֵּ ִל
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא.ְל ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
, ִמ ׁ ְש ַרת – ְל ֶה ֵּיתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר:נַ ִמי
ִמ ָּכאן ַא ָּתה דָּ ן ְל ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
!ּכו ָּּל ּה

Rav Aĥa, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: From the opinion of
the Rabbis, let us learn the correct interpretation of the opinion of
Rabbi Akiva. Don’t the Rabbis say that the term soaked teaches
that the principle that the legal status of taste is like that of substance applies not only to a nazirite, but that from here you derive
the halakha with regard to all prohibitions of the Torah? According to Rabbi Akiva as well, the term soaked teaches that the permitted substance joins together with the prohibited substance
with regard to a nazirite, and from here you derive the halakha with
regard to all prohibitions of the Torah. This explanation is contrary
to the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, who applies this principle only to
a nazirite.

:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRav Ashi said to him: This cannot serve as a proof,
NOTES

Contributes taste that renders the food tainted – נוֹתן ַט ַﬠם
ֵ
ל ְפגָ ם:ִ The principle that the legal status of taste is like that of
substance applies to mixtures of diﬀerent items, usually when
one ingredient is permitted and the other is prohibited. The

addition of taste renders a mixture prohibited only if the prohibited item improves the mixture. However, by Torah law the
prohibition does not apply if the forbidden item contributes a
taste that taints the mixture and renders it inedible.
: פרק ג׳ דף מד. Perek III . 44b
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