Perek VIII
Daf 73 Amud a
 ָטהוֹר – ִמ ְּכ ָלל, ״וְ ִהזָּ ה ַה ָּטהוֹר ַﬠל ַה ָּט ֵמא״It is further stated: “And the pure person shall sprinkle upon the
ימד ַﬠל ְטבוּל יוֹם ׁ ֶש ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
ֵּ  ִל, ׁ ֶשהוּא ָט ֵמאimpure” (Numbers : ). The verse states “pure”; this indicates
by inference that he is in some way ritually impure.N In other
.ְ ּב ָפ ָרה
words, the verse speaks of one who is pure only in relation to one
who is impure. Were this not the case, there would have been no
need at all to mention his purity, as it would have been understood
that since the red heifer is called a sin-oﬀering, with regard to
which purity is paramount, the one performing the ritual must be
pure. Of necessity, then, this “pure” individual is not completely
pure in all regards. This teaches that one who immersed himself
that day is fit to perform the rites connected to the red heifer.H
 ָﬠ ֵרל ַמ ה ּו:יה ֵמ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ּ ָ ּבע ּו ִמ ֵּינ
יכי דְּ יָ ֵליף ּ ֶפ ַסח ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ִ ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר? ִּכי ֵה
ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ֲאנִינוּת – יָ ֵליף נַ ִמי ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִמ ּ ֶפ ַסח
,ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ֲﬠ ֵרלוּת

The Gemara returns to the previous discussion. They raised a
dilemma before Rav Sheshet: In the case of an uncircumcised
man, what is the halakha with regard to his eating second tithe?
Can one claim that just as the halakha governing the Paschal
lamb is derived from the halakha governing second tithe with
regard to acute mourning, in that an acute mourner, who may
not eat second tithe, is likewise prohibited from partaking of
the Paschal lamb, so too, the halakha concerning second tithe is
derived from the halakha concerning the Paschal lamb with
regard to lack of circumcision, in that an uncircumcised man,
who may not partake of the Paschal lamb, is likewise prohibited
from eating second tithe?

–  ַקל ֵמ ָחמוּר, ָחמוּר ִמ ַ ּקל יָ ֵליף: אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמאOr perhaps the halakha governing the stringent case of the PasN
? ָלא יָ ֵליףchal lamb is derived from the halakha governing the lenient case
of second tithe, but the halakha concerning the lenient case of
second tithe is not derived from the halakha concerning the
stringent case of the Paschal lamb, and therefore it is prohibited
for an uncircumcised man to partake of the Paschal lamb, but he
may eat second tithe.
 ַה ְּתרו ָּמה וְ ַה ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים. ְּתנֵיתו ָּה:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהוRav Sheshet said to them: You already learned the answer to this
חוֹמ ׁש וַ ֲאסו ִּרין
ֶ ְיתה ו
ָ יהן ִמ
ֶ  ַחיָּ ִיבים ֲﬠ ֵלquestion in a mishna (Ĥalla : ): The following halakhot apply to
both terumaB and the first fruitsB of the new harvest, which must
,ְלזָ ִרים
be given to the priests: If a priest ate of them while in a state of
ritual impurity, he is liable to the punishment of death at the hand
of Heaven; and if a non-priest ate of them unintentionally, he must
restore the value of the produce he ate, adding one-fifth of its
value as a fine; and they are both forbidden to non-priests.NH

BACKGROUND

Teruma – תרו ָּמה:ְּ When the term teruma appears without qualification, it refers to teruma gedola, which is given to the priest.
The Torah commands that teruma from grain, wine, and oil,
and the Sages extended the scope of this mitzva to include all
produce. This mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. The Torah does
not specify the amount of teruma that must be set aside; one
may theoretically fulfill his obligation by giving even a single
kernel of grain from an entire crop. The Sages established the
following measures: One-fortieth of the produce is a generous
gift, one-fiftieth is an average gift, and one-sixtieth is a miserly
gift. One should not set aside the other tithes until he has set
aside teruma. Teruma is considered sanctified and may be eaten
only by a priest and his household while they are in a state of
ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9–15). To emphasize that teruma be
eaten only in a state of purity, the Sages obligated the priests to
wash their hands before partaking of it. This is the source for the
practice of washing one’s hands before eating bread. A ritually
impure priest or a non-priest who eats teruma is subject to the
penalty of death at the hand of Heaven. If teruma contracts
ritual impurity, it may no longer be eaten and must be burned.

Nevertheless, it remains the property of the priest, and he may
benefit from its burning. Nowadays, teruma is not given to the
priests because they have no definite proof of their priestly
lineage. The obligation to separate it remains, but only a small
portion of the produce is separated.
First fruits – יכו ִּרים
ּ ב:ּ ִ The first fruits of the new harvest are given
to the priests (Deuteronomy 26:1–11). When the Temple stood,
a farmer would select the first fruits of the seven types of fruit
with which Eretz Yisrael is specially favored (see Deuteronomy
8:8). By rabbinic decree, at least one-sixtieth of the harvest was
to be brought as first fruits. The farmer would bring these fruits
to the Temple in a basket, place them before the altar, and recite
prayers of appreciation to God. Afterward, the fruit was given
to the priests and eaten under the same provisions that govern
teruma. The first fruits were brought to the Temple between the
festivals of Shavuot and Sukkot. If they were not brought within
this period, an extension was granted until Hanukkah. An entire
tractate of the Mishna, Bikkurim, is devoted to the halakhot and
practices governing this mitzva.

NOTES

Pure, by inference that he is ritually impure – ָטהוֹר ִמ ְּכ ָלל
שהוּא ָט ֵמא:
ֶ ׁ This exposition is based on the superfluous word
“pure,” which is taken to mean that he is not completely
pure but only relatively pure in comparison to one who
contracted ritual impurity through contact with the dead.
With regard to the teaching that one who immersed that
day may perform any part of the red heifer ritual, Tosafot
raise two problems that are also addressed by other early
authorities. First, why is it assumed that this verse refers
to one who immersed that day; perhaps it is speaking of
one who lacks atonement, i.e., one who has completed
his entire process of purification apart from the oﬀerings
he is obligated to bring? The Rashba answers that the fact
that the verse speaks of a “pure” person, without further
elaboration, indicates that it is referring to anyone who can
be called pure, including one who immersed that day. Furthermore, the person who immersed that day is at the first
stage of purification, which precedes other special actions,
e.g., the placing of oil and blood in the case of a leper, or
the sacrifice of oﬀerings. The second problem concerns how
all aspects of the heifer ritual are derived from the halakha
of sprinkling. Tosafot suggest that it is learned by way of a
kind of a fortiori inference, whereas the Ritva claims that the
case of sprinkling is considered a matter that is singled out
from a generalization, which teaches not only about itself
but about the entire category.
Or perhaps the stringent is derived from the lenient – אוֹ
דִּ ְיל ָמא ָחמוּר ִמ ַ ּקל יָ ֵליף: Tosafot ask: If the exposition is based
on a verbal analogy there should be no diﬀerence between
the lenient and the stringent, and if it is learned by way of an
a fortiori inference one certainly cannot apply a stringency
to a lenient case based on the more stringent one. Either
way, the Gemara’s suggestion has no place. They answer
that this is the very question raised by the Gemara, albeit
worded slightly diﬀerently: Is this halakha derived through
an a fortiori inference or by way of a verbal analogy (Ramban; Rashba)?
And they are forbidden to non-priests – וַ ֲאסו ִּרין ְלזָ ִרים:
Tosafot ask why it is necessary for the tanna to state that
teruma and first fruits are forbidden to non-priests after he
has already written that a non-priest must pay the added
fine of one-fifth if he eats of them. This question was already
raised by Rashi on Bava Metzia 53a, where he explains that
the tanna is stressing the diﬀerence between these cases
and tithes, which are not prohibited to non-priests at all.
While Tosafot challenge this interpretation, the Ramban
accepts it. The Arukh explains that this comes to teach that
they are forbidden even after they have been redeemed;
in other words, they cannot be redeemed. It is stated in
the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate Bikkurim that they are
forbidden to non-priests, even if they are less than the usual
minimal measure that is considered significant. The Meiri
adds that non-priests may not benefit from them even
while they are being destroyed, e.g., during burning.
HALAKHA

One who immersed himself that day is fit for the red
heifer – טבוּל יוֹם ְ ּב ָפ ָרה:ְ It is permitted for one who had
been ritually impure and immersed himself that day to
perform all the rites connected to the red heifer, including
the sanctification and sprinkling of the purification waters
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:13).
Teruma and first fruits are forbidden to non-priests –
תרו ָּמה ו ִּב ּכו ִּרים ֲאסו ִּרים ְלזָ ִרים:ְּ Teruma and first fruits are forbidden to non-priests. If a non-priest ate teruma or first fruits
after the first fruits were brought to Jerusalem, he is liable to
the penalty of death at the hand of Heaven (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:1).
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NOTES

And they are the property of the priest – וְ ֵהן נִ ְכ ֵסי ּכ ֵֹהן: The
Ramban explains that it was necessary to emphasize that
they are the property of the priest in order to prevent a possible a fortiori inference from second tithe, which the owner
is certainly not permitted to use as he sees fit. The diﬀerence
is that these portions that are given to the priests, although
they are consecrated and forbidden to non-priests, nevertheless belong to the priests themselves, whereas the second
tithe is given to the owners from the table of the Most High,
i.e., they may consume it as guests at God’s table, but it does
not belong to them.
And they are nullified in a mixture of one hundred and
one – עוֹלין ְ ּב ֶא ָחד ו ֵּמ ָאה
ִ ְו: Although this halakha is derived hermeneutically from the verses, the conclusion of the Gemara
is that this is not a Torah law, as by Torah law all forbidden
items are nullified by a simple majority. The tanna, however,
also includes in his list diﬀerences that are based on rabbinic
law (Rashba).
BACKGROUND

Second tithe – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי:ַ When the Temple stood, the second tithe was set aside after the teruma had been given to
the priests and the first tithe had been given to the Levites.
Second tithe was separated during the first, second, fourth,
and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe
was set aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed
there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was too long,
so that it would be diﬃcult to carry all of the second tithe
there, or if the produce became ritually impure, it could be
redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If the owner
redeemed his own produce he was required to add onefifth of its value. This redemption money was brought to
Jerusalem, where it could be spent only to purchase food.
Nowadays second tithe is separated but may not be eaten.
Therefore, it is redeemed, but only for a nominal sum.

,עוֹלין ְ ּב ֶא ָחד ו ֵּמ ָאה
ִ ְ ו,וְ ֵהן נִ ְכ ֵסי ּכ ֵֹהן
,ו ְּטעוּנִין ְר ִחיצַ ת יָ ַדיִ ם וְ ֶה ֱﬠ ֵרב ׁ ֶש ֶמ ׁש
 ַמה,ֲה ֵרי ֵא ּל ּו ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ו ְּב ִב ּכו ִּרים
.ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר

The mishna continues: And they are considered in all regards the
private property of the priestNH to whom they were given; and
they are nullified, i.e., rendered permitted for consumption by
non-priests, in a mixture of one hundred and one,N when there are
at least one hundred parts of permitted food for each part of teruma
or first fruits; and they both require washing of the hands before
they may be eaten; and if a priest is ritually impure, he may not eat
of teruma or first fruits, even after immersion, until after sunset on
the day of his immersion. All of these halakhot apply to teruma and
first fruits, which is not the case with regard to second tithe.B

, ָﬠ ֵרל ָאסוּר ָ ּב ֶהן:נִיתנֵי
ְ – יתא
ָ  וְ ִאם ִאRav Sheshet resumes his argument: And if it is so that one who is
! ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשרuncircumcised may eat second tithe, let the tanna also teach: It is
prohibited for an uncircumcised man to eat of teruma and first
fruits, which is not the case with regard to second tithe.
? ָּתנָ א וְ ׁ ִשיֵּ יר! ו ַּמאי ׁ ִשיֵּ יר דְּ ַהאי ׁ ִשיֵּ ירThe Gemara rejects this argument: This is no proof, as the tanna of
the mishna taught only some of the diﬀerences between teruma and
first fruits on the one hand and second tithe on the other, and he
omitted others. The Gemara asks: The mishna is sometimes not
exhaustive, but it never omits only one case. What other diﬀerence
did he omit that you say that he also omitted this diﬀerence?
 יֵ ׁש ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר:יפא
ָ ׁ ִשיֵּ יר דְּ ָקא ָּתנֵי ֵס
:ו ְּב ִב ּכו ִּרים ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
ׁ ֶש ַה ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר וְ ַה ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים ְטעוּנִין ֲה ָב ַאת
, וְ ָאסוּר ְלאוֹנֵ ן, ו ְּטעוּנִין וִ ידּ וּי,ָמקוֹם
, וְ ַחיָּ ִיבין ְ ּב ִביעוּר.וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַמ ִּתיר
.וֹטר
ֵ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ּפ

The Gemara answers: He omitted the following, as he teaches in
the latter clause of the mishna: There are halakhot that apply to
second tithe and first fruits, which is not the case with regard
to teruma. As second titheH and first fruitsH require that they
be brought to a particular place, Jerusalem, where they must be
eaten, whereas teruma may be consumed in all places; and they both
require a declaration,H as a declaration must be made on the last
day of Passover in the fourth and seventh years of the Sabbatical
cycle, stating that one’s agricultural obligations with regard to
tithes have been fulfilled properly, and so too a declaration must be
made when first fruits are brought to the Temple;H and they are
forbidden to an acute mourner;H and Rabbi Shimon permits an
acute mourner to partake of first fruits.H And they both require
eradicationH before Passover in the fourth and seventh years of the
Sabbatical cycle if one failed to bring them beforehand; and Rabbi
Shimon exempts first fruits from the obligation of eradication.

 וְ ִאילּ ּו ָאסוּר ְל ַב ֵﬠר ֵמ ֶהן ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאהAnd yet second tithe and first fruits diﬀer from teruma in that it is
prohibited to burn the former and benefit from the burning, even
when the produce is in a state of ritual impurityH and therefore unfit
to be eaten, e.g., one may not burn impure oil for light;
HALAKHA

Teruma and first fruits are the property of the priest – ְּתרו ָּמה
וְ ַה ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים נִ ְכ ֵסי ּכ ֵֹהן: Teruma and first fruits, and similarly ĥalla and
the other gifts to the priesthood, belong to the priest. He may
therefore use them to purchase property of any kind, or to
betroth a woman. A creditor may collect them as payment for
his debt, and a wife may take them as payment for her marriage
contract (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:14).
Second tithe requires that it be brought to a place – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
טעוּן ֲה ָב ַאת ָמקוֹם:ָ Second tithe is eaten by its owner, but only
within the walls of Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Ma’aser Sheni 2:1).

one brings the first fruits there (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Bikkurim 3:10).
Second tithe is forbidden to an acute mourner – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ָאסוּר
לאוֹנֵ ן:ְ If one eats second tithe in Jerusalem while in acute
mourning by Torah law, he has transgressed a Torah prohibition and is liable to receive lashes. If he eats it outside the city,
or even inside but when he is an acute mourner by rabbinic
law, he receives lashes for rebelliousness that are administered by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser
Sheni 3:5).

First fruits are prohibited to an acute mourner – ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים
אסו ִּרים ְלאוֹנֵ ן:
ֲ An acute mourner may not eat first fruits, in
First fruits require that they be brought to a place – ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer
טעוּנִים ֲה ָב ַאת ָמקוֹם:ְ First fruits must be brought to the Temple,
Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:5).
and therefore this mitzva can be observed only when the
Temple is standing (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim Second tithe and first fruits require eradication – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
2:1, 3:5).
ו ִּב ּכו ִּרים ְ ּב ִביעוּר: If one has left in his possession second-tithe
fruit, fourth-year produce, or first fruits, he is obligated to
Second tithe requires a declaration – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ָטעוּן וִ ידּ וּי:ַ It is a remove them from his house and throw them into the sea or
positive mitzva to make a declaration before God after one has burn them (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 11:8).
separated all the agricultural gifts from the produce of his land
It is prohibited to burn second tithe in a state of ritual
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 11:1).
impurity – אסוּר ְל ַב ֲﬠ ָרם ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה:ָ Second tithe that has become
First fruits require a declaration – ב ּכו ִּרים ְטעוּנִים וִ ידּ וּי:ּ ִ It is a ritually impure may not be used even for lighting a lamp
positive mitzva to make a declaration in the Temple when (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 3:2).
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Perek VIII
Daf 73 Amud b
 ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין,לוֹקה
ֶ אוֹכ ָלן ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן
ְ ְ וand one who eats them when they themselves, the second tithe
H
 ָּתנֵי: ַא ְל ָמא, ֵּכן ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה – ָלא ָק ָתנֵיand first fruits, are ritually impure is flogged, even though
he himself is ritually pure, which is not the case with regard to
.וְ ׁ ִשיֵּ יר
teruma; and these diﬀerences the tanna does not teach. Apparently, the tanna of the mishna taught certain diﬀerences between
the cases and omitted others. Therefore, the omission of the
halakha governing an uncircumcised man does not prove that it
is permitted for him to eat second tithe.
,״וַ ֲאסו ִּרין ְלאוֹנֵ ן וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַמ ִּתיר״
ְמנָ א ְלהוּ? דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״ל ֹא ּתו ַּכל ֶל ֱאכוֹל
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר דְּ גָ נְ ךָ וְ ִתיר ְֹשךָ וְ יִ צְ ָה ֶרךָ ״
״תרו ַּמת
ְּ :וגו׳ ״ו ְּתרו ַּמת יָ ֶדךָ ״ וַ ֲא ַמר ָמר
ית ַק ׁש ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים
ְ  וְ ִא,יָ ֶדךָ ״ ֵא ּל ּו ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים
 ַאף, ַמה ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ָאסוּר ְלאוֹנֵ ן:ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
.ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים ָאסוּר ְלאוֹנֵן

§ Having cited the mishna, the Gemara proceeds to discuss it. It
was taught in the baraita that second tithe and first fruits are
forbidden to an acute mourner; and Rabbi Shimon permits an
acute mourner to partake of first fruits. The Gemara asks: From
where do the Rabbis derive that first fruits are forbidden to one
who is in acute mourning? As it is written: “You may not eat
within your gates the tithe of your grain, or of your wine, or of
your oil…nor the oﬀering of your hand” (Deuteronomy : ),
and the Master said: “The oﬀering [teruma] of your hand,”
these are the first fruits. And first fruits are juxtaposed in this
verse to second tithe:N Just as the second tithe is forbidden to
an acute mourner, so too, first fruits are forbidden to an acute
mourner.H

HALAKHA

Tithe that is itself ritually impure – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ מוֹ:ַ One
who eats second tithe in a state of ritual impurity is liable to
receive lashes, whether he is impure and the tithe is pure
or he is pure and the tithe is impure (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 3:1).
First fruits for an acute mourner – ב ּכו ִּרים ְלאוֹנֵן:ּ ִ An acute
mourner is prohibited from eating first fruits, in accordance
with the unattributed view in the mishna, against the lone
dissenting view of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:5).
Teruma for an acute mourner – תרו ָּמה ְלאוֹנֵן:ְּ It is permitted
for an acute mourner to partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTuma 12:15).

,״תרו ָּמה״ ָק ֵרינְ ה ּו ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ְּ : וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןAnd Rabbi Shimon counters that since the Merciful One calls
 ַאף ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים, ַמה ְּתרו ָּמה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ְלאוֹנֵןfirst fruits “teruma,” the halakha governing them is similar to that
which governs teruma: Just as teruma is permitted to an acute
.מו ָּּתר ְלאוֹנֵן
mourner,H so too, first fruits are permitted to an acute mourner.
– וֹטר״
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ּפ, ״וְ ַחיָּ ִיבין ְ ּב ִביעוּרThe baraita continues: And both second tithe and first fruits
. ו ָּמר ָלא ַמ ִּק ׁיש, ָמר ַמ ִּק ׁישrequire eradication before Passover in the fourth and seventh
years of the Sabbatical cycle; and Rabbi Shimon exempts first
fruits from the obligation of eradication. One Sage, the Rabbis,
juxtaposes first fruits to second tithe: Just as second tithe is subject to eradication, so too are first fruits. And one Sage, Rabbi
Shimon, does not juxtaposeN the two halakhot and derive one
from the other.
אוֹכ ָלן
ְ ְ ו,״וְ ָאסוּר ְל ַב ֵﬠר ֵמ ֶהן ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה
,לוֹקה״ ְמ ַנָלן? דְּ ַתנְיָא
ֶ ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן
 ״ל ֹא ִב ַﬠ ְר ִּתי ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
,ְ ּב ָט ֵמא״ – ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי ָט ֵמא וְ הוּא ָטהוֹר
.ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי ָטהוֹר וְ הוּא ָט ֵמא

It was stated above that it is prohibited to burn second tithe and
first fruits even when they are in a state of ritual impurity, and
that one who eats them when they themselves, the second tithe
and first fruits, are ritually impure is flogged, even though he
himself is ritually pure. From where do we derive these halakhot?
As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: The verse with
regard to the confession of tithes states: “I did not consume of it
while impure” (Deuteronomy : ), a general statement that
means whether I, the one who ate it, was ritually impure, and
the tithe was ritually pure, or whether I was ritually pure and
the tithe was ritually impure. Regardless, the tithe may not be
consumed through burning or eating in a state of impurity.

NOTES

And first fruits are juxtaposed to second tithe – וְ ִא ְת ַק ׁש ִ ּב ּכו ִּרים
ל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר:ְ Some ask: In accordance with the rule that there cannot be half an analogy, and therefore the inferences drawn by
way of an analogy must be bilateral, why aren’t the halakhot
of first fruits likewise applied to tithes? The answer given is
that the halakhot governing first fruits are derived primarily
from teruma, as the Torah calls them “the oﬀering [teruma] of
your hand.” Consequently, since several exclusions appear with
regard to teruma, e.g., “And they shall die through it when they
profane it” (Leviticus 22:9), the word “it” emphasizing that this
punishment applies only to “it” and no other case, and since

it says about ritual impurity: “Its impurity is upon it” (Numbers
19:13), the stringencies of tithe are applied to first fruits but the
stringencies of first fruits are not in force for second tithe as well
(Tosefot Yeshanim; Ritva).
And one Sage does not juxtapose – ו ָּמר ָלא ַמ ִּק ׁיש: Tosafot
Yeshanim elaborate on the point made by Tosafot that according to Rabbi Shimon first fruits are like teruma in all respects.
The two diﬀer only with respect to the halakhot governing first
fruits that are explicitly stated in the Torah, but other halakhot
of first fruits that do not apply to teruma are not derived by way
of analogy or the like.
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NOTES

And where one is warned against eating it – יכא מוּזְ ָהר
ָ וְ ֵה
ﬠל ֲא ִכ ָילתוֹ:ַ The question has been raised: Why can’t the
verse that states: “And I did not consume of it while impure”
(Deuteronomy 26:14), which is clearly referring to eating
second tithe in a state of ritual impurity, be understood as a
warning, i.e., a source for the prohibition? The Rosh explains
that this is not stated in the form of a command but merely
as part of a narrative account. Therefore, although it is evident from the declaration that eating in a state of impurity
is prohibited, this verse cannot serve as a source for that
prohibition.
HALAKHA

Burning teruma that became ritually impure – ִ ּביעוּר
תרו ָּמה ְ ּב ָט ֵמא:ְּ Teruma is the property of priests, whether it
is ritually pure or impure. If it is impure it must be burned,
and the priest may derive benefit from it while it is burning. For example, he may light a lamp with ritually impure
teruma oil (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:14).

.ﬠ יוֹד
ֵ ילתוֹ ֵאינִי
ָ יכא מ ּוזְ ָהר ַﬠל ֲא ִכ
ָ וְ ֵה
 ״נֶ ֶפ ׁש:יה
ּ טו ְּמ ַאת ַהגּ וּף ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּב
ֹאכל
ַ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִּת ַ ּגע ּבוֹ וְ ָט ְמ ָאה ַﬠד ָה ָﬠ ֶרב וְ ל ֹא י
!ִמן ַה ֳ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים ִּכי ִאם ָר ַחץ ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ ַ ּב ָּמיִ ם״

The tanna adds: And where one is actually warned against
eating second titheN in a state of impurity, this I do not know.
Although it is obvious from the verse that this is prohibited, the
source for the prohibition is unclear. The Gemara is puzzled by
this last statement: The prohibition against eating second tithe
when one is in a state of ritual impurity of the body is explicitly
written, as it is stated with regard to the ritual impurity imparted
by a creeping animal: “The soul that touches it shall be impure
until the evening, and he shall not eat from the holy things
unless he has washed his flesh in water” (Leviticus : ). This
is referring to second tithe, as will be explained later ( b).

? טו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ מוֹ ִמ ּנַיִ ן:יה
ּ ָ ָה ִכי ָק ִמ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
ָלוֹמר ״ל ֹא ּתו ַּכל ֶל ֱאכוֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריך
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ָ״ב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריך
ּ ִ אוֹמר
ֵ ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר דְּ גָ נְ ךָ ״ ו ְּל ַה ָּלן הוּא
ֹאכ ֶלנּ ּו ַה ָּט ֵמא וְ ַה ָּטהוֹר יַ ְח דָּ ו ַּכ ְ ּצ ִבי
ֲ ּת
ּ  ֲא ִפ: וְ ָתנָ א דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל,וְ ָכ ַאיָּ ל״
יל ּו
אוֹכ ִלין ַﬠל ׁשו ְּל ָחן ֶא ָחד
ְ
ָט ֵמא וְ ָטהוֹר
 וְ ָק ָא ַמר.חוֹש ׁ ִשין
ְ ׁ ִ ּב ְק ָﬠ ָרה ַא ַחת – וְ ֵאינָ ן
ָ״ב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריך
ּ ִ  ַההוּא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ָלךְ ָה ָתם:ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
.ֹאכ ֶלנּ וּ״ – ָה ָכא ָלא ֵּתיכוּל
ֲ ּת

The Gemara explains: Rather, this is the dilemma he is raising:
From where is it derived that one may not eat it when the tithe
itself is in a state of ritual impurity? The verse states: “You may
not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain” (Deuteronomy : ), and later it states with regard to oﬀerings that
have been disqualified: “You shall eat it within your gates, the
impure and the pure alike, as the gazelle and as the hart”
(Deuteronomy : ). And a Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Even a ritually impure and a ritually pure person
may eat together on one table and out of one bowl without
concern. And the Merciful One states: That which I said
to you there, with regard to disqualified oﬀerings: “You shall
eat it within your gates,” means regardless of whether it is the
individual or the meat that is impure; but here, with regard to
second tithe, you may not eat it in that state. From here it is
derived that one may not eat second tithe when the tithe itself
is ritually impure.

 ְמנָ א ָלן? ָא ַמר,״מה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה״
ַ
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
״מ ֶּמנּ וּ״ ִאי
ִ ,״ל ֹא ִב ַﬠ ְר ִּתי ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ְ ּב ָט ֵמא״
 ֲא ָבל ַא ָּתה ַמ ְב ִﬠיר ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל,ַא ָּתה ַמ ְב ִﬠיר
.ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא

It was stated above that one is prohibited from burning second
tithe and first fruits even when they are ritually impure, which
is not the case with regard to teruma. The Gemara asks: From
where do we derive that this halakha does not apply to teruma?
Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: As the verse
with regard to the declaration of tithes states: “I did not consume of it while impure” (Deuteronomy : ), and the words
“of it” teach that of it, i.e., tithe, you may not burn when it is
impure, but you may burn and derive benefit from the oil of
teruma that has become ritually impure.H

 ֲא ָבל,״מ ֶּמנּ וּ״ ִאי ַא ָּתה ַמ ְב ִﬠיר
ִ :ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
ַא ָּתה ַמ ְב ִﬠיר ׁ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ק ֶֹד ׁש ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא! ָלאו
חוֹמר הוּא?! ו ַּמה ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַה ַ ּקל ָא ְמ ָרה
ֶ ַָקל ו
 ק ֶֹד ׁש,ּת ָוֹרה ״ל ֹא ִב ַﬠ ְר ִּתי ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ְ ּב ָט ֵמא״
!?ָחמוּר ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן

The Gemara asks: But say perhaps as follows: Of it you may not
burn, but you may burn and derive benefit from consecrated
oil that became ritually impure. The Gemara refutes this suggestion: That possibility is unacceptable. Is it not an a fortiori
inference? If with regard to the tithe, which is lenient, the
Torah said: “I did not burn of it while impure,” then with
regard to consecrated oil, which is more stringent, is it not all
the more so prohibited to burn them while ritually impure?

חוֹמר הוּא! ָהא
ֶ ָ ִאי ָה ִכי ְּתרו ָּמה נַ ִמי ַקל וThe Gemara retorts: If so, then with regard to teruma as well,
.״מ ֶּמנּ וּ״
ִ  ְּכ ִתיבsay that it is an a fortiori inference, as teruma is certainly more
sacred than tithes. If it is prohibited to benefit from second tithe
while it is burning, all the more so would it be prohibited to
benefit from teruma while it is burning. The Gemara answers:
Isn’t it written “of it”? From there it is derived that there is an
item excluded from the prohibition against burning in a state of
ritual impurity.
,יטנָא
ְ  ק ֶֹד ׁש ָלא ְמ ַמ ֵﬠ: ו ָּמה ָר ִא ָית? ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָראThe Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to con: ׁ ֶש ֵּכן פנקעכ״סclude that “of it” comes to exclude teruma? Perhaps it comes to
exclude consecrated items. The Gemara replies: It is reasonable
that I do not exclude consecrated items from the prohibition
against benefiting from their burning, as with regard to consecrated items there are many stringent elements. Their Hebrew
acronym is peh, nun, kuf, ayin, kaf, samekh, which is a mnemonic for the following stringencies that apply to consecrated
items and not to teruma:
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, ָּכ ֵרת,ילה
ָ  ְמ ִﬠ, ָק ְר ָ ּבן,נוֹתר
ָ , ּ ִפגּ וּלPiggul: If, during one of the rites involved in the sacrifice of
. וְ ָאסוּר ְלאוֹנֵןan oﬀering, i.e., slaughter, receiving the blood, bringing it to the
altar, or sprinkling it on the altar, the priest or the one bringing
the oﬀering entertains the thought of eating the oﬀering at a
time that is unfit for eating, the oﬀering is thereby invalidated.H
Notar: Meat of an oﬀering that remained beyond its allotted
time may not be eaten and must be burned.H Oﬀering [korban]:
It is an oﬀering to God. Misuse of consecrated objects [me’ila]:
One who unwittingly derives benefit from consecrated items
is required to bring a guilt-oﬀering for misuse of consecrated
objects.H Karet: The punishment of one who eats consecrated
items while ritually impure is karet.H Forbidden to an acute
mourner [asur le’onen]: An acute mourner is prohibited
from eating consecrated items.H None of these halakhot apply
to teruma. Therefore, consecrated items are more stringent
than teruma, and accordingly they are not excluded from the
prohibition against deriving benefit while ritually impure.
ְ  ְּתרו ָּמה ָלא ְמ ַמ ֵﬠ, ַאדְּ ַר ָ ּבהThe Gemara rejects this argument. On the contrary, it is teruma
 ׁ ֶש ֵּכן,יטנָ א
, וְ ֵאין ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְדיוֹן,חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְ ו, ִמ ָיתה: מחפ״זthat I would not exclude from the prohibition, as with regard
to teruma there are many stringent elements, represented by
!וַ ֲאסו ָּרה ְלזָ ִרים
the acronym mem, ĥet, peh, zayin, which is a mnemonic for the
following: Death [mita]: One who is prohibited from eating
teruma but ate it intentionally is liable to the punishment of death
at the hand of Heaven.H One-fifth [ĥomesh]:H A non-priest, to
whom teruma is forbidden, who unwittingly ate teruma is obligated to pay its value to the priest plus one-fifth of the sum. And
teruma does not have the possibility of redemption [pidyon]:
Once it is sanctified, teruma may not be redeemed and rendered
non-sacred. And it is forbidden to non-priests [zarim].HN These
stringencies do not apply to consecrated items.
 ָּכ ֵרת:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.ישן
ָ ׁ  ָהנָ ְך נְ ִפThe Gemara answers: Those stringencies that apply to conse. ֲﬠ ִד ָיפאcrated items are more numerous than those that apply to teruma.
Therefore, it is appropriate to be more stringent with consecrated
items and exclude impure teruma from the prohibition against
deriving benefit from it while it is burned. And if you wish,
say instead a diﬀerent reason, without counting the number of
stringencies: Consecrated items are more stringent because one
who eats them while ritually impure is liable to receive karet,
which is more severe than death at the hand of Heaven, the
punishment in the case of teruma.
 ַמה,לוֹקה
ֶ אוֹכ ָלן ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַﬠצְ ָמן
ְ ְ״ו
יל ָקא הוּא
ְ  ִמ.ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ִ ּב ְתר ּו ָמה״
? ְמ ַנָלן,יכא
ָּ דְּ ָלא ָל ֵקי ָהא ִא ּיסו ָּרא ִא
ֹאכ ֶלנּ וּ״ ְלזֶ ה
ֲ ״ב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ּת
ּ ִ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
– וְ ל ֹא ְל ַא ֵחר וְ ָלאו ַה ָ ּבא ִמ ְּכ ַלל ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה
.ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה

It was further stated above that one who eats second tithe and
first fruits when they themselves, the second tithe and first fruits,
are ritually impure is flogged, which is not the case with regard
to teruma. The Gemara infers from this that it is lashes that he
does not receive when he eats teruma that is ritually impure;
however, the transgression of a prohibition is involved. From
where do we derive that this is prohibited? The verse referring
to oﬀerings that have been disqualified states: “You shall eat it
within your gates” (Deuteronomy : ).N The word “it” indicates that it is only this, disqualified oﬀerings, that may be eaten
in a state of impurity, but not another type of consecrated food.
This is a prohibition that is derived by inference from a positive
mitzva, i.e., it is not stated in the Torah in the form of a prohibition. And there is a principle that a prohibition that stems from
a positive mitzva is classified as a positive mitzva, for which no
lashes are administered.H

HALAKHA

Piggul – פגּ וּל:ִ ּ If, while performing one of the sacrificial rites
connected to an oﬀering, a priest had the intention of performing a diﬀerent rite not at its proper time, or of eating or burning the oﬀering not at its proper time, this thought invalidates
the oﬀering and renders it piggul, an oﬀering disqualified
by improper intention (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 13:1).
Notar – נוֹתר:
ָ If an oﬀering was sacrificed in the proper manner,
but its meat was left over after the fixed time for its consumption,
the leftover meat is called notar and may not be eaten (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:3).
Misuse of consecrated objects – מ ִﬠ ָילה:ְ An ordinary person
may not derive benefit from consecrated property. Whoever
unwittingly derives such benefit to the value of a peruta,
whether the property had been consecrated for the maintenance of the Temple or for the altar, is required to bring a guiltoﬀering for misuse of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 1:1).
Karet – כ ֵרת:ָּ One who was ritually impure with a severe
level of impurity and ate an olive-bulk of sacrificial meat is
liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 18:13).
Sacrificial food is prohibited to an acute mourner – אסוּר ְלאוֹנֵן:ָ
An acute mourner may not eat sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTuma 12:15).
Death for teruma – מ ָיתה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה:ִ One who is ritually impure
and ate pure teruma is liable to the penalty of death at the hand
of Heaven (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:1).
One-fifth – חוֹמ ׁש:
ֶ
A non-priest who unwittingly ate teruma
must repay its value plus one-fifth of the sum (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:1).
Forbidden to non-priests – אסו ָּרה ְלזָ ִרים:
ֲ It is prohibited for
non-priests to partake of any kind of teruma (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:5).
Eating impure teruma – אוֹכל ְּתרו ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָאה:
ֵ If a pure priest ate
ritually impure teruma, he has transgressed a prohibition, but
he is not liable to be flogged. This is because the prohibition
stems from a positive mitzva, and a prohibition that is derived
by inference from a positive mitzva has the status of a positive
mitzva, for which no lashes are administered (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:3).
NOTES

And it is forbidden to non-priests – וַ ֲאסו ָּרה ְלזָ ִרים: Tosafot maintain that the statement that teruma is punishable by death does
not refer to its consumption in a state of impurity but to its being
prohibited to non-priests. The problem with this interpretation is
that the statement that it is forbidden to non-priests is rendered
redundant. Tosafot Yeshanim explain, based on the Jerusalem
Talmud, that this is referring to the prohibition that applies to
half of a legal measure.
From where do we derive this; the verse states…“Within your
gates” – ָמ ַנָלן ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריך:ְ The Rambam cites a diﬀerent
verse as the source for this halakha, as it is stated with regard
to a priest: “And afterward he may eat from the holy things”
(Leviticus 22:7), which indicates that he may eat teruma only
after his purification.

ישא נַ ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת
ָ ׁ  ֵמ ֵר: ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיThe Gemara demonstrated earlier that no proof can be adduced
: ִמדְּ ָלא ָק ָתנֵי, ִמ ָּינ ּה דְּ ָתנָ א וְ ׁ ִשיֵּ ירfrom the mishna cited by Rav Sheshet, as the tanna of that
mishna taught only some of the diﬀerences between second tithe
and teruma. Rav Ashi said: From the first part of the mishna
as well, you can conclude that he taught certain diﬀerences
and omitted others, from the fact that he does not teach the
following additional diﬀerence:
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