ֶא ָּלא ָהא דַּ ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּה
 ִאי ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ,יה ְ ּב ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ּ  ַﬠיְּ ינ ּו ֵ ּב:ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
,יה ְ ּב ָרת – ְּכ ַמאן
ִ ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ֶה ֶבל – ֵא
ּ יתיב ֵל
יקנָ א
ְ ִּיכי ד
ֵּ  ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ִס,ְּכ ַרב הוּנָ א?! ָלא
.יה
ּ ָהוְ יָ א ֵל

The Gemara asks: But if so, with regard to that which Rabba bar
Avuh said to the Sages: Examine Rav Naĥman when he bathes and
if his flesh gives oﬀ steam I will give him my daughter for a wife, in
accordance with whose opinion did he issue these instructions? Is
it not in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, who maintains
that all the signs must be present, as presumably he could see that
Rav Naĥman did not have a beard? The Gemara answers: No, Rav
Naĥman had wisps of a beard, and therefore Rabba bar Avuh wanted
to know whether he displayed the other signs of sexual incapacity.

יבם וְ ֵכן ַאיְ לוֹנִית״
ּ ֵ ַחוֹלץ וְ ל ֹא ְמי
ֵ ״ה ָּס ִריס ל ֹא
ַ
 ָמה, ָק ָתנֵי ָס ִריס דּ ו ְּמיָ א דְּ ַאיְ לוֹנִית,וכו׳
ַאיְ לוֹנִית ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם – ַאף ָס ִריס ִ ּב ֵידי
 ִ ּב ֵידי: דְּ ָא ַמר, ו ְּס ָת ָמא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם
. ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם – ָלא,ָא ָדם – ִאין

§ It is taught in the mishna that a sexually underdeveloped man
does not perform ĥalitza or enter into levirate marriage with his
yevama, and similarly, a sexually underdeveloped woman does not
perform ĥalitza or enter into levirate marriage with her yavam. The
Gemara comments that the tanna teaches the case of a sexually
underdeveloped man similarly to that of a sexually underdeveloped woman, from which it can be inferred: Just as in the case of a
sexually underdeveloped woman, her disability is by the hand of
Heaven, so too, in the case of a sexually underdeveloped man, his
disability must be by the hand of Heaven. And this unattributed
view in the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva,
who said: With regard to one whose incapacity was brought about
by the hands of man, yes, he is considered like any other man and
performs ĥalitza, whereas one who suﬀers his condition by the hand
of Heaven does not do so.

ַ § It is further taught in the mishna that if a eunuch performed
.״ה ָּס ִריס ׁ ֶש ָח ַלץ ִל ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ ל ֹא ּ ְפ ָס ָל ּה״ כו׳
. ָהא ַא ֵחר – ָלא, ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דִּ ְב ָﬠ ָל ּה הוּאĥalitza with his yevama, he has not thereby disqualified her from
marrying into the priesthood, but if he had intercourse with her, he
has disqualified her. The Gemara infers from this wording that the
reason for her disqualification is that he, the yavam, had intercourse
with her, as she had intercourse with her yavam outside the framework of permitted levirate marriage. But if a diﬀerent individual had
relations with her she would not be disqualified.

Perek VIII
Daf 81 Amud a
HALAKHA

A widow waiting for her yavam who engaged in
an act of licentious relations – וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ׁ ֶשזִּ ְּינ ָתה
ֶ ש:ׁ
If a woman waiting for her yavam to enter into
levirate marriage with her had intercourse with
another man, she is not forbidden to her yavam if
he is an ordinary Israelite, against the opinion of Rav
Hamnuna. According to the Rema, she is prohibited
to the other man in any event, as a penalty (Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 159:3).

: דְּ ָא ַמר,יהוֵ י ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ ֵל
ֶ ׁש
,וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ׁ ֶשזִּ ְּינ ָתה ּ ְפסו ָּלה ִל ָיב ָמ ּה! ָלא
 וְ ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָתנָ א,הוּא ַהדִּ ין ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַא ֵחר נַ ִמי
.יה
ָ ׁ ֵר
ּ יה ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי ֵס ָיפא ְ ּב ִד ֵיד
ּ ישא ְ ּב ִד ֵיד

Shall we say that this is a conclusive refutationN of the opinion of
Rav Hamnuna, who said: A widow waiting for her yavam, who
engaged in an act of licentious relations,H is disqualified from
entering into levirate marriage with her yavam, like an ordinary married woman who committed adultery? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, this presents no diﬃculty for Rav Hamnuna, as it is possible that the same is true even in a case where she had relations with
a diﬀerent man, that she too would be disqualified from marrying
into the priesthood. But since the tanna taught the first clause with
regard to the yavam himself, he also taught the latter clause with
regard to the yavam himself, even though the same halakha applies
if she cohabitated with another.
NOTES

Shall we say that this is a conclusive refutation – יהוֵ י
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ ֵל
תיו ְּב ָּתא:ְּ The phrase shall we say generally indicates that the proposed suggestion or diﬃculty will ultimately be dismissed by the
Gemara. In this case, however, the halakha is not ruled in accordance with Rav Hamnuna’s opinion, and it is therefore unclear why
the Gemara goes to such lengths to explain the mishna in accordance with his opinion. While it is true that the Gemara occasionally
defends an entirely rejected view, it is uncommon. The Ritva asserts
that there is a reason for this inquiry, as the ruling of the mishna is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and Rav Hamnuna’s
opinion must be accepted in order to reach Rabbi Akiva’s conclu-
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sion. This is because it may be argued that a woman awaiting
levirate marriage who married or had relations with another man
before ĥalitza has transgressed a prohibition. According to Rabbi
Akiva, who equates those who have transgressed standard negative
prohibitions with those liable to receive karet with regard to the
validity of their marriage, she is considered a harlot even in that case.
However, ultimately, the halakha is not ruled in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Therefore, a woman awaiting levirate
marriage is not considered like a married or a betrothed woman,
and having relations with another man does not disqualify her from
marrying her yavam.

,״וְ ֵכן ַאיְ ילוֹנִית ׁ ֶש ָח ְלצ ּו ָל ּה ַא ִחין״ כו׳
, ָהא ָלא ְ ּב ָﬠלו ָּה ָלא,ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דִּ ְב ָﬠלו ָּה
 דְּ ִאי ַר ִ ּבי,ְּכ ַמאן – דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
. ַאיְ ילוֹנִית זוֹנָ ה ִהיא:יְ הו ָּדה – ָה ֲא ַמר

It is taught in the mishna: And similarly, with regard to a sexually underdeveloped woman, if one of the brothers performed
ĥalitza with her he has not disqualified her, but if he engaged in
intercourse with her he has disqualified her. The Gemara infers
from this wording that the reason for her disqualification is that
he had intercourse with her; but if he did not have intercourse
with her she is not disqualified. According to whose opinion
was this clause of the mishna taught? One must say that it was
not taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.
As, if one would claim that this teaching is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t he say that a sexually
underdeveloped woman is considered like a woman who has
had sexual relations with a man forbidden to her by the Torah
[zona], and so she is in any case disqualified from marrying into
the priesthood?H

mishna

If a priest who is a eunuch by natural
ָשא ַ ּבת
ׂ ָ מתני׳ ְס ִריס ַח ָּמה ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ּנ
causes married an Israelite woman, he
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
enables her to eatH teruma. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon
ָשא
ׂ ָ  ַאנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ּנ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןsay: If a priest who is a hermaphrodite, possessing both male
. ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמהand female genitals, married an Israelite woman, he enables
her to eat teruma.
 ט ּו ְמט ּום ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְק ַרע:אוֹמר
ֵ
ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשהוּא,וְ נִ ְמצָ א זָ ָכר ל ֹא יַ ֲחלוֹץ
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,נוֹשא
ׂ ֵ  ַאנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס.ְּכ ָס ִריס
 ַאנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.נִישא
ָׂ ּ
.ַחיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ָליו ְס ִק ָילה ְּכזָ ָכר

Rabbi Yehuda says: If a tumtum, whose external sexual organs
are indeterminate, was torn open so that his genitals were
exposed, and he was found to be a male, he must not perform
ĥalitza,H because he is treated like a eunuch. A hermaphrodite
may marry a woman but he may not be marriedH by a man, as
he is considered a man. Rabbi Eliezer says: If one had intercourse with a hermaphrodite, he is liable to receive the punishment of stoning on his account as if he had had relations with
a male.

gemara

The Gemara questions the mishna’s
– מוֹליד
ִ :ימא
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ גמ׳ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
teaching concerning a priest who was
,מוֹליד – ֵאינוֹ ַמ ֲא ִכיל
ִ  ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ,ַמ ֲא ִכיל
sexually impotent from birth: This is obvious; why should such
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןa priest not enable his wife to partake of teruma? The Gemara
answers: This halakha is necessary lest you say that since the
verse states: “And such as are born in his house, they eat of his
bread” (Leviticus : ), the allowance to eat teruma depends
on the priest’s capacity to father children, i.e., that only one who
can father children enables his wife to eatN teruma, but one who
cannot father children does not enable his wife to eat teruma.
Therefore, the tanna teaches us that the priest’s capacity to have
children is irrelevant.

HALAKHA

A sexually underdeveloped woman marrying a priest –
איְ ילוֹנִית ְלכ ֵֹהן:
ַ It is permitted for a sexually underdeveloped
woman to marry a priest, as she is not forbidden to him as a
harlot. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:3).
A eunuch by natural causes…enables her to eat – ְס ִריס ַח ָּמה
מ ֲא ִכיל:ַ If a priest who was sexually incapacitated from birth
married an Israelite woman, he enables her to eat teruma
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:14).

torn open so that his genitals were exposed, and he was found
to be a male, he may either perform ĥalitza or enter into levirate
marriage, as the Gemara later (83b) indicates that the Rabbis
disagree with Rabbi Yehuda, and the halakha is in accordance
with their opinion. Others (Be’er HaGola) maintain that he, too,
is considered of doubtful status, and the ruling is stringent, as
nowhere is it stated explicitly that the Rabbis disagree with
Rabbi Yehuda (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 172:9).

A hermaphrodite may marry, but he may not be married –
נִישא
ׂ ָ ּ נוֹשא ֲא ָבל ל ֹא
ׂ ֵ אנְדְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס:ַ It is permitted for a hermaphrodite to marry a woman. He is likewise considered a male to the
A tumtum with regard to ĥalitza and levirate marriage – extent that if a man had relations with him, he is liable to be
יִבוּם
ּ ְטו ְּמטוּם ַ ּב ֲח ִליצָ ה ו: A tumtum may perform ĥalitza but not stoned, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer and
levirate marriage, as his status as a man is in doubt. If he was Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:15).
NOTES

One who can father children enables his wife to eat – מוֹליד
ִ
מ ֲא ִכיל:ַ Rashi and other early authorities explain that this suggestion is based on the verse “And such as are born in his house,
they eat of his bread” (Leviticus 22:11). Regardless of the fact that
the verse refers to slaves and not children, Rashi still cites it as

proof. The underlying idea is that if a man, by his very nature,
is incapable of fathering children, his marriage is considered
incomplete. Therefore, a woman who is married to a sexually
impotent priest is not fully acquired by him, and consequently
he does not enable her to eat teruma.
. פרק ח׳ דף פא. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 81a
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HALAKHA

A priest who is a hermaphrodite – אנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס ּכ ֵֹהן:
ַ
Since a hermaphrodite has both male and female
sexual organs, he constitutes a category of his own. If
he is a priest, he does not enable his wife to eat teruma,
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara on
83a. The Rema rules that he has the status of a male, in
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Terumot 7:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 44:5).
Teruma in the present – תרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ְּ The obligation to set aside terumot and tithes nowadays is not by
Torah law but rather by rabbinic decree, even in locales
that were settled by those who returned to Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yoĥanan in explanation of the Rabbis (Vilna Gaon;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 331:2).

.אוֹמ ִרים ַאנְדְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס״
ְ יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי
 וְ ֵאין, ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה:ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
 ַאף:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹחנָן
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ְ ּב ָחזֶ ה וָ ׁשוֹק
 ַמאי, ו ְּל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש.ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ְ ּב ָחזֶ ה וָ ׁשוֹק
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ ד,ׁ ְשנָ א ָחזֶ ה וָ ׁשוֹק
יתא – ְּתרו ָּמה נַ ִמי
!יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד

It is taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon
say: If a priest who is a hermaphroditeH married an Israelite
woman, he enables her to eat teruma. Reish Lakish said: He
enables her to eat teruma, but he does not enable her to eat the
breast and thigh of peace-oﬀerings. Rabbi Yoĥanan says: He
even enables her to eat the breast and thighN of peace-oﬀerings.
The Gemara asks: And according to Reish Lakish, what is diﬀerent about the breast and thigh of peace-oﬀerings? If you say it is
that they are by Torah law, teruma is also by Torah law. Why, then,
is it permitted for her to eat teruma, but not the breast and thigh
of peace-oﬀerings?

,ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
 ֲא ָבל ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית ַה ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש ַקיָּ ים.דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 ֵאין ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ְ ּב ָחזֶ ה: ַאדְּ ָתנֵי,ַמאי – ָלא
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים:יתנֵי ְ ּב ִד ָיד ּה
ְ  ִל ְיפלוֹג וְ ִל,וָ ׁשוֹק
 ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה,ֲאמו ִּרים ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
!יתא ָלא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד

The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? We are
dealing with teruma in the present,HN after the destruction of the
Temple, when teruma is in eﬀect only by rabbinic law. The Gemara
asks: But when the Temple is standing, what is the halakha? He
does not enable his wife to eat teruma. But if so, there is a diﬃculty.
Instead of teaching that he does not enable her to eat the breast
and thigh of peace-oﬀerings, let him distinguish and teach it
within the case of teruma itself as follows: In what case is this
statement said? It is said with regard to teruma that is in eﬀect
only by rabbinic law, but with regard to teruma that is in eﬀect
by Torah law this ruling does not apply.

ָ  ְּכ ׁ ֶשה ּוא ַמ ֲא ִכ:ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ָק ָא ַמר
– יל ּה
 וְ ֵאין, דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן,ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה,ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּבזְ ַמן ָחזֶ ה וָ ׁשוֹק
ְ  דִּ ְל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל,דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
אוֹכ ָל ּה ִ ּב ְתר ּו ָמה
.יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד

The Gemara answers: That is also what he is saying. In other
words, this is actually what Reish Lakish means, as his statement
should be understood as follows: When he enables her to eat, he
enables her to eat teruma in the present, when teruma is in eﬀect
only by rabbinic law, but he does not enable her to eat teruma at
a time that the breast and thigh are given to the priests, i.e., when
the Temple is standing, not even teruma that is in eﬀect only by
rabbinic law. This is due to the concern that perhaps he will bring
her to eat teruma that is in eﬀect by Torah law.

NOTES

He even enables her to eat the breast and thigh –  ַאף ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּהforms this disagreement is taken up by the amora’im and early
ב ָחזֶ ה וָ ׁשוֹק:ּ ְ The discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud, which also authorities. Some maintain that the opinion that teruma nowacites this dispute but with the opinions reversed, concerns the days applies by rabbinic law is based on the assumption that by
breast and thigh themselves. According to one opinion, the ruling Torah law the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael has lapsed but the Sages
is lenient due to an a fortiori inference. The reasoning is that had ruled that mitzvot dependent on the Land must still be observed.
the Jews not sinned with the Golden Calf they would all have However, even according to this opinion, the Gemara’s wording:
been fit to eat the breast and thigh, but owing to that sin, the At a time that the breast and thigh are given to the priests, is
right to partake of the priestly gifts was awarded exclusively to imprecise, as the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael with regard to terumot
the descendants of Aaron. Teruma, in contrast, was from the very and tithes is tied not to the existence of the Temple but to the fact
outset a gift to the descendants of Aaron. For this reason, one for that the majority of Jews are living in Eretz Yisrael. Accordingly, this
whom it is permitted to partake of teruma may certainly share in opinion, as explained by the Rambam, maintains that even during
the breast and thigh.
the time of the Second Temple, terumot and tithes were not pracTeruma in the present – תרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ְּ The issue of teruma in ticed by Torah law; rather, the people accepted upon themselves
the present time is already disputed by the tanna’im. In various the obligation to give teruma (see Nehemiah, chapter 9).
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 ַאף ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ְ ּב ָחזֶ ה:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹחנָ ן ְל ֵר ׁיש
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.וָ ׁשוֹק
 ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת ְּתרו ָּמה ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ָל ִק ׁיש
: ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי ׁשוֹנֶ ה, ִאין:יה
ּ דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן? ָא ַמר ֵל
.עוֹלה
ֶ ִﬠיגּ וּל ְ ּב ִﬠ ּגו ִּלים

יכה
ָ  ֲח ִת: וַ ֲהל ֹא ֲאנִי ׁשוֹנֶ ה:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
״כל
ָ ַ ּב ֲח ִתיכוֹת
ָּ  ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת.עוֹלה
״את ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ
ֶ ?ּימנוֹת״ ׁ ָשנִינו
ָּ ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ ִל
.ּימנוֹת״ ׁ ָשנִינו
ָּ ִל

However, Rabbi Yoĥanan disagrees and says that he even enables
her to eat the breast and thigh of peace-oﬀerings. With respect
to this dispute, Rabbi Yoĥanan said to Reish Lakish: Since
you distinguish between teruma and the breast and thigh, do
you maintain that teruma in the present is mandated only by
rabbinic law? He said to him: Yes, and the proof is that I teach
that a cakeB of dried figs that became intermingled with other
cakesNH is nullified.N If a cake of teruma figs became intermingled
with one hundred ordinary cakes, the cake is nullified and it is
not necessary to treat them all as teruma. If the cake, which is
a food of importance in its own right, is nullified, this must be
because the teruma is only by rabbinic law.
Rabbi Yoĥanan said to him: But don’t I teach that even a piece
of a sin-oﬀering that became intermingled with other pieces of
meat is nullified, as I maintain that the halakha of nullification
applies even to Torah prohibitions? Do you maintain that we
learned that any object that it is usual to count, i.e., any object
that is even occasionally sold by unit, rather than by weight or
measure, is considered to be important and therefore cannot be
nullified? This is not so, as in fact we learned that only that which
it is usual to count, i.e., an object that is always sold by unit and
in no other manner, is considered to be important and is therefore
not subject to nullification; and cakes of dried figs are not always
sold by unit.

 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו לוֹ ֲח ִב ֵילי: ַמאי ִהיא? דִּ ְתנַןThe Gemara asks: What is this halakha to which Rabbi Yoĥanan
.ּ ִּת ְל ָּתן ׁ ֶשל ִּכ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם – יִ דָּ ְלקוalludes? As we learned in a mishna (Orla : – ): In the case of
one who had bundles of clover,B a type of legume, of a forbidden
נִ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו ַ ּב ֲא ֵחרוֹת
mixture of food crops in a vineyard,H i.e., clover plants that grew
in a vineyard, these bundles must be burned, as it is prohibited
for one to derive benefit from a forbidden mixture of food crops
in a vineyard. If the forbidden bundles became intermingled
with others that are permitted,

BACKGROUND

Cake [iggul] – ﬠי ּגוּל:ִ During the talmudic period figs were preserved in various ways. One method involved drying them after
they were harvested and then pressing them into round vessels.
A cake of this kind was therefore called an iggul, literally meaning
round. After these cakes were removed from these vessels the
figs formed the shape of a flat cylinder. These cakes of figs were
usually of uniform size and shape, and were often sold wholesale
rather than individually.
Clover – ת ְל ָּתן:ִּ Tiltan has been identified with the clover-like
plant fenugreek, which is Latin for Greek hay, or Trigonella foenum-graecum, a plant of the Fabaceae family. It is less than 1 m
tall and has white flowers and hollow, hairy, light green leaves
that are clustered in sets of three. It produces thin pods, which
measure up to 15 cm and contain flat seeds of up to 5 mm in
length. Fenugreek is usually cultivated for its seeds, which can
be eaten or used in the preparation of many diﬀerent spices. Its
young branches are also used as a spice after they are cooked.
In many countries fenugreek is also used as animal fodder and
fertilizer.

Fenugreek leaves, seeds, and pods

NOTES

A cake of dried figs with other cakes – ﬠיגּ וּל ְ ּב ִﬠיגּ ו ִּלים:ִ Some
early authorities raise a diﬃculty here: It is possible that the
reason a cake of teruma is nullified by other cakes is that the
teruma of fruit applies by rabbinic law, as opposed to Torahmandated teruma, which is limited to the produce specified
by the Torah, i.e., grain, wine, and oil. If so, this case has no
bearing on the status of teruma nowadays. Consequently,
they explain that this must follow the view that the teruma of
fruit is by Torah law, or, as the Ra’avad explains, that the teruma
of the fruit of the seven species of Eretz Yisrael is mandated
by the Torah. Otherwise, one could say that if the teruma of
fruit is by Torah law, teruma nowadays is not by Torah law,

and even if the halakhot of teruma do apply nowadays by
Torah law, the teruma of fruit applies by rabbinic law. Either
way, there is no proof from here with regard to the halakhot
of teruma in general (see Ritva and Meiri).
Nullified [oleh] – עוֹלה:
ֶ Rabbi Avraham min HaHar explains
that the word oleh, which literally means raised, is used here
instead of the more usual term batel, meaning nullified,
because even if the halakhot of teruma do not apply to the
mixture, as it need not be eaten exclusively by priests in a
state of ritual purity, the monetary aspect of the obligation is
not negated, and the owner must give a priest the value of
the nullified teruma cake.

HALAKHA

A cake of dried figs with other cakes – ﬠיגּ וּל ְ ּב ִﬠגּ ו ִּלים:ִ If a
cake of teruma figs became intermingled with ordinary cakes
and it cannot be identified, the cake is nullified in a mixture
of one hundred parts of non-teruma to one part teruma
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 14:2).

Bundles of clover of food crops in a vineyard – ֲח ִב ֵילי ִּת ְל ָּתן
של ִּכ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם:
ֶ ׁ It is prohibited to sow seeds or vegetables
near vines, or to plant a vine alongside grain or vegetables. If
one did so, it is prohibited to derive benefit from the seeds,
vegetables, or grapes, and they must all be burned (Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 296:3).
. פרק ח׳ דף פא. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 81a
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BACKGROUND

Badan – ב ָדן:ּ ָ Badan is identified today with Ĥirvat Parva in
the Badan valley, a few kilometers northwest of Shechem.
Shoots of beet [ĥilfei teradin] – ח ְל ֵפי ְת ָר ִדין:ִ The vegetable
mentioned here is chard, Beta vulgaris cicla, a subspecies of
the beet plant. Chard is an annual garden vegetable from the
Chenopodiaceae family. Its large, fleshy leaves, 15–30 cm long,
are eaten only after being cooked, and their flavor is similar to
that of spinach. Today the leaves also serve as chicken feed.
The ge’onim explain that the ĥilfei teradin mentioned in the
Talmud are tzela’ot hateradim, spinach ribs. Some say that this
is a special type of spinach with unique leaves.

 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ּּכו ָּּלן יִ דָּ ְלקו
 ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה,אתיִ ם
ַ  יַ ֲﬠל ּו ְ ּב ֶא ָחד ו ָּמ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
ימנוֹת
ָּ  ָּכל ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ ִל:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
 ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש
 ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא.ֶא ָּלא ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ָשה דְּ ָב ִרים ִ ּב ְל ָבד
.אוֹמר ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה
ֵ

they must all be burned; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
And the Rabbis say: They are nullified in a mixture of one part
forbidden food to two hundredH parts permitted food. As Rabbi
Meir would say: Any object that it is usual to count renders a
mixture prohibited. In other words, objects that are counted and
sold by the unit, rather than by weight or estimation, are considered of special importance, and so they cannot be nullified by any
majority and therefore must be burned. But the Rabbis say: Only
six objectsN are important enough that they cannot be nullified
and therefore render their mixtures forbidden. Rabbi Akiva says:
There are seven such objects.

 וְ ָח ִביּוֹת, וְ ִר ּמוֹנֵי ָב ָדן, ְ ֱאגוֹזֵ י ֶפ ֶרך:ֵאלּ ּו ֵהן
,קוֹל ֵחי ְכרוּב
ָ ְ ו, וְ ִח ְל ֵפי ְת ָר ִדין,ְסתוּמוֹת
מוֹסיף
ִ
יבא
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק.ו ְּד ַל ַﬠת יְ וָ נִית
 ָה ְראוּיִ ן.ַאף ִּכ ָּכרוֹת ׁ ֶשל ַ ּב ַﬠל ַה ַ ּביִ ת
 ְל ִכ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם – ִּכ ְל ֵאי,ְל ָﬠ ְר ָלה – ָﬠ ְר ָלה
.ַה ֶּכ ֶרם

They are as follows: Perekh nuts,H high-quality nuts from a place
called Perekh; BadanB pomegranates, pomegranates from a place
called Badan; sealed barrelsN of wine; shoots of beet;B cabbage
stalks; and Greek gourd. Rabbi Akiva adds, as his seventh item,
a homeowner’s loaves.N Diﬀerent prohibitions apply to these
seven items: Those that are fit for the prohibition of orla, fruit that
grows in the first three years after a tree has been planted, i.e., the
nuts and pomegranates, render the entire mixture orla. Those that
are fit for the prohibition proscribing a mixture of food crops in
a vineyard, i.e., the beets, cabbage, and gourd, render the entire
mixture a mixture of food crops in a vineyard.

ימנוֹת״
ָּ ״את ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ ִל
ֶ :יוֹחנָן ָס ַבר
ָ  ַר ִ ּביAnd it was stated that amora’im disagreed about the precise word״כל ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ
ָּ : וְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָס ַבר,ּ ׁ ָשנִינוing of this mishna: Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that we learned: That
which it is usual to count, i.e., Rabbi Meir’s stringent ruling is
.ּימנוֹת״ ׁ ָשנִינו
ָּ ִל
limited to objects that are sold exclusively by unit. And Reish
Lakish holds that we learned: Any object that it is usual to count,
i.e., even items that are only sometimes sold by unit are considered
important and cannot be nullified.
Chard

HALAKHA

Nullified in a mixture of one to two hundred – יַ ֲﬠל ּו ְ ּב ֶא ָחד
אתיִ ם
ַ ו ָּמ: If a bundle of vegetables that are forbidden as a mixture of crops in a vineyard became intermingled with two
hundred permitted bundles, or if a fruit that is forbidden as orla
became intermingled with two hundred pieces of permitted
fruit, the entire mixture is permitted. The halakha is ruled in
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, against the sole dissenting opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Ma’akhalot Assurot 16:8).

this is presented here as Rabbi Akiva’s view, the subsequent
unattributed mishna follows his opinion (Vilna Gaon). Similarly,
animals are considered to be significant and therefore cannot
be nullified. Other items can be nullified, each in accordance
with the relevant prohibition.

Some authorities maintain that any item that is always
counted and only sold by the unit cannot be nullified, and this
is the accepted custom. This is the opinion of the Rema, based
on Tosafot and others, in accordance with Rabbi Yoĥanan. The
Perekh nuts, etc. – אגוֹזֵ י ֶפ ֶרך וכו׳:
ֱ If an object of importance fact that the amora’im disagree in accordance with the opinion
that is forbidden became intermingled with permitted objects, of Rabbi Meir indicates that the halakha follows his opinion.
it is not nullified even in a mixture of one to one thousand. Some (Sefer HaTeruma; see Vilna Gaon) rule that even objects
This category consists of seven items: Perekh nuts, Badan occasionally sold by number cannot be nullified (Rambam
pomegranates, sealed barrels of wine, shoots of beet, cab- Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 16:9; Shulĥan Arukh,
bage stalks, Greek gourd, and a homeowner’s loaves. Though Yoreh De’a 110:1).
NOTES

Only six objects – ש ׁ ּ ָשה דְּ ָב ִרים ִ ּב ְל ָבד:
ִ ׁ The Rabbis maintain that
it is not enough for an object to be of some importance for
it to be immune to nullification. Rather, it must be of special
significance, like the six items enumerated here. The Rambam
writes that the listing of these six items was appropriate for
their time and place, but the same applies to anything of equal
importance. This opinion helps resolve the diﬃculties raised
by Tosafot and the Rashba that there are also other items that
cannot be nullified.
Sealed barrels – ח ִביּוֹת ְסתוּמוֹת:ָ Tosafot in tractate Zevaĥim
claim that this term includes barrels filled with oil. The Meiri, on
the other hand, maintains that sealed barrels refers exclusively
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to barrels of wine, as only with respect to wine is there a diﬀerence between barrels that are sealed and thereby protected
from going sour and barrels that are not sealed.
A homeowner’s loaves – כ ָּכרוֹת ׁ ֶשל ַ ּב ַﬠל ַה ַ ּביִ ת:ִּ Most commentaries, including Tosafot, explain that bakers’ loaves are less
important than a homeowner’s loaves because they are smaller.
Others maintain that bakers’ loaves are not prepared with great
care, unlike those made by a homeowner (Tiferet Yisrael). The
Meiri suggests a somewhat diﬀerent interpretation: Since
baker’s loaves are made to be sold, they are of no significance
individually, whereas those of a homeowner are each prepared
and handled separately.

יכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת
ָ  ֲח ִת:יכה? דְּ ַתנְיָא
ָ ַמאי ֲח ִת
ְט ֵמ ָאה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ֲח ִתיכוֹת ׁ ֶשל
 וְ ֵכן ּ ְפרו ָּסה ׁ ֶשל ֶל ֶחם,ַח ָּטאוֹת ְטהוֹרוֹת
ַה ּ ָפנִים ְט ֵמ ָאה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ּ ְפרוּסוֹת
 ַר ִ ּבי.ׁ ֶשל ֶל ֶחם ַה ּ ָפנִים ְטהוֹרוֹת – ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה
. ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה:אוֹמר

The Gemara further explains: What is the case of a piece, referred
to by Rabbi Yoĥanan? As it is taught in a baraita: If a piece of a
ritually impure sin-oﬀering became intermingledH with one
hundred pieces of ritually pure sin-oﬀerings, and similarly, if a
slice of ritually impure shewbread became intermingled with
one hundred slices of ritually pure showbread, the impure piece
of a sin-oﬀering or slice of shewbread is nullified in its respective
mixture.N Rabbi Yehuda says: It is not nullified.

הוֹרה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה
ָ ֲא ָבל ֲח ִת ָיכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת ְט
 וְ ֵכן,ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ֲח ִתיכוֹת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין ְטהוֹרוֹת
הוֹרה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה
ָ ּ ְפרו ָּסה ׁ ֶשל ֶל ֶחם ַה ּ ָפנִים ְט
ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ּ ְפרוּסוֹת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין ְטהוֹרוֹת – דִּ ְב ֵרי
.ַה ּכֹל ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה

However, if a piece of a ritually pure sin-oﬀering became intermingledH with one hundred pieces of ritually pure non-sacred
meat, and similarly, if a slice of ritually pure shewbread became
intermingled with one hundred slices of ritually pure nonsacred bread, everyone agrees that the pure piece of sin-oﬀering
or slice of shewbread is not nullified in its respective mixture.

ָ ׁ יהת ֵר
ַ  ָק ָתנֵי ִמThe Gemara asks: In any event, the first clause of this baraita
ישא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
N
.וֹחה
ָ נִימ
ּ  ְ ּב:יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  ְ ּב ֵרteaches that a piece of ritually impure sin-oﬀering can be nullified. This poses a diﬃculty with respect to the opinion of Reish
Lakish, as such a piece of meat is an item that is sometimes
counted and considered important in its own right, and it is
forbidden by Torah law, but nevertheless it can still be nullified.
Rabbi Ĥiyya, son of Rav Huna, said: This baraita is referring not
to a whole piece of meat but to one that had been crushedN and
broken into small parts. Once it is no longer a whole piece, it loses
its importance and can be nullified.
? ִאי ָה ִכי ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהThe Gemara asks: If it is so that the piece has been crushed, what
is the reason for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion that the piece is not
nullified?

HALAKHA

If a piece of a ritually impure sin-oﬀering became intermingled – יכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת ְט ֵמ ָאה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה
ָ ח ִת:ֲ If a piece of a
ritually impure sin-oﬀering became intermingled with one
hundred pieces of ritually pure sin-oﬀerings, or if a slice of ritually
impure shewbread became intermingled with one hundred slices
of ritually pure shewbread, the impure piece or slice is nullified
in its respective mixture, in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:23).

If a piece of a ritually pure sin-oﬀering became intermingled –
הוֹרה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה
ָ יכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת ְט
ָ ח ִת:ֲ If a piece of a ritually pure sinoﬀering became intermingled with one hundred pieces of ritually
pure non-sacred meat, or if a slice of ritually pure shewbread
became intermingled with one hundred slices of ritually pure,
non-sacred bread, the impure piece or slice is not nullified, and
the entire mixture must be eaten by priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:24).

NOTES

A piece of a ritually impure sin-oﬀering is nullified –
יכת ַח ָּטאת ְט ֵמ ָאה ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה
ַ ח ִת:ֲ The commentaries raise a
question with regard to this halakha that a piece of such
a sin-oﬀering is nullified in a mixture of one hundred to
one. Even if this piece is not an item that is invariably
counted, there would appear to be another reason why
it cannot be nullified, i.e., the principle of: A piece fit to
be served. The principle is that a piece that is fit to be
served to guests is significant in its own right and cannot
be nullified. The Rashba discusses at length the various
solutions oﬀered to this problem. He suggests that a
piece that is fit to be served to guests that became intermingled with non-sacred food is not nullified, because
were it nullified, it could later be served to guests. But in
the case of such a piece that became intermingled with
sacrificial meat, since it could not be served to guests
even after nullification, as it may be eaten only by priests,
it is not considered a piece fit to be served. The Ritva
rejects this explanation in favor of the Ra’ah’s suggestion
that this refers to an uncooked piece of meat that is not
fit to be served, or alternatively, that any item that is forbidden not in and of itself but only due to some external
factor, e.g., impurity, is not subject to the halakha with
regard to a piece that is fit to be served.
In any event the first clause teaches – יהת
ַ ָק ָתנֵי ִמ
ישא
ָ ׁ ר:ֵ According to most commentaries, this diﬃculty
concludes Rabbi Yoĥanan’s proof from this baraita with
regard to nullification, an objection raised against the
opinion of Reish Lakish. The Razah maintains that the difficulty posed here relates to the opinions of both Rabbi
Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish, as this piece is an item that
is usually counted. According to his opinion, some of
the subsequent answers are in accordance with Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s opinion while others follow that of Reish
Lakish. The Ramban rejects this explanation and proves
that the diﬃculty applies only to the opinion of Reish
Lakish.
One that had been crushed – וֹחה
ָ נִימ:
ּ Most commentaries maintain that while the first clause of the baraita
is referring to a crushed piece of meat, the latter clause
applies to a whole piece as well. The Rashba claims
that according to this answer the entire baraita is dealing with a crushed piece. How this dispute is understood depends to a certain extent on how the rest of
the discussion is understood, according to the various
opinions.

Perek VIII
Daf 82 Amud a
 ִמין ְ ּב ִמינוֹ ָלא: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְל ַט ֲﬠ ֵמThe Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his standard
. ָ ּב ֵטילline of reasoning, as he stated a principle that if a particular type
of food is mixed with food of its own type, it cannot be nullifiedN
under any circumstances.
: ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה – ַאדְּ ָתנֵי,וֹח ַמאי נִימ
ּ ֲא ָבל ל ֹא
הוֹרה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה
ָ ֲא ָבל ֲח ִת ָיכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת ְט
ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ֲח ִתיכוֹת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין ְטהוֹרוֹת ל ֹא
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים:נִיתנֵי ְ ּב ִד ָיד ּה
ְ ְנִיפלוֹג ו
ְ – ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה
– וֹחה
ָ נִימ
ָ ִימ
ּ  ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,וֹחה
ּ ֲאמו ִּרים ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ּנ
!ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה

The Gemara asks further: But had the piece of meat not been
crushed, what would the halakha be? Presumably, it would not
be nullified. If so, there is a diﬃculty, as instead of teaching a
case involving non-sacred meat in the second half of the baraita,
as follows: However, if a piece of a ritually pure sin-oﬀering
became intermingled with one hundred pieces of ritually pure
non-sacred meat, the impure piece of a sin-oﬀering is not nullified; let the tanna distinguish and teach it in the case involving
only sacred meat, as follows: In what case is this statement
said? It is in a case where the piece of meat has been crushed
and broken into small parts, but if it has not been crushed, it is
not nullified.

NOTES

A type mixed with its own type cannot be nullified –
מין ְ ּב ִמינוֹ ָלא ָ ּב ֵטיל:ִ The reason that the ruling is more stringent with regard to an item that became intermingled
with its own type than with one that became mixed
with a diﬀerent type is that in the latter case the nullification is apparent, as the appearance and taste of
the forbidden item have become imperceptible in the
mixture. However, if an item became intermingled with
its own type, it cannot be said that the unique essence
of the prohibition has been canceled in the permitted
substance.
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