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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NOTES

And according to Reish Lakish, what is diﬀerent – ו ְּל ֵר ׁיש
ל ִק ׁיש ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א:ָ There are many diﬀerent versions of the text
here, each of which presents its own set of diﬃculties. See
Rashi, who goes to great lengths to explain why this diﬃculty
applies only to Reish Lakish and not to Rabbi Yoĥanan. The
Rashba explains this version in accordance with his general
approach: Rabbi Yoĥanan maintains that this is not a case of:
That which is counted; rather, the question of nullification
concerns the issue of a piece fit to be served. The diﬀerence
between a piece intermingled with pure sacred food and a
piece mixed with non-sacred food is that in the former case
the mixture is not fit to be served to guests, as the entire
mixture must be given to priests. Other early authorities cite
the following version, citing the ge’onim: And according to
Rabbi Yoĥanan, what is diﬀerent between the first clause,
etc. According to this version, Reish Lakish does diﬀerentiate between the first and latter clauses of the baraita, as a
crushed piece is nullified whereas a piece that has not been
crushed is not nullified. But according to Rabbi Yoĥanan,
since both cases involve whole pieces, the question is: What
is the reason for the diﬀerence in the halakha (see Rashba and
Ritva)? Rabbi Avraham min HaHar cites a reading that omits
any mention of either Rabbi Yoĥanan or Reish Lakish, which
means the question applies equally to both.
The first clause is dealing with ritual impurity due to
liquids, etc. – ישא ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין וכו׳
ָ ׁ ר:ֵ The early authorities
cite Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s version, which omits the phrases:
The first clause, and: The latter clause. According to this version, the entire baraita is referring to the impurity of liquids.
Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the ritual impurity of liquids is
by Torah law and therefore cannot be nullified, whereas the
Rabbis contend that such impurity is merely rabbinic. This
version also resolves the question raised by the Arukh LaNer
as to why the Gemara uses the example of the impurity of
liquids rather than that of some other type of ritual impurity
that everyone agrees is of rabbinic origin.
HALAKHA

An object whose prohibition is temporary – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש לוֹ
מ ִּת ִירים:ַ If a temporarily prohibited object, or one that can be
permitted in some manner, became intermingled with permitted items, it is not nullified even in a mixture of one to one
thousand, whether it is whole or crushed. This applies only
if it became intermingled with its own type, but if it fell into
a diﬀerent type it is nullified in a mixture of one to sixty, like
any other prohibited item (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Ma’akhalot Assurot 15:6, 12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 102:1).

.יה
ּ  ְטהוֹרוֹת ִ ּב ְטהוֹרוֹת ָﬠ ִדיף ֵלThe Gemara answers: Even so, the tanna prefers to address the
case of an intermingling of ritually pure items with other ritually
pure items and thereby teach a novel halakha, notwithstanding
the fact that he could have made a distinction within the case of
a ritually impure piece itself.
ישא ו ַּמאי
ָ ׁ  ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ֵר,ְּו ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
יה דְּ ַרב
ָ ׁ ׁ ְשנָ א ֵס ָיפא? ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש
ּ ישא ְ ּב ֵר
,ישא ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָ ׁ  ֵר:ִא ִידי
.יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְֵּס ָיפא ד

The Gemara asks: And according to Reish Lakish, who establishes the baraita as referring to a piece of meat that has been
crushed, what is diﬀerentN in the first clause of the baraita
and what is diﬀerent in the latter clause? Why is nullification
possible in the case of impure pieces, but not in the case of pure
ones? Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The first clause is dealing with a piece of a sin-oﬀering that contracted ritual impurity
due to liquids,N which is imparted by rabbinic law. Since the
sacred food contracted impurity that is only rabbinic in origin, it
may be nullified rather than allowed to go to waste. The latter
clause, on the other hand, deals with sacred food that became
intermingled with ordinary non-sacred food. The sacred food
is forbidden to non-priests by Torah law, and therefore it is
not nullified.

. ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה, ֲא ָבל טו ְּמ ַאת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ ַמאיThe Gemara asks: But had the piece of meat mentioned in the
first clause of the baraita contracted ritual impurity through
contact with a creeping animal, which is imparted by Torah
law, what would the halakha be? Presumably, it would not be
nullified.
יכה ׁ ֶשל ַח ָּטאת
ָ  ֲא ָבל ֲח ִת:ַאדְּ ָתנֵי ֵס ָיפא
הוֹרה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה ְ ּב ֵמ ָאה ֲח ִתיכוֹת
ָ ְט
נִיפלוֹג
ְ – ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין ְטהוֹרוֹת ל ֹא ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים:יתנֵי ְ ּב ִד ָיד ּה
ְ וְ ִל
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ׁ ֶש ֶרץ,ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַמ ׁ ְש ִקין
.יה
ָ ל ֹא! ְט
ּ הוֹרה ִ ּב ְטהוֹרוֹת ָﬠ ִדיף ֵל

If so, there is a diﬃculty, as instead of teaching a case involving
non-sacred meat in the latter clause 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 said in
a case where the piece of meat contracted ritual impurity due
to liquids, but where it contracted ritual impurity through a
creeping animal it is not nullified. The Gemara answers: Even so,
the tanna prefers to address the novel case of an intermingling of
ritually pure items with other ritually pure items.

–  ֵס ָיפא,ישא – ִא ּיסוּר ָלאו
ָ ׁ  ֵר: ַר ָ ּבה ֲא ַמרRabba said that an alternative explanation may be suggested
. ִא ּיסוּר ָּכ ֵרתfor the diﬀerence between the two clauses of the baraita: In the
first clause of the baraita, which deals with the intermingling
of impure sacred meat with pure sacred meat, there is concern
about the violation of a standard prohibition, i.e., the prohibition against eating impure sacred meat; therefore, the piece of
meat is nullified. In the latter clause of the baraita, which deals
with the intermingling of sacred meat and non-sacred meat, there
is concern about the violation of a prohibition that bears the
punishment of karet, which bars a non-priest from eating pure
sacrificial food; therefore, the piece of meat is not nullified.
– אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ  ָּכל ִ ּב ְד: וְ ָהא ַר ָ ּבה הוּא דַּ ֲא ַמרThe Gemara asks: But wasn’t it Rabba himself who said: With
 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ִא ּיסוּר ָלאו וְ ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ִא ּיסוּרregard to the nullification of any item forbidden by Torah law
that became intermingled with a permitted substance, there is no
.ָּכ ֵרת! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
diﬀerence between that which is forbidden due to a standard
prohibition and that which is forbidden due to a prohibition
that entails the punishment of karet. The Gemara concludes: This
is diﬃcult for Rabba.
יה
ּ  ֵס ָיפא – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָהוֵ י ֵל: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ֲא ַמרRav Ashi said yet another explanation: In the latter clause, where
 וְ ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש, דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש לוֹ ַמ ִּת ִיריןritually pure sacred meat became intermingled with ritually pure
non-sacred meat, the sacred meat does not become nullified
.לוֹ ַמ ִּת ִירין – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ֶא ֶלף ָלא ָ ּב ֵטיל
because it is an object whose prohibition is temporary.H The
piece of sacred meat is not absolutely forbidden, as it is permitted
for a priest to eat it. And the halakha is that any object whose
prohibition is temporary cannot be nullified, no matter how
great the amount of permitted substance, even in a mixture of
one to one thousand.
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? ְל ַמאן.וְ ָהא דְּ ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ְ ּבדו ָּתא ִהיא
–  ִאי ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל,יש ָרא ׁ ָש ֵרי
ְ ׁ ִאי ְלכ ֵֹהן – ִמ
 ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ְ ּבדו ָּתא.עוֹלם ָאסוּר
ָ ְל
.ִהיא

The Gemara comments: Now, that teaching ascribed to Rav Ashi
is certainly a mistake [beduta],L as the application of this principle to the case at hand can easily be shown to be erroneous.
With regard to whom is the prohibition temporary? If one would
say that it is for a priest, the sacred meat was always permitted
to him, even before it became intermingled, as a priest may eat
both sacred and non-sacred food, and therefore it was never
a forbidden mixture with respect to him. And if one would say
that it is for an Israelite, the meat will always be forbidden to
him. Rather, that teaching attributed to Rav Ashi is clearly a
mistake.

ָ וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹח נָ ן ְּתר ּו ָמ ה ִ ּבזְ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
 ַא ַחת, ׁ ְש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת:יתא? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
נֵיהם
ֶ  וְ ִל ְפ,ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה
 ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל,ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְס ִאין
תוֹך ֵא ּל ּו – ֲה ֵרי
ְ  וְ נָ ְפל ּו ֵא ּל ּו ְ ּב,ְּתרו ָּמה
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ֵאלּ ּו מו ָּּת ִרים
ְ ְּתרו ָּמה ְלתוֹך:אוֹמר
.ּ וְ חו ִּּלין ְ ּבתוֹךְ חו ִּּלין נָ ְפלו,ְּתרו ָּמה נָ ְפ ָלה

The Gemara raises a question with regard to Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
opinion: And does Rabbi Yoĥanan maintain that teruma in the
present applies by Torah law? But isn’t it taught in a baraita:
There were two large baskets, one filled with non-sacred produce
and the other one filled with teruma, and before them were two
one-se’a vessels, one filled with non-sacred produce and the
other one filled with teruma. And these, the contents of each of
the se’a vessels, fell into those, each of the baskets. 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 produce found in the basket containing the non-sacred produce is permitted, as I sayN that the
teruma fell into the teruma and the non-sacred produce fell into
the non-sacred produce.H

LANGUAGE

Mistake [beduta] – בדו ָּתא:ּ ְ The word beduta comes from
the root b-d-h, meaning false. This word is used by the
Sages to reject an unfounded tradition or halakha. It
essentially means that the statement in question was never
made by the Sage to whom it is attributed. Some read:
Baruta, outside, meaning that the matter is unworthy of
being included and discussed in the study hall.

 וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ַר ּב ּו חו ִּּלין ַﬠל: וְ ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁישAnd Reish Lakish said that this is only the case if the non-sacred
N
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי. ַה ְּתרו ָּמהproduce in the basket was greater in quantity than the teruma
in the one-se’a vessel, so that even if the teruma fell into the non.ַר ּב ּו חו ִּּלין ַﬠל ַה ְּתרו ָּמה
sacred produce, it is nullified. And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The
mixture is permitted even if the non-sacred produce was not
greater in quantity than the teruma, as one may rely on the
assumption that each type of produce fell into its own type.
 ִ ּב ְד ַר ָ ּבנַ ן: ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש – ָק ָס ַברGranted, according to Reish Lakish, who maintains that teruma
,יוֹחנָן
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּבי. נַ ִמי ִר ּבוּיָ א הוּא דְּ ָב ֵﬠינַןnowadays applies by rabbinic law, this is logical, as he maintains
that even with regard to teruma that is in eﬀect only by rabbinic
!ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
law, we also require the permitted portion of the mixture to be
greater in quantity so that it can nullify the forbidden part. But
according to Rabbi Yoĥanan, it is diﬃcult because if he maintains that even nowadays teruma is mandated by Torah law, how
can one disregard the concern and permit the mixture based
merely on the assumption that the events occurred in a way that
preserves the produce in its permitted state?
, ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ָ ּבנַן ִהיאThe Gemara answers that Rabbi Yoĥanan can say: In accordance
with whose opinion is this baraita taught? It is in accordance with
the opinion of the Rabbis, who maintain that teruma nowadays
is in eﬀect only by rabbinic law.

NOTES

As I say – אוֹמר
ֵ ש ֲאנִי:
ֶ ׁ The argument of: As I say, is applied in situations when an uncertainty exists as to whether there was ever
an intermingling of forbidden and permitted substances, and so
there is room to assume that there was never a mixture containing a forbidden substance. The rationale is based on the internal
logic of the idea of an established presumption [ĥazaka]. Since
the food had a prior presumption of fitness, proof is required to
undermine this presumption (see Tosafot). Usually, the Gemara
seeks to buttress this rationale with another justification.

If it was greater – וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ַר ּב ּו: By Torah law, even a bare majority
of a permitted substance nullifies a forbidden substance. This
principle may be combined with the argument of: As I say. If
the permitted part was not larger in quantity, there is an equal
chance that the mixture is forbidden in such a manner that it is
not nullified by Torah law (Rashba).

HALAKHA

Two baskets and two se’a – ש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ְס ִאין:
ְ ׁ If there were
two baskets, one filled with non-sacred produce and the other
with teruma, and before them were two one-se’a containers,
one filled with non-sacred produce and the other with teruma,
and the contents of each container fell into a diﬀerent basket, it

is assumed that the non-sacred produce fell into the basket of
non-sacred produce and the teruma into the teruma, even if the
non-sacred produce is not greater in quantity than the teruma,
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 13:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 111:1).
. פרק ח׳ דף פב. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 82a
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Perek VIII
Daf 82 Amud b
BACKGROUND

Seder Olam – עוֹלם
ָ ס ֶדר:ֵ Seder Olam is a book that deals
with the chronology of biblical times and continues its
chronological outline until the destruction of the Second
Temple. Woven into its thirty chapters are various halakhot
and aggadot. The work is based on verses and ancient traditions. The Gemara here and elsewhere states that the tanna
who taught Seder Olam is Rabbi Yosei.
The book is also called Seder Olam Rabba in order to distinguish it from a similar book composed in a later period,
called Seder Olam Zuta. Seder Olam has been published
over the generations in several editions, some with various
commentaries.

,יוֹסי
ֵ  וַ ֲאנָ א דַּ ֲא ָמ ִרי ְּכ ַר ִ ּביBut I, Rabbi Yoĥanan, said what I said in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei that a priest who is a hermaphrodite enables
his wife to eat teruma, and Rabbi Yosei himself maintains that even
nowadays the halakha of teruma is in eﬀect by Torah law. Accordingly, I argued that a hermaphrodite enables his wife to eat not only
teruma, but even the breast and thigh of peace-oﬀerings.
״א ׁ ֶשר יָ ְר ׁש ּו
ֲ עוֹלם
ָ  דְּ ַתנְ יָ א ְ ּב ֵס ֶדרAs it is taught in a baraita in the anthology called Seder Olam,B with
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ בוֹתיךָ וִ ִיר ׁ ְש ָּת ּה״ – יְ רו ׁ ָּשה ִר
ֶ  ֲאregard to a verse that speaks of the Jewish people’s return to Eretz
Yisrael following their exile: “And the Lord your God will bring you
.ישית ֵאין ָל ֶהן
ִ ׁ  ו ׁ ְּש ִל,ו ׁ ְּשנִיָּה יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן
into the land that your fathers inherited, and you shall inherit it”
(Deuteronomy : ). These two expressions of inheritance teach
that they had a first inheritance of Eretz Yisrael in the days of
Joshua and a second inheritanceN at the time of the return from the
Babylonian exile. That is to say, since the sanctity of the land had
lapsed when the First Temple was destroyed and the Jewish people
exiled to Babylonia, a second sanctification was necessary when
they returned to their land. But they will not have a third inheritance. In other words, it will never be necessary to sanctify the land
for a third time, as the second sanctification was permanent.
 ַמאן ְּתנָ א ֵס ֶדר:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Who is the tanna who taught Seder
Olam? It is Rabbi Yosei. Since Rabbi Yosei maintains that the
.יוֹסי
ֵ עוֹלם – ַר ִ ּבי
ָ
second sanctification of Eretz Yisrael never lapsed even after
the destruction of the Second Temple, he also holds that teruma
nowadays is in eﬀect by Torah law.

NOTES

The first and second sanctifications – אשוֹנָ ה ו ׁ ְּשנִיָּה
ׁ קדו ׁ ָּשה ִר:ְ
The nature of the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael in the aftermath of
the destruction of the Temple, or, according to certain opinions,
following the fall of the kingdom of Israel, is a subject of dispute among the tanna’im and amora’im. The early authorities
likewise diﬀer over the halakha in this regard, without reaching
a consensus.
The sanctity of the land impacts a variety of halakhot. It is
clear that the essential sanctity of Eretz Yisrael as the chosen
land is permanent, in that sanctity can rest only on this land. The
issue is whether further conditions are necessary for this sanctity to be halakhically relevant. The additional condition might
be the existence of the Temple, the presence of a majority of the
world’s Jews in the land, or an independent Jewish government.
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According to many authorities the sanctity of the land for the
Sabbatical Year ceased with the cessation of the observance
of the Jubilee Year, after the exile from Samaria, which means
that even during the Second Temple period the Sabbatical
Year was kept only by rabbinic law. The main dispute apparently concerns the status of terumot and tithes. The Rambam
maintains that even in this regard the sanctity of the land was
rabbinic from the beginning of the Second Temple period, and
all the more so after its destruction. However, the Ra’avad and
others assert that the land is sacred by Torah law from the time
of the second inheritance (see Yam shel Shlomo). There is also
a diﬀerence between these halakhot and those which govern
ĥalla, the fruit that grows in the first three years after a tree has
been planted [orla], and the prohibition of diverse kinds.

?יוֹחנָן ִ ּב ְד ַר ָ ּבנַן ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן ִר ּבוּיָ א
ָ וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי
 ִמ ְקוֶ ה ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים ְס ָאה:וְ ָהא ְּתנַן
 וְ ָא ַמר,נָטל ְס ָאה ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
ַ ְ נָ ַתן ְס ָאה ו,ְמכ ּו ָּונוֹת
ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַ ּבר ׁ ֵש ָילא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי ָא ַמר
. ַﬠד רו ּּבוֹ:יוֹחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי

The Gemara raises another objection to Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion:
But does Rabbi Yoĥanan maintain that with regard to a mixture
containing an item that is forbidden by rabbinic law, we do not
require the permitted portion of the mixture to be greater in
quantity so that it can nullify the prohibited part? Didn’t we learn
otherwise in a mishna (Mikvaot : ): With regard to a ritual bathN
that contains exactly forty se’aBH of water, the minimal measure
of a fit ritual bath, and one added to it a se’a of liquid other than
water, and then removed from it a se’aN of the mixture, the ritual
bath remains fit, as the liquid that was added was nullified in
the forty se’a of water, so that when one se’a of the mixture was
removed there still remained the requisite forty se’a of fit water.
And Rabbi Yehuda bar Sheila said that Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi
Yoĥanan said that this halakha applies up to the greater partN of
the ritual bath.

 דְּ ָלא,נִש ַּתיֵּ יר רו ּּבוֹ? ָלא
ְ ׁ ְּ ַמאי ָלאו – דThe Gemara clarifies the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan: What, is it
.נִשקוֹל רו ּּבוֹ
ְ ׁ not that its greater part must remain, i.e., that most of the original
forty se’a of water must remain in the ritual bath? In other words,
up to nineteen se’a of other liquids may be added to the ritual bath,
with an equal quantity of the mixture then removed from it, and
these other liquids are nullified by the ritual bath water. But if
twenty se’a are removed, so that fit water no longer constitutes the
majority, the ritual bath is no longer fit for use. Since certain liquids are unfit for a ritual bath only by rabbinic law, this shows that
even with respect to rabbinic prohibitions the permitted portion
of a mixture must be greater in quantity, so that it can nullify the
prohibited part. The Gemara refutes this proof: No, it means that
its greater part must not be removed, but if the water and other
liquids are present in equal proportion, the ritual bath remains fit.
יכא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say an alternative explanation of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
ָּ  דְּ ִא, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא:ימא
.אוֹמר״
ֵ ״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ ימר
ָ  ְל ֵמopinion: It is diﬀerent here, with regard to the case of two baskets,
one of which contains teruma, since it may be said: As I say that
the teruma fell into the teruma and the non-sacred produce fell
into the non-sacred produce, it is therefore assumed that that is
what actually took place, and therefore the permitted portion need
not be the greater part of the mixture.
.נָשא״
ׂ ָ ״אם
ִ :נוֹשא״! ְּתנֵי
ׂ ֵ ״אנְדְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס
ַ :ְּתנַן

§ We learned in the mishna: A hermaphrodite may marry a
woman. This formulation indicates that he may do so ab initio, as
he is considered a full-fledged male. Accordingly, a hermaphrodite
who is a priest should enable his wife to eat the breast and thigh
of peace-oﬀerings, as is maintained by Rabbi Yoĥanan, and against
the opinion of Reish Lakish. The Gemara rejects this argument
and suggests that the text be emended: Teach in the mishna: If he
married. That is to say, if he married a woman, the marriage is valid
and a bill of divorce is required, as it is possible that he is a male.
But even if he married, he does not enable his wife to eat teruma,
as he may be a female.

״א ָבל
ֲ  ַמאי, ְיט ֲﬠ ִמיך
ַ ״נוֹשא״ ָק ָתנֵי! וְ ִל
ׂ ֵ  וְ ָהאThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But doesn’t the mishna teach that
– יﬠ ַבד
ֲ ִּ״נִישא״ ד
ׂ ָ ּ נִישא״? ֶא ָּלא ַמאי
ׂ ָ ּ  ל ֹאhe may marry a woman, which indicates that he may do so ab
initio? The Gemara rejects this argument: And according to your
.יﬠ ַבד
ֲ ִּ״נוֹשא״ נַ ִמי ד
ֵׂ
reasoning, what is the meaning of the next clause: But he may
not be married to a man? This teaching is certainly referring to a
case after the fact, as, if he is a full-fledged male there would be no
reason to say that he may not be married to a man ab initio. Rather,
what is the meaning of: He may not be married to a man? It means
that even after the fact the marriage is not valid. This being the
case, when the mishna states that a hermaphrodite may marry a
woman, it is also speaking after the fact.
,״נוֹשא״ – ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ֵׂ
, ָלא: ָא ְמ ִריIt may be said in response: No; the words: May marry, indicate
that a hermaphrodite may marry a woman ab initio, whereas the
.יﬠ ַבד נַ ִמי ָלא
ֲ ִּנִישא״ – ד
ׂ ָ ּ ״א ָבל ל ֹא
ֲ
words: But he may not be married, mean that his marriage to a
man is not valid even after the fact. Accordingly, the diﬃculty
raised against Reish Lakish remains.

NOTES

Didn’t we learn: A ritual bath – וְ ָהא ְּתנַ ן ִמ ְקוֶ ה: Rashi
and other commentaries explain the diﬃculty that this
poses to Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion on the basis of the
assumption, at least in the first answer, that Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s ruling does not rest on the argument of: As
I say. For they understand that he in fact permits all
such mixtures since he does not require a majority of
permitted substance for the nullification of a rabbinic
prohibition. The Gemara questions this opinion based
on the mishna in tractate Mikvaot, which indicates that
a majority is needed even for prohibitions of rabbinic
origin. This interpretation raises several problems from
other issues with regard to the halakhot of nullification
of rabbinic prohibitions, which are discussed at length
by the early authorities (see Ramban’s Kuntres Aĥaron and
Rashba). The Ritva explains that the diﬃculty is based on
the argument of: As I say, as one can also say in the case
of the ritual bath that the se’a he removed is the same
one that he added. According to this opinion, the second
answer is that in the case of the baskets it might in fact be
the exact same se’a, whereas with regard to a ritual bath
the waters intermingle and therefore he cannot possibly
take out the very same liquid he added.
Added a se’a and removed a se’a – נָטל ְס ָאה
ַ ְנָ ַתן ְס ָאה ו:
According to Rashi and Tosafot this is referring to liquid
other than water, but which does not have a particular
coloring, such as fruit juice. The Rambam, Ra’avad, and
others contend that this halakha applies solely to drawn
water, which only invalidates the ritual bath according to
rabbinic law. It is possible that the Meiri maintains that
the mishna refers to both fruit juice and drawn water.
Up to the greater part – ﬠד רו ּּבוֹ:ַ Many early authorities
struggle to explain this clause in accordance with Rashi’s
opinion that the mishna is referring to fruit juice. The
problem is that it is unanimously agreed that one cannot
immerse in fruit juice, even by Torah law, which means
this is not a rabbinic prohibition at all. The answer given
is that by Torah law each drop of the liquid is nullified as
it enters the mixture, and it is the Sages who decreed
that it is not nullified (Tosefot HaRosh); alternatively,
they declared the ritual bath unfit in this particular case
because they wanted it to be noticeable that the water
is the majority. The Ramban suggests that if the fruit juice
leaves the color of the water unchanged, then it invalidates the fit water only by rabbinic law.
BACKGROUND

Forty se’a – א ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים ְס ָאה:ַ Forty se’a is the equivalent of
eighty hin or 5,760 egg-bulks, which is the minimum
quantity of water necessary for a ritual bath. The forty-se’a
measure is the basis of all modern calculations of the
various measures of volume. The Talmud states that the
dimensions of a ritual bath must be three cubits by one
cubit by one cubit, and that its volume must be forty se’a.
Therefore, according to the calculation of Rabbi Ĥayyim
Na’e, a ritual bath must contain 332 ℓ of water, and, according to the calculations of the Ĥazon Ish, 573 ℓ.
HALAKHA

A ritual bath that contains…forty se’a, etc. – ִמ ְקוֶ ה
שיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים ְס ָאה וכו׳:
ֶ ׁ If a se’a of drawn water was
added to a ritual bath that contained precisely forty se’a
of fit water, and a se’a of the mixture was subsequently
removed, even if this process is repeated many times the
ritual bath remains fit, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yoĥanan, who establishes the mishna as referring
to drawn water. Some (Shulĥan Arukh) say that this is
referring to a se’a of fruit juice or other liquids, rather than
water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:7; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:24).
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יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יפא ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ָ וְ ָהא ִמדְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֵס
יבין ָﬠ ָליו
ִ ָ ַאנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס ַח יּ:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא,ילה ְּכזָ ָכר
ָ ְס ִק
!יה
ּ ַס ּפו ֵּקי ְמ ַס ּ ְפ ָקא ֵל

The Gemara challenges this understanding: But from the fact
that the mishna teaches in the latter clause: Rabbi Eliezer says
that if a man had intercourse with a hermaphrodite, he is liable
to receive the punishment of stoning on his account as if he had
relations with a male, this proves by inference that the first
tanna is uncertain as to whether or not a hermaphrodite is considered a full-fledged male, and this presents a diﬃculty to Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s opinion.

,יה
ָ ֵ ּבין ְל ָמר ֵ ּבין ְל ָמר ִמ ְפ ׁ ַשט ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ּ יטא ֵל
:יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו ְס ִק ָילה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ְמקוֹמוֹת
ָּ ִא
דְּ ָמר ָס ַבר ַחיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ָליו ְס ִק ָילה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי
. ו ָּמר ָס ַבר – ְּכזָ ָכר,ְמקוֹמוֹת

The Gemara answers: No, it is obvious both to this Master and
to that Master that a hermaphrodite is deemed a full-fledged
male. The practical diﬀerence between them relates to the question of whether one is liable to receive the punishment of stoning
for intercourse with him at only one place or at two places. As
one Sage, the first tanna, holds that one is liable to be punished
with stoning on a hermaphrodite’s account for intercourse at two
places, whether he penetrated him anally, in the manner of homosexual intercourse, or through his female organ. Since the hermaphrodite is deemed a male, one is liable to be punished with
stoning for intercourse at either place. And one Sage, Rabbi
Eliezer, holds that one is liable to be punished with stoning for
relations with a hermaphrodite only if he penetrated him anally,
as if he were a male.

: ֲא ַמר ַרבRav said:

Perek VIII
Daf 83 Amud a
HALAKHA

A hermaphrodite is a creature unto himself – ַאנְדְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס ְ ּב ִריָּ ה
ב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה הוּא:
ּ ִ If a tumtum or hermaphrodite betrothed a
woman or was betrothed by a man, the validity of the betrothal
is in doubt and therefore a bill of divorce is required owing to
the uncertainty. The halakha is ruled in accordance with Rabbi
Yosei’s opinion as recorded in the baraita.
The Rema, based on Rashi, Tosafot, and the Rosh, maintains
that a hermaphrodite is considered a definite male, as the ruling of the mishna is followed rather than that of the baraita
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:24; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 44:5).
BACKGROUND

A hermaphrodite is a creature unto himself – ַאנְדְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס ְ ּב ִריָּ ה
ב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה הוּא:ּ ִ Modern medicine distinguishes between two
diﬀerent kinds of hermaphrodite: The more common case of a
pseudo-hermaphrodite, who only appears to be a hermaphrodite, and a true hermaphrodite. A true hermaphrodite has both
male and female gonads, i.e., testicles and ovaries. A pseudohermaphrodite, however, has the gonads of a single gender,
although he has the external sex organs of both genders.
Due to this dual identity a hermaphrodite cannot be
regarded as male or female, unlike a tumtum, whose sexual
identity remains concealed due to a developmental defect.
For this reason, the Sages regarded a hermaphrodite as a third
gender, a male-female, who does not belong to either sex.
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.יתא
ָ ְנִיתין ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי ָ ּב ַרי
ִ יתא ְל ַמ ְת
ָ ֵל
 ַאנְ דְּ רוֹגִ ינוֹס:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי,דְּ ַתנְיָא
 וְ ל ֹא ִה ְכ ִריע ּו,ְ ּב ִריָּ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה הוּא
.ּבוֹ ֲח ָכ ִמים ִאם זָ ָכר ִאם נְ ֵק ָבה

The mishna here, which states that according to Rabbi Yosei a
priest who is a hermaphrodite enables his wife to eat teruma, is
notN to be relied upon in the presence of a baraita that teaches
otherwise. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says:
A hermaphrodite is a creature unto himself,HBN and the Sages
did not determine whether he is a male or a female. He is consequently prohibited from marrying a woman, and if he does so
he does not enable her to eat teruma.

NOTES

The mishna is not – נִיתין
ִ יתא ְל ַמ ְת
ָ ל:ֵ The Gemara assumes
that the halakha governing a hermaphrodite is part of the
statement of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon, although this
is not obvious from the mishna itself, as Rabbi Yehuda’s
comments intervene. Rabbi Avraham min HaHar explains
that since only Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon deal with
a hermaphrodite in the mishna, it is clear that the last
halakha is also theirs, despite the fact that the teaching of
a diﬀerent tanna is parenthetically inserted in the middle of
their statement. In the Jerusalem Talmud, on the other hand,
this halakha of a hermaphrodite is understood as a continuation of Rabbi Yehuda’s statement. This opinion removes
many of the diﬃculties arising from the Babylonian Talmud’s
understanding.

A creature unto himself – ב ִריָּ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה:ּ ְ The early authorities note that the phrase: A creature unto himself, has more
than one meaning. Subtle diﬀerences in the way this phrase
should be understood lead to conflicting opinions with regard
to the definition of a hermaphrodite. According to Tosafot, a
hermaphrodite is called: A creature unto himself, because he
remains in a permanent state of uncertainty that can never
be clarified. The Rambam’s ruling concerning a hermaphrodite
indicates a similar understanding. In contrast, the Ramban, in
his Kuntres Aĥaron, maintains that a hermaphrodite is literally a
separate type of being, neither a male nor a female but a third
gender. The early and later authorities include intermediate
opinions that lie between these two extreme views. Some
contend that a hermaphrodite is half male and half female, or
else comprised of two elements, the status of each of them
being in doubt. Other possibilities are also suggested (see
Einayim LaMishpat).

