HALAKHA

An Israelite woman…pregnant, etc. – ל…מעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת
ְ ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵא
וכו׳: An Israelite or Levite woman who is not married to a
priest, but is pregnant from a priest, may not partake of
teruma, despite the fact that she is carrying a priest’s oﬀspring. Similarly, if she is not married but merely betrothed
to a priest, or if she is a widow awaiting her yavam who is a
priest, she is prohibited from partaking of teruma (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:2, 5).

,אוֹר ֶסת ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ מתני׳ ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ְמ
 וְ ֵכן,וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ  ׁש,ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ִמ ּכ ֵֹהן
.ֹאכל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
ַ יִש ָר ֵאל – ל ֹא ּת
ׂ ְ ַ ּבת ּכ ֵֹהן ְל
 ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת,אוֹר ֶסת ְל ֵלוִ י
ֶ ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ְמ
 וְ ֵכן ַ ּבת ֵלוִ י,וֹמ ֶרת יָ ָבם ְל ֵלוִ י
ֶ  ׁש,ִמ ֵּלוִ י
.ֹאכל ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל – ל ֹא ּת

mishna

If there is an Israelite woman betrothed
to a priest or pregnant from a priest, and
he died; and a widow awaiting her yavam, who is a priest; and
similarly, the daughter of a priest who is betrothed, pregnant
from, or is a widow waiting for her yavam, who is an Israelite,
she may not partake of teruma.H If there is an Israelite woman
betrothed to a Levite or pregnant from a Levite; and a widow
awaiting her yavam, who is a Levite; and similarly the daughter
of a Levite who is betrothed, pregnant from, or a widow waiting
for her yavam, who is an Israelite, she may not partake of tithes.

, ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ִמ ּכ ֵֹהן,אוֹר ֶסת ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ  ַ ּבת ֵלוִ י ְמIf there is a daughter of a Levite betrothed to a priest or preg–  וְ ֵכן ַ ּבת ּכ ֵֹהן ְל ֵלוִ י,וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ  ׁשnant from a priest; and a widow awaiting her yavam, who is a
priest; and similarly a daughter of a priest who is betrothed to
.ֹאכל ל ֹא ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ ל ֹא ּת
or pregnant from a Levite, or is a widow waiting for her yavam,
who is a Levite, she may partake of neither teruma nor tithes.
This follows the halakha that betrothal, pregnancy, and waiting for
a yavam disqualify the daughter of a priest from eating teruma, but
they do not enable an Israelite woman to partake of teruma.

gemara

The mishna states that an Israelite woman
 זָ ָרה ִמי ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה,גמ׳ ו ְּת ֵהא זָ ָרה
betrothed to a Levite may not partake of
:ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר?! ֲא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
tithes. The Gemara is puzzled by this ruling: And let her even
 ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר: דְּ ָא ַמר, ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיאbe a complete foreigner who is not a Levite; may a foreigner
: דְּ ַתנְיָא.אשוֹן ָאסוּר ְלזָ ִרים
ׁ  ִרnot partake of tithes? In contradistinction to teruma, no special
sanctity pertains to tithes; they are merely the possession of the
Levite. What diﬀerence does it make, then, whether she is a Levite
or not? Rav Naĥman said that Shmuel said: In accordance with
whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said that the first tithe is forbidden to
foreigners, i.e., non-Levites, as it is taught in a baraita:

Perek IX
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HALAKHA

Teruma is for a priest – תרו ָּמה ְלכ ֵֹהן:ְּ Teruma and teruma of
the tithe may be eaten by adult and minor priests, both male
and female, by their Canaanite slaves, and by their animals
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:1).
The first tithe is for a Levite – אשוֹן ְל ֵלוִ י
ׁ מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר:ַ The first
tithe is given to Levites, both males and females. However,
this tithe may also be eaten by Israelites, even in a state of
impurity, as it has no sanctity (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Ma’asrot 1:1–2).

 דִּ ְב ֵרי,אשוֹן ְל ֵלוִ י
ׁ ְּתרו ָּמה ְלכ ֵֹהן ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן ֲﬠזַ ְריָ ה ַמ ִּתירוֹ.ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
יכא ַמאן
ָּ  ַמ ִּתירוֹ – ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ִא.ְלכ ֵֹהן
.נוֹתנוֹ ַאף ְלכ ֵֹהן
ְ :ימא
ָ דְּ ָא ַסר? ֶא ָּלא ֵא

Teruma is for a priestH and the first tithe is for a Levite;H this is
the statement of Rabbi Meir.N Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya permits
it, i.e., the first tithe, to a priest, as he too is from the tribe of Levi.
The Gemara is puzzled by this last statement: It says: Permits it.
Does this prove by inference that there is one tanna that prohibits a priest from partaking of tithes? But a priest is also a Levite
and cannot be considered a foreigner. Rather, say that Rabbi
Elazar ben Azarya meant that one may give it even to a priest.
The tithe does not have to be handed to a Levite; one may choose
to give it to a priest instead.

NOTES

The first tithe is for a Levite, this is the statement of Rabbi
Meir –  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,אשוֹן ְל ֵלוִ י
ׁ מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר:ַ This ruling of Rabbi Meir
does not state explicitly that, in his opinion, foreigners are
prohibited from partaking of the first tithe. Rashi attempts
to prove this from Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s response. However, Tosafot question this interpretation, as does the Rivan.
The Ramban agrees with Tosafot and maintains that our
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knowledge of Rabbi Meir’s opinion is not from the baraita, but
rather from the tradition quoted by Rav Aĥa, son of Rabba,
which is assumed to be in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s opinion.
It is based on this tradition that in several places the Talmud
states as a generally accepted fact that Rabbi Meir is of the
opinion that foreigners are prohibited from partaking of first
tithe (Rashba; Ritva).

ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר? ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא
״כי ֶאת ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר
ִּ :יה דִּ גְ ָמ ָרא
ּ יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
 ַמה,ְ ּבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יָ ִרימ ּו ַלה׳ ְּתרו ָּמה״
אשוֹן
ׁ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲאסו ָּרה ְלזָ ִרים – ַאף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר
 ִאי ַמה ְּתרו ָּמה ַחיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ָליו.ָאסוּר ְלזָ ִרים
יבין ָﬠ ָליו
ִ ָחוֹמ ׁש – ַאף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַחיּ
ֶ ְיתה ו
ָ ִמ
?חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְיתה ו
ָ ִמ

The Gemara inquires: What is the reason for Rabbi Meir’s opinion?
Rav Aĥa, son of Rabba, said in the name of traditionN that the verse
states: “For the tithe of the children of Israel that they set apart as a
teruma to the Lord, I have given to the Levites for an inheritance”
(Numbers : ). From the fact that this verse calls the tithe “teruma,”
we learn: Just as teruma is forbidden to foreigners, so too is the first
tithe forbidden to foreigners, i.e., non-Levites. The Gemara asks: If so,
is it true that just as with teruma, a foreigner who eats it is liable to
receive the punishment of death at the hand of Heaven and to pay the
additional fifth for it, so too, with regard to tithes, a foreigner who eats
it should be liable for it to receive the punishment of death at the hand
of Heaven and to pay the additional fifth?

ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״ו ֵּמת ּו בוֹ ִּכי יְ ַח ְּל ֻלהוּ״ ״וְ יָ ַסף
, ״בוֹ״ – וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר,ישיתוֹ ָﬠ ָליו״
ִ ׁ ֲח ִמ
ָ
 ַמה ְּתרו ָּמה: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן.״ﬠ ָליו״ – וְ ל ֹא ַﬠל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
.טוֹבל
ֵ אשוֹן נַ ִמי
ׁ טוֹב ֶלת – ַאף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר
ֶ

The Gemara answers that the verse states: “They will die through it if
they profane it” (Leviticus : ), and a diﬀerent verse states: “Then
he shall add the fifth part thereof unto it” (Leviticus : ). A close
reading of these verses shows that the Torah is emphasizing that the
death penalty comes through it, teruma, and not through tithes, and
that a fifth must be added to it, but not to tithes. The Gemara asks: And
the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Meir, how do they account for
the comparison in the above verse? The Gemara answers: They would
say it teaches that just as the requirement to separate teruma produces
the status of forbidden untithed produce,H so too the requirement to
separate the first tithe also produces the status of forbidden untithed
produce.H

 יָ כוֹל ל ֹא יְ ֵהא:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי,וְ ִכ ְד ַתנְ יָ א
ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ַﬠל ֶט ֶבל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ַּרם ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ָּכל
ּ ָ ִﬠ
דוֹלה וְ ל ֹא הו ַּרם
ָ  הו ַּרם ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ְּתרו ָּמה ְ ּג,יקר
אשוֹן וְ ל ֹא
ׁ  ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר,אשוֹן
ׁ ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר
? וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר ָﬠנִי – ִמ ּנַיִ ן,ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי

And this is as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: One might
have thought a person should be liable only for untithed produce
from which no terumot or tithes have been separated at all, but if the
great teruma has been separated from it and the first tithe has not
been separated from it; or if the first tithe has been separated from it
and the second tithe has not; or even if the poor man’s tithe, which
is merely given to the poor and has no sanctity, has not been separated,
from where is it derived that such produce also has the status of
untithed produce?

לוֹמר ״ל ֹא תו ַּכל ֶל ֱאכוֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ״
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
,אוֹמר ״וְ ָא ְכל ּו ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ וְ ָ ׂש ֵבעוּ״
ֵ ו ְּל ַה ָּלן הוּא
 ַאף,״ש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ״ ָה ָאמוּר ְל ַה ָּלן ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר ָﬠנִי
ְ ׁ ַמה
 וְ ָא ַמר,״ש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ״ ָה ָאמוּר ָּכאן ַמ ְﬠ ַ ׂשר ָﬠנִי
ְׁ
.ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״ל ֹא תו ַּכל״

The verse states: “You may not eat within your gatesN the tithe of your
grain” (Deuteronomy : ), and below, with regard to the poor man’s
tithe, it states: “That they may eat within your gates and be satisfied”
(Deuteronomy : ). Just as “your gates” stated below is referring to
the poor man’s tithe, so too “your gates” stated here is referring to
the poor man’s tithe, and the Merciful One states in the Torah “you
may not eat,” implying that it may be eaten only after separation.

NOTES

In the name of tradition – יה דִּ גְ ָמ ָרא
ּ מ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ:ִ This
expression, which appears in several places,
means that the statement was not ascribed
to a particular Sage. Rather, it was a tradition
that each student received from his teacher,
ultimately tracing back to Rabbi Meir himself
(Ramban).
You may not eat within your gates – ל ֹא תו ַּכל
ָל ֱאכוֹל ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריך:ֶ The verse states: “You may not
eat within your gates the tithe of your grain, or
of your wine, or of your oil” (Deuteronomy 12:17).
It is understood as referring not to the first tithe
itself, but to remaining tithes that have yet to be
separated. In other words, one may not eat within
his gates so long as the tithe of his grain has yet
to be separated (see Ritva).
Failure to separate the first tithe creates the
status of untithed produce – אשוֹן דְּ ָט ֵביל
ׁ מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר:ַ
The question arises how it is that the halakha
of the first tithe is derived from the halakha of
the poor man’s tithe? Admittedly, there is an a
fortiori inference, but the principle is that we do
not derive a prohibition by means of an a fortiori
inference. According to Tosafot Yeshanim, this
halakha relating to the first tithe is based on the
teruma of the tithe contained within it. According
to all opinions, the presence of this teruma creates the status of untithed produce, and therefore,
as long as the first tithe has not been separated,
it is considered untithed produce due to the
teruma of the tithe.

יתה
ָ  ֲא ָבל ִמ, וְ ִאי ֵמ ָה ָתם ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א ְל ָלאוAnd if we had learned it only from there, I would say that it merely
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, ל ֹאteaches a prohibition against partaking of untithed produce of this type,
but the death penalty is not warranted. The comparison to teruma
consequently teaches us that eating this type of untithed produce is
also punishable by death at the hand of Heaven.
אשוֹן דְּ ָט ֵביל
ׁ  ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר:ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָ ּ ׁ ִל
יוֹסי נָ ְפ ָקא! ִאי ֵמ ַה ִהיא – ֲהוָ ה
ֵ ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי
 ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע,יתה ָלא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ִמ, ְל ָלאו:ָא ִמינָ א
.ָלן

A diﬀerent version of this discussion presents it in the form of a
question: Isn’t it the case that the halakha that failure to separate the
first tithe creates the status of untithed produceN is derived from
the halakha that Rabbi Yosei taught? If so, there is no need for the
exposition of the verse referring to tithes as teruma. The Gemara
answers: If the proof was from that source alone, I would say that it
is only prohibited by a prohibition but the death penalty is not
warranted. He therefore teaches us that all the stringencies of untithed
produce are in force.
HALAKHA

The requirement to separate teruma produces the status of forbidden untithed produce – טוֹב ֶלת
ֶ תרו ָּמה:ְּ It is prohibited to partake of
produce before the great teruma and teruma of the tithe have been
separated from it. One who eats an olive-bulk of untithed produce
is liable to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 10:19).
The requirement to separate the first tithe also produces the
status of untithed produce – טוֹבל
ֵ אשוֹן נַ ִמי
ׁ מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר:ַ One who eats

an olive-bulk from which the great teruma and teruma of the tithe
have been separated but from which the first tithe has not been
separated or the poor man’s tithe has yet to be set aside is liable to
receive lashes for eating untithed produce. However, he is not liable
to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven. Some maintain
that one is liable even for eating produce from which the tithe has
not been separated (Jerusalem Talmud; Midrash Rabba; Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 10:20).
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NOTES

What foreignness is there – יכא
ָּ מאי זָ רוּת ִא:ַ This diﬃculty is also addressed in the Jerusalem Talmud, where
a diﬀerent answer is oﬀered: The mishna follows the
opinion that the first tithe is given only to Levites,
not to priests. Consequently, the daughter of a Levite
betrothed to a priest is no longer permitted to partake
of tithes as a member of her father’s household, but she
has yet to be granted permission to partake of teruma
from her husband’s household.
The Ramban, without explicitly mentioning the
Jerusalem Talmud, rejects this opinion, as he maintains
that after Ezra’s enactment everyone agrees that the
first tithe may also be distributed to priests (see 86b).
He explains that the mishna cannot be discussing the
fundamental concept on the level of Torah law, as
according to Torah law a betrothed woman is considered married, and consequently she would be able to
partake of teruma as a married woman.
What is: She may not eat, that it teaches – ַמאי ֵאינָ ּה
אוֹכ ֶלת דְּ ָק ָתנֵי:
ֶ
According to Rashi, Rav Sheshet’s explanation refers to the entire mishna, not merely its last
clause. Tosafot question this interpretation, because
if it were correct the Gemara should have introduced
his opinion with the expression: Rather, Rav Sheshet
said, as it normally does in such a case. Consequently,
they maintain that Rav Sheshet accepts the previous
explanation of the first part of the mishna and diﬀers
only with regard to that specific clause. In his Commentary to the Mishna, the Rambam appears to adopt
the same opinion. The Ritva, however, claims that the
diﬃculty raised by Tosafot is not decisive, as it is occasionally found that the Gemara neglects to preface a
new line of interpretation with the word: Rather. He
contends that throughout the mishna the phrase: May
not partake, means that since she does not have the
authority to allow others to separate teruma from the
tithe, she herself may not eat. The Meiri oﬀers a similar
interpretation.

:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא,ימ ָתא – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ְ אוֹק
ִ ְ ּב ַמאי
 ו ַּבת ּכ ֵֹהן ְל ֵלוִ י – ל ֹא,אוֹר ֶסת ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ ״בת ֵלוִ י ְמ
ַּ
 ָה ָכא ַמאי.ֹאכל ל ֹא ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר״
ַ ּת
״אינָ ּה
ֵ  ַמאי:יכא? ֲא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ָּ זָ רוּת ִא
,נוֹתנֶ ת ְר ׁשוּת ִל ְתרוֹם
ֶ אוֹכ ֶלת״ דְּ ָק ָתנֵי – ֵאינָ ּה
ֶ

§ The Gemara asks: In what manner did you establish the

: וְ ָה ַתנְיָא,נוֹתנֶ ת ְר ׁשוּת? ִאין
ֶ נְשו ָּאה
ׂ ִִּמ ְּכ ָלל ד
– ״וַ ֲא ַכ ְל ֶּתם אוֹתוֹ ְ ּב ָכל ָמקוֹם ַא ֶּתם ו ֵּב ְית ֶכם״
וֹתנֶ ת ְר ׁשוּת
ֶ ּנְשו ָּאה ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶשנ
ׂ ימד ַﬠל
ֵּ ִל
.ִל ְתרוֹם

The Gemara asks: Is it to be concluded by inference that a married woman may give permission to separate teruma from the
tithe? The Gemara answers: Yes, and isn’t it taught: “And you
may eat it in any place, you and your households” (Numbers
: )? This teaches that an Israelite woman married to a Levite
may give permission to another to separate teruma from the
Levite’s tithe.

 אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא,אוֹמר ְר ׁשוּת ִל ְתרוֹם
ֵ ַא ָּתה
,אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ
ֶל ֱאכוֹל? ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ְּתר ּו ָמה ֲחמ ּו ָרה
ימד ַﬠל
ֵּ  ִל,ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַה ַ ּקל – ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן?! ֶא ָּלא
.וֹתנֶ ת ְר ׁשוּת ִל ְתרוֹם
ֶ ּנְשו ָּאה ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶשנ
ׂ

The baraita continues to discuss this halakha: Do you say she may
give permission to separate teruma from the tithe, or perhaps it
is only referring to eating? Say in response: If an Israelite woman
married to a priest may partake of teruma, which is stringent, is
it not all the more so true for tithe, which is lenient? Consequently, there is no need to teach us this halakha. Rather, the
verse teaches that an Israelite woman married to a Levite may
give permission to another to separate teruma from the tithe.

חוֹל ִקין
ְ לוֹמר ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ַ :יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנָ א ָא ַמר
ּ ָמר ְ ּב ֵר
נִיחא ְל ַמאן
ָ  ָה.ָל ּה ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ְ ּג ָרנוֹת
 ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר,דְּ ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּש ּום יִ יח וּד
ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשה – ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשה ַ ּבת ֵלוִ י ִמי ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
?ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר

Mar, son of Rabbana, said: The mishna is not teaching that the
daughter of a Levite who was betrothed to a priest may not partake of tithe, but rather it is coming to say that we do not distribute tithe to her in the granary. The Gemara asks: This works out
well according to the one who says that the reason for the decree
against distributing teruma to a woman in the granary is due to
the prohibition (Yevamot
a) against a woman being alone
with a strange man in the granary, which is a secluded place, as
this concern applies equally to the case here. But according to
the one who says that the Sages prohibited this practice due to
concern that the woman might be a divorcée, who is no longer
entitled to teruma, this concern should not apply to the daughter
of a Levite. Does she not partake of tithe on her own account,
even after she is divorced?

mishna? In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. But if
so, say the latter clause: The daughter of a Levite betrothed to
a priest and the daughter of a priest betrothed to a Levite may
eat neither teruma nor tithe. Here, what foreignness is thereN
that prohibits her from partaking of the tithe? Even according to
the opinion that prohibits the first tithe to foreigners, this woman
is a Levite on both sides. Rav Sheshet said: What is the meaning
of: She may not eat, that the mishna teaches?N It means that
she may not give permission to others to separate the teruma
from the tithe. As long as she is merely betrothed to a Levite, she
may not appoint a messenger to set aside the teruma from the
tithe on behalf of the Levite, as she is not yet his wife.

 ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשה ַ ּבת ּכ ֵֹהן ִמי ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה,יך
ְ יט ֲﬠ ִמ
ַ  וְ ִלThe Gemara refutes this argument: And according to your rea ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגר ּו ׁ ָשה ַ ּבת, ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה? ֶא ָּלאsoning that rejects the explanation of Mar, son of Rabbana, with
regard to the daughter of a Levite, does a divorcée who is the
.יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
daughter of a priest not partake of teruma? Why should the
daughter of a priest married to a priest not receive teruma in a
granary? Rather, this is a rabbinic decree that was enacted primarily due to a priest’s divorcée who is the daughter of a nonpriest, as she may no longer partake of teruma after her divorce.
They also applied this decree to the daughter of a priest divorced
from a priest. For this reason, they also decreed against a Levite
woman receiving a portion in the granary.
אוֹר ֶסת? ֲא ִפילּ ּו נְשׂ ו ָּאה
ֶ  ַמאי ִא ְיריָא ְמ, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, why specifically one who
ֶ ישא ְמ
ָ ׁ  נַ ִמי! ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָתנָ א ֵרwas betrothed; the same would hold true even for a married
אוֹר ֶסת ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי
woman as well. The Gemara answers: There is no diﬀerence
.אוֹר ֶסת
ֶ ֵס ָיפא ְמ
between them in this regard, but since the tanna taught in the
first clause of the mishna: Betrothed, he also taught in the latter
clause: Betrothed, although the halakha in the latter clause does
not apply exclusively to a betrothed woman.
,אשוֹן ְל ֵלוִ י
ׁ  ְּתרו ָּמה ְלכ ֵֹהן ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר: § ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Sages taught: Teruma is given to a priest, and the first
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן ֲﬠזַ ְריָה. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאtithe is given only to a Levite; this is the statement of Rabbi
Akiva. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says:
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Perek IX
Daf 86 Amud b
. ַאף ְלכ ֵֹהן:ימא
ָ  ְלכ ֵֹהן וְ ל ֹא ְל ֵלוִ י?! ֵא.ְלכ ֵֹהן
ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ֶאל
 ַ ּב ְּלוִ יִּ ם ָקא,יהם״
ֶ ַה ְלוִ יִּ ם ְּת ַד ֵ ּבר וְ ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ֲא ֵל
ﬠ ֶ ּבן הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ וְ ִא ָידךְ – ִּכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי י.ִמ ׁ ְש ָּת ֵﬠי ְק ָרא
 ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י,ֵלוִ י
,״לוִ יִּ ם״
ְ וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ְמקוֹמוֹת נִ ְק ְרא ּו ּכ ֲֹהנִים
 ״וְ ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ַה ְלוִ יִּ ם ְ ּבנֵי:וְ זֶ ה ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהם
.צָ דוֹק״

, ָה ָכא ָלא ָמצֵ ית ָא ְמ ַר ְּת:יבא
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וַ ֲא ַכ ְל ֶּתם אוֹתוֹ ְ ּב ָכל ָמקוֹם״ – ִמי
 יָ צָ א ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ֵאין,אוֹכלוֹ ְ ּב ָכל ָמקוֹם
ְ ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל ְל
 ָּכל: ְ וְ ִא ָידך.אוֹכלוֹ ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ְּק ָברוֹת
ְ יָ כוֹל ְל
 וְ ִאי ָא ֵכיל,חוֹמה
ָ  דְּ ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי,יכא דְּ ָב ֵﬠי
ָ ֵה
.יה ְ ּבטו ְּמ ַאת ַה ּגוּף – ָלא ָל ֵקי
ּ ֵל

ַה ִהיא ִ ּג ְּינ ָתא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ׁ ָש ֵקיל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
 ֲאזַ ל ַר ִ ּבי,אשוֹן ִמ ָּינ ּה
ׁ ֶ ּבן ֲﬠזַ ְריָ ה ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ִר
: ֲא ַמר.יה ְל ִפ ְת ָחא ְל ֵבי ִק ְב ֵרי
ּ ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ַא ַה ְד ֵר
!ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ְ ּב ַת ְר ִמילוֹ וַ ֲאנָ א ַחיֵּ י

? ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָקנְ ס ּו ְלוִ יִּ ם ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר,ית ַמר
ְּ ִא
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא: ַחד ָא ַמר.ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ָ ּב ּה ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן וְ ָס ַביָּא
 ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיִּ ְס ְמכ ּו: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר,ימי ֶﬠזְ ָרא
ֵ ָﬠל ּו ִ ּב
.ימי טו ְּמ ָא ָתן
ֵ ּכ ֲֹהנִים ָﬠ ָליו ִ ּב

The first tithe is given to a priest. The Gemara is puzzled: To a
priest and not to a Levite? But the Torah expressly states that the
first tithe is for Levites. The Gemara answers: Say he means it can
be given also to a priest. The Gemara clarifies: What is the reason
for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion? As it is written: “You shall speak to
the Levites, and you shall say to them” (Numbers : ). Clearly,
the verse speaks of Levites, not priests. And the other tanna,
Rabbi Eliezer, maintains in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: In twentyfour places in the Bible the priests are called Levites. And this is
one of those verses: “And the priests the Levites, the sons of
Zadok” (Ezekiel : ).
And Rabbi Akiva replies: Here you cannot say the verse is referring to priests, as it is written: “And you may eat it in any place”
(Numbers : ), from which we learn that the tithe is given to one
who can eat it in any place. This excludes a priest, who cannot
eat it in a cemetery, as he is prohibited from entering such a
place. Consequently, the verse cannot be referring to priests. And
the other Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, how does he respond to this claim?
He explains the verse as follows: He may eat it anywhere that
he wishes, that is, in any city, as it does not require the wall of
Jerusalem, like the second tithe. And we further learn from here
that if he eats it in a state of bodily impurity he is not flogged.
Consequently, we can say that tithe may be eaten by priests in
any place.
The Gemara relates: There was a certain garden from which
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya,P a priest, would take the first tithe, in
accordance with his opinion that priests are also entitled to this
tithe. Rabbi Akiva went, closed up the garden, and changed its
entrance so that it would be facing toward the cemetery,N to
prevent Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya from entering the garden. Rabbi
Elazar said in the form of a lighthearted exaggeration: Akiva, a
former shepherd, comes with his satchel,NB but I have to live;
from where will I receive my livelihood if I cannot claim the first
tithe? Rabbi Elazar was actually a very wealthy man and did not
need the produce from this garden. However, his point was that
Rabbi Akiva acted in order to stop him from receiving something
that he felt was rightfully his.

§ It was stated that amora’im disagreed about the following ques-

tion: For what reason did the Sages penalize the LevitesN with
regard to their tithe, by declaring that it may be given to priests
as well? Rabbi Yonatan and the Elders who were with him disagree with regard to this matter. One said it was because they did
not ascend, i.e., immigrate to the land of Israel, in the days of Ezra.
And one said that it was not a penalty at all, but they gave the first
tithe to the priests so that they could rely on it during their days
of impurity. Because it is prohibited for priests to consume teruma
while in a state of impurity, they would have had nothing to eat
if they were dependent exclusively on teruma. It is permitted,
however, to eat the tithe while impure.

BACKGROUND

Satchel [tarmil] – ת ְר ִמיל:ַּ A tarmil is a bag made out of leather.
According to Rav Hai Gaon, it had a volume of five kav, equivalent
to about 7 ℓ. The tarmil was used by people who would travel
significant distances or who needed to take a significant amount
of food with them, e.g., shepherds. The tarmil was sometimes
associated with shepherds and also with converts, who may
have immigrated from distant lands, and as such serves as a
double hint to the origins of Rabbi Akiva, who was both a son

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya – ר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן ֲﬠזַ ְריָ ה:ַ One of the
most significant tanna’im in the generation following
the destruction of the Temple, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya
descended from a family blessed with great wisdom,
distinguished lineage, and wealth. His father, Azarya,
was also a Torah scholar and an extremely wealthy man.
Azarya supported his brother Shimon, one of the Sages,
who is therefore referred to as Shimon, brother of Azarya.
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was from a family of priests
descended from Ezra the Scribe, and there are traditions
that draw parallels between them.
NOTES

Changed its entrance so that it would be facing toward
the cemetery – יה ְל ִפ ְת ָחא ְל ֵבי ִק ְב ֵרי
ּ א ַה ְד ֵר:ַ The later authorities note that it was still possible to extract the teruma of
the tithe while in a state of purity. For example, the Iyyun
Ya’akov suggests that Rabbi Elazar could in fact have sent
an agent to retrieve the tithe for him, but Rabbi Akiva
was hinting that the very fact that a priest cannot eat in
a cemetery is why the verse can be explained as referring
only to Levites, not priests.
Akiva with his satchel – ﬠ ִק ָיבא ְ ּב ַת ְר ִמילוֹ:ֲ The Meiri
explains the comment as follows: Even if Rabbi Akiva
returns to his shepherd’s satchel, I can survive without
the tithe, as Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was a wealthy man.
According to the Maharsha, the satchel refers to Rabbi
Akiva’s position as charity collector. Rabbi Akiva wanted to
give the tithe to the poor, as he thought the penalty was
for the tithe to be transferred to paupers, to which Rabbi
Elazar replied: But I have to live by this tradition, as Rabbi
Elazar ben Azarya was a tenth-generation descendant of
Ezra, and Ezra’s decree was that the tithe may be given
to priests.
For what reason did they penalize the Levites – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי
מה ָקנְס ּו ְלוִ יִּ ם:ָ According to Rashi, there is no connection
between this discussion and the dispute between Rabbi
Akiva and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, as they disagreed over
Torah law, whereas the Gemara deals with the situation
after Ezra’s enactment. However, the Ritva maintains that
the two issues are related: Since Rabbi Akiva is of the
opinion that according to Torah law tithe is given only
to Levites, it is impossible for Ezra to deprive them of
their rights entirely. Conversely, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya
rules that even by Torah law the first tithe may be given
to priests, and therefore Ezra’s decree can be understood
to mean that only priests are entitled to receive this tithe.
Tosafot oﬀer a similar interpretation.
The Ritva adds that the question remains: According
to Rabbi Akiva, who maintains that the first tithe belongs
exclusively to Levites according to Torah law, how could
Ezra transfer this right to the priests? He explains that
since the first tithe has no sanctity and Levites have only
a monetary right to this tithe, and since there is a general
principle in halakha that a court has the authority to
declare property ownerless, the Sages had the power to
deprive them of their statutory rights. Consequently, the
priests receive the tithe as representatives of the tribe of
Levi. The Mei Neftoaĥ suggests that the dispute between
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Elazar is whether the Sages have
the right to not only declare property ownerless but also
to transfer that ownership to another.

of converts and a shepherd. Indeed, the Sage Asi ben Yehuda
described him as a man who would gather everything he could
find and afterward sort and arrange his collection. It is possible
that this statement of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya also hints at Rabbi
Akiva’s method of study, which involved collecting the opinions of various Sages and categorizing them. This was diﬀerent
from the method used by Rabbi Elazar himself, who apparently
received his tradition principally from his forefathers.
: פרק ט׳ דף פו. Yevamot . Perek IX . 86b
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But if you come by the standard halakha of distribution – תוֹרת ֲחלו ָּקה
ַ וְ ִאי ָקא ָא ֵתית ְ ּב: The Ritva explains
that if Rabbi Elazar were to come demanding his share,
he would be eﬀectively misleading the owner of the
produce, who would assume that he is fulfilling a Torah
mitzva by giving it to a priest instead of a Levite.
The Yam shel Shlomo explains that Rabbi Elazar is
permitted to take it in the form of a penalty, but he cannot claim it as his fair share, as he was wealthy enough
not to require the tithe even during his days of impurity.
Now they establish…only – ﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ֵאין ַמ ֲﬠ ִמ ִידין:ַ Some
commentaries understand that as part of the penalty imposed upon the Levites by Ezra, they would
no longer receive any preference when oﬃcers were
appointed (Iyyun Ya’akov; Be’er Sheva).
And the oﬃcers of the many at your heads – וֹט ִרים
ְ וְ ׁש
יכם
ֶ אש
ֵ ׁ ה ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ָר:ָ The early and later authorities note
that this verse does not appear anywhere in the Bible.
The early authorities add that the Talmud occasionally
quotes an apparent verse that cannot be found in the
Bible. The verse is sometimes from the book of Ben
Sira. At other times it is paraphrased for its content.
With regard to this particular verse, Tosafot Yeshanim
suggest that it might be referring to the verse describing the appointment of oﬃcers and Elders over Israel:
“Get you, from each one of your tribes, wise men, and
understanding, and full of knowledge, and I will make
them heads over you” (Deuteronomy 1:13).
If her child from the priest died, etc. – ֵמת ְ ּבנָ ּה ִמ ּכ ֵֹהן
וכו׳: Yam shel Shlomo states that we can infer Rambam’s
ruling by reference to his ruling in the opposite situation: If an Israelite woman married an Israelite, had a
child with him, was widowed, married a priest, had
a child with him, and was widowed again, then she
may partake of teruma on account of her child from
the priest, despite the fact that she also has children
from the Israelite. This opinion resolves the apparent
contradiction between the first and latter clauses of
the mishna. The Meiri concurs with this explanation.

ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָﬠל ּו – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
 ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ְּכ ֵדי.ָה ִכי ָקנְ ִסינְ ה ּו
– ימי ט ּו ְמ ָא ָתן
ֵ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְס ְמכ ּו ָﬠ ָליו ּכ ֲֹהנִים ִ ּב
 ּכו ֵּּלי:נְסינְ ה ּו ַל ְּלוִ יִּ ם? ֶא ָּלא
ִ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ּכ ֲֹהנִים ָק
 וְ ָה ָכא,ימי ֶﬠזְ ָרא
ֵ נָסא ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָﬠל ּו ִ ּב
ָ ָﬠ ְל ָמא ְק
 ו ָּמר,נָסא ַל ֲﬠנִיִּ ים
ָ  ְק:ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; ָמר ָס ַבר
.ּימי טו ְּמ ָא ָתן ֲﬠנִיִּ ים נִינְ הו
ֵ  ּכ ֲֹהנִים ִ ּב:ָס ַבר

The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says it was
because they did not ascend, we can understand that due to that
reason they penalized the Levites by forcing them to share their
tithe with the priests. But according to the one who says it was
done so that the priests could rely on it during their days of
impurity, should we penalize the Levites for the benefit of priests?
Rather, everyone agrees that it was a penalty for the fact that they
did not ascend in the days of Ezra,H and here they disagree about
this: One Sage holds that the penalty is that the tithe must be given
to the poor, and one Sage holds that priests are classified as poor
in the days of their impurity.

– ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ְקנָ ָסא ַל ֲﬠנִיִּ ים
יה ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ְל ִפ ְת ָחא
ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי ַא ַה ְד ֵר
–  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ְלכ ֲֹהנִים.ְל ֵבי ִק ְב ֵרי
יה ְל ִפ ְת ָחא ְל ֵבי ִק ְב ֵרי? ָה ִכי
ּ ַא ַּמאי ַא ַה ְד ֵר
– נָסא
ָ תוֹרת ְק
ַ  ִאי דְּ ָקא ָא ֵתית ְ ּב:יה
ּ ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
– תוֹרת ֲחלו ָּקה
ַ  וְ ִאי ָקא ָא ֵתית ְ ּב, ְִאית ָלך
. ְֵלית ָלך

The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that
the penalty imposed on the Levites is that the tithe must be given
to the poor, due to that reason Rabbi Akiva changed the garden
entrance so that it would be facing toward the cemetery, as Rabbi
Elazar ben Azarya was a wealthy man. But according to the one
who says the tithe was given to the priests, why did he change the
entrance so that it would be toward the cemetery? The Gemara
answers: This is what he said to him, i.e., this is what he meant: If
you come to receive the tithe by virtue of the penalty imposed on
the Levites, you may have it, but if you come by the standard
halakha of distribution,N demanding your share with the Levites,
you may not have the tithe. If the owner of the garden chooses to
give it to you, you may accept it, but you may not take it yourself.

ימי ֶﬠזְ ָרא – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ֵ ו ְּמנָ א ָלן דְּ ָלא ְס ִליק ּו ִ ּב
״וָ ֶא ְק ְ ּבצֵ ם ֶאל ַה ָּנ ָהר ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל ַא ֲהוָ א וַ ַּנ ֲחנֶ ה
ׁ ָשם יָ ִמים ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה וָ ָא ִבינָ ה ָב ָﬠם ו ַּב ּכ ֲֹהנִים
 ָא ַמר ַרב.אתי ׁ ָשם״
ִ ָּו ִמ ְ ּבנֵי ֵלוִ י ל ֹא ָמצ
וֹט ִרים
ְ  ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה ל ֹא ָהי ּו ַמ ֲﬠ ִמ ִידים ׁש:ִח ְסדָּ א
וֹט ִרים ַה ְּלוִ יִּ ם
ְ  ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ ׁש,ֶא ָּלא ִמן ַה ְּלוִ יִּ ם
וֹט ִרים
ְ  ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ֵאין ַמ ֲﬠ ִמ ִידין ׁש,נֵיכם״
ֶ ִל ְפ
וֹט ִרים ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ְ  ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ ׁש,ֶא ָּלא ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
.יכם״
ֶ אש
ֵ ׁ ְ ּב ָר

The Gemara asks with regard to the penalty imposed on Levites:
And from where do we derive that the Levites did not ascend in
the days of Ezra? As it is written: “And I gathered them together
to the river that runs to Ahava; and we encamped there for three
days; and I viewed the people, and the priests, and found there
none of the sons of Levi” (Ezra : ). With regard to this, Rav
Ĥisda said: Initially they would establish oﬃcers over the people
only from among the Levites, as it states: “And the oﬃcers,
the Levites, before you” ( Chronicles : ), but now they
establish oﬃcers onlyN from among the Israelites, as it is stated:
And the oﬃcers of the many at your heads.N This indicates that
oﬃcers were appointed from: The many, meaning the largest group,
ordinary Israelites.

ֹאכל
ַ ִיסת ְלכ ֵֹהן – ּת
ֵּ מתני׳ ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ּנ
ֹאכל
ַ ימנּ ּו ֵ ּבן – ּת
ֶ  ֵמת וְ ָל ּה ֵה.ִ ּב ְתר ּו ָמה
.ֹאכל ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ נִיסת ְל ֵלוִ י ּת
ֵּ .ִ ּב ְתר ּו ָמה
נִיסת
ֵּ .ֹאכל ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ ימנּ ּו ֵ ּבן ּת
ֶ ֵמת וְ ָל ּה ֵה
ֹאכל ל ֹא ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ל ֹא
ַ ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל – ל ֹא ּת
ֹאכל
ַ ימנּ ּו ֵ ּבן – ל ֹא ּת
ֶ  ֵמת וְ ָל ּה ֵה.ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
.ל ֹא ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר

mishna

An Israelite woman married to a priestH
may partake of teruma. If the priest died
and she has a child from him,H she may continue to partake of
teruma. If she subsequently married a Levite, she may no longer
partake of teruma but she may partake of the first tithe on his
account. If he, too, died and she had a child from him, she may
continue to partake of tithe on account of the child. If she then
married an Israelite,H she may partake of neither teruma nor tithe.
If her Israelite husband died and she had a child from him, she still
may partake of neither teruma nor tithe.

 ֵמת ְ ּבנָ ּה.ֹאכל ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ  ֵמת ְ ּבנָ ּה ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ּתIf her child from the Israelite also died, while her son from the
 ֵמת ְ ּבנָ ּה ִמ ּכ ֵֹהן ל ֹא.ֹאכל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
ַ  ִמ ֵּלוִ י ּתLevite remained alive, she may partake of tithe on account of the
Levite’s child. If her child from the Levite died, leaving her with a
.ֹאכל ל ֹא ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ַ ּת
son from the priest, she may once again partake of teruma. If her
child from the priest diedN as well, she may no longer partake of
either teruma or tithe.
HALAKHA

They did not ascend in the days of Ezra – ימי ֶﬠזְ ָרא
ֵ שלּ ֹא ָﬠל ּו ִ ּב:
ֶׁ
On account of the Levites’ failure to immigrate to the land of
Israel with Ezra, he penalized the Levites of his time by declaring
that the first tithe should be given to priests. The Kesef Mishne
claims that after that period, each person had the right to give
it to a Levite or to a priest, as he saw fit (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Ma’aser 1:4).

three years and one day old, and therefore has certainly not
yet consummated her marriage (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Terumot 6:3).

If he died and she has a child from him – ימנּ ּו ֵ ּבן
ֶ מת וְ ָל ּה ֵה:ֵ An
Israelite woman who has a child from a priest is permitted to
partake of teruma on account of her child, whether her child is a
son, a daughter, a person whose sexual organs are concealed, or
An Israelite woman married to a priest – ִיסת
ֵּ  ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ּנan androgynous person. She may also partake of it on account
לכ ֵֹהן:ְ The daughter of an Israelite or Levite who is married to of her child’s child and so on, for all generations (Rambam Sefer
a priest may partake of teruma, even if she is younger than Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:9).
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If she then married an Israelite – נִיסת ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:
ֵּ If an Israelite
woman married a priest, had a child with him, was widowed,
and then subsequently married an Israelite, she may not partake of teruma. In the event that her Israelite husband dies, if
she has a child from him she may not partake of teruma, even
if she has a child from the priest as well. However, if she has no
children from the Israelite, or if her child from the Israelite died
while her child from the priest remains alive, she may partake
of teruma because of the priest’s child (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Terumot 6:13).

