HALAKHA

A zav who milks a goat, the milk is ritually impure –
חֹולב ֶאת ָה ֵעז
ֵ ה ָח ָלב ָט ֵמא זָב ׁ ֶש:ֶ If a zav milks a goat, the milk
is ritually impure from the very first drop (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 9:2).

חֹולב
ֵ  זָ ב ׁ ֶש:ְמ ִתיב ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא
ֶאת ָה ֵעז – ֶה ָח ָלב ָט ֵמא וְ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
– אֹוכל הוּא
ֶ אֹוכ ִלין
ָ “מ ׁ ְש ֶקה ַה ָ ּבא ָל
ַ
?ית ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
ְ ְ ּב ַמאי ִא

Rami bar Ĥama raised an objection from the following mishna: In
the case of a zav who milks a goat, the milk is ritually impureH whether or not the zav actually touched it, as a zav renders items ritually
impure simply by moving them, or being moved by them, even without
direct contact. And if you say that liquid that comes directly into food
is food and not liquid, in the case of one who milked directly into a
pot of food, the milk should be considered food. The halakha is that
food cannot become ritually impure unless it is rendered susceptible
to ritual impurity through contact with a liquid. With what liquid was
this milk rendered susceptible to ritual impurity?

 ַ ּב ִּט ּ ָיפה ַה ְמלו ְּכ ֶל ֶכת:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ְּכ ַד ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara answers: As Rabbi Yoĥanan said in a different context,
יפה
ָ ּ  ַ ּב ִּט: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי. ַעל ּ ִפי ַהדַּ דthat a particular statement is referring to the first drop, which is
. ַה ְמלו ְּכ ֶל ֶכת ַעל ּ ִפי ַהדַּ דsmeared on the top of the teat in order to moisten it and facilitate
nursing or milking, here too, it is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by means of the drop which is smeared on the top of the teat.
This drop was not intended to fall into the pot of food and is therefore
considered a liquid and renders the food susceptible to ritual impurity.
 ְט ֵמא ֵמת ׁ ֶש ָּס ַחט זֵ ִיתים: ְמ ִתיב ָר ִבינָ אRavina raised an objection based on what we learned in another
, וַ ֲענָ ִביםmishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse who squeezed olives or grapes
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One who smooths by squeezing grapes – ַה ַּמ ֲח ִליק
ב ֲענָ ִבים:ּ ָ Most of the commentaries on the Mishna explain
the case differently, and a similar approach appears in the
Jerusalem Talmud: The mishna is not discussing loaves of
bread but cakes of pressed figs onto which one would
pour grape juice. Some commentaries state that most
of this liquid is lost, since it is not absorbed by the figs.
Other authorities explain that the juice is intended to
provide the figs with a polished sheen rather than to be
consumed (see Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna,
and other commentaries).
Everyone agrees…is not food – אֹוכל
ֶ א…לאו
ָ דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמ:
The ge’onim had a variant text with an opposite formulation: Everyone agrees that…is food. Most commentaries
agree that the Gemara reads better according to Rashi’s
version. However, the halakha is in accordance with the
text of the ge’onim (Rashba).
HALAKHA

One who cuts olives – ה ְמ ַפ ֵ ּצ ַע ַ ּבּזֵ ִיתים:ַ If one cuts olives
with ritually impure hands, the olives are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by the liquid that seeps out.
They also become ritually impure, because cutting them
completes their processing and they are then considered
food, which can become ritually impure. However, if one
cut them to salt them or to check if they have oil, they
are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 11:14).
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יֹותר
ֵ  ָהא.ְּכ ֵביצָ ה ְמכ ּו ֶּונֶ ת – ָטהֹור
“מ ׁ ְש ֶקה
ַ  וְ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת.ִמ ְּכ ֵביצָ ה – ָט ֵמא
אֹוכל הוּא״ ְ ּב ַמאי
ֶ
אֹוכל
ֶ ַה ָ ּבא ָל
מֹותיב ָל ּה וְ הוּא
ִ ית ָּכ ׁ ֵשר? הוּא
ְ ִא
.סֹוחט ְלתֹוךְ ַה ְּק ָע ָרה
ֵ  ְ ּב:ְמ ָפ ֵרק ָל ּה

in the exact amount of an egg-bulk, the liquid is ritually pure. Even
though the person touched the food, less than an egg-bulk of food
cannot become ritually impure. Once the first drop of liquid is
squeezed out, less than an egg-bulk of food remains, and it cannot
render the liquid impure. By inference, if he squeezed more than an
egg-bulk, the liquid is ritually impure. And if you say that liquid that
comes into food is considered food, in what manner was this liquid
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity? He raised the objection and
he resolved it: It is referring to a case where one squeezes into an
empty bowl, in which case the juice is considered a liquid.

 ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי; ַה ַּמ ֲח ִליק:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ָ ּב ֲענָ ִבים – ל ֹא הו ְּכ ׁ ַשר
 ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ָהא. ה ו ְּכ ׁ ַשר:אֹומר
ֵ
 ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ַה ָ ּבא:יפ ְלגִ י; ָמר ָס ַבר
ַ ּ ָק ִמ
 ָלאו: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,אֹוכל הוּא
ֶ – אֹוכל
ֶ ָל
.אֹוכל הוּא
ֶ

Rabbi Yirmeya said: The question of whether liquid squeezed directly from one food into another is considered liquid or food is parallel to the following dispute between tanna’im. We learned in a mishna:
In the case of one who smooths bread before baking it by squeezing
grapesN onto it, the bread was not rendered susceptible to ritual
impurity. Rabbi Yehuda says: It was rendered susceptible to ritual
impurity. What, do they not disagree about this? One Sage held that
liquid that comes into food is food, and therefore it cannot render
bread susceptible to ritual impurity, and one Sage held that it is not
food but rather a liquid, and therefore it renders the bread susceptible
to ritual impurity.

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא – ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה:ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
,אֹוכל הוּא
ֶ
אֹוכל – ָלאו
ֶ ַה ָ ּבא ָל
יב ּוד
ּ וְ ָה ָכא – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ַה ָ ּבא ְל ִא
 ו ָּמר, ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה הוּא: ָמר ָס ַבר.ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
 ו ִּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא. ָלאו ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה הוּא:ָס ַבר
יתים
ִ ֵ ַה ְמ ַפ ֵ ּצ ַע ַ ּבּז: דְּ ַתנְיָא,דְּ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי
סֹופ ָתן
ְ  ְל,סֹואבֹות – הו ְּכ ׁ ַשר
ָ ְ ּביָ ַדיִ ם ְמ
.ַ ּב ֶּמ ַלח – ל ֹא הו ְּכ ׁ ַשר

Rav Pappa said that the disputes are not necessarily parallel; it can be
explained that everyone agrees that liquid that comes into food is
not food,N and here they disagree with regard to liquid that goes to
waste, as the liquid that dripped onto the bread eventually evaporates
due to the heat of the oven. One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, held that it is
nonetheless a liquid and therefore can render the bread susceptible to
ritual impurity, and one Sage held that it is not a liquid. And they
disagree in the dispute between these tanna’im, as it was taught in a
baraita: In the case of one who cuts olivesH with soiled, i.e., ritually
impure, hands, the olives are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity
through the liquid that comes from them, and his hands render the
olives ritually impure. If he cut them in order to dip them in salt, the
olives are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity, because if that
liquid emerged from the olives against the owner’s will, the liquid cannot render food susceptible to ritual impurity.

– ֵל ַידע ִאם ִה ִ ּגיע ּו זֵ ָיתיו ִל ְמסֹוק ִאם ָלאו
. הו ְּכ ׁ ַשר:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ל ֹא הו ְּכ ׁ ַשר
: דְּ ָמר ָס ַבר,יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ
,יבוּד – ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה הוּא
ּ עֹומד ְל ִא
ֵ ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָה
. ָלאו ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה הוּא:ו ָּמר ָס ַבר

If he was cutting in order to ascertain whether his olives have
reached the stage of ripeness at which they are fit to be harvested
or not, they are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. Rabbi Yehuda said: They are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity.
What, do they not disagree with regard to this? One Sage, Rabbi
Yehuda, held that liquid that emerges when one tests the olives but
which stands to go to waste, is liquid and renders food susceptible
to ritual impurity; and one Sage held that it is not liquid and does
not render food susceptible to ritual impurity.

 ָהנֵי:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
,יבוּד ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ּ עֹומד ְל ִא
ֵ ַּת ָּנ ֵאי – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָה
עֹומד ְלצַ ְחצְ חֹו
ֵ וְ ָהנָ ךְ ַּת ָּנ ֵאי – ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָה
.ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י

Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: The last two disputes are
not necessarily parallel. These tanna’im, who disagreed with regard
to olives, disagreed with regard to liquid that stands to go to waste,
and those tanna’im, who disagreed with regard to the liquid on the
bread, disagreed with regard to liquid that stands to be used to
shine it.

ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי
סֹוחט ָא ָדם ֶא ׁ ְש ּכֹול ׁ ֶשל ֲענָ ִבים
ֵ :ָא ַמר ַרב
. ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְלתֹוךְ ַה ְּק ָע ָרה,ְלתֹוךְ ַה ְּק ֵד ָרה
.וְ ָדג ְלצִ ירֹו – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְלתֹוךְ ַה ְּק ָע ָרה

Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: A
person may squeeze a cluster of grapes into a pot with food in it
on Shabbat, because liquid that is squeezed directly into food is
considered food rather than liquid; however, one may not do so
into a bowl that is empty or that contains liquid. And squeezing a
fish for its brine is permitted even into a bowl.

ימי וְ ָק ָא ַמ ר ָל ּה ְל ָה א
ִ ִּיְ ֵתיב ַרב ד
:ימי
ִ ִּיה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב ד
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא
יה דְּ ַרב ַמ ְתנִיתוּן וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ּ ַא ּתוּן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַמ ְתנִינַ ן
ּ  ֲאנַ ן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ,ְלכ ּו
 ִמי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל “דָּ ג:ָל ּה – וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ָלן
:ְלצִ ירֹו ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְלתֹוךְ ַה ְּק ָע ָרה״ וְ ָה ִא ְית ַמר
–  ְלגו ָּפן: ָא ַמר ַרב,ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ְּס ָח ָטן
. ֲא ָבל ָאסוּר,יהן – ּ ָפטוּר
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ְל ֵמ,מו ָּּתר

Rav Dimi sat and stated this halakha. Abaye said to Rav Dimi:
You teach this halakha in the name of Rav and it is not difficult for
you; we teach it in the name of Shmuel and it is difficult for us for
the following reason: Did Shmuel say that it is permitted to squeeze
a fish for its brine even into a bowl? Wasn’t it stated that there was
a dispute with regard to pickled vegetables that one squeezed?H
Rav said: If he wants to squeeze them because he needs the vegetables themselves without the liquid, it is permitted to do so even
ab initio on Shabbat. And if he squeezes them because he needs their
liquid, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio.

– יהן
ֶ ימ
ֵ ּו ׁ ְש ָלקֹות – ֵ ּבין ְלגו ָּפן ֵ ּבין ְל ֵמ
 ֶא ָחד ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים: ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.מו ָּּתר
– ימ ֶיהן
ֵ  ְל ֵמ, ְלגו ָּפן – מו ָּּתר,וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ְש ָלקֹות
.ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל ָאסוּר

And with regard to boiled vegetables, whether he needs the vegetables themselves without their liquid or whether he wants to
squeeze the vegetables for their liquids, it is permitted to squeeze
them on Shabbat. And Shmuel said: With regard to both pickled
vegetables and boiled vegetables, if he squeezes them for the
vegetables themselves, it is permitted, and if he squeezes them for
their liquids, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is
prohibited to do so ab initio. Apparently, squeezing fish for its
brineH falls into the category of squeezing boiled items for their
liquid, which according to Shmuel is prohibited. As such, Shmuel’s
two statements appear contradictory.

“עינַי ָרא ּו וְ ל ֹא זָ ר
ֵ , ָה ֱאל ִֹהים:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ַ (כל ּו ִּכ ְל
ָּ
ּ  ִמ ּפו ֵּּמ.)יֹותי ְ ּב ֵח ִקי וגו׳״
, וְ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ֵמ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא,יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ִלי
 וְ ַרב ִחּיָ יא,וְ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ֵמ ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי
.ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ֵמ ַרב

He said to him: You can certainly rely on my version of this statement. To underscore his point, he uttered the oath-like expression:
By God! and applied the verse: “Whom I shall see for myself; my
eyes have seen it, and not another’s” ( Job 19:27).N I heard this
tradition from the mouth of Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yirmeya
heard it from Rabbi Zeira, and Rabbi Zeira heard it from Rav
Ĥiyya bar Ashi, and Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi heard it from Rav, and
each transmitter of this tradition is a reliable source.

NOTES

My eyes have seen it, and not another’s – ֵעינַי ָרא ּו וְ ל ֹא
זָ ר: Abaye asked whether or not this statement was attributed to Rav in order to resolve the difficulty with regard to Shmuel, whose two statements are contradictory.
Therefore, Rav Dimi told him exactly who transmitted this
halakha, declaring that each is a reliable source. The attribution to Rav could therefore be relied upon as though
they had heard the halakha directly from Rav himself.

HALAKHA

Pickled vegetables that one squeezed, etc. – ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ְּס ָח ָטן
וכו׳: It is permitted to squeeze pickled vegetables or boiled vegetables into an empty bowl if one’s intention is to improve the
taste of the vegetables and not to utilize their liquid. If one is
squeezing them in order to utilize the liquid, it is permitted to
squeeze the vegetables into a pot of food. Rabbeinu Ĥananel
rules stringently and prohibits doing so even in that case. All
the commentaries agree that it is prohibited to squeeze the
vegetables for their liquid into an empty bowl. The ruling is
based on the shared opinion of Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan,
who disagree with Rav’s opinion that it is permitted to squeeze



boiled vegetables even for their liquid. However, the combined
position of Rav and Shmuel, which is also confirmed by the Sage
from the school of Menashe, overrules Rabbi Yoĥanan’s view that
one is liable to bring a sin-offering for that transgression (Maggid
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 320:7).
Fish for its brine – דג ְלצִ ירֹו:ּ ָ It is prohibited to squeeze fish to extract its brine, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara
and the opinion of Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim, 32:7–8).
המק ףד:  ב״כ קרפ. Perek XXII . 145a
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NOTES

Interprets the baraita according to his
line of reasoning by emending the baraita and adding to it – יה
ּ מ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ:ְ In
general, emendations of tannaitic texts are
only made when it can be proven that the
current text is unreliable or has internal contradictions. In this context, since the issue is
a baraita, which is always considered less
authoritative than a mishna, and the text that
appears in the baraita is difficult according to
all known opinions on the matter, the Sages
resolved the textual difficulty by adding a
significant amount of text to the baraita.

: ָא ַמ ר ַרב, ְּכ ָב ׁ ִש ים ׁ ֶש ְּס ָח ָט ן:גּ ּו ָפא
יהן – ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ְל ֵמ,ְלגו ָּפן – מו ָּּתר
– יהן
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ֵ ּבין ְלגו ָּפן ֵ ּבין ְל ֵמ, ו ׁ ְּש ָלקֹות.ָאסוּר
, ֶא ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.מו ָּּתר
יהן – ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ְל ֵמ,ְלגו ָּפן – מו ָּּתר
 ֶא ָחד ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים וְ ֶא ָחד:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ָאסוּר
יהן – ַחּיָ יב
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ְל ֵמ, ְלגו ָּפן – מו ָּּתר,ׁ ְש ָלקֹות
.ַח ָּטאת

Apropos the topic of squeezing pickled vegetables, the Gemara addresses
the matter itself. We learned that with regard to pickled vegetables that
one squeezed, Rav said that if he squeezes them for themselves, it is permitted, and if he squeezes them for their liquids he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio; and with regard to
boiled vegetables, if he squeezes them both for themselves and for their
liquids it is permitted. And Shmuel said: With regard to both this, pickled
vegetables, and that, boiled vegetables, squeezing for the vegetables themselves without liquid is permitted; squeezing them for their liquids, one
is exempt, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio. Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With
regard to both pickled vegetables and boiled vegetables, if one squeezes
them for the vegetables themselves it is permitted; if one squeezes them
for their liquids, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for having performed
a labor prohibited by Torah law.

צֹור ְך
ֶ סֹוח ִטין ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְל
ֲ :ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
יתים
ִ ֵ וְ ז. ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְלמֹוצָ ֵאי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת,ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 וְ ִאם ָס ַחט – ַחּיָ יב,וַ ֲענָ ִבים ל ֹא יִ ְסחֹוט
, ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַרב.ַח ָּטאת
,יה
ָ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ַרב ְמ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ.יֹוחנָ ן
יֹוחנָן ְמ ָת ֵרץ
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי,יה
ּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְמ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
.יה
ּ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ

The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught in a baraita: One may squeeze pickled vegetables on Shabbat for the purpose of
using them on Shabbat but not for the conclusion of Shabbat. And one
may not squeeze olives and grapes at all on Shabbat, and if one squeezed
them unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. Apparently, it is permitted to squeeze pickled vegetables ab initio on Shabbat for any purpose, even
for their juice, and if so, it is difficult according to the opinion of Rav, it is
difficult according to the opinion of Shmuel, and it is difficult according
to the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, which all assert that squeezing pickled
vegetables for their juice is prohibited on some level. The Gemara responds
that Rav interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning, Shmuel
interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning, and Rabbi
Yoĥanan interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning. The
Gemara proceeds to elucidate how the baraita is explained according to each
opinion.

סֹוח ִטין ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים
ֲ
:יה
ּ ַרב ְמ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְלמֹוצָ ֵאי,צֹורךְ ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְל
 ֲא ָבל, ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְלגו ָּפן.ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
, ו ׁ ְּש ָלקֹות.יהן – ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל ָאסוּר
ֶ ימ
ֵ ְל ֵמ
יתים
ִ ֵ וְ ז.יהן – מו ָּּתר
ֶ ימ
ֵ ֵ ּבין ְלגו ָּפן ֵ ּבין ְל ֵמ
 וְ ִאם ְס ָח ָטן – ַחּיָ יב,וַ ֲענָ ִבים – ל ֹא יִ ְסחֹוט
.ַח ָּטאת

Rav interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning by emending
the baraita and adding to it:N One may squeeze pickled vegetables on
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, but not for the conclusion of Shabbat. In what case is this statement said? When one squeezes the vegetables
for themselves; however, if one squeezes them for their liquid, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so. And with
regard to boiled vegetables, whether one squeezes them for themselves
or whether he does so for their liquid, it is permitted. And with regard to
olives and grapes, one may not squeeze them at all, and if one squeezed
them unwittingly he is liable to bring a sin-offering.

סֹוח ִטין ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים
ֲ :יה
ּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְמ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
 ה ּו א ַה דִּ ין,צֹור ְך ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּב ת
ֶ ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּב ת ְל
, ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְלגו ָּפן.ִל ׁ ְש ָלקֹות
 וְ זֵ ִיתים.יהן – ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל ָאסוּר
ֶ ימ
ֵ ֲא ָבל ְל ֵמ
 וְ ִאם ָס ַחט – ַחּיָ יב,וַ ֲענָ ִבים – ל ֹא יִ ְסחֹוט
.ַח ָּטאת

Shmuel interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning by emending the baraita and adding to it: One may squeeze pickled vegetables on
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, and the same is true for boiled
vegetables. In what case is this statement said? When one squeezes them
for themselves; however, if he squeezes them for their liquids, he is not
liable to bring a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so. And with regard
to olives and grapes, one may not squeeze them at all, and if one squeezed
them unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering.

סֹוח ִטין ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים
ֲ :יה
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יֹוחנָן ְמ ָת ֵרץ ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
. ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְלמֹוצָ ֵאי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת,צֹורךְ ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ ְל
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים,ֶא ָחד ְּכ ָב ׁ ִשים וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ְש ָלקֹות
יהן – ל ֹא
ֶ ימ
ֵ  ֲא ָבל ְל ֵמ,ֲאמו ִּרים – ְלגו ָּפן
נַע ָ ׂשה ְּכ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָּס ַחט
ֲ –  וְ ִאם ָס ַחט,יִ ְסחֹוט
. וְ ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת,יתים וַ ֲענָ ִבים
ִ ֵז

And Rabbi Yoĥanan also interprets the baraita according to his line of
reasoning by emending the baraita and adding to it: One may squeeze
pickled vegetables for the purpose of Shabbat but not for the conclusion
of Shabbat, and that ruling applies both to pickled vegetables and to
boiled vegetables. In what case is this statement said? When one squeezes them for themselves, but if he does so for their liquids, one may not
squeeze them, and if one squeezed them unwittingly, he becomes like one
who squeezed olives or grapes, and he is liable to bring a sin-offering.

 דְּ ַבר:ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר ַרב
יתים
ִ ֵיסת ז
ַ ּת ָֹורה – ֵאינֹו ַחּיָ יב ֶא ָּלא ַעל דְּ ִר
 דְּ ַבר:נַשה
ֶ ּ ׁ  וְ ֵכן ָּתנֵי דְּ ֵבי ְמ.וַ ֲענָ ִבים ִ ּב ְל ַבד
יתים
ִ ֵיסת ז
ַ ּת ָֹורה – ֵאינֹו ַחּיָ יב ֶא ָּלא ַעל דְּ ִר
 וְ ֵאין ֵעד ִמ ּ ִפי ֵעד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר.וַ ֲענָ ִבים ִ ּב ְל ַבד

Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: By Torah law,H one is only liable
for stomping on olives and grapes, and all other prohibitions related to
squeezing or juicing are rabbinic decrees and protective measures. And
similarly, it was taught in the school of Menashe: By Torah law, one is
only liable for stomping on olives and grapes. And it was taught in the
school of Menashe: And testimony of one witness based solely on what he
learned from the mouth of another witness, i.e., hearsay testimony, is valid

HALAKHA

The prohibition of squeezing by Torah law –
יטה ִמן ַה ּת ָֹורה
ָ א ּיסוּר ְס ִח:ִ By Torah law, one is liable for squeezing only if one crushes grapes
or olives to use the liquid. The prohibition to
squeeze other types of fruit is by rabbinic law,
in accordance with the Sage of the school of
Menashe (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 8:10).
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Perek XXII
Daf 145 Amud b
. ֶא ָּלא ְל ֵעדוּת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ִ ּב ְל ַבדonly for testimony that a woman’s husband died, enabling her to
remarry.NH Only in that case can a ruling rely on hearsay testimony,
and that is specifically so the woman will be allowed to remarry.
יב ֲעיָא ְלה ּו ֵעד ִמ ּ ִפי ֵעד ְל ֵעדוּת ְ ּבכֹור
ּ ַ  ִאA dilemma was raised before the Sages about a related matter: With
. ַמהוּ? ַרב ַא ִמי ָא ֵסיר וְ ַרב ַא ִסי ׁ ָש ֵריregard to hearsay testimony in testimony permitting a priest to eat
a firstborn animal,N what is the halakha? After the destruction of the
Temple, the Sages decreed that if a priest has the firstborn offspring
of a kosher animal and it becomes blemished, he must bring witnesses to testify that he did not cause the blemish. Priests were suspected of violating the prohibition against inflicting a wound on
firstborn animals to enable them to eat the animals. The question here
pertains to a case in which there is no one available who can testify
that he saw firsthand how the animal was blemished, but there is
someone who heard from an eyewitness how the blemish was caused.
Rav Ami prohibited accepting hearsay testimony in this case, and
Rav Asi permitted doing so.
 וְ ָהא ְּתנָא:יה ַרב ַא ִמי ְל ַרב ַא ִסי
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 ֵאין ֵעד ִמ ּ ִפי ֵעד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר:נַשיָ א
ְ ׁ דְּ ֵבי ְמ
:ימא
ָ ֶא ָּלא ְל ֵעדוּת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ִ ּב ְל ַבד! ֵא
.ְל ֵעדוּת ׁ ֶש ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה ָל ּה ִ ּב ְל ַבד
.ימר ַא ְכ ׁ ַשר ֵעד ִמ ּ ִפי ֵעד ִל ְבכֹור
ָ ֵַרב י
.ימר ׁ ָש ֵרי ּבו ְּכ ָרא
ָ ֵ י:ימר
ָ יה ָמ ֵר
ּ ָק ֵרי ֲע ֵל
. ֵעד ִמ ּ ִפי ֵעד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר ִל ְבכֹור:וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא

Rav Ami said to Rav Asi: Didn’t the school of Menashya teach that
hearsay testimony is only valid in testimony enabling a woman to
remarry, indicating that it is not accepted in the case of a firstborn
animal? Rav Asi answered: Emend the previously cited ruling and say:
Hearsay testimony is only valid in testimony for which the testimony of a woman is valid. A woman’s testimony is accepted with
regard to the death of a man, enabling his wife to remarry, and it is
also accepted with regard to a firstborn animal. Rav Yeimar deemed
hearsay testimony valid in permitting the slaughter of a firstborn
animal that developed a blemish. Mareimar called him: Yeimar who
permits the firstborn; Mareimar was of the opinion that testimony
of that kind is invalid and cannot provide the basis to allow the animal
to be slaughtered. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that
hearsay testimony is valid with regard to a firstborn animal.H

הֹוש ֲעיָ א
ַ ׁ  ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב.“חלּ ֹות דְּ ַב ׁש״
ַ
נִיתא
ָ יתי ַמ ְת
ֵ ְ ֲא ָתא וְ ַאי,ִמ ְּנ ַה ְרדְּ ָעא
יס ָקן ֵמ ֶע ֶרב
ְּ  זֵ ִיתים וַ ֲענָ ִבים ׁ ֶש ִר:יה
ּ ִ ּב ֵיד
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי, וְ יָ צְ א ּו ֵמ ַעצְ ָמן – ֲאסו ִּרין,ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
.ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ַמ ִּת ִירין

We learned in the mishna that according to Rabbi Eliezer, honey that
flows on its own from honeycombs is permitted on Shabbat. When
Rav Hoshaya came from Neharde’a, he came and brought a baraita
with him: With regard to olives and grapes that one crushed before
Shabbat and their juices seeped out on their ownH on Shabbat, the
juices are prohibited for use on Shabbat; and Rabbi Elazar and
Rabbi Shimon permit using them.

 ַ ּג ְב ָרא יְ ֵת ָירא ֲא ָתא:יֹוסף
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַרב
 טו ָּבא:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ְל ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִעינַן?! ָא ַמר ֵל
– נִיתין
ִ  דְּ ִאי ִמ ַּמ ְת,ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
ּ ָ  ָה ָתם הוּא – דְּ ֵמ ִע:ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
יק ָרא
 ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא,או ְּכ ָלא ו ְּל ַב ּסֹוף או ְּכ ָלא
ּ ָ דְּ ֵמ ִע
– יק ָרא או ְּכ ָלא ו ְּל ַב ּסֹוף ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא

Rav Yosef said rhetorically: Did he merely come to teach us an additional person? This opinion already appears in the mishna in the
name of Rabbi Elazar. Did Rav Hoshaya cite the baraita merely to add
the name of Rabbi Shimon? Abaye said to him: He is teaching us a
great deal, as if we learned this matter from the mishna alone, I
would have said: It is there that it is permitted, because initially it
was food and ultimately it remained food, since it is possible to assert
that the honey that seeped is a food rather than a liquid. However,
here, with regard to olives and grapes, which initially were food and
ultimately became liquid, say that it is not permitted even according
to Rabbi Elazar. Therefore, he is teaching us that Rabbi Elazar rules
leniently even in the case of olives and grapes.

NOTES

Testimony enabling a woman to remarry – עדוּת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:ֵ
This is referring to testimony that a woman’s husband
has died, which permits her to remarry. Testimony from
people whose testimony is not accepted in other circumstances is accepted for this purpose, including a single
witness, a witness providing secondhand testimony, certain relatives, women, slaves, a non-Jew who mentions it
incidentally, and others. With regard to the reason for this
leniency, see Rashi’s commentary on the Gemara here.
The Rambam explains that since testimony enabling a
woman to remarry establishes a fact rather than attests
to an action, and since if the testimony is false, the lie is
likely to be exposed, it is not considered testimony in the
formal, legal sense of the term.
Testimony permitting a priest to eat a firstborn
animal – עדוּת ְ ּבכֹור:ֵ The Torah commands one to give
the firstborn offspring of kosher animals to a priest. During
the Temple period, unblemished firstborn animals were
offered as sacrifices, and their meat would be eaten by the
priests. Blemished firstborn animals also belonged to the
priests, and the priests could eat them as non-sacred meat
once experts determined that the blemish is permanent.
Priests were suspected of purposely causing blemishes
to firstborn animals so that they would be allowed to eat
them. Consequently, the Sages decreed that priests could
not eat the meat of a firstborn animal without testimony
to the cause of the blemish. Since this testimony was
required only to alleviate suspicion, the Sages were lenient
with regard to its requirements.

HALAKHA

Those who are valid for testimony enabling a woman to
remarry – ה ְּכ ֵׁש ִרים ְל ֵעדוּת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:ַ Hearsay testimony is admissible to ascertain that a man died overseas, to enable his
wife to remarry. Similarly, testimony is accepted for this purpose from a single witness, a woman, a slave, and a relative
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 12:15; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 17:3).

blemish was not purposely inflicted by a priest (Rambam Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 2:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 314:5).

Olives and grapes that one crushed before Shabbat and their
juices seeped out on their own – יס ָקן ֵמ ֶע ֶרב
ְּ יתים וַ ֲענָ ִבים ׁ ֶש ִר
ִ ֵז
 וְ יָ צְ א ּו ֵמ ַעצְ ָמן,ש ָ ּבת:
ַ ׁ On Shabbat it is permitted to use liquid that
seeps from olives and grapes that were crushed before Shabbat
Testimony with regard to a firstborn animal – עדוּת ְ ּבכֹור:ֵ Hear- (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:15; Shulĥan Arukh,
say testimony is admissible to ascertain that a firstborn animal’s Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:5, 320:2).
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HALAKHA

Any salted food item that was already placed in hot water,
etc. – כֹל ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַ ּב ַח ִּמין וכו׳:ּ One is permitted to soak food that
was cooked before Shabbat and is dry, e.g., whose sauce was
poured off (Mishna Berura), in hot water on Shabbat, even in
a primary vessel, i.e., one that was heated directly on the fire
(Magen Avraham). If the food was not yet cooked, it is permitted to rinse it with hot water from a secondary vessel, i.e., a
vessel into which hot water was poured (Magen Avraham).
However, it is prohibited to rinse old salted fish or other types
of fish whose cooking process is completed in this manner
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:8; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 318:4).
BACKGROUND

Kolyas ha’ispanin – יס ּ ָפנִין
ְ קֹוליַ יס ָה ִא:
ְ A kind of mackerel, also
known as Scomber colias, which can be found in several bodies
of water, none in the vicinity of Eretz Yisrael. Its skin is soft and
thin, and it is not eaten cooked, but rather smoked or salted. According to the ge’onim, the Hebrew name for this fish is shavut.

Kolyas ha’ispanin
NOTES

The chicken of Rabbi Abba – גֹול ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא
ְ ְת ְרנ:ַּ Some commentaries explain that this chicken was heavily salted. Therefore, it was necessary to soak it after cooking it to temper the
saltiness (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
Because they are not well-versed in Torah – ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ְ ּבנֵי
ת ָֹורה:ּ Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz explains that the general
population of Babylonia was not well-versed in Torah. Therefore,
they would not have respected their Sages if they did not dress
in special garments.
LANGUAGE

Kutaĥ – כו ָּּתח:ּ From the Persian katax, meaning milk or
buttermilk.
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מתני׳ ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַ ּב ַח ִּמין ֵמ ֶע ֶרב
.ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ׁש ִֹורין אֹותֹו ַ ּב ַח ִּמין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
– וְ כֹל ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָ ּבא ַ ּב ַח ִּמין ֵמ ֶע ֶרב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
 חוּץ ִמן.יחין אֹותֹו ַ ּב ַח ִּמין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ִ ְמ ִד
)ַה ָּמ ִל ַיח ַהּיָ ׁ ָשן (וְ ָדגִ ים ְמלו ִּחין ְק ַט ּנִים
 ׁ ֶש ֲה ָד ָח ָתן זֹו ִהיא,יס ּ ָפנִין
ְ קֹוליַ יס ָה ִא
ְ ְו
.אכ ָּתן
ְ ְ ּג ָמר ְמ ַל
 ְּכגֹון:גמ׳ ְּכגֹון ַמאי? ֲא ַמר ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא
: וַ ֲא ַמר ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא.גֹול ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא
ְ ְַּת ְרנ
אֹוכ ַלן
ְ ְ ו,ימנָ א ֲח ָדא ִא ְיק ָל ִעית ְל ָה ָתם
ְ ִז
 וְ ִאי ָלא ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא דְּ ַא ׁ ְש ֵקיַ ין,ֵיה
ינ
ּ ּ ִמ
.נַסי
ִּ ית
ְ ַח ְמ ָרא ַ ּבר ְּת ָל ָתא ָט ְר ֵפי – ִא

mishna

Any salted food item that was already
placed in hot water,H i.e., cooked, before
Shabbat, one may soak it in hot water even on Shabbat. And
anything that was not placed in hot water before Shabbat, one
may rinse it in hot water on Shabbat but may not soak it, with
the exception of old salted fish and small salted fish and the
kolyas ha’ispaninB fish, for which rinsing with hot water itself
is completion of the prohibited labor of cooking.

gemara

We learned in the mishna that an item
that was cooked before Shabbat may be
soaked in hot water on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: In what case
would soaking in hot water be required after the item was already cooked? Rav Safra said: In the case of the chicken of
Rabbi Abba,N which for medical reasons was cooked so thoroughly that it completely dissolved. And Rav Safra said: One
time I happened to come there and he fed me chicken prepared that way, and if not for the fact that Rabbi Abba gave me
three-leaf-, i.e., year, old wine to drink, I would have been
forced to vomit.

 ֲא ַמר.יֹוחנָן ָריֵ יק ִמ ּכו ָּּתח דְּ ַב ְב ָל ֵאי
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
גֹול ָּתא
ְ ְ וְ ִלירֹוק ֲאנַ ן ִמ ַּת ְרנ:יֹוסף
ֵ ַרב
ימנָ א
ְ ִ ז: ֲא ַמר ַרב ָ ּגזַ א, וְ עֹוד.דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא
 וְ ַע ְב ִדית ּכו ָּּתח,ֲח ָדא ִא ְיק ָל ִעית ְל ָה ָתם
יחי
ִ ֵיה ָּכל ְ ּב ִר
ּ  ׁ ְש ִאיל ּו ִמ ּינ,דְּ ַב ְב ָל ֵאי
.ַמ ַע ְר ָבא

The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yoĥanan would spit from the
thought of Babylonian kutaĥ,L because he found it so disgusting. Rav Yosef said: Then we should spit from the thought of
Rabbi Abba’s chicken, which is even more disgusting to people
from Babylonia. And furthermore, Rav Gaza said: On one
occasion I happened to come there, to Eretz Yisrael, and I
prepared Babylonian kutaĥ, and all of the sick people of the
West, Eretz Yisrael, asked me for it. Apparently, not everyone
in Eretz Yisrael found it disgusting.

? ֵה ִד ַיח ַמאי.“כֹל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּבא ַ ּב ַח ִּמין וכו׳״
ּ
.יח – ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת
ַ  ֵה ִד:יֹוסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
 ַאף ֲאנַ ן נַ ִמי:יה דְּ ָר ִבינָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ָמר ְ ּב ֵר
קֹוליַ יס
ְ ְְּתנֵ ינָ א “ח ּו ץ ִמ ָּמ ִל ַיח יָ ׁ ָשן ו
יס ּ ָפ נִ ין ׁ ֶש ֲה ָד ָח ָתן זֹו ִה יא ְ ּג ָמ ר
ְ ָה ִא
.אכ ָּתן״ ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ְ ְמ ַל

We learned in the mishna: Anything that was not cooked in hot
water before Shabbat, one may rinse it in hot water on Shabbat
except for salted fish and kolyas ha’ispanin. The Gemara asks: If
one unwittingly rinsed it, what is the halakha? Rav Yosef said:
If one rinsed these foods, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for
having performed the prohibited labor of cooking. Mar, son of
Ravina, said: We, too, have also learned this ruling in the
mishna, which states: Except for old salted fish and kolyas
ha’ispanin, rinsing itself is completion of their prohibited
labor of cooking. One who rinses these items is considered to
have performed a prohibited labor. The Gemara concludes:
Indeed, learn from this that this is the ruling.

יְ ֵתיב ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
יֹוחנָן וְ ָקא
ָ יתיב ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ִ ו,יֹוחנָן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַק ֵּמ
יה ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ְמנַ ְמנֵ ם
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה עֹופֹות ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל:ְל ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
 ַּכ ֵּל ְך ְל ִמ ְד ַ ּבר ַעּזָ ה:יה
ּ ׁ ְש ֵמנִים? ָא ַמר ֵל
מֹוע ִדים
ֲ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה.וְ ַא ְר ֲאךָ ׁ ְש ֵמנִים ֵמ ֶהן
.ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל ְ ׂש ֵמ ִחים? ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֲענִּיִ ים
ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ַּת ְל ִמ ֵידי ֲח ָכ ִמים ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי.ְמצוּּיָ ינִין? ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ן ְ ּבנֵי ּת ָֹורה
אֹוכ ִלין
ְ זֹוה ִמים? ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש
ָ ַמה גּ ֹויִ ם ְמ
.ׁ ְש ָקצִ ים ו ְּר ָמ ִ ׂשים

Apropos relations between the Jews of Eretz Yisrael and Babylonia, the Gemara relates: Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba and Rabbi
Asi were sitting before Rabbi Yoĥanan, and Rabbi Yoĥanan
was sitting and dozing. In the meantime the two of them conversed. Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Asi: For what
reason are the fowl in Babylonia fatter than those in Eretz
Yisrael? He said to him: This is not at all the case; go to the
desert of Gaza in Eretz Yisrael, and I will show you fowl that
are fatter than them. Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba then asked: For
what reason are Festivals in Babylonia more joyous than those
in Eretz Yisrael? Rabbi Asi answered him: Because in Babylonia
they are poor, and it is only on Festivals that they have a lot to
eat, which causes them to rejoice. Rabbi Ĥiyya then asked: For
what reason are Torah scholars in Babylonia distinguished by
their special rabbinic garb? Rabbi Asi answered: Because they
are not well-versed in Torah.N If they would not distinguish
themselves by dressing differently, they would not be respected
for their Torah knowledge. He then asked: For what reason are
gentiles ethically contaminated? He answered: Because they
eat abominable creatures and crawling things, and that causes
bad character traits.

: ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו,יֹוחנָ ן
ָ ית ַער ְ ּבה ּו ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ִא
“אמֹור
ֱ דַּ ְרדַּ ֵקי! ל ֹא ָּכ ְך ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי ָל ֶכם
חֹותי ָא ְּת״ ִאם ָ ּברוּר ְלךָ ַהדָּ ָבר
ִ ַל ָח ְכ ָמה ֲא
,ּאֹומ ֵרהו
ְ – ָחֹותךָ ׁ ֶש ִהיא ֲאסו ָּרה ְלך
ְ ַּכ ֲא
:יה
ְ וְ ִאם ָלאו – ל ֹא ּת
ּ ֹאמ ֵרהוּ! ָא ְמר ּו ֵל
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה.ימא ָלן ָמר ֵאיזֶ ה ֵמ ֶהן
ָ וְ ֵל
,ּעֹופֹות ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל ׁ ְש ֵמנִים? ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּגלו
מֹואב ִמ ּנְעו ָּריו וְ ׁש ֵֹקט
ָ “ש ֲאנַ ן
ַ ׁ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
.הוּא ֶאל ׁ ְש ָמ ָריו ו ַּבגּ ָֹולה ל ֹא ָה ָלךְ ״

Rabbi Yoĥanan woke up due to their discussion and said to them: You
children, did I not tell you this, that the verse “Say to wisdom: You are
my sister, and call understanding your kin” (Proverbs 7:4) means that if
the matter is as clear to you as the fact that your sister is forbidden to
you,H say it, and if not, do not say it; and these explanations that you
offered are unfounded. They said to him: Then will the Master tell us
the answers to some of them? He said to them: Why are the fowl in Babylonia fatter than those in Eretz Yisrael? Because they were not exiled,
as it says: “Moab has been at ease since his youth and he has settled on
his lees, and he was not emptied from vessel to vessel and did not go into
captivity; therefore his taste remained in him and his scent did not
change” ( Jeremiah 48:11). Apparently, one who is not exiled retains his
strength.

 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,וְ ָה ָכא ְמ ָנָלן דְּ גָ ל ּו – דְּ ַתנְיָא
 ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ִשים ו ׁ ְּש ַּתיִ ם ׁ ָשנָ ה ל ֹא ָע ַבר:אֹומר
ֵ
“על ֶה ָה ִרים
ַ  ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ִא ׁיש ִ ּביהו ָּדה
ֶא ּ ָ ׂשא ְ ּב ִכי וָ נֶ ִהי וגו׳ ֵמעֹוף ַה ׁ ּ ָש ַמיִ ם וְ ַעד
ימ ְט ִרּיָ א
ַ ִ ְ ּב ֵה ָמ״ה ְ ּבג.ְ ּב ֵה ָמה נָ ָדד ּו ָה ָלכוּ״
.ַּח ְמ ׁ ִשין וְ ַת ְר ֵּתין ָהוו

And here in Eretz Yisrael, from where do we derive that even the animals
and birds were exiled? As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says
that no person passed through the land of Judea for fifty-two years, as
it is stated: “I will raise crying and wailing for the mountains and a
lamentation for the pastures of the wilderness, for they have been burned,
with no person passing through, and they do not hear the voice of the
cattle, from the bird of the heavens to the beast [behema, spelled beit,
heh, mem, heh], all have fled and gone” ( Jeremiah 9:9). Behema has a
numerical value of fifty-two, alluding to the fact that no one passed
through for fifty-two years. From the verse cited in this baraita, it is clear
that even the animals and birds were exiled, as it states: “All have fled and
gone.”

 ּכו ָּּלן:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲעקֹב ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 דַּ ֲא ַמר.יס ּ ָפנִין
ְ  חוּץ ִמ ּק ְֹוליַ יס ָה ִא,ָּחזְ רו
 ָהנֵי ַמ ְד ֵרי דְּ ָב ֶבל ְמ ַהדְּ ִרי ַמּיָ א ְל ֵעין:ַרב
יה
ָ ֵע
ּ  וְ ַהאי ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ׁ ָש ֵריר ׁ ִש ְד ֵר,יטם
.ָלא ָמצֵ י ָס ֵליק

Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: They all returned except
for the kolyas ha’ispanin, as Rav said: Those inclines of Babylonia return the water through underground watercourses to the spring of Eitam
in Eretz Yisrael, and the fish also returned through these watercourses.
And this fish, the kolyas, because its spine is not strong, it could not
ascend these watercourses and did not return to Eretz Yisrael.

?ֹוע ִדים ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל ְ ׂש ֵמ ִחים
ֲ ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַמה ּמ
,אֹות ּה ְק ָל ָל ה
ָ ִמ ּ ְפ נֵ י ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָה י ּו ְ ּב
ֹוש ּה ַח ָ ּג ּה
ׂ ָ דִּ ְכ ִתיב “וְ ִה ׁ ְש ַ ּב ִּתי ָּכל ְמ ׂש
 ו ְּכ ִתיב.מֹוע ָד ּה״
ֲ ָח ְד ׁ ָש ּה וְ ׁ ַש ַ ּב ָּת ּה וְ כֹל
יכם ָ ׂשנְ ָאה נַ ְפ ׁ ִשי ָהי ּו
ֶ ּמֹוע ֵד
ֲ יכם ו
ֶ “ח ְד ׁ ֵש
ָ
– ?טֹורח״
ַ “הי ּו ָע ַלי ָל
ָ  ַמאי.טֹורח״
ַ ָע ַלי ָל
דֹוש ָ ּברו ְּך
ׁ  ָא ַמר ַה ָ ּק:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
,חֹוט ִאין ְל ָפנַי
ְ  ל ֹא דַּ ּיָ ין ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש:הוּא
אֹותי ֵל ַידע ֵאיזֹו ְ ּגזֵ ָירה
ִ יחין
ִ ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ַּמ ְט ִר
 ֵאין:יהן! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק
ֶ ָק ׁ ָשה ָא ִביא ֲע ֵל
ְלךָ ָּכל ֶרגֶ ל וָ ֶרגֶ ל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּב ֲא ָתה ּב ֶֹול ׁ ֶשת
 ֵאין ְלךָ ָּכל: וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א.ְלצִ ּיפ ִֹורי
ֶרגֶ ל וָ ֶרגֶ ל ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָ ּבא ְל ִט ֶ ּב ְריָ ה ֶאגְ מֹון
.מֹורה
ָ ְוְ ָק ְמטֹון ו ַּב ַעל ז

Rabbi Yoĥanan continued to answer the questions of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar
Abba and Rabbi Asi: For what reason are the Festivals in Babylonia
more joyous than those in Eretz Yisrael? Because they were not included in that curse with which Eretz Yisrael was cursed, as it is written:
“And I will cause all of her happiness to cease, her Festival, her New
Moon, and her Shabbat and all her Festivals” (Hosea 2:13). And it is
also written: “My soul hates your New Moons and your Festivals; they
are a burden to Me; I am weary to bear them” (Isaiah 1:14). What is the
meaning of the phrase: “They are a burden to me”? Rabbi Elazar said
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Is it not enough for the Jewish
people that they sin before Me, that they also burden Me to know
which harsh decree I will bring upon them? Rabbi Yitzĥak said: Because of this curse, there is not a single Festival on which troops did not
come to Tzippori to conduct searches or to collect taxes. And Rabbi
Ĥanina said: There is not a single Festival on which an egmonL and a
kamtonL and a branch bearer,B Roman officials, did not come to Tiberias
to collect taxes, thereby disrupting the festive celebrations.

ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ַּת ְל ִמ ֵידי ֲח ָכ ִמים ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל
.קֹומן
ָ ְמצ ּו ּיָ ינִ ין? ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵא ינָ ן ְ ּבנֵ י ְמ
 ְ ּב ָלא, ְ ּב ָמ ָתא – ׁ ְש ַמאי:ינָשי
ֵ ׁ דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ֱא
“ה ָ ּב ִאים יַ ׁ ְש ֵר ׁש יַ ֲעקֹב
ַ .ָמ ָתא – ּת ְֹות ַבאי
 ֵאלּ ּו:יֹוסף
ֵ  ָּתנֵי ַרב,יָ צִ יץ ו ָּפ ַרח יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״
עֹושין צִ יצִ ין
ׂ ִ  ׁ ֶש,ַּת ְל ִמ ֵידי ֲח ָכ ִמים ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל
.ו ְּפ ָר ִחים ַל ּת ָֹורה

For what reason are the Torah scholars in Babylonia distinguished by
special garb? Because they are not native to that place and therefore
require special dress to distinguish themselves, as people say in the folk
expression: In my own city, I am honored for my name; in a place that is
not my own city, I am honored for my clothing. The Gemara then praised
the Sages of Babylonia by interpreting the verse “In days to come Jacob
will take root, Israel will bud and blossom” (Isaiah 27:6). Rav Yosef
taught: These are the Torah scholars in Babylonia, who add buds and
blossoms to the Torah.

HALAKHA

As clear to you as the fact that your sister is forbidden to you – חֹותךָ ׁ ֶש ִהיא ֲאסו ָּרה
ְ ָ ּברוּר ְלךָ ַהדָּ ָבר ַּכ ֲא
ָלך:ְ A judge must investigate each case extensively
and should not issue a ruling until the halakha
is absolutely clear to him beyond a shadow of a
doubt (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin
20:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 10:1).
BACKGROUND

Branch bearer – מֹורה
ָ ְב ַעל ז:ּ ַ Apparently, this title
referred to a Roman official, since it was common
for officials, called licotor, carrying a bundle of
branches or staffs used to give lashes, to march
before high-ranking officers as a sign of governmental authority.

Roman officials carrying bundles of staffs as a sign of authority

זֹוה ִמין? ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָע ְמד ּו ַעל
ָ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַמה ּגֹויִ ם ְמRabbi Yoĥanan then explained to them: Why are gentiles ethically con ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ׁ ָש ָעה. ַהר ִסינַיtaminated? It is because they did not stand on Mount Sinai. As when
LANGUAGE

Egmon – אגְ מֹון:ֶ From the Greek ἡγεμών, egemon, meaning general
or ruler. It is usually written hegmon, with a heh instead of an alef.

low. Comito originated from the Latin comes, meaning companion,
which refers to the escorts of important people. The Latin word
comes in the sense of government or a nobleman is derived from
Kamton – ק ְמטֹון:ָ From the Latin comito, meaning accompany or fol- the same root (see Rashi).
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