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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the daf by wrapping up the previous discussion on how to eat terumah loaves that fell into water according to Rabbi

Eliezer, exploring creative halachic solutions like baking them as dry nikudin wafers or kneading them with fruit juice to avoid

susceptibility to tumah. From there, the Gemara launches into a deep yeshivish shakla v'tarya regarding the mechanics of bitul

(nullification) and whether a nullified source of tumah can "reawaken" when it meets its own kind, or if it still retains enough

presence to impart tumah through carrying (massa) even if contact (maga) is ruled out.

This leads the Gemara into a classic machlokes between Bar Padda and Rabbi Yochanan regarding the threshold of decay at

which nevelah (a carcass) loses its severe tumah. We analyze their different interpretations of the pasuk "you may give it to the

stranger," debating whether a carcass must be fit for a ger toshav to defile, or if it remains tamei as long as it is fit for a dog,

which has major implications for a fetus nullified in a discharged mass of blood.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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QU E ST IO N

ן? יהֶ לֵ א עֲ הֵ ה תְּ זֶר מָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ לְ

The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Eliezer, what will be  with them—how may one eat these loaves of terumah that fell into

the water?

ANSWER

יצָה בֵ כְּ א  לֹּא יְהֵ  שֶׁ ד  בַ לְ וֹת, וּבִ יסּ עִ לֵּק לְ  חַ תְ ירוֹת, אוֹ תִּ י פֵ מֵ וּ בְּ שׁ וֹ לּ יוֹת, אוֹ יִ לָ ין, אוֹ קְ דִ וּ קּ לוּ נִ יֹאכְ

ד. חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ בְּ

The Gemara answers: They may be  eaten as dry, punctured wafers called nikudin, or as parched ears  of grain, or they may be

kneaded with fruit juice  which does not make them susceptible to tumah, or the dough may be  divided into  small batches ,

provided that there  is  not an eg g -bulk of dough in one  place  so that it cannot contract tumah.

EXPLANAT IO N

ם? עַ ה טַ לָּא: מָ  ר עוּ מַ אָ וְ

And Ulla said: What is  the  reason that we are so strict with the mixture of fish brine and water?

EXPLANAT IO N

ן יוָ כֵ בָּא, וְ רוּ ינְהוּ בְּ לִ טְּ  יבַ בַר אֱ ין זֶה, סָ מִּ ד מִ עוֹ ב וְ קַ ר וְ חֵ קוֹם אַ מָּ  ים מִ אִ מֵ ין טְ לִּ ב חוּ יא קַ א יָבִ מָּ  שֶׁ ה  ירָ זֵ גְּ

יעוֹר. נֵ ינוֹ וְ ת מִ ין אֶ צָא מִ הוּ — מָ שֶּׁ   אי מַ כָּא הַ י אִ דְּ



It is a Rabbinic decree , le st he  bring  a kav of impure  chullin from another place , and also take a kav and a bit more  from

this  mixture which contains a trace of impurity, and he  will think, "I will nullify them—the impure chullin—with the  majority

of pure liquid in this mixture." But s ince  there  is  this  tiny bit of impurity already in the mixture, the newly added impurity finds

its  own kind and is  reawakened,  and the whole mixture becomes tamei.

O BJECT IO N

ה? אָ ת טוּמְ רֶ ה עוֹרֶ הֳרָ ה, טׇ אָ ת טוּמְ רֶ ה עוֹרֶ אָ ם טוּמְ : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Abaye said to him,  to Rav Dimi: If we say that impurity reawakens impurity,  as in the case of the kav of impure chullin, does

purity reawaken impurity? In the case of the fish brine, the water in the pot is pure, so how could it reawaken the impurity of the

brine?

O BJECT IO N

לֶה הוּא — קְ פֶר מִ בָּא אֵ י רוּ אִ א, וְ מֵּ  טַ רוֹב לְ ר הָ חַ ין אַ כִ לְ לֶה, הוֹ קְ פֶר מִ אֵ ב בְּ רֵ עָ נִּתְ שֶׁ ר  שֵׁ  כָּ פֶר  : אֵ יהּ יבֵ יתִ אֵ

א. מֵּ  טַ לָא מְ

Abaye challeng ed him from a Mishnah: If valid ash of the Parah Adumah became  mixed with ordinary wood ash, we  follow

the  majority to  determine whether it can impart tumah, and if the  majority is  ordinary wood ash, it does  not impart

tumah.

O BJECT IO N

א! שָּׂ  מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ א — לְ מֵּ  טַ ע לָא מְ גָּ מַ בְ י דִּ י, נְהִ מֵ יהּ דָּ יתֵ אִ אן דְּ מַ כְּ ה  אָ : טוּמְ תְּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ וְ

And if you say that the nullified impurity is  considered as  if it is  still fully present, g ranted that throug h contact it does

not impart tumah because one might only be touching the wood ash, but le t it impart tumah throug h carrying ,  since he is

carrying the entire mixture including the Parah Adumah ash!

ANSWER

א. שָּׂ  מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ ל מְ ע, אֲבָ גָּ מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ לְּ הוֹר מִ ינָא: טָ נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ י בְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ , אָ לַהּ ר עֲ מַ יתְּ א אִ הָ

Rav Dimi replied: But it was  stated reg arding  this  Mishnah that Rabbi Yose i son of Rabbi Chanina said: It is  pure  from

imparting  tumah throug h contact, but it does  impart tumah throug h carrying .

O BJECT IO N

ה. חוּטָ שְׁ ה  שֶׂ יעָ תֵּ  שֶׁ ילָה  נְבֵ ר לִ שָׁ  פְ י אֶ אִ שֶׁ ה,  חוּטָ שְׁ  ילָה בִּ טֵ ילָה בְּ א: נְבֵ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

Abaye asked: But didn't Rav Chisda say: Neve lah is  nullified in a majority of kosher s laug htered meat, because  it is

impossible  for neve lah to become kosher s laug htered meat,  and therefore they are considered different kinds?

O BJECT IO N

א! שָּׂ  מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ א, לְ מֵּ  טַ ע לָא מְ גָּ מַ בְ י דִּ נְהִ

Now, g ranted that throug h contact it does  not impart tumah, but le t it impart tumah throug h carrying ,  if we say that

nullified tumah is still considered present!

ANSWER

. ינַן לַהּ נֵ תְ יָּיא מַ  י חִ בִּ רַ דְ נַן בִּ , אֲ יתוּ לַהּ נִ תְ א מַ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ דְ וּן בִּ תּ : אַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ



Rav Dimi said to him: You learn it according  to  the statement of Rav Chisda, but we  learn it according  to  the Braisa of

Rabbi Chiyya.

ANSWER

הוֹר ינָא: טָ נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ י בְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ , אָ לַהּ ר עֲ מַ יתְּ אִ , וְ זוֹ בָּ ילוֹת זוֹ  טֵ ה בְּ חוּטָ שְׁ ילָה וּ יָּיא: נְבֵ  י חִ בִּ י רַ נֵ תָּ

א. שָּׂ  מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ ל מְ ע, אֲבָ גָּ מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ לְּ מִ

For Rabbi Chiyya taug ht: Neve lah and kosher s laug htered meat are  nullified in one  another because they are considered

the same kind, and it was  stated reg arding  this  Braisa that Rabbi Yose i son of Rabbi Chanina said: It is  pure  from

imparting  tumah throug h contact, but it does  impart tumah throug h carrying .

O BJECT IO N

ן ה מִ רָ טְ פְ נִ בֵר, וְ קָּ י זוֹ תִּ ם — הֲרֵ ת דָּ רַ ה חֲרָ עָ פְ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ה  סָּ  ה גַּ מָ הֵ ר: בְּ מֵ ן יַעֲקֹב אוֹ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ נַן: רַ תְ א דִּ הָ וְ

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ הַ

Abaye raised another kasha: But that which we  learned in a Mishnah: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: A larg e  animal that

discharg ed a mass  of blood—this  mass must be  buried, and the mother is  exempt from the law of the  firstborn because we

assume it was a fetus.

O BJECT IO N

א. שָּׂ  מַ לֹא בְּ ע וְ גָּ מַ ה לֹא בְּ אָ מְּ טַ ינָהּ מְ יָּיא: אֵ  י חִ בִּ י רַ נֵ תָ וְ

And Rabbi Chiyya taug ht in a Braisa regarding this: This mass does  not impart tumah, ne ither throug h contact nor throug h

carrying .

O BJECT IO N

א! שָּׂ  מַ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ א, תְּ מֵּ  טַ ע לָא מְ גָּ מַ י בְּ נְהִ אי? דִּ מַּ  אַ

But why? Granted that throug h contact it does  not impart tumah, le t it at least impart tumah throug h carrying ,  since there

is a fetus nullified inside the blood!

O BJECT IO N

יק. תִּ שְׁ י אִ

Rav Dimi was s ilent and had no answer.

QU E ST IO N

ה. רוּחָ ה סְ אָ יָא לַהּ טוּמְ וְ הָ כָא, דְּ י הָ אנֵ שָׁ אי  דַּ א, וַ מָ לְ דִּ

The Gemara asks: Perhaps it is  certainly different here , as  it is  a decayed impurity,  and decayed nevelah does not impart

tumah at all?

EXPLANAT IO N

גֵר. יָא לְ זְ א לָא חַ לֶב, הָ כֶ ד לְ לָּה עַ  ה קַ אָ טוּמְ גֵר, וְ ד לְ ה עַ מוּרָ ה חֲ אָ ר: טוּמְ מַ אָ א, דְּ דָ פְּ בַר  א לְ יחָ נִ הָ

The Gemara notes: This  works  out we ll according  to Bar Padda, who said: Severe  impurity,  like nevelah, remains tamei

until it is unfit for a g er toshav to eat, and lig ht impurity remains tamei until it is unfit for a dog . And this  mass of blood is  not

fit for a g er toshav, so it loses its tumah.



QU E ST IO N

ר: מַ אָ נָן דְּ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ לָּא לְ  אֶ

But according  to Rabbi Yochanan, who said that even severe impurity remains tamei until it is unfit for a dog, what can be said?
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O BJECT IO N

לֶב, כֶ ד לְ ת זוֹ עַ חַ אַ ת זוֹ וְ חַ אַ

The Baraisa states that both this  form of impurity and that form of impurity continue to defile until they are no longer fit for a

dog  to eat.

O BJECT IO N

לֶב! כֶ יָא לְ זְ א חַ הָ

But this  congealed mass of blood is still fit for a dog ! Why then does Rabbi Yirmeya say it is tahor?

R EFU TAT IO N

יָא. שְׁ  קַ

The Gemara admits: This is indeed difficult for Rabbi Yirmeya.

STATEMENT

לֶב. כֶ ד לְ לָּה עַ  ה קַ אָ טוּמְ גֵר, וְ ד לְ ה עַ מוּרָ ה חֲ אָ ר: טוּמְ מַ א אָ דָ פְּ בַּר  גּוּפָא, 

Returning to the  matter itse lf that was mentioned above, Bar Padda says: An item with severe  impurity,  such as a carcass,

defiles until it is no longer fit for a resident strang er,  a ger toshav, to eat; but an item with lig ht impurity,  such as food impurity,

defiles until it is no longer fit for a dog .

STATEMENT

לֶב. כֶ ד לְ ת זוֹ עַ חַ אַ ת זוֹ וְ חַ ר: אַ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yochanan says: Both this  severe impurity and that light impurity continue to defile until they are no longer fit for a

dog .

QU E ST IO N

א? דָ פְּ בַר  א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason of Bar Padda for his ruling?

ANSWER

׳״, גוֹ גֵר וְ לָה לְ ל נְבֵ לוּ כׇ ״לֹא תֹאכְ יב:  תִ כְ דִּ

As it is  written in the Torah: "You shall not eat of any carcass ; you may g ive  it to the  strang er who is within your gates,

that he may eat it." This teaches us that

ANSWER



ילָה״. ״נְבֵ יָה  רוּ ינָהּ קְ יָה לַגֵּר אֵ אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ  ילָה״, וְ ״נְבֵ יָה  רוּ יָה לַגֵּר קְ אוּ רְ הָ

that which is fit for the  strang er is  called "a carcass" and defiles, and that which is  not fit for the  strang er is  not called "a

carcass" and is tahor.

QU E ST IO N

? ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sage, Rabbi Yochanan, how does he explain this verse?

ANSWER

א. רָ יקָּ עִ ה מֵ יחָ רִ סְ הִ יכָא דְּ י הֵ טֵ עוֹ מַ לְ

He says it comes to exclude  a carcass where  it was  decayed from the  outset,  while the animal was still alive. Such a carcass

never had the status of a carcass to begin with.

QU E ST IO N

? ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sage, Bar Padda, how does he respond to this?

ANSWER

א הוּא. מָ לְ עָ א בְּ רָ פְ י, עַ טֵ עוֹ מַ א לְ רָ יכָא קְ רִ א לָא צְ רָ יקָּ עִ ה מֵ יחָ רִ סְ הִ

He argues that a carcass that was decayed from the  outset does  not need a verse  to exclude  it, because it is  mere ly dust

and obviously cannot defile.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ת מִ רֶ טֶ פְ נִ בֵר, וְ קָּ י זוֹ תִּ ם, הֲרֵ ת דָּ רַ ה חֲרָ עָ פְ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ה  סָּ  ה גַּ מָ הֵ ר: בְּ מֵ ן יַעֲקֹב אוֹ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ נַן: רַ תְּ

We learned in our Mishnah: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: A larg e  animal that discharg ed a mass  of blood, behold this

mass must be  buried, and the mother is  exempt from the law of the  firstborn in the future.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

א. שָּׂ  מַ לֹא בְּ ע וְ גָּ מַ ה לֹא בְּ אָ מְּ טַ ינָהּ מְ יָּיא: אֵ  י חִ בִּ י רַ נֵ תָ וְ

And Rabbi Chiyya taug ht in a Baraisa: This mass of blood does  not defile , ne ither throug h contact nor throug h carrying .

STATEMENT

. בָּהּ עוּ  רוֹב נָגְ וּל בְּ יטּ וּם בִּ שּׁ  נָן: מִ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ וְ



And Rabbi Yochanan says: It is  because  of nullification in the  majority that they touched upon it,  meaning the Sages

ruled it is tahor because the blood of the embryo is nullified by the majority of permitted blood in the mass.

QU E ST IO N

ל! לָ כְּ י  זִ חֲ יתְ לָא אִ י דְּ וֹק לִ יפּ רוֹב? תִּ וּל בְּ יטּ וּם בִּ שּׁ  יָא מִ ירְ אי אִ מַ

The Gemara asks: Why specifically explain that it is tahor because  of nullification in the  majority? Let it be  derived that it is

tahor because  it was  never fit for consumption at all!

ANSWER

. יהּ מֵּ י גַּב אִ א אַ רָ יקָּ עִ י מֵ זִ חֲ יתְ י אִ א נָמֵ הָ

The Gemara answers: This  too was  fit at the  outset by virtue  of its  mother,  for if the mother had been slaughtered before this

mass was discharged, it would have been edible as part of the mother.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

א. מֵ הוּא — טָ שֶׁ ל  כׇּ יִם  כוֹ מַ תוֹ ל לְ נָּפַ  שֶׁ הוֹר  יר טָ ר: צִ מֵ ן יַעֲקֹב אוֹ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ ם: רַ תָ נַן הָ תְּ

We learned in a Mishnah e lsewhere : Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: Pure  fish brine  into which any amount of water fe ll

is  rendered impure ,  because we assume the am ha'aretz who owned it had already diluted it with water.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

יר. צִּ בַּ צָה  חֱ ב מֶ רֵ עָ ץ לְ רֶ אָ י הָ מֵּ  דוּ עַ שְׁ  ת נֶחְ רֶ מֶ : זֹאת אוֹ בַּר אֲבוּהּ בָּה   ר רַ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: That is  to say that the  amei ha'aretz are  suspected of mixing  half a portion

of water in the  brine . Therefore, when any more water falls in, the water becomes the majority and revives the impurity.

QU E ST IO N

י! צָה נָמֵ חֱ מֶּ  יר מִ צִ וּ בְּ ילּ פִ צָה? אֲ חֱ י מֶ ה לִ מָ לְ וּ

The Gemara asks: And why do I need to say they are suspected of mixing in exactly half? Even if they mixed in le ss  than half, it

would also  become tamei!

EXPLANAT IO N

יל. טִ א לָא בְּ גָ לְ א, וּפַ גָ לְ פַּ יהּ  וֵה לֵ הוּ — הָ שֶּׁ   י מַ נֵ הָ וְ

For with this  tiny bit of water that fell in now, it becomes half of the mixture, and half is  not nullified by the other half!

ANSWER

צָה. חֱ ד מֶ א: עַ ימָ אֵ

The Gemara answers: Say instead that they are suspected of mixing in water up to half,  meaning slightly less than half.



ANSWER

נַן. בָּ  רַ ין דְּ קִ שְׁ  ת מַ אַ נַן, טוּמְ בָּ  רַ ץ דְּ רֶ אָ ם הָ ת עַ אַ א: טוּמְ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

If you want, say instead: The impurity of an am ha'aretz is  Rabbinic, and the  impurity of liquids  is  also Rabbinic.

EXPLANAT IO N

נַן. בָּ  בַּהּ רַ זַרוּ  א לָא גְּ גָ לְ א וּפַ גָ לְ פַ נַן, בְּ בָּ  זַרוּ רַ בָּא גְּ רוּ בְּ

Therefore, where  there  is  a majority of water, the  Rabbis  decreed impurity, but where  it is  half and half, the  Rabbis  did

not decree  impurity.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ל שֶׁ נָהּ  א בְּ מָּ  שֶׁ ין  שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ י — אֵ גּוֹ ן הַ ה מִ יקָ נִ ה מְ מָ הֵ חַ בְּ קֵ וֹ לּ ר: הַ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  י׳ רַ נִ תְ מַ

יָה. ת הָ רֶ חֶ אַ

MISHNAH: Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: One  who buys  a nursing  animal from a non-Jew, we  do not fear that

perhaps  the offspring was the  young  of another animal, and we may assume she has already given birth.

MISHNAH

נָהּ א בְּ מָּ  שֶׁ ין  שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ יקוֹת — אֵ נִ ירוֹת מְ כִּ  בְ ינָן מַ אֵ שֶׁ  יקוֹת, וְ נִ ירוֹת מְ כִּ  בְ מַּ  ת הַ ה אֶ אָ רָ רוֹ וְ דְ ךְ עֶ תוֹ נָס לְ כְ נִ

. ל זוֹ צֶ בָּא לוֹ אֵ ל זוֹ  שֶׁ נָהּ  א בְּ מָּ  שֶׁ , אוֹ  ל זוֹ צֶ בָּא לוֹ אֵ ל זוֹ  שֶׁ

If he  enters  into his  flock and sees  the  first-time  mothers  nursing , and those  that are  not first-time  mothers  nursing ,

we  do not fear that perhaps the  offspring  of this  one  came  to that one , or perhaps the  offspring  of that one  came  to

this  one .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

א. תָּ  לוּגְ פְּ  בַּר מִ ין,  קִ ירְ פִּ יהּ  לֵּ  כוּ א בְּ תָ כְ לְ ב: הִ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   ן מִ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Rav Nachman said in the  name  of Rav: The  halacha is  in accordance with the anonymous Tanna throug hout

our entire  chapter, except where  there  is  a dispute  recorded in the Mishnah.

O BJECT IO N

א! תָּ  עְ מַ שְׁ א  הָ ר לְ מַ ב אָ כֵב רַ שָׁ  יֵים וְ י נָ כִּ ינָא  מֵ ת: אָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Sheshet said: I say that when Rav was  dozing  and s leeping  he  said this  halacha! For it makes no sense.

QU E ST IO N

יבָא! קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ אל וְ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י[ רַ יגִ לִ פְּ לָג  יפְ א — )מפליגי( ]מִ שָׁ י רֵ א אַ ימָ לֵּ י יָיא? אִ הֵ אַ



To which Mishnah is he referring? If we  say he is referring to the  first Mishnah of the chapter, behold Rabbi Yishmae l and

Rabbi Akiva disag ree  there, so there is no anonymous ruling!

EXPLANAT IO N

י״. נָקִ ב וְ ״קַ ן יַעֲקֹב  בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ נַת רַ שְׁ  ן יַעֲקֹב — מִ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ דְּ לָּא אַ  אֶ

Rather, you will say he is referring to the  ruling  of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov. But we already know that the  Mishnah of

Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov is  small in quantity but clean and accurate ,  and the halacha always follows him!

EXPLANAT IO N

א! יתָ יְ בָרַ יג בְּ לִ פְּ לָג  פְ ל מִ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ דְּ לָּא אַ  אֶ

Rather, you will say he is referring to Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l in our Mishnah. But there  is  a dispute  in a Baraisa against

his view!

EXPLANAT IO N

ן בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ א  תָ כְ לְ ב: הִ ר רַ מַ אָ נָא, דְּ ימְ א זִ דָ ב חֲ ר רַ מַ א אָ לָּם — הָ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ דְּ לָּא אַ  אֶ

לָּם!  וּ שׁ מְ הַ

Rather, you will say he is referring to Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam. But behold, Rav already said this  once  explicitly, as

Rav said: The  halacha is  like  Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam!

EXPLANAT IO N

נַן! בָּ  רַ ל וְ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ י עֲ יגִ לִ פְּ לָג  יפְ ל מוּם מִ עַ בַּ ר  עַ שְּׂ  לָּא אַ  אֶ

Rather, you will say he is referring to the  hair of a blemished firstborn. But there Akavya ben Mahalale l and the  Rabbis

disag ree !

R E SO LU T IO N

יא. א הִ תָּ  לוּגְ פְּ א לָא  יתָ יְ בָרַ ן: דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ א קָ הָ ל, וְ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ דְּ לָם אַ עוֹ לְ

The Gemara answers: Actually, Rav was referring to Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l, and this  is  what he  comes to teach us:

that a dispute  in a Baraisa is  not considered a dispute  to prevent us from following the Mishnah's ruling.

STATEMENT

א, תָּ  לוּגְ פְּ  בַּר מִ ין  קִ ירְ פִּ יהּ  לֵּ  כוּ א בְּ תָ כְ לְ ב: הִ ר רַ מַ אָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵ וְ

And since  Rav said: The  halacha is  in accordance  with our entire  chapter except where  there  is  a dispute ,

S U M M A RY

The daf establishes that while nullified tumah might not defile through direct contact, the Sages debate whether it still defiles

through carrying, analyzing cases of Parah Adumah ash mixed with wood ash, and nevelah mixed with kosher meat. We then

focus on the fundamental machlokes between Bar Padda and Rabbi Yochanan: Bar Padda holds that severe tumah like

nevelah is purified once it is unfit for a ger toshav, whereas Rabbi Yochanan rules that it remains tamei until it is completely

unfit for a dog. The Gemara concludes by analyzing how each Tanna and Amora accounts for a fetus nullified within a

discharged mass of blood, utilizing the principles of bitul and the physical state of the decayed tissue.



ה שֶׂ עֲ מַ לְ W H AT  T O  T A K E  H O M E

The Gemara is bothered by how we treat a mixture where a small amount of tumah has been nullified in a majority of tahor.

We see a fascinating machlokes between Bar Padda and Rabbi Yochanan about when a carcass, a nevelah, loses its status of

tumah. Bar Padda teaches that once it is no longer fit for a human being, a ger toshav, to eat, it is no longer called nevelah; it

loses its power to defile. Rabbi Yochanan is more stringent, holding that as long as it is fit for a dog, it still retains its status of

tumah. But even Rabbi Yochanan agrees that once it is completely decayed and unfit even for a dog, it is considered "afra

b'alma", mere dust, and its spiritual impurity is totally gone.

Think about the deep yesod the Torah is teaching us here. Tumah, which represents spiritual deadness and negativity, only

has power when it has some form of vitality, some "food" to sustain it. The moment it becomes completely ruined, when it is

no longer fit even for a dog, it loses all its power and becomes completely tahor. The same is true in our own avodas Hashem.

The yetzer hara and the negative influences around us only have power over us when we feed them, when we give them a

little bit of attention or importance. If we treat those negative thoughts and temptations as "afra b'alma", if we completely

ignore them and make them totally worthless in our eyes, they lose all their power to drag us down.

When a negative thought, a feeling of discouragement, or a temptation enters your mind today, do not argue with it or give

it weight. Treat it like decayed dust that is unfit even for a dog; completely ignore it and redirect your mind immediately to a

word of Torah or a holy thought.
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