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Talmud - Mas. Chullin 101a 
 but R. Simeon holds that he has not incurred guilt at all'. But whatever you think is the opinion of R. Simeon [there is always a difficulty]! If he holds that one prohibition can be superimposed upon a pre-existing prohibition, then he should have incurred guilt on account of the nerve too; and if he holds that one prohibition cannot be superimposed upon a pre-existing prohibition, then he should have incurred guilt on account of uncleanness, for that came first;1 and if he holds that nerves do not impart a flavour,2 then he should have incurred guilt [at least] on account of the nerve! - Raba answered: In truth he holds that nerves do not impart a flavour, but it is different in that case3 for the verse says: Therefore the children of Israel eat not the sciatic nerves,4 that is, the nerve is forbidden but the flesh permitted; this case therefore must be excluded since the nerve would be forbidden and the flesh forbidden too.5 Rab Judah said in the name of Rab: If a person ate the sciatic nerve of a nebelah he has, according to R. Meir, incurred guilt twice; but the Sages hold that he has incurred guilt once only.6 The Sages, however, agree with R. Meir that if a person ate the sciatic nerve of a burnt-offering or of an ox that was condemned to be stoned he would have incurred guilt twice.7 
 Who is this authority8 who holds that a comprehensive prohibition alone cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition whereas a comprehensive prohibition which also imposes a graver penalty can? - Raba said: It is R. Jose the Galilean. For we have learnt: If a person that was unclean ate either unclean or clean consecrated food, he is liable.9 R. Jose the Galilean says: If a person that was unclean ate clean consecrated food he is liable, but if he ate unclean consecrated food he is not liable, for he has only eaten what was unclean.10 They replied to him: Even where he that was unclean ate what was clean, as soon as he touched it he has rendered it unclean!11 [Now it was asked thereon]: The Rabbis have surely replied well to R. Jose the Galilean? And Raba explained that where the person was rendered unclean and only later the meat was rendered unclean, all agree that he is liable,12 for the prohibition involving the penalty of kareth came first.13 They differ only where the meat was first rendered unclean and later the person became unclean.14 The Rabbis adopt the principle of a comprehensive prohibition, arguing thus: Since he15 would now be liable12 for [eating] any piece of [consecrated] food that was clean he is also liable for [eating] a piece that was unclean. R. Jose the Galilean does not adopt the principle of a comprehensive prohibition, for he does not accept the argument 'since'. But according to R. Jose the Galilean, even though he holds that the comprehensive prohibition which involves only a light penalty cannot [be superimposed upon an existing prohibition], surely the comprehensive prohibition which involves a graver penalty ought to be superimposed upon the prohibition with the light penalty! And what is [the gravity] here? It is in respect of the uncleanness of the person, since it involves the penalty of kareth! - R. Ashi replied: But who shall say that it is in respect of the uncleanness of the person that the gravity lies, perhaps the gravity is in respect of the uncleanness of the meat, since it can never be rendered clean by [immersion in] a mikweh?16 

____________________ 
(1) Namely, while it was still an embryo in the womb before the formation of the nerves; v. supra n. 1. 
(2) And consequently he is not liable for eating the meat of an unclean animal. 
(3) In the case of an unclean animal. 
(4) Gen. XXXII, 33. 
(5) And this was not intended by the verse. Hence the sciatic nerve of an unclean animal is not forbidden qua nerve; neither is it forbidden as part of an unclean animal, for R. Simeon is of the opinion that nerves are tasteless and hard as wood. 
(6) For the prohibition of nebelah, which only comes into force when the animal has died, cannot be superimposed upon the already existing prohibition of the sciatic nerve, even though the later prohibition is more comprehensive than the first, in that it applies to every part of the animal. 
(7) The prohibition of a burnt-offering or of an ox condemned to be stoned (for having killed a human being, cf. Ex. XXI, 28) can be superimposed upon the existing prohibition of the sciatic nerve, for in the first place it is more comprehensive than the existing prohibition in that it applies to every part of the animal, whereas the existing prohibition applied only to the nerve, and secondly, it imposes a graver restriction, for now the sciatic nerve of the animal is forbidden for all purposes (אסור בהנאה) whereas before it was only forbidden to be eaten. 
(8) The opinion expressed above as that of 'the Sages'. 
(9) To the penalty of kareth (cf. Lev. VII, 20, 21) if he did so deliberately, or to bring a sin-offering if he did so inadvertently. 
(10) And for eating consecrated food that was unclean there is only the penalty of stripes but not kareth. 
(11) And yet he is liable. V. Zeb. 106a. 
(12) V. p. 60, n. 4. 
(13) As soon as a person has become unclean he is precluded from eating consecrated food under the penalty of kareth, and this restriction enforced by the penalty of kareth is not removed even if the consecrated meat has subsequently become unclean. 
(14) When consecrated meat is rendered unclean all are precluded from eating it under the penalty of stripes, and if subsequently a person becomes unclean he is still precluded from eating the unclean meat but now under the penalty of kareth; moreover, the restriction in his ease now is comprehensive in that he is now precluded from all consecrated food, clean as well as unclean. 
(15) Sc. the person that is unclean. 
(16) Whereas the unclean person would become clean after immersion in a ritual bath (מקוה). The position therefore is that although R. Jose maintains generally that a comprehensive prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition there is no reason to suppose that he would hold this view in respect of a comprehensive prohibition involving a graver restriction. Thus he is in agreement with the view of 'the Sages' supra. 
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 And does R. Jose the Galilean hold the view that a comprehensive prohibition cannot [be superimposed upon an existing prohibition]? Behold it has been taught: If the Day of Atonement happened to fall on the Sabbath and a person inadvertently did work thereon, whence do we know that he is guilty for each separately?1 Because it is written: It is a sabbath,2 and also: It is the day of atonement;3 so R. Jose the Galilean. R. Akiba says: He has only incurred guilt once.4 - Rabin sent [from Palestine the following message] in the name of R. Jose son of R. Hanina: The construction of the teaching is as stated save that the authorities must be reversed.5 R. Isaac b. Jacob b. Giori sent the following in the name of R. Johanan: According to the view of R. Jose the Galilean, now that we have reversed the authorities, if a person being unaware that it was the Sabbath but knowing full well that it was the Day of Atonement [did work thereon] he is liable,6 if [he did so] knowing full well that it was the Sabbath but being unaware that it was the Day of Atonement, he is not liable. What is the reason [for this distinction]? - Abaye answered: The Sabbath is fixed and determined from all time, but the Day of Atonement is determined by the Beth Din.7 Said Raba to him: But in fact both [prohibitions] set in simultaneously! - Rather explained Raba:8 It was a time of religious persecution,9 and they sent word from there [Palestine] that the Day of Atonement of that year should be observed on a Sabbath.10 When Rabin came and also all those who came down [from Palestine to Babylon], they explained it as Raba did. 
 R. JUDAH ARGUED, WAS NOT THE SCIATIC NERVE FORBIDDEN FROM THE TIME OF THE SONS OF JACOB? etc. It was taught: [The Rabbis] said to R. Judah: Does it say [in the Torah], 'Therefore the children of Jacob eat not'? Surely it says: Therefore the children of Israel eat not.11 Now they were first styled the children of Israel only at [the giving of the law at] Sinai; therefore [we must say that] the law [of the sciatic nerve] was given at Sinai, but was written in its present place to indicate the reason why it was prohibited. Raba raised an objection against this. It is written: And the sons of Israel carried Jacob their father!12 - That was after the incident.13 R. Aha the son of Raba said to R. Ashi: Then it should be prohibited from that time14 onwards, should it not? - He replied: Was the Torah given at various times? And that time15 was neither the time of the incident nor the time of the giving of the Law.16 
 Our Rabbis taught: The [prohibition of eating a] limb [severed] from a living creature applies to cattle, wild beasts and to birds, whether they be clean or unclean: so R. Judah and R. Eleazar; but the Sages say: It applies only to the clean animals. Said R. Johanan: Both views were inferred from the same verse, viz., Only be steadfast in not eating the blood, for the blood is the life; 
____________________ 
(1) And must bring two sin-offerings, i.e., for breaking the Sabbath and also for profaning the Day of Atonement. 
(2) Lev. XXIII, 3. 
(3) Ibid. 27. Here the prohibitions of the Sabbath and of the Day of Atonement come into force simultaneously, i.e., on the Friday evening after sunset; nevertheless R. Jose regards the person guilty for transgressing both prohibitions. Now if R. Jose were to hold that a comprehensive prohibition or one that involves a graver penalty can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, then it is clear to understand his view here with regard to simultaneous prohibitions; since whichever of the two prohibitions were to set in first the other could be superimposed. For the Sabbath involves a graver penalty than that of the Day of Atonement (the former death and the latter kareth); and, on the other hand, the prohibition of the Day of Atonement is more comprehensive than that of the Sabbath (on the Sabbath only work is prohibited whilst on the Day of Atonement eating is also prohibited). If, however, R. Jose were to hold that a comprehensive prohibition or one that involves a graver penalty cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, what is his reason here for holding that two prohibitions can come into force simultaneously? 
(4) Tosef. Ker. II. 
(5) And it was R. Jose who said that the offender had only incurred guilt once; for according to R. Jose in no circumstances can a prohibition be superimposed upon another prohibition, whether both come into force simultaneously or the later one is a comprehensive prohibition or one that involves a graver penalty. 
(6) To bring a sin-offering for breaking the Sabbath inadvertently. 
(7) It is therefore considered as if the Sabbath set in first, so that the prohibition of the Day of Atonement cannot be superimposed upon the existing prohibition of the Sabbath. Consequently the only prohibition that enters into consideration is that of the Sabbath, and if a person did work knowing full well that it was the Sabbath, he is not liable to bring a sin-offering, for no offering may be brought for a deliberate transgression. 
(8) The original statement of R. Isaac b. Jacob had no reference to the opinion of R. Jose the Galilean, but dealt with a special ease that arose because of religious persecution. 
(9) And the observance of the Day of Atonement in its proper time was proscribed. 
(10) Although that day was not the correct date of the Day of Atonement. Consequently any breach of the sanctity of that day can only be considered as a transgression of the Sabbath but not as a transgression of the Day of Atonement. 
(11) Gen. XXXII, 33. 
(12) Ibid. XLVI,5. The reference is to the children of Jacob carrying their father to Egypt; thus they are styled 'the children of Israel' before the giving of the Law at mount Sinai. 
(13) When Jacob wrestled with the angel, after which incident God changed his name from Jacob to Israel. 
(14) I.e., from the time that they were first designated 'children of Israel', that is, when Jacob was taken to Egypt. 
(15) V. p. 563, n. 8. 
(16) A particular law could have been ordained either generally at the giving of the Law at Sinai, or specially, even before Sinai, at the occurrence of the event that gave rise to that law, but at no other period. 
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 and thou shalt not eat the life with the flesh.1 R. Judah and R. Eleazar hold that where you are forbidden the blood [of an animal] you are also forbidden the limbs severed therefrom, and as you are forbidden the blood of unclean animals2 you are also forbidden the limbs severed therefrom. The Sages, however, maintain: It is written: 'And thou shalt not eat the life with the flesh', but the flesh alone [you may eat]; therefore, where you are permitted the flesh [of the animal] you are forbidden the limbs severed therefrom, but where you are not permitted the flesh [of the animal] you are not forbidden the limbs severed therefrom.3 
 Why is the verse necessary to explain R. Judah's view? Surely the prohibition of the 'limb' can be superimposed upon the prohibition of uncleanness, since the prohibition of the former applies even to the sons of Noah!4 - Indeed this is so, and the verse is necessary only to explain R. Eleazar's view. 
 It has been taught likewise: The [prohibition of the] limb of a living creature applies to cattle, wild beasts and birds, either clean or unclean, for it is written: 'Only be steadfast in not eating the blood etc.', that is to say, where you are forbidden the blood you are also forbidden the limbs severed therefrom, and where you are not forbidden the blood of an animal5 you are not forbidden the limbs severed therefrom: so R. Eleazar. The Sages say. It applies only to clean animals, for it is written: 'Thou shalt not eat the life with the flesh, but the flesh alone [you may eat]; therefore, where you are permitted the flesh you are then forbidden the limbs' severed therefrom, but where you are not permitted the flesh you are then not forbidden the limbs severed therefrom. R. Meir says: It applies only to clean cattle. (Mnemonic: Samuel, Shila, Shimi). Rabbah b. Samuel said in the name of R. Hisda or, as some say: R. Joseph; others say. Rabbah b. Shila said in the name of R. Hisda or, as some say. R. Joseph; and others say: Rabbah b. Shimi said in the name of R. Hisda or, as some say. R. Joseph: What is the reason for R. Meir's view? Because the verse reads: Thou shalt kill of thy herd and of thy flock.6 
 R. Giddal said in the name of Rab: The dispute7 refers only to an Israelite, but as for a descendant of Noah all agree that he is warned against [eating the limb of] unclean as well as clean animals. It has been taught likewise: As to the limb of a living creature a descendant of Noah is warned against [eating] it, whether it be of a clean or unclean animal, whereas an Israelite is warned only against [eating] the limb of a clean animal. Some read 'of a clean one' '8 and it is in accordance with R. Meir's view; but others read 'of clean ones',9 and it is in accordance with the view of the Sages. 
 R. Shizbi said: We have also learnt it [in the following Mishnah]:10 If a person ate a limb [severed] from it11 whilst alive, he does not suffer forty stripes; and the slaughtering thereof does not render it clean.12 Of whom is this said? Should you say of an Israelite, but is it not obvious that the slaughtering does not render it clean? It could only have been said of a descendant of Noah,13 and this proves that it is forbidden to him. R. Mani b. Pattish pointed out a contradiction between the first clause and the second clause14 and resolved it thus: The first clause speaks of an Israelite, but the second clause of a descendant of Noah. 
 Rab [Judah] said [in the name of Rab]:15 The [prohibition of a] limb severed from a living creature requires [at least] an olive's bulk, because the expression 'eating'16 is used with regard to it. R. 'Amram raised an objection [against this]. [We have learnt:] If a person ate a limb from it17 whilst alive, he does not suffer forty stripes; and the slaughtering thereof does not render it clean. Now if you were to hold that there must be an olive's bulk, then guilt is established because of eating an olive's bulk [of what is unclean]?18 - As R. Nahman suggested elsewhere that there was only a little flesh but the sinews and bones [combined to make up the olive's bulk], so here too, we must say that there was only a little flesh but the sinews and bones [combined to make up the olive's bulk].19 
 Come and hear from the following statement of Rab: 
____________________ 
(1) Deut. XII, 23. This verse contains two prohibitions: against eating blood and against eating the limb of a living creature, for the latter part of the verse is interpreted as: Thou shalt not eat the flesh whilst the animal is still alive. 
(2) V. M. Ker. V, 1. 
(3) But of course there is the prohibition of the flesh of an unclean animal. 
(4) V. supra 100b. The sons of Noah were forbidden to eat the limb of a living animal, cf. Gen. IX, 4. This was one of the seven commandments imposed upon them. Cf. Sanh. 56a. 
(5) E.g. the blood of fish and of locusts. 
(6) Deut. XII, 21. This verse precedes the law of the limb of a living animal (verse 23) and as it expressly mentions herds and flocks wild beasts and birds are excluded. 
(7) Between R. Eleazar, the Sages, and R. Meir. 
(8) In the feminine singular, which refers to cattle only and excludes wild beasts and birds. 
(9) In the masculine plural, so as to include every living creature that is clean. 
(10) Toh. I, 3. 
(11) Sc. an unclean bird, i.e., one that is forbidden to be eaten. 
(12) I.e., does not render it permitted to be eaten. 'Clean' cannot mean here 'free from defilement' because no uncleanness whatsoever is attached to the carcass of a bird that is forbidden to be eaten. 
(13) And the implication is that even after the slaughtering the descendant of Noah is not permitted to eat of it until it ia quite dead, for otherwise he would be eating the limb of a living animal and this is forbidden to him. 
(14) For the first clause implies that the prohibition of a limb severed from a living creature does not apply to unclean animals since it rules that he who eats it does not suffer stripes, whereas the inference from the second clause is that the limb of an unclean living animal is forbidden. V. prec. n. 
(15) So MS.M. 
(16) An olive's bulk is the minimum amount to constitute 'eating'. 
(17) Sc. an unclean bird, i.e., one that is forbidden to be eaten. 
(18) For which he would incur stripes, quite apart from any consideration regarding the limb of a living creature. 
(19) This would not involve the prohibition of flesh of an unclean animal since there must be an olive's bulk of flesh excluding bones and sinews; on the other hand, a limb consisting of flesh, bones and sinews, in all the size of an olive, is subject to the prohibition of a limb severed from a living creature. 
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 If a person ate a clean bird whilst it was yet alive, however small it was [he is liable],1 if dead, only if it was as large as an olive's bulk.2 [If he ate] an unclean bird, whether alive or dead, however small it was, [he is liable].3 - Here too we must suppose there was only a little flesh but the sinews and bones [combined to make up the olive's bulk].4 
 Come and hear: [It was taught]:5 If a person took a [clean] bird, the whole of which was not as large as an olive's bulk, and ate it, Rabbi holds that he is not liable,6 and R. Eleazar son of R. Simeon declares him liable. R. Eleazar son of R. Simeon said: Is there not here an a fortiori argument? If he is liable for a limb thereof,7 surely he is liable for the whole of it! If he strangled it and ate it, all agree that there must be as much as an olive's bulk [in order to render him liable].8 Now their disagreement is only on this point, viz., one holds that [an animal even] whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs,9 and the other holds that whilst alive it does not stand to be dismembered into limbs;10 but thus far they are agreed, namely, that [in the case of a limb] the size of an olive's bulk is not necessary! - Said R. Nahman, [it is a case where] there was only a little flesh but the sinews and bones [combined to make up the olive's bulk].11 But is there such a creature, the whole of which does not carry an olive's bulk of flesh and yet in one limb there is as much as an olive's bulk made up of a little flesh and sinews and bones? - R. Sherebia replied: Yes, it is the kallanitha.12 Consider then the final clause. It reads: 'If he strangled it and ate it, all agree that there must be as much as an olive's bulk [in order to render him liable]'. Is not the kallanitha an unclean bird? and Rab has stated, [If a person ate] an unclean bird, whether alive or dead, however small it was,[he is liable]! - What was meant was a [clean] bird like the kallanitha. 
 Raba said: If you can find authority for saying that Rabbi holds, an intention with regard to foodstuffs is of consequence,13 then if a person intended to eat this bird14 limb by limb but actually ate it whole, he is liable.15 Said to him Abaye: Is there anything which if another were to eat, that other would not be liable,16 and if this person were to eat he would be liable? - He replied: Each man is considered according to his intention with regard to it. 
 Raba also said: If you can find authority for saying that R. Eleazar son of R. Simeon holds, an intention with regard to foodstuffs is of consequence, then if a person intended to eat the bird14 dead17 and he ate it alive, he is not liable. Said to him Abaye: Is there anything which if another were to eat, that other would be liable, and if this person were to eat he would not be liable? - He replied: Each man is considered according to his intention with regard to it. 
 R. Johanan said: The verse: Thou salt not eat the life with the flesh,18 refers to a limb [severed] from a living creature; and the verse: Ye shall not eat any flesh in the field, that is trefah [torn of beasts],19 refers to flesh [severed] from a living creature and also to flesh of a trefah animal. R. Simeon b. Lakish said: The verse: 'Thou shalt not eat the life with the flesh', refers to a limb [severed] from the living creature and also to flesh [severed] from a living creature; and the verse: ' Ye shall not eat any flesh in the field, that is trefah [torn of beasts]', refers to flesh of a trefah animal. If a person ate a limb [severed] from a living creature and also flesh [severed] from a living creature,20 according to R. Johanan he is liable twice,21 and according to R. Simeon b. Lakish he is liable but once.22 If a person ate flesh [severed] from a living creature and also flesh of a trefah animal, according to R. Simeon b. Lakish he is liable twice, and according to R. Johanan he is liable but once. If a person ate a limb [severed] from a living creature and also flesh of a trefah animal, according to both he is liable twice. A contradiction was pointed out from the following: 
____________________ 
(1) He is liable for transgressing the prohibition of a limb of a living creature, for the eating of the entire bird alive is certainly equivalent to the eating of a limb severed from the living bird. It is apparent, therefore, that Rab does not insist upon the minimum quantity of an olive's bulk with regard to this prohibition, thus contradicting his own previous statement. 
(2) He is liable for eating nebelah for which there must be the minimum quantity of an olive's bulk. 
(3) Because it is a complete entity expressly prohibited by the Torah, and one is liable for it no matter how small it is. Cf. Mak. 13a. 
(4) The expression 'however small it was' refers to the amount of flesh, but actually a whole olive's bulk was eaten which included the sinews and bones, 
(5) Tosef. A.Z. IX. 
(6) pot the law concerning the limb of a living animal refers specifically to a limb and does not include the entire living creature. 
(7) Even though the whole limb was not as large as an olive's bulk. This is not disputed by Rabbi, hence the objection is apparent against Rab. 
(8) As the prohibition here is that of nebelah, the minimum quantity of an olive's bulk is essential, 
(9) So that the prohibition of a limb of a living creature attaches to the animal whilst yet whole, and if a man eats an entire living creature he has certainly eaten a limb of a living creature as comprehended within the prohibition. In fact he has eaten many such limbs, nevertheless he is liable but once since presumably he received only one warning. This is the view of R. Eleazar b, R. Simeon. 
(10) The prohibition of a limb of a living creature only comes about when the limb is actually severed from the body; such is the opinion of Rabbi. 
(11) The expression 'the whole of which was not as large as an olive's bulk' refers to the flesh only, but with the bones and sinews there certainly was as much as an olive's bulk. 
(12) A thin and scraggly bird. According to Levysohn, Zoologie des Talmuds, p. 183, a species of gull, probably the blue-footed gull. 
(13) Lit., 'its name is an intention', 
(14) I.e., a bird the whole of which was not as large as an olive's bulk. 
(15) Since this person had expressed his intention to eat the bird limb by limb the prohibition of the limb of a living creature attaches forthwith, and he would be liable even though he ate it whole. 
(16) So long as that other person had expressed no intention with regard to it. 
(17) It is evident from the expressed intention that the bird was not to be dismembered whilst alive; therefore the prohibition of the limb of a living creature does not apply to it. 
(18) Deut. XII, 23. I.e., thou shalt not eat a limb whilst there is yet life in the flesh. The word נפש, 'nefesh' (soul) in the verse refers to an entire limb, for once a limb is gone it cannot return or be replaced just as when the soul is gone. 
(19) Ex. XXII, 30. The interpretation is, flesh in the field i.e., cut away from its place in the living animal, or flesh of a trefah animal, ye shall not eat. 
(20) At one meal and the offender was only given one warning. 
(21) For the transgression of two prohibitions, since each prohibition is derived from separate verses. 'Liable' throughout this passage means liable to the penalty of stripes unless expressly stated otherwise. 
(22) For both these prohibitions are derived from the same verse. 
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 If a person ate a limb [severed] from a living animal that was trefah, R. Johanan says: He is liable twice; but R. Simeon b. Lakish says: He is liable but once. I grant that this is right according to R. Johanan, but according to R. Simeon b. Lakish this is a difficulty, is it not?1 - R. Joseph answered, It is no difficulty, for one case deals with one animal and the other case with two animals. In the case of two animals2 he is liable twice [according to both views], but in the case of one animal3 they differ. 
 On what principle do they differ in the case of one animal? - Abaye said: It is a case where the animal was rendered trefah as soon as the greater part of it had come forth [out of the womb]. One [R. Johanan] holds that an animal [even] whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs, so that the prohibitions of trefah and of the limb from a living creature come Into force simultaneously. The other [R. Simeon b. Lakish] holds that an animal whilst alive does not stand to be dismembered into limbs, so that the prohibition of the 'limb' [when it does arise]4 cannot be superimposed upon the [already existing] prohibition of trefah. 
 Alternatively, you may say, all agree that an animal whilst alive does not stand to be dismembered into limbs, but they differ whether or no the prohibition of the limb [severed from a living creature] can be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibition of trefah. One [R. Johanan] holds that the prohibition of the limb can be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibition of trefah;5 and the other [R. Simeon b. Lakish] holds that the prohibition of the 'limb' cannot be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibition of trefah. 
 Alternatively, you may say, all agree that an animal whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs,6 but in this case the animal was rendered trefah later on [and not at birth], and they differ whether or no the prohibition of trefah can be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibition of the limb. One [R. Johanan] holds that it can be superimposed;7 and the other [R. Simeon b. Lakish] holds that it cannot.8 
 Raba said: It is a case where the person tore away a limb from the living animal and thereby rendered it trefah.9 One [R. Johanan] holds that an animal whilst alive does not stand to be dismembered into limbs, so that the prohibitions of trefah and of the 'limb' come into force simultaneously. The other [R. Simeon b. Lakish] holds that an animal [even] whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs, so that the prohibition of trefah cannot be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibition of the 'limb'. 
 R. Hiyya b. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: If a person ate forbidden fat [which was torn away] from a living animal, which was trefah, he is liable twice.10 Whereupon R. Ammi said to him: And why do you not say thrice? Indeed l say [in the name of R. Johanan that he is liable] thrice. And it has been reported: R. Abbahu said in the name of R. Johanan: If a person ate forbidden fat [torn away] from a living animal, that was trefah, he is liable thrice. 
 On what principle do they differ? - The animal in this case was rendered trefah as soon as the greater part of it had come forth [out of the womb]. Now he who says [he is liable] thrice, is of the opinion that an animal [even] whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs, so that the prohibitions of the forbidden fat, of the limb [from a living creature], and of trefah come into force simultaneously;11 but he who says [he is liable] twice, is of the opinion that an animal whilst alive does not stand to be dismembered into limbs, so that there are [present from the time of birth] the prohibitions of the forbidden fat and of trefah, and the prohibition of the limb [from a living creature] cannot be superimposed upon them. 
 Alternatively, you may say, all agree that an animal whilst alive does not stand to be dismembered into limbs, but they differ whether or no the prohibition of the limb [from a living creature] can be superimposed upon the [existing] prohibitions of the forbidden fat and of trefah. One holds that it can be superimposed upon them, and the other holds that it cannot. 
 Alternatively, you may say, all agree that an animal [even] whilst alive stands to be dismembered into limbs, but in this case the animal was rendered trefah later on [and not at birth], and they differ whether or no the prohibition of trefah can be superimposed upon the prohibition of the limb [from a living creature]. One holds it can be superimposed,12 just as it is the case with the forbidden fat, for a Master has said: The Torah has expressly indicated that the prohibition of nebelah can be superimposed upon the prohibition of forbidden fat, and that the prohibition of trefah can be superimposed upon the prohibition of forbidden fat.13 The other, however, maintains that it [sc. the prohibition of trefah] can indeed be superimposed upon the prohibition of forbidden fat inasmuch as there is an exception 
____________________ 
(1) For it is agreed by all that where the two prohibitions are derived from separate verses, as here, the offender is liable twice. 
(2) I.e., he ate a limb severed from a living animal and also flesh taken from another animal which was trefah. 
(3) I.e., he ate a limb severed from a living animal that was trefah. 
(4) I.e., when it was actually dismembered. 
(5) Since the prohibition of the limb severed from a living creature is a grave restriction for it applies to the sons of Noah. V. supra 100b and 102a. 
(6) Consequently the prohibition of the 'limb' came into force at the birth of the animal. 
(7) For R. Johanan is of the opinion that a prohibition can always be superimposed upon an existing prohibition. 
(8) The prohibition of trefah can only come into force after the animal has been slaughtered when the prohibition of the limb of a living animal has gone. 
(9) E.g., he cut off the leg of a living animal above the knee-joint, v. supra 76a, and he ate it. 
(10) Although he has infringed three prohibitions, (i) of forbidden fat, (ii) of fat (i.e., a limb) taken from a living animal, and (iii) of trefah, he is only liable for two; v. infra. 
(11) I.e., at the moment of birth these three prohibitions came into force, for whilst a fetus within the womb the whole of its fat was permitted; v. supra 69a. V. however, Tosaf. s.v. דאיסור. 
(12) And liability is incurred for each of these three prohibitions. 
(13) V. supra 37a, and Zeb. 70a. 
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 to its general [restriction],1 but it cannot [be superimposed] upon the prohibition of the 'limb' inasmuch as there is no exception to its general [restriction]. 
 When R. Dimi came [from Palestine] he reported that R. Simeon b. Lakish put the following question to R. Johanan: What is the law if he divided it outside?2 and he replied: He is not liable. And what if he divided it inside [his mouth]?3 and he replied: He is liable. 
 When Rabin came [from Palestine] he reported as follows: If he divided it outside he is not liable. If he divided it inside [his mouth], R. Johanan says, he is liable; R. Simeon b. Lakish says, he is not liable. 'R. Johanan says he is liable', because his gullet has derived enjoyment from an olive's bulk. 'R. Simeon b. Lakish says he is not liable', because there must enter in his stomach [at one time] the full amount that constitutes 'eating', and this is not the case here. (But [it will be asked], according to R. Simeon b. Lakish, how can it ever happen that one [who eats an olive's bulk of the limb] should be liable?4 - R. Kahana suggested: In the case [where he ate] a small bone.)5 R. Eleazar however said: Even if he divided it outside he is also liable, because the fact that it is not consumed in one whole does not render it an incomplete act.6 
 R. Simeon b. Lakish said: The quantity of an olive's bulk of which they [the Rabbis] have spoken does not include that which is between the teeth.7 R. Johanan said: It includes even that which remains between the teeth. Said R. Papa: As to that which remains between the teeth they certainly do not disagree,8 they disagree only as to that which remains in the palate and tongue. One [R. Johanan] maintains [that he is liable], since his gullet has derived enjoyment from a whole olive's bulk; the other [R. Simeon b. Lakish] maintains [that he is not liable, because] there must enter his stomach the full amount which constitutes 'eating'.
 R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: If a person ate one half-olive's bulk [of a forbidden substance] and vomited it forth, and then9 ate another half-olive's bulk, he is liable. Why? Because his gullet has derived enjoyment from an olive's bulk.10 
 R. Eleazar enquired of R. Assi: What is the law if a person ate one half-olive's bulk [of a forbidden substance], vomited it forth and then ate it once again? [Let us see], what was his real question? If the question was whether it [sc. what has been vomited forth] is considered as digested food or not, then he might have put the question with regard to a complete olive's bulk;11 and if the question was whether we regard [eating from the enjoyment of] the gullet or [from the enjoyment of] the stomach, then he might have solved this himself from R. Assi's statement above?12 - R. Assi had forgotten the tradition [he had received from R. Johanan], and R. Eleazar came and reminded him of it in the following manner:13 'Why speak of another half-olive's bulk?14 The Master could have dealt with the same [half-olive's bulk], by which two results would have been established, viz., we would have learnt from if that it [sc. what is vomited forth] was not considered as digested food, and we would also have learnt from it that [one is liable if only] the gullet had derived enjoyment from an olive's bulk'. He remained silent and made no reply at all. Thereupon he [R. Eleazar] said to him, 'O wonder of the generation! Did you not often say this15 before R. Johanan and he agreed with you saying: "His gullet has in fact derived enjoyment from an olive's bulk"'? 


CHAPTER 8

 MISHNAH. EVERY KIND OF FLESH IS FORBIDDEN TO BE COOKED IN MILK,16 EXCEPTING THE FLESH OF FISH AND OF LOCUSTS; AND IT IS ALSO FORBIDDEN TO PLACE UPON THE TABLE [FLESH] WITH CHEESE,17 EXCEPTING THE FLESH OF FISH AND OF LOCUSTS. 
____________________ 
(1) For the whole of the fat of a wild animal is permitted. 
(2) A person took an olive's bulk from a limb that had been severed from a living animal, divided it into halves outside, i.e., before putting it into his mouth, and then swallowed each half separately. In connection with other prohibited substances this raises no doubt at all, for so long as he consumed the required quantity, namely an olive's bulk, within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf, he is deemed to have eaten the requisite amount and he is liable; v. Yoma 80b. With regard to the limb severed from the living animal, however, since it is exceptional in that the required quantity may be made up of bones and sinews to which no prohibition applies elsewhere, it might be said that this whole quantity must be eaten at one time. 
(3) And swallowed each half separately. 
(4) For one does not usually swallow an olive's bulk in one whole; one cuts it up with the teeth so that it enters the stomach in separate parts, and this according to R. Simeon b. Lakish does not constitute 'eating'. 
(5) According to Rashi, the patella, which has but a moiety of flesh on it, but together with the sinews attached to it is of the size of an olive. This is usually swallowed whole. 
(6) Lit., 'what is lacking as regards being brought together is not lacking as to the act'. I.e., the fact that the olive's bulk was put into the mouth in parts, one following the other, does not exempt the person from liability, for after all he has eaten a complete olive's bulk. 
(7) This and the subsequent cases until the end of the chapter apparently refer to all prohibited substances. According to R. Simeon b. Lakish a person is liable only if he swallowed a whole olive's bulk, i.e., this quantity entered his stomach, but not if he put an exact olive's bulk into his mouth, for in the process of mastication some of the substance would certainly adhere between the teeth and this cannot be reckoned together with the amount swallowed. 
(8) All hold that it cannot be reckoned together with that which has been swallowed, for neither the gullet nor the stomach has derived any enjoyment therefrom. 
(9) I.e., within the period of time taken to eat a half-loaf of the size of four (according to Maim. three) ordinary eggs. 
(10) [R. Assi does not accept the statement reported (supra) by R. Dimi in the name of R. Johanan exempting from liability where the olive's bulk was divided outside (Rashi).] 
(11) I.e., if a person ate an olive's bulk of a forbidden substance, vomited it forth, and swallowed it again, would he be liable twice or once only? 
(12) In the preceding passage where R. Assi expressly states that the main factor of eating is the enjoyment of the gullet. 
(13) R. Eleazar himself was not in doubt at all about the law, but he put the case before R. Assi in the form of a question in order to remind him in the most respectful manner of the decision given by R. Johanan. 
(14) Which the person swallowed after he had vomited forth a half-olive's bulk. 
(15) That he is liable even in the case of the sane half-olive's bulk. 
(16) Including even the flesh of fowls and of wild beasts. The prohibition of 'flesh cooked in milk' relating to the cooking, or to the eating, or to the enjoyment of any benefit therefrom, is derived from the thrice-repeated Biblical prohibition: Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk (Ex. XXIII, 19; XXXIV, 26; Deut. XIV, 21). 
(17) This is a Rabbinic measure as a precaution against eating the two together. 
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 IF A PERSON VOWED TO ABSTAIN FROM FLESH. HE MAY PARTAKE OF THE FLESH OF FISH AND OF LOCUSTS.1 
GEMARA. It follows [from our Mishnah] that the flesh of fowls is prohibited by the law of the Torah;2 now in accordance with whose view would this be? It surely is not in accordance with R. Akiba's view, for R. Akiba maintains that the flesh of wild animals and of fowls is not prohibited by the law of the Torah. Consider now the final clause: IF A PERSON VOWED TO ABSTAIN FROM FLESH, HE MAY PARTAKE OF THE FLESH OF FISH AND OF LOCUSTS. It follows however that he is forbidden the flesh of fowl, which is in accordance with R. Akiba's view, namely, that any variation concerning which the agent would ask for special instructions is deemed to be of the same species.3 For we have learnt:4 If a person vowed to abstain from vegetables, he is permitted gourds; R. Akiba forbids them. They said to R. Akiba: Is it not a fact that when a man says to his agent. 'Bring me vegetables', the other might [come back and] say. 'I can only obtain gourds'?5 He replied. Exactly so; for he surely would not come back and say. 'I can only obtain pulse'.6 This proves that gourds are included among vegetables and pulse is not included among vegetables. [Must it then be that] the first clause of our Mishnah is in accordance with the view of the Rabbis, and the second clause is in accordance with R. Akiba's view? - R. Joseph said: The author [of our Mishnah] is Rabbi who incorporated the views of various Tannaim: with regard to vows he adopted the view of R. Akiba, and with regard to flesh [cooked] in milk he adopted the view of the Rabbis. R. Ashi said: The whole of our Mishnah is in accordance with R. Akiba's view, for this is what it means, EVERY KIND OF FLESH IS FORBIDDEN TO BE COOKED IN MILK: some7 being forbidden by the law of the Torah and others8 by the enactment of the Scribes, EXCEPTING THE FLESH OF FISH AND OF LOCUSTS, which are neither prohibited by the law of the Torah nor by the enactment of the Scribes.9 AND IT IS ALSO FORBIDDEN TO PLACE etc. R. Joseph said: You can infer from this that the flesh of fowl [cooked] in milk is prohibited by the law of the Torah, for were it only [prohibited by the enactment] of the Rabbis, seeing that the actual eating thereof is [prohibited only as] a precautionary measure, would we forbid the placing [of them together upon the table] as a safeguard against the eating thereof?10 And whence do you derive the rule that we do not impose a precautionary measure upon a precautionary measure? - From the following [Mishnah] which we have learnt:11 The dough-offering12 [of produce grown] outside the Land [of Israel] 
____________________ 
(1) For the usual connotation of 'flesh', as used in ordinary speech, includes all kinds of flesh excepting that of fish and of locusts. The interpretation of expressions used in vows is always in accordance with the general use of the ordinary man. 
(2) It is assumed for the present that the prohibition in the first clause of our Mishnah - which includes fowls - is Biblical, otherwise the precautionary measure imposed in the second clause would not be applied to fowls (v. Tosaf.). 
(3) Anything which is not quite the same as the original thing requested but about which an agent would consider it proper to consult his principal is regarded as of the same species as the original thing requested; for were it not so, the agent would reject it immediately:without even consulting his principal. In the case of our Mishnah, if a person were to send another to buy flesh, the latter, if unable to obtain flesh of cattle, would certainly return and ask his principle whether or not he may buy fowls. Hence fowl is included in the term 'flesh'. 
(4) Ned. 54a. 
(5) Thus proving that gourds are not vegetables since the agent considers it necessary to obtain special authority to buy them. 
(6) Since it is common knowledge that pulse is not included among vegetables, an agent sent to buy vegetables and not being able to obtain any would certainly not return to his principle and say: 'I can only obtain pulse'. He might as well reply, 'I could only obtain fish or cheese'. Most probably and rightly he would say: 'I could not obtain any vegetables'. The fact that he replies, 'I could only obtain gourds', proves, according to R. Akiba, that they are included among vegetables. 
(7) The flesh of cattle. 
(8) The flesh of wild beasts and of fowls. 
(9) [As to the precautionary measure in the second clause (cf. p. 576, n. 4) R. Ashi accepts the explanation of Abaye infra pp. 578-9; v. Adreth, חידושים.] 
(10) This would be imposing a precautionary measure (sc. restriction of placing them together on the table) upon a precautionary measure (sc. the restriction of eating fowls cooked in milk) which is not done. 
(11) Hal. IV, 8. 
(12) Cf. Num. XV, 20; Of the first of your dough you shall offer up a cake for a heave-offering. This law only applied to Palestine, i.e., to dough made from produce grown in the land of Israel (cf. ibid. 18), but the Rabbis ordained that it be observed outside Palestine, i.e., in respect of dough made from produce grown outside the Land of Israel, as a precautionary measure safeguarding the dough-offering of Palestinian produce. If, therefore, a non-priest ate the dough-offering offered from produce grown outside the Land of Israel he has transgressed a Rabbinic enactment 
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 may be eaten [by a priest] in company with a non-priest at the table,1 and may be given to any priest one likes.2 Said Abaye to him, I grant you, if we were told that the dough-offering [of produce grown] outside the Land [may be eaten] in the Land3 [in company with a non-priest at the table], in which case there would be good cause to enact a precautionary measure on account of the dough-offering [of produce grown] in the Land which is ordained by the Torah, and yet we do not take this precaution, that the inference can be made. But outside the Land of Israel [it is allowed] surely because there is no reason to take any precautionary measure.4 In the case [of our Mishnah], however, if you permit one to place [upon the table] fowl and cheese, one might even place [upon the table] flesh and cheese, and so come to eat flesh with milk which is prohibited by the law of the Torah.5 
 R. Shesheth demurred saying: Yet after all6 it is but cold [food] with cold [food]! - Abaye answered: It is prohibited lest it be placed upon the table in a boiling pot. But even In that case it is only in a 'second vessel'7 and a second vessel cannot bring anything to the boil! - It is only prohibited lest it be placed upon the table in the 'first vessel'.8 
 MISHNAH. A FOWL MAY BE PLACED UPON THE TABLE TOGETHER WITH CHEESE BUT MAY NOT BE EATEN WITH IT: SO BETH SHAMMAI. BETH HILLEL SAY: IT MAY NEITHER BE PLACED [UPON THE TABLE TOGETHER WITH CHEESE] NOR EATEN WITH IT. R. JOSE SAID: THIS IS AN INSTANCE WHERE BETH SHAMMAI ADOPT THE LENIENT RULING AND BETH HILLEL THE STRICT RULING.9 OF WHAT TABLE DID THEY SPEAK? OF THE TABLE UPON WHICH ONE EATS; BUT ON THE TABLE WHEREON THE FOOD IS SET OUT ONE MAY WITHOUT ANY HESITATION PLACE THE ONE [FOOD] BESIDE THE OTHER. 
GEMARA. Is not R. Jose's opinion identical with that of the first Tanna? And should you say that there is a difference between them with regard to the actual eating [of fowl with cheese], the first Tanna maintaining that they10 differ only with regard to the placing [upon the table] but not with regard to the eating thereof,11 whereas R. Jose says that they differ even with regard to the eating thereof, Beth Shammai adopting the lenient ruling and Beth Hillel the strict ruling - but surely we have already learnt: R. Jose reports six cases in which Beth Shammai adopt the lenient ruling and Beth Hillel the strict ruling, and this is one of them, viz., A fowl may be placed upon the table together with cheese but may not be eaten with it; so Beth Shammai; but Beth Hillel say: It may neither be placed together with it nor eaten with it.12 - Rather what the [teacher of our Mishnah] tells us is merely that the first Tanna [whose opinion is expressed anonymously] is R. Jose; for whosoever reports a thing in the name of him that said it brings deliverance into the world, as it is said: And Esther told the king in the name of Mordecai.13 
 Agra, the father-in-law of R. Abba, recited: A fowl and cheese may be eaten without restriction.14 He recited it15 and he himself explained it thus: it means without washing the hands or cleaning the mouth [between the eating of the one and the other]. 
 R. Isaac the son of R. Mesharsheya once visited the house of R. Ashi. He was served with cheese which he ate and then was served with meat which he also ate without washing his hands [between the courses]. They said to him: Has not Agra the father-in-law of R. Abba recited that a fowl and cheese may be eaten without restriction? A fowl and cheese, yes; but meat and cheese, no! - He replied: That is the rule only at night, but by day I can see [that my hands are clean].16 
 It was taught: Beth Shammai say. One must17 clean [the mouth];18 Beth Hillel say. One must rinse it.19 Now what is meant by 'one must clean' and 'one must rinse'? 
____________________ 
(1) And we do not apprehend lest the non-priest eat of it. To prohibit this would be to impose a precautionary measure upon a precautionary measure. 
(2) Even to a priest an 'am ha-arez (v. Glos.) i.e., one who does not observe the strict rules of levitical cleanness. With regard to the dough-offering taken from produce grown in the Land of Israel this was not allowed, for only those priests who upheld the laws of the Torah were entitled to receive the priestly dues (cf. II Chron. XXXI, 4). 
(3) I.e., it was brought into the Land of Israel. 
(4) For outside the Land of Israel there cannot possibly occur any infringement of the law of dough.offering. 
(5) There is virtually but one precautionary measure here, namely, the placing of fowl and cheese on the table is declared forbidden as a safeguard against the placing of flesh and cheese on the table, for the placing of the two together on the table will almost certainly lead to the eating thereof, thus involving the transgression of a Biblical prohibition. Cf. Torath Hayyim, a.l. 
(6) Even if it is held that fowl with milk is prohibited by the law of the Torah there can still be shown two precautionary measures before one approaches the actual prohibition of the Torah. For it must be remembered that the Torah forbade flesh and milk that had been cooked together in the one pot; but if the flesh and the milk were in the same pot, not cooked together, they would be permitted by the law of the Torah but forbidden by the Rabbis only as a precautionary measure. Now to prohibit the placing together upon the table of these two cold foods as a safeguard against the eating thereof is again superimposing precautionary measures one upon the other. 
(7) I.e., a vessel into which boiling food or liquid has been poured, in contradistinction from 'a first vessel', i.e., a vessel taken direct from the fire where it has been at the boil. A 'first vessel' can bring other foodstuffs to the boil even when removed from the fire, and in the case of 'flesh and milk' would involve a transgression of the law of the Torah. 
(8) Lit., 'stew pot'. 
(9) In the majority of cases the position is the reverse, i.e., Beth Hillel adopt the lenient ruling and Beth Shammai the strict ruling. 
(10) Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel. 
(11) For in this case all agree that it is forbidden to eat the two (sc. fowl and cheese) together. 
(12) 'Ed. V, 2. 
(13) Esther, II, 22. 
(14) באפיקורן 'freely', from root פקר. V. Alfasi a.l. for the variant באפיקולים, explained as referring to the opinion of אפיקולים or אבקולם mentioned in Tosef. Hul. VIII, 3. 
(15) Having received it on tradition from his teacher (Rashi). 
(16) There is therefore no need to wash the hands between the courses at all. 
(17) After eating cheese and before eating meat. 
(18) By eating some dry bread, v. infra. 
(19) Sc. the mouth; so apparently according to Rashi. R. Nissim, Torath Hayyim, and others, however, refer the rinsing to the hands. 
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 Should you say it means this: Beth Shammai say: One must clean [the mouth] and not rinse it,1 and Beth Hillel Say. One must rinse [the mouth] and not clean it, then the statement of R. Zera viz., Cleaning the mouth must be done with bread only, would agree with the view of Beth Shammai, would it not?2 And if you say it means this: Beth Shammai say: One must clean [the mouth] and not rinse it, and Beth Hillel Say. One must also rinse it, then it is a case in which Beth Shammai adopt the lenient ruling and Beth Hillel the strict ruling; why then is this not taught among the cases3 in which Beth Shammai adopt the lenient ruling and Beth Hillel the strict ruling? - Rather this must be the interpretation: Beth Shammai say: One must clean [the mouth], and also rinse it; Beth Hillel say. One must rinse [the mouth], and also clean it. But one [school] mentions one [requirement], the other [school] another, and they do not really differ.4 The [above] text [stated]: 'R. Zera said: Cleaning the mouth must be done with bread only'. This means only with wheaten bread but not with barley bread.5 And even with wheaten bread it is allowed only if it is cold, but not if it is still warm, for it cleaves [to the palate]. And it must be soft and not hard.5 The law is: Cleaning [the mouth] may be done with everything except flour, dates and vegetables. 
 R. Assi enquired of R. Johanan: How long must one wait between flesh and cheese?6 - He replied. Nothing at all. But this cannot be, for R. Hisda said: If a person ate flesh he is forbidden to eat [after it] cheese, if he ate cheese he is permitted to eat [after it] flesh! - This indeed was the question. How long must one wait between cheese and flesh? And he replied. Nothing at all. 
 The [above] text [stated]: 'R. Hisda said: If a person ate flesh he is forbidden to eat [after it] cheese, if he ate cheese he is permitted to eat [after it] flesh'. R. Aha b. Joseph asked R. Hisda: What about the flesh that is between the teeth?7 - He quoted [in reply] the verse: While the flesh was yet between their teeth.8 
 Mar 'Ukba said: In this matter I am as vinegar is to wine9 compared with my father. For if my father were to eat flesh now he would not eat cheese until this very hour to-morrow, whereas I do not eat [cheese] in the same meal but I do eat it in my next meal. 
 Samuel said: In this matter I am as vinegar is to wine compared with my father. For my father used to inspect his property twice a day, but I do so only once a day. Samuel here follows his maxim, for Samuel declared: He who inspects his property daily will find an istira.10 Abaye used to inspect his property daily. One day he met his farmer-tenant carrying away a bundle of twigs. Said to him [Abaye]. Where is this going to? He replied. To my master's house. Said Abaye. The Rabbis have long ago anticipated you.11 
 R. Assi used to inspect his property daily. He exclaimed: Where are all those istiras of the Master Samuel? One day he saw that a pipe had burst on his land. He took off his coat, rolled it up and stuffed it into the hole. He then raised his voice and people came and stopped it up. He exclaimed: Now I have found all those istiras of the Master Samuel.12 
 R. Idi b. Abin said in the name of R. Isaac b. Ashian: The first washing13 [of the hands] is a meritorious act, the last washing14 is a bounden duty. An objection was raised from the following: The first and last washing [of the hands] are bounden duties,15 the middle washing16 is a matter of free choice. - A meritorious act as compared with a matter of free choice can well be termed a bounden duty. 
 [To return to] the main text: 'The first and last washing [of the hands] are bounden duties, the middle washing is a matter of free choice'. The first washing may be performed either over a vessel or over the ground; the last washing must be performed over a vessel. Others read: The last washing may not be performed over the ground. (What is the real difference between these [two versions]? There is a difference, [where one washes over] twigs.)17 The first washing may be With either hot or cold water; the last washing must be with cold water only, because hot water softens the hands and does not remove the grease.18 
 'The first washing may be with either hot or cold water'. R. Isaac b. Joseph said in the name of R. Jannai. They said this only of [hot] water wherein the hand is not 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., rinsing the mouth with water would not be sufficient and so would not serve the purpose; so Rashi adopting the reading which omits the words 'need not' before 'rinse it' in cur. edd. V. MS.M. v. also Tosaf. s.v. אילימא 
(2) For Beth Hillel do not mention 'cleaning the mouth', accordingly R. Zera's statement is based upon Beth Shammai's view. 
(3) 'Ed. IV, V. 
(4) For they are agreed that both requirements are essential, namely, and cleaning and rinsing the mouth. As for washing the hands v. Asheri a.l. and Tur, Yoreh Deah, LXXXIX. 
(5) Because it crumbles in the mouth and does not clean the mouth well. 
(6) I.e, after eating flesh how long must one wait before being allowed to eat cheese? 
(7) Must it be removed before one is about to eat cheese? 
(8) Num. XI. 33. The suggestion is that the particles of flesh between the teeth are still termed 'flesh', and therefore must be removed before one may eat cheese. 
(9) Lit., 'vinegar the son of wine', i.e., 'I am inferior to my father', applied both in a religious and secular sense. 
(10) A silver coin equal to half a zuz. The meaning is that he who inspects his property daily will derive much profit, for he will be able to see that everything is in proper order, and no workman of his could take advantage of his absence. 
(11) By their advice to inspect one's property daily, whereby pilfering and theft is put a stop to. 
(12) By being on the spot he was able to repair in time what might have been a serious disaster through inundation. 
(13) Lit., 'the first water'; i.e., the washing of the hands before the meal. 
(14) Lit., 'the last water ; i.e., the washing of the hands after the meal. 
(15) Whereas previously it was stated the washing before the meal was merely a meritorious act but not a duty. 
(16) Lit., 'the middle water'; i.e., the washing of the hands during the meal. 
(17) The water does not run directly on to the ground, neither can it be said that it runs into a vessel: according to the second version this would be allowed, according to the first version it would not. 
(18) Which becomes absorbed all the more in the hands through hot water. 
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 scalded, but one may not wash the hands with water wherein the hand would be scalded. Others refer this [distinction] to the final clause thus, 
 'The last washing must be With cold Water only', and not with hot water. R. Isaac b. Joseph said in the name of R. Jannai. They said this only of [hot] water wherein the hand is scalded, but one may wash the hands with water wherein the hand is not scalded. It follows, however, from this that for the first washing one may use even water wherein the hand is scalded. 
 'The middle washing is a matter of free choice'. R. Nahman said: They said this only [of the washing] between one course and another course,1 but between a [meat] course and cheese it is a bounden duty to do so. 
 R. Judah the son of R. Hiyya said: Why did [the Rabbis] say that it was a bounden duty to wash the hands after the meal? Because of a certain salt of Sodom which makes the eyes blind.2 Said Abaye. One grain of this is found in a kor of ordinary salt. R. Aha the son of Raba asked R. Ashi: What is the rule if one measured out salt?3 - He replied: Undoubtedly.4 
 Abaye said: At first I thought the reason why the last washing may not be performed over the ground was that it made a mess, but now my Master5 has told me: It is because an evil spirit rests upon it. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one should not remove anything from the table whilst another is holding a cup and drinking was the fear lest there occur a mishap at the table,6 but now my Master has told me: It is because it may cause vertigo. This applies, however, only if [the thing is] taken away and not returned, but if taken and returned it does not matter. Moreover, it applies only if the thing is taken away a distance of more than four cubits [from the table], but if it remains within four cubits' distance it does not matter. Moreover, it applies only to such things as may be required at the table, but if it is not required at the table it does not matter. Mar son of R. Ashi used to be particular even about [the removal of] a pestle and mortar for [pounding] spices, for these are required at the table. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one collects the crumbs [from the floor] was mere tidiness, but now my Master has told me: It is because it might lead to poverty.7 Once the angel of poverty was following a certain man but could not prevail over him, because the man was extremely careful about [collecting the] crumbs. One day he ate some bread upon the grass. 'Now'.[said the angel] 'he will certainly fall into my hand'.8 After he had eaten he took a spade, dug up the grass, and threw it all into a river. He then heard [the angel] exclaiming. 'Alas, he has driven me9 out of his house'. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one does not drink froth was that it was nauseous, but now my Master has told me: It is because it may cause catarrh. To drink it may cause catarrh, to blow it away may cause headache, and to skim it [with the hand] may cause poverty. What then should one do? One must let it settle down by itself. For catarrh [contracted from drinking the froth] of wine [one should drink] beer, for that from beer one should drink water, for that from water there is no remedy. This bears out the popular saying, poverty follows the poor.10 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one should not eat vegetables from the bunch which was tied up by the gardener was because it had the appearance of gluttony, but now my Master has told me, it is because one lays oneself open thereby to the dangers of magic. R. Hisda and Rabbah b. R. Huna once were travelling on a ship. A certain lady said to them, 'Take me with you'; but they would not. She then pronounced a spell and the ship was held fast. They [in return] pronounced a spell and it was freed. She said: 'What power have I over you? seeing that you do not cleanse yourselves with a potsherd.11 neither do you crush a louse on your clothes, nor do you eat vegetables from a bunch tied up by the gardener. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought that the reason why one does not eat vegetables which had fallen on to the tray was because it was not clean, but now my Master has told me: It is because It causes a foul smell in the mouth. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one does not sit under a drain pipe was that there was waste water there, but my Master has told me. It is because demons are to be found there. Certain carriers were once carrying a barrel of wine. Wishing to take a rest they put it down under a drain pipe, whereupon the barrel burst, so they came to Mar son of R. Ashi. He brought forth trumpets and exorcised the demon who now stood before him. Said he to the devil, 'Why did you do such a thing?' He replied. 'What else could I do, seeing that they put it down on my ear'? The other [Mar son Of R. Ashi] retorted: 'What business had you in a public place? It is you that are in the wrong, you must therefore pay for the damage'. Said the devil, 'Will the Master give me a time wherein to pay'? A date was fixed. When the day arrived he defaulted. He came to court and [Mar b. R. Ashi] said to him, 'Why did you not keep your time?' He replied. 'We have no right to take away anything that is tied up sealed, measured or counted; but only if we find something that has been abandoned'. 
 Abaye also said: At first I thought the reason why one pours off [a little water] from the mouth of the jug [before drinking therefrom] was the fear of scraps [that may be on the surface], but now my Master has told me: It is because of evil waters.12 A demon in the service of R. Papa once went to fetch water from the river but was away a long time. When he returned he was asked. 'Why were you so long?' He replied. '[I waited] until the evil waters had all gone'. In the meantime 
____________________ 
(1) Both being meat dishes or milk dishes; cf. however, Tosaf. s.v. לא. 
(2) If one touches the eyes after having handled this salt. 
(3) Must he wash his hands after it or not? 
(4) He must certainly wash his hands. 
(5) Rabbah b. Nahmani. 
(6) Lit., 'at the meal'. He who is drinking may be annoyed at the removal of those things and may choke in his anger. 
(7) If one leaves the crumbs strewn on the floor. 
(8) Believing that this man would certainly fail to pick up all the crumbs from the grass. 
(9) Lit., 'this person'. 
(10) The poor man not having anything but water to drink is afflicted by that disease for which there is no remedy. 
(11) After an evacuation. V. Shab. 81b. 
(12) I.e., water from which demons had drunk. 
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 he saw them pouring off [a little water] from the mouth of the jug; he exclaimed. 'Had I known that you were in the habit of doing this I would not have been away so long'. 
 When R. Dimi came [from Palestine] he reported. The omission to wash the hands before the meal caused one to eat swine's flesh,1 and the omission to wash the hands after the meal caused a separation of a wife from her husband.2 When Rabin came [from Palestine] he reported. The omission to wash before the meal caused one to eat nebelah.3 and the omission to wash after the meal caused a murder.2 R. Nahman b. Isaac said, [In order to remember the statements of each bear in mind] the following mnemonic: 'R. Dimi came [first] and separated her, and then Rabin came and killed her'.4 R. Abba reported the graver result in each case.5 
 It was stated: As regards water heated by fire, Hezekiah says: One may not wash the hands therewith;6 but R. Johanan says: One may wash the hands therewith. R. Johanan related: I enquired of R. Gamaliel the son of Rabbi, who used to eat all his food in conditions of levitical purity, and he told me that all the great men of Galilee did so.7 As regards the hot springs of Tiberias, Hezekiah says: One may not wash the hands therewith, but one may immerse the hands therein.8 R. Johanan says. One may immerse the body therein, but not the face, hands or feet.9 But surely, if one may immerse therein the whole body, how much more so the face, hands or feet!10 - R. Papa said: At the source there is no dispute at all that it is permitted;11 moreover, to take some away in a vessel, there is no dispute at all that it is forbidden.12 They disagree only in the case where the water [from the spring] was run off into a channel;13 one holds that we must forbid the case of a channel on account of a vessel,14 the other holds we do not impose this precautionary measure. 
 Tannaim differ on this point. [It was taught:] Water which is unfit for cattle to drink,15 if it is in a vessel, is invalid [for the immersion of the hands], but if it is on the ground it is valid. R. Simeon b. Eleazar says: Even if it is on the ground one may immerse therein the whole body, but not the face, hands or feet. But surely if one may immerse therein the whole body, how much more so the face, hands or feet! This therefore must be a case where the water was run off into a channel, and they differ in this: one16 is of the opinion that we must forbid a channel on account of a vessel, and the other is of the opinion that we do not impose this precautionary measure. 
 R. Idi b. Abin said in the name of R. Isaac b. Ashian: The washing of the hands for common food was ordained only in order to acquire the habit with regard to terumah;17 moreover, it is a meritorious act.18 What is this meritorious act? - Abaye answered: It is a meritorious act to hearken to the words of the Sages. Raba answered: It is a meritorious act to hearken to the words of R. Eleazar b. 'Arach. [For It was taught:] It is written: And whomsoever he that hath the issue toucheth, without having rinsed his hands in water:19 herein, said R. Eleazar b. 'Arach, the Sages found a Biblical support for the law of washing the hands. Raba asked R. Nahman: Wherein is this indicated? For it is written: 'Without having rinsed his hands in water'. Can this mean that if he had rinsed his hands, [whatsoever he touched] would be clean? Surely he requires immersion, does he not? The meaning must be: And any other person that has not rinsed his hands is unclean.20 
 R. Eleazar said in the name of R. Oshaia: They enjoined the washing of the hands before eating fruit only for reasons of cleanliness The disciples understood from this that it was not a duty but that it was nevertheless a meritorious act. Raba, however, said to them: It is neither a duty nor a meritorious act, but is merely an act of free choice. This opinion [of Raba] differs from that of R. Nahman, for R. Nahman said: Whosoever washes his hands for fruit is of those that are haughty in spirit.21 
 Rabbah b. Bar Hana said: I was once standing in the presence of R. Ammi and R. Assi when a basket of fruit was brought before them. They ate without first washing their hands, they gave me none of it, and each said the Grace [after meals] for himself. Draw three conclusions from this: (i) that the law of washing the hands does not apply to fruit; (ii) that the law of Common Grace does not apply to fruit;22 and (iii) that if two ate together. It is a meritorious act on their part to separate.23 It has also been taught to the same effect: If two ate together, it is a meritorious act on their part to separate. This is so only if both of them are learned;24 but if one is learned and the other illiterate, the former says Grace and the other fulfils his obligation [by listening]. 
 Our Rabbis taught: The washing of the hands for common food [must reach] up to the joint:25 for terumah [it must reach] 
____________________ 
(1) A person once entered an inn and sat down to the table without first washing his hands. He was taken for a non-Jew and was served with swine's flesh. 
(2) V. Yoma 83b, where it is related that certain Rabbis had entrusted their purses to a certain man who later denied all knowledge of them. They noticed that the man had traces of lentils on his upper lip, so they immediately went off to his home and asked his wife in the name of her husband to hand them the purses. On her asking them to prove their bona fides they told her that her husband had eaten lentils that day. She thereupon handed them the purses. When the husband came home and learnt what his wife had done he immediately divorced her, or as some say, killed her. Now had the husband been particular about washing the hands (and naturally also the lips) after the meal, this tragedy of a divorce or a murder would not have happened. 
(3) Cf. n. 2. 
(4) R. Dimi came to Palestine before R. Abin and reported what could have occurred only earlier before the murder reported by R. Abin. 
(5) With regard to the omission of washing before the meal the graver outcome was the eating of swine's flesh, and with regard to the omission of washing after the meal it was the taking of a life. 
(6) Before the meal. 
(7) I.e., wash their hands before the meal with hot water. 
(8) Provided there was the requisite quantity of water, viz., forty se'ah. 
(9) If the hands were unclean and one immersed them in these hot springs they are not thereby rendered clean, neither are they regarded as washed for the meal. The terms 'face' and 'feet' are quite irrelevant and are added here only on account of the fullness of the expression. 'face, hands and feet'. 
(10) For it established that the immersion of the whole body is accounted as the immersion of the hands and certainly as the washing of the hands before the meal. 
(11) For all purposes, immersion as well as washing. For by immersing the hands at the source of the spring it is like an immersion in a fountain or mikweh. 
(12) I.e., to fill a vessel with water from these springs and to pour it over the hands would not be deemed a valid 'washing' of the hands. For washing the hands by means of a vessel was primarily confined to the use of cold water, and although the Rabbis permitted water that had been heated, the permission did not extend to include the water from hot springs, for, being ever hot, it never came within the scope of the institution. 
(13) I.e., the water from the hot springs had been run off in a small channel in which there was not the requisite quantity of water for immersion but which was connected with the source. 
(14) Such is the view of Hezekiah, hence his ruling that one may not wash the hands therewith; the following view is that of R. Johanan. V. Asheri a.l. and Alfasi on Ber. VIII, 44b. 
(15) Either foul water or water from the hot springs of Tiberias (Rashi). 
(16) R. Simeon b. Eleazar. 
(17) For hands are accounted unclean in the second degree and so can only impart their uncleanness to consecrated food or terumah but not to common food. 
(18) [I.e., apart from the consideration of terumah, the fact that the washing of the hands was instituted by the Sages makes it into a meritorious act, v. Adreth Hiddushim.] 
(19) Lev. XV, 11. 
(20) It is interpreted as a distinct rule and does not refer to the person that has an issue. Of course it is not intended thereby to convey that the law of washing the hands is of Biblical origin, the Rabbis merely supported their enactment by a Biblical text, i.e., אסמכתא. 
(21) And one should not behave so; Raba however permits it at one's free choice. 
(22) V. Ber. 45a: Three who ate together are under the obligation to say the Common Grace (לזמן). This law evidently does not apply to a meal of fruit, for if it did these Rabbis would certainly have offered Rabbah some fruit in order to be enabled to say the Common Grace. 
(23) So that each may say the Grace for himself. 
(24) Lit., 'scribes, bookmen'. 
(25) I.e., only the tips of the fingers need be washed up to the second joint. 
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 up to the joint;1 the sanctification of the hands and feet for Temple service2 [must reach] up to the joint.3 Whatsoever is deemed to be an interposition with regard to the immersion of the body4 is also an interposition with regard to the washing of the hands and the sanctification of the hands and feet for the Temple service.5 
 Rab said: Up to here6 is [the washing] for common food; up to here for terumah. Samuel said: Up to here both for common food and for terumah, adopting the stricter view.7 R. Shesheth said, up to here both for common food and for terumah, adopting the lenient view.8 Bar Hadaya said: I was once standing before R. Ammi and he said: Up to here both for common food and for terumah, adopting the stricter view. And you must not suppose that R. Ammi [said so] because he was a priest,9 for R. Meyasha, the grandson of R. Joshua b. Levi, who was a Levite also said: Up to here both for common food and for terumah, adopting the stricter view. 
 Rab said: A person may wash both his hands in the morning and stipulate that it shall serve him the whole day long.10 R. Abina said to the inhabitants of 
____________________ 
(1) The third joint of the fingers. i.e., the junction of the phalanges and the metacarpus. 
(2) I.e., the washing of hands and feet from the bronze laver; v Ex. XXX, 17-21. 
(3) The joint of the wrist. 
(4) Anything that adheres to the body and so prevents the water of the mikweh from penetrating to that part of the body renders the immersion invalid. 
(5) From the laver, v. Ex. XXX, 21. 
(6) Rab was demonstrating the law to his pupils: for common food up to the second joint, and for terumah up to the third joint. 
(7) Up to the third joint of the fingers. 
(8) Up to the second joint of the fingers. 
(9) And in order to acquire the habit of washing the whole surface of the fingers for terumah he ruled likewise for common food; I.e., it was merely a personal restriction. 
(10) And he need not wash them again before his meals; he must however take care that his hands do not become dirty or unclean. 
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 the valley of 'Araboth: People like you that have not much water, may wash the hands in the morning and stipulate that it shall serve the whole day long. Some say: This is allowed only in a time of need1 but not at ordinary times, hence it is at variance with Rab's view;2 others say: This is allowed even at ordinary times, and so it corresponds with Rab's view.
 R. Papa said: A person may not wash the hands in a dike used for irrigation, because [the water] here does not run directly from the human act;3 if, however, he is quite close to the bucket he may wash his hands [in the dike], because there it runs directly from the human act. If the bucket was cracked so that liquid could filter in,4 the waters are then considered as connected5 and he may immerse the hands [in the dike]. 
 Raba said: A vessel which has a hole in it so that liquid can filter into it, may not be Used for washing the hands. 
 Raba also said: A vessel in which there is not a quarter [log of water] may not be used for washing the hands. But this surely cannot be, for Raba has said: A vessel which cannot hold a quarter [log] may not be used for washing the hands. Now it follows that if it can hold [a quarter log] even though there is not [that much] in it [it may be used]! - This is no difficulty, for the one passage refers to one person and the other to two persons.6 and we have learnt: A quarter log of water [is sufficient] for washing the hands of one person or even of two persons.7 
 R. Shesheth asked Amemar: Are you particular about the vessel used?8 He replied: Yes. About the colour9 [of the water used]? - He replied. Yes. About the amount10 [of water used]?He replied: Yes. Others report that he replied thus: We are particular about the vessel and the colour [of the water], but we are not particular about the amount [of water used], for we have learnt: A quarter log of water [is sufficient] for washing the hands of one person or even of two persons. This, however, is not correct, for it is different in that case since it is the residue of [what was the proper amount for] purification.11 
 R. Jacob of Nehar Pekod had a standard washing vessel made that contained a quarter [log]. R. Ashi had a standard jug made in Huzal that contained a quarter [log]. 
 Raba also said: If the stopper of a jar was fashioned12 [into a vessel], it may be used for washing the hands. It has also been taught to the same effect, viz., If the stopper of a jar was fashioned [into a vessel], it may be used for washing the hands. If a waterskin or a [leather] bottle was fashioned [into a vessel], it may be used for washing the hands. A sack or a basket, even though they were made to hold water, may not be used for washing the hands.13 
 The question was raised: May one eat with a cloth [wrapped round the hand] or not?14 Must we apprehend lest [the bare hand] touch [the food] or not? - Come and hear: But when they gave R. Zadok less than an egg's bulk of food to eat, the took it with a cloth, ate it outside the Sukkah, and did not say the Grace after it.15 Now presumably if it was as large as an egg's bulk it would have been necessary to wash the hands!16 - No, perhaps the only inference is, if it was as large as an egg's bulk it would have been necessary to eat it in the Sukkah and to say the Grace after it.17 
 Come and hear [from the following incident]. Samuel once found Rab eating with a cloth and said to him, 
____________________ 
(1) E.g., where there is a shortage of water. 
(2) For Rab does not qualify his statement and permits this practice at all times. 
(3) The water in the dike is supplied by buckets which a man fills from a river and empties into the dike, and thence it runs off in its courses over fields. It is therefore forbidden to dip the hands in the dike because the power of man has already spent itself at the beginning of the dike and the waters run now of their own impetus. 
(4) This implies a large hole so that the water would run out through the hole with a spurt. 
(5) If he filled this cracked bucket with water from the river and emptied it out into the dike, the water would be running out at both ends, from the crack back into the river and from the mouth into the dike, so that, while the bucket is being emptied out, the water in the dike is actually connected with the water in the river; one may therefore immerse the hands in the dike. 
(6) Where one person washes the hands a quarter log of water is necessary, and so also where two persons wash the hands one after the other only a quarter log is necessary; obviously then in the latter case the second person washes his hands with less than a quarter log. This is allowed, however, because of the reason stated infra, that the second person uses the residue of what was the proper amount for washing the hands. 
(7) Yad. I, 1. 
(8) That it should be whole and not damaged. 
(9) That it should have the appearance of water. 
(10) That there must be a quarter log. 
(11) Cf. p. 592, n. 3. 
(12) The stopper is cup-shaped, concave on the inside and convex outside. As the inside was not made to serve as a receptacle it is therefore necessary to hollow it out a little more for this purpose (Rashi). According to Tosaf. it is only necessary to make the outside flat so that it should be able to stand upright without support. 
(13) For these do not usually hold water and cannot be regarded as a vessel for washing. 
(14) If a person did not wash the hands but wrapped a cloth round them, may he thus eat his food or not? 
(15) V. Suk. 26b. 
(16) Even though his hands were wrapped in a cloth. 
(17) But not to wash the hands since they were covered with a cloth. 
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 Is it right to do so?1 And Rab replied. I am very sensitive.2 When R. Zera went up [to Palestine] he found R. Ammi and R. Assi eating food with leather3 rags around their hands;4 he exclaimed, 'Two great men like you to be in error about the incident of Rab and Samuel! Did not Rab reply. "I am very sensitive"' ? - In truth he [R. Zera] had forgotten the statement of R. Tahlifa b. Abimi in the name of Samuel, viz., They permitted those that eat terumah5 the use of a cloth, but they did not permit those that eat [common food] in conditions of cleanness the use of a cloth. And R. Ammi and R. Assi were priests. 
 The question was raised: Must he that is being fed by another wash his hands or not? - Come and hear. R. Huna b. Sehora once was standing before R. Hamnuna and put some meat6 into R. Hamnuna's mouth which he ate. Said [R. Huna]. If you were not R. Hamnuna I would not have fed you. Now what was the reason [for the exception in R. Hamnuna's case]? Was it not because he was very careful not to touch [the food]?7 - No, it was because he was most scrupulous and had certainly washed his hands previously. 
 Come and hear. R. Zera said in the name of Rab: One should not put a piece [of bread] into the mouth of the waiter unless one knows that he has washed his hands. The waiter must say a Benediction for each cup [of wine that he receives], but does not say a Benediction for each piece [of bread].8 R. Johanan said: He must also say a Benediction for each piece [of bread]. And R. Papa said: In fact there is no contradiction [between Rab and R. Johanan], for one refers to the case where a notable person [is sitting at the table]9 and the other to a case where there was no notable person [at the table]. Nevertheless it expressly says. 'Unless one knows that he has washed his hands'! - In the case of a waiter it is different because he is kept busy.10 
 Our Rabbis taught: A man should not give any bread to the waiter while the cup [of wine] is in the hand [of the waiter] or in his host's hand, lest there occur a mishap at the table.11 If the waiter has not washed his hands, one may not put bread into his mouth. 
 The question was raised: Must he that feeds another wash his hands or not? - Come and hear: It was taught in the school of Manasseh: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says. A woman may wash one hand in water12 and give some bread to her small child. It was said of Shammai the Elder that he would not feed a child even with one hand, and the Sages ordered him that he feed it with both hands!13 - Abaye answered: There it was on account of evil spirits.14 
 Come and hear [from the following incident]. The father of Samuel once found Samuel crying and asked him, 'Why are you crying'? 'Because my teacher beat me'. 'But why'? 'Because he said to me, "You were feeding my son and you did not wash your hands before doing so"'.' And why did you not wash'? [He replied:] 'It was he that was eating, so why should I wash'? Said [the father of Samuel:] 'It is not enough that he [your teacher] is ignorant [of the law], but he must also beat you'!
 The law is: He that is fed by another must wash his hands; he that feeds another need not wash his hands. 
 MISHNAH. A PERSON MAY WRAP UP FLESH AND CHEESE IN ONE CLOTH, PROVIDED THEY DO NOT TOUCH ONE ANOTHER. R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: TWO PEOPLE AT AN INN15 MAY EAT AT THE SAME TABLE, THE ONE FLESH AND THE OTHER CHEESE, WITHOUT HESITATION. 
GEMARA. And what does it matter if they do touch one another? It is only cold [food] with cold [food]? - Abaye answered: I grant you that it is not necessary to scrape away the surface,16 but surely each must be washed. 
 R. SIMEON B. GAMALIEL SAYS: TWO PEOPLE AT AN INN MAY EAT AT THE SAME TABLE etc. R. Hanan b. Ammi said in the name of Samuel: This is permitted only if they do not know each other, but if they know each other it is forbidden. It has also been taught to the same effect: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says. If two guests stay at the same inn, one having come from the north and the other from the south, the one with his piece of flesh and the other with his cheese, they may eat at the same table, the one flesh and the other cheese, without hesitation. They only forbade it where the two eat from one parcel. 'From one parcel'! You surely cannot mean that!17 - It means, if it appears as [though they are eating from] one parcel.18 
 R. Yemar b. Shelemya asked Abaye: What is the law in the case of two brothers who are particular with each other!19 - He replied, Then people will say: All cakes are forbidden but the cakes of Boethius are permitted.20 Then according to your argument, what of the statement of R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan viz.: One who possesses only one shirt may wash it on the intermediate days of the festival!21 There, too, people will say: 
____________________ 
(1) He assumed that he had not washed his hands. 
(2) He had in fact washed his hands yet he would not touch his food with his fingers but always wrapped a cloth around them. It is however apparent that both Rab and Samuel are of the opinion that the use of a cloth does not dispense with the need for washing the hands. 
(3) Like gloves. 
(4) Without having washed their hands. 
(5) I.e., priests, for they are most scrupulous and would avoid touching the food with their hands. 
(6) Together with bread (Tosaf.). 
(7) Hence where one is careful not to touch the food there is no need to wash the hands. 
(8) The waiter can expect to receive from the diners a morsel of bread from time to time, therefore the benediction for the first piece would serve also for the subsequent pieces. He cannot however be certain that he will receive wine from time to time, therefore each time he must make a benediction. 
(9) Only in this case, Rab holds that the waiter should not make several benedictions, for he can reasonably expect to receive bread from time to time. 
(10) In such circumstances there is a danger that he will actually touch the food that he is eating; but with an ordinary person there is no such apprehension. It must be noted that the serving of food by the waiter with his hands does not impose upon him the duty of washing the hands, v. infra. 
(11) The host may be annoyed at it and may choke while drinking, or he may look with anger at the waiter who might get frightened and spill the wine and thus cause an unfortunate incident. 
(12) On the Day of Atonement when it is forbidden to wash. 
(13) It is evident from these cases that even when feeding another it is necessary to wash the hands! 
(14) The washing of the hands referred to on the Day of Atonement is that which has to be performed in the morning on account of the evil spirit that clings to unwashed hands. But once the hands have been washed in the morning there is no further need to wash them when about to feed others; v. Yoma 77b. 
(15) Lit., 'two strangers'. 
(16) Of the flesh and cheese where they came into contact. 
(17) But this is forbidden even when one is not sitting at the table. V. our Mishnah. 
(18) I.e., they are intimate with each other and it appears that what one has is shared by the other. 
(19) Not to share each other's food. May they both eat at the same table, the one flesh and the other cheese, as strangers, or not? 
(20) Cf. Pes. 37a. It is forbidden to make cakes of fancy shapes on the Passover for, in the time spent in shaping, the dough might become leavened. A certain baker Boethius had moulds of various shapes, and the question was asked: May one eat the cakes of Boethius on the Passover or not? It was resolved that no distinction can be made; all cakes in fancy shapes are forbidden whether made in moulds or not, and the law does not admit of any exceptions. Here, too, the law is clear, that strangers may eat at the same table but friends or brothers may not. It will not alter the law the fact that the brothers are unfriendly or particular with each other. 
(21) Ordinarily this is forbidden, cf. M.K. 14a. 
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 All cakes are forbidden but the cakes of Boethius are permitted!1 - Surely Mar son of R. Ashi has explained that his girdle proves his special case.2 
 MISHNAH. IF A DROP OF MILK FELL ON A PIECE OF FLESH3 AND IT IMPARTED A FLAVOUR INTO THAT PIECE,4 IT5 IS FORBIDDEN. IF THE POT WAS STIRRED,6 THEN IT IS FORBIDDEN ONLY IF [THE DROP OF MILK] IMPARTED A FLAVOUR INTO [ALL THAT WAS IN] THE POT. 
GEMARA. Abaye said: In all cases wherever the flavour [of a forbidden substance is perceptible] but not the substance it self,7 [the mixture is forbidden] by the law of the Torah.8 For should you say that it is forbidden by Rabbinic law only, and the reason why we may not draw any conclusions from the case of 'flesh in milk' is that it is an anomaly.9 then by reason of that anomaly [the mixture of flesh and milk should be forbidden] even though the one does not impart a flavour in the other!10 - Said Raba to him: The Torah has expressed this prohibition by the term 'cooking'.11 
 Rab said: As soon as it [the drop of milk] imparted a flavour to the piece of flesh, that piece becomes forbidden like nebelah, and it in turn renders all the other pieces forbidden,12 for they are of like kind.13 Mar Zutra the son of R. Mari said to Rabina: Let us consider: Rab in this statement of his evidently follows the view of R. Judah, who holds that homogeneous substances can never neutralize each other; but must we say that he disagrees with Raba? For Raba said: R. Judah is of the opinion that where one kind is mixed with a like kind and also with a different kind, you disregard the like kind as if it were not there, and if the different kind is more [than the forbidden substance] it will neutralize it!14 - He replied. Had it fallen into thin broth this would have been the case, but here we must suppose that it fell into thick broth.15 Then what is his view? If he holds that when the forbidden essence can be considered16 extracted it becomes permitted.17 why should the piece of flesh be deemed as nebelah?18 One must say that he holds that even when it is considered extracted it is still forbidden. And indeed it was so reported: Rab, R. Hanina and R. Johanan hold that even when it can be considered extracted it is still forbidden; Samuel, R. Simeon b. Rabbi and R. Simeon b. Lakish hold that when it is considered extracted it becomes permitted. 
 Is Rab then of the opinion that even when it can be considered extracted it is still forbidden? But it has been reported: If an olive's bulk of flesh fell into a pot of milk, the flesh, says Rab, is forbidden19 but the milk is permitted. Now if you maintain that [Rab holds] even when it is considered extracted it is still forbidden. 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., all people may not wash their clothes on the intermediate days of the festival but this man may. 
(2) Since this man is washing his shirt together with the girdle (which is unusual) it is clear to all that he has no other shirt with which to wear the girdle, for otherwise he would have removed it. 
(3) That was in a pot boiling on the fire. 
(4) I.e., the piece was not sixty times as much in bulk as the drop of milk. 
(5) Sc. the piece of flesh. 
(6) As soon as the drop of milk fell into the pot the pot was stirred so that the flavour of the milk was distributed equally among everything that was in the pot. 
(7) E.g., where the forbidden substance was, after a time, removed from the mixture, so that there is only the flavour of the forbidden substance under consideration. 
(8) The principle is derived from the law of 'flesh in milk', for in that case, after the two substances were cooked together, even though they have been removed from each other, they are forbidden because of the flavour of the other which each absorbed. 
(9) For each substance separately is permitted but in a mixture each is forbidden; moreover, this law is peculiar for the mere cooking together of these substances is also forbidden. 
(10) Whereas our Mishnah forbids the mixture only where the flavour of the milk is perceptible. 
(11) The prohibition of 'flesh in milk' is thrice expressed in the Torah by the term 'cooking', and cooking signifies the imparting of a flavour from one substance to the other. 
(12) Even though the other pieces in the pot are together more than sixty times the volume of the piece upon which the milk fell. 
(13) The rule IT IS FORBIDDEN in the first clause of our Mishnah accordingly means that all that is in the pot is forbidden; for Rab evidently is in agreement with R. Judah that homogeneous substances cannot neutralize each other. 
(14) V. supra 100b. In our Mishnah, therefore, according to this view, even though the one piece is rendered forbidden as nebelah, and the other pieces in the pot are to be disregarded for they are of like kind, the broth, if there is sufficient of it, should neutralize the forbidden piece, for broth and flesh are different kinds. 
(15) And this is regarded as being of the same kind as flesh. 
(16) Lit., 'might have been'. 
(17) The contention is that when a substance, rendered forbidden because it had absorbed the essence of a forbidden matter, is cooked together with other permitted food, the forbidden essence is considered as extracted from the original substance and distributed equally among the contents of the pot; so that if there is enough in the Pot to neutralize the quantity of forbidden essence it will all be permitted, even the original substance which Was rendered forbidden. In other words the substance, which is forbidden because of the forbidden essence that it absorbed, is not regarded as nebelah and forbidden absolutely for all time, but it is even possible for it to become permitted once again when cooked with other substances. 
(18) Surely the drop of milk which originally fell on this piece would in the course of further cooking be extracted from it and distributed equally among all the pieces in the pot, so that this piece too should be permitted! 
(19) Because of the milk that it absorbed. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 108b
 why is the milk permitted? Is not the milk1 as nebelah?2 - I still maintain, that Rab holds that even when it can be considered extracted it is still forbidden, but there3 it is exceptional, for the verse states: Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk,4 whence it is clear that the Torah forbade the kid only and not the milk.5 
 But does Rab hold that the Torah forbade the kid only and not the milk? But it has been reported: If a person cooked half an olive's bulk of flesh with half an olive's bulk of milk,6 he suffers stripes, says Rab, if he eats it, but does not suffer stripes for cooking it. Now if you maintain that [Rab contends that] the Torah forbade the kid only and not the milk, why should he suffer stripes for eating it? There was only half the [minimum] quantity!7 Rather we must say that Rab holds the view that the milk is also forbidden, but in this case8 we must suppose that [the olive's bulk of flesh] fell into a boiling pot, in which case it will absorb all the time and not discharge at all.9 But eventually when [the boiling] subsides it will discharge [the milk which it had absorbed]! - By then he had already removed it.10 
 The text [stated above]: 'If a person cooked half an olive's bulk of flesh with half an olive's bulk of milk, he suffers stripes, says Rab, if he eats it, but does not suffer stripes for cooking it'. But say what you will. If the two11 combine [to make the prohibition], then he should also suffer stripes for cooking it; and if they do not combine, then he should not suffer stripes even if he ate it! - Really they do not combine, but this12 is a case where each [half an olive's bulk] came from a large pot.13 Levi, however, said: He also suffers stripes for cooking it. Moreover, Levi taught so in a Baraitha: Just as he suffers stripes for eating it he suffers stripes for cooking it. And of what kind of cooking did they speak? Of such cooking as others14 would eat thereof. 
 With regard to the law where the forbidden essence is considered extracted,15 there is a dispute between Tannaim. For it was taught: If a drop of milk fell on a piece of flesh, as soon as it imparted a flavour to the piece, the piece itself is forbidden as nebelah, and it will in turn render all the pieces [in the pot] forbidden, for they are of like kind: so R. Judah. But the Sages say. [It is not forbidden at all] until it imparts a flavour to the broth, the sediments and the pieces. Said Rabbi: The words of R. Judah are acceptable in the case where he16 neither stirred nor covered [the pot], and the words of the Sages in the case where he either stirred it or covered it. 
 Now what is meant by 'neither stirred nor covered'? Should you say it means that he did not stir it at all, or that he did not cover it at all, then this piece will indeed have absorbed [the drop of milk] but will not at any time have given it out; [wherefore then are the other pieces forbidden?] And if it means that he did not stir it straightway but only later on, or that he did not cover it straightway but only later on, wherefore [are any of the pieces forbidden]? True, this piece had absorbed [the drop of milk] but it has also given it out! - He is of the opinion that even when the forbidden substance can be considered extracted it is still forbidden.17 
____________________ 
(1) Sc. that milk which was first absorbed by the flesh and later discharged in the rest of the milk in the pot. 
(2) So that when it mixes with the rest of the milk we have here a mixture of homogeneous liquids which, according to Rab can never neutralize each other. 
(3) In connection with the prohibition of flesh in milk. 
(4) Ex. XXIII, 19. 
(5) Rab contends that whenever flesh and milk are cooked together in any proportion whatsoever, it is only the flesh that is forbidden and not the milk. 
(6) An olive's bulk of liquid is that amount of liquid displaced from a brimming bowl by an olive. 
(7) The minimum quantity of a forbidden substance to render one liable to stripes is an olive's bulk. Here the only forbidden substance is the meat and there is only half an olive's bulk of it. 
(8) Namely, where an olive's bulk of flesh fell into a pot of milk. 
(9) The milk absorbed by the flesh will not be given out so long as the pot is boiling, consequently it will not affect the rest of the milk in the Pot. 
(10) The olive's bulk of flesh. 
(11) Sc. the flesh and the milk. 
(12) The statement of Rab that he suffers stripes for eating it. 
(13) Wherein large quantities of flesh and milk were cooked together. To take out of this Pot half an olive's bulk of flesh and half an olive's bulk of milk and eat them certainly renders one liable to stripes. But to cook half an olive's bulk of meat with half an olive's bulk of milk does not, according to Rab, render one liable to stripes. So that the two rulings given by Rab refer to different cases. 
(14) Non-Jews. I.e., sufficiently cooked. 
(15) Whether the original piece which contained the forbidden essence becomes now permitted or not. 
(16) Sc., the person who was looking after the pot. By stirring or covering the pot the forbidden substance is distributed equally among the entire contents of the pot. 
(17) Once a piece of flesh has absorbed a forbidden substance it becomes absolutely forbidden as nebelah and will at once render all the pieces in the pot forbidden, no matter how much there is in the Pot besides this; for it can never be neutralized since this is a case of a forbidden piece among permitted pieces, or a mixture of homogeneous substances. 
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(It follows then from this that R. Judah holds that [the entire contents of the pot] are forbidden even though he stirred it straightway [and continued to do so] till the very end, or covered it straightway [and kept it so] till the very end.1 But why should this be so? The one [piece] has not absorbed any more [than the others]?2 - Perhaps he did not stir it so well or he did not cover it so well.)3 
 The Master [further] stated above: 'And the words of the Sages in the case where he either stirred it or covered it'. What is meant by 'either stirred it or covered it'? Should you say it means that he stirred it only later on but not at the beginning, or that he covered it only later on but not at the beginning,4 - but in this case you have said that the words of R. Judah are acceptable.5 It must therefore mean that he stirred it straightway and [continued to do so] till the very end, or that he covered it straightway and [kept it so] till the very end; from which it follows that the Sages maintain [that everything in the pot is] permitted even though he stirred it only later on but not at the beginning, or he covered it only later on but not at the beginning. It is evident then that they hold that when the forbidden substance can be considered extracted it becomes permitted.6 
 R. Aha of Difti said to Rabina: Why say they differ as to the law where the forbidden substance can be extracted? Perhaps all are of the opinion that even when the forbidden substance can be is extracted it is still forbidden, but they differ [about the neutralization7 of homogeneous substances: R. Judah maintaining his principle that homogeneous substances cannot neutralize each other, and the Rabbis maintain theirs that homogeneous substances can neutralize each other?7 - This argument cannot be entertained.8 If you concede that the Sages in this dispute accept R. Judah' s view concerning homogeneous substances, but they differ only as to the law in the case where the forbidden substance can be considered extracted, then the meaning of Rabbi is clear when he says. 'The words of R. Judah are acceptable in this case and the words of the Sages in that'. But if you insist that all agree that even where the forbidden substance can be considered extracted it is still forbidden, but they differ concerning the law of homogeneous substances, then surely [Rabbi] should have said. 'The words of R. Judah are acceptable in this but not in that'!9 And there is no more to be said about this. 
 MISHNAH. THE UDDER MUST BE CUT OPEN AND EMPTIED OF ITS MILK; IF HE DID NOT CUT IT OPEN10 HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF.11 THE HEART MUST BE CUT OPEN AND EMPTIED OF ITS BLOOD; IF HE DID NOT CUT IT OPEN HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF.12 
____________________ 
(1) The fact that Rabbi finds R. Judah's view acceptable only where the pot was not stirred immediately but only later on clearly suggests that R. Judah maintains his view (viz., that everything in the pot is forbidden) even where the pot was stirred immediately and kept on so till the end. 
(2) The drop of milk, in these circumstances, should be considered as distributed equally among all the pieces in the pot, and surely there is sufficient in the pot to neutralize this drop. 
(3) And if the pot was not stirred well or covered properly the very moment the drop of milk fell on a piece, that piece would immediately absorb the milk and would render all the contents of the pot forbidden. 
(4) And in this case Rabbi is inclined to accept the lenient view of the Sages that all the pieces in the pot would neutralize the milk, for it has been extracted from the one piece and distributed evenly in the pot. 
(5) That the entire contents of the pot are forbidden. 
(6) Hence we see that where the forbidden substance can be considered extracted is a matter of dispute between Tannaim. 
(7) The position would then be: all bold that the piece upon which the drop of milk fell is wholly forbidden as nebelah, but the dispute is concerning the other pieces in the pot. R. Judah holding that the entire contents of the pot are forbidden because the forbidden piece can never be neutralized amongst other pieces, and the Sages holding that neutralization even in a mixture of homogeneous substances can take place. The attitude of Rabbi who holds, first that when the forbidden substance can be extracted the piece is still forbidden, and secondly that neutralization cannot take place between homogeneous substances, is expressed thus: The words of R. Judah are acceptable to me, namely, that the entire contents of the pot are forbidden, in the case where the pot was not stirred at once but only later on, for then one piece was first rendered forbidden and it would later render the entire pot forbidden. But the words of R. Judah are not acceptable to me in the case where the pot was stirred straightway, for then the drop of milk was immediately evenly distributed among the contents of the pot. In this latter case the words of the Sages are acceptable to me, namely that the entire contents of the pot are permitted, for the apprehension lest the pot was not well stirred or well covered need not be taken into consideration. 
(8) Lit., 'what is this?' 
(9) V. supra n. 1. The view expressed there is that Rabbi agrees with R. Judah, that the entire contents are forbidden in the case where the pot was not stirred at once, but does not agree with him in the case where it was stirred at once. If this is Rabbi's true view then he should not have mentioned the Sages at all in his statement. The fact that the Sages are mentioned in Rabbi's statement indicates that they went so far as to permit even that Piece upon which the drop of milk fell, for they hold that when the forbidden substance is extracted the piece itself becomes permitted. The result of all this argument is to show that the law in the case when the forbidden substance can be considered extracted is a matter of dispute between Tannaim. 
(10) But cooked it together with all the milk it contained. 
(11) And no penalty Is 1ncurred either for cooking or eating the udder. The prohibition of 'flesh in milk' applies only to milk drawn off from the living animal but not to milk found in the udder of a slaughtered animal. 
(12) And is not liable to the penalty of kareth for eating blood. According to Rashi the Mishnah is referring only to the heart of a fowl and the reason why this penalty is not incurred is because the blood contained in the heart is not as much as an olive's bulk. According to Tosaf. it refers to the heart of any animal and there is no liability because blood that has been cooked is not forbidden by the law of the Torah. V. Ker. 220. The flesh of the heart, says Rashi, is not rendered forbidden, for since it is smooth it does not absorb the blood. V. however Tosaf. s.v. הלב. 
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GEMARA. R. Zera said in the name of Rab: He has [not only] not transgressed the law on account thereof, but it is even permitted.1 But have we not learnt: HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF, which implies that there is no transgression of the law but that it is forbidden?Strictly it is not forbidden at all, but only because the second clause reads: THE HEART MUST BE CUT OPEN AND EMPTIED OF ITS BLOOD; IF HE DID NOT CUT IT OPEN HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF, in which case it is true that there is no transgression of the law but clearly it is forbidden,2 the Tanna also stated in the first clause, HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF. Shall we say that the following teaching supports him? It was taught: The udder must be cut open and emptied of its milk; if he did not cut it open he has not transgressed the law on account thereof. The heart must be cut open and emptied of its blood; if he did not cut it open he must cut it open after it had been cooked and it is permitted [to be eaten]. Now it is only the heart that must be cut open [after the cooking], but the udder need not be cut open at all! - Perhaps the inference is: only for the heart does the cutting open [after the cooking] suffice, but for the udder the cutting open [after the cooking] would not be sufficient.3 
 Others report the passage thus: R. Zera said in the name of Rab: He has not transgressed the law on account thereof, but it is forbidden [to be eaten]. Shall we say that [our Mishnah] supports him? It reads: HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF, which implies, no doubt, that there Is no transgression of the law but that it is forbidden! - Strictly it is not even forbidden, but only because the second clause reads: THE HEART MUST BE CUT OPEN AND EMPTIED OF ITS BLOOD; IF HE DID NOT CUT IT OPEN HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF, in which case there is no transgression of the law but clearly it is forbidden, the Tanna also stated in the first clause, HE HAS NOT TRANSGRESSED THE LAW ON ACCOUNT THEREOF. 
 Come and hear: The udder must be cut open and emptied of its milk; if he did not cut it open he has not transgressed the law on account thereof. The heart must be cut open and emptied of its blood; if he did not cut it open, he must cut it open after it had been cooked and it is permitted [to be eaten]. Now only the heart must be cut open [after the cooking] but the udder need not be cut open at all! - Perhaps the inference is: only for the heart does the cutting open [after the cooking] suffice, but for the udder the cutting open [after the cooking] would not be sufficient. 
 It was taught in agreement with the first version of Rab's view: If the udder was cooked with its milk it is permitted; if the stomach [of a sucking calf] was cooked with its milk it is forbidden. And wherein lies the distinction between the two? In the one the milk is collected inside, in the other it is not collected inside.4 
 How should one cut it5 open? - Rab Judah replied. One must cut it lengthwise and breadthwise and press it against the wall. R. Eleazar once said to his attendant, 'Cut it up for me6 and I will eat it'. What does he teach us? Is it not [a clear statement in] our Mishnah? - He teaches us that it is not necessary to cut it both lengthwise and breadthwise.7 Or [he teaches us that this would be sufficient even for cooking] in a pot.8 
 Yaltha9 once said to R. Nahman: 'Observe, for everything that the Divine Law has forbidden us it has permitted us an equivalent: it has forbidden us blood but it has permitted us liver; it has forbidden us intercourse during menstruation but it has permitted us the blood of purification;10 it has forbidden us the fat of cattle but it has permitted us the fat of wild beasts; it has forbidden us swine's flesh but it has permitted us the brain of the shibbuta;11 it has forbidden us the girutha12 but it has permitted us the tongue of fish;13 it has forbidden us the married woman but it has permitted us the divorcee during the lifetime of her former husband; it has forbidden us the brother's wife but it has permitted us the levirate marriage;14 it has forbidden us the non-Jewess but it has permitted us the beautiful woman15 [taken in war]. I wish to eat flesh in milk, [where is its equivalent?]' Thereupon R. Nahman said to the butchers, 'Give her roasted Udders'.16 But have we not learnt, [THE UDDER] MUST BE CUT OPEN? - That is only when [it is to be cooked] in a pot.17 But does it not state [in the Baraitha above]. 'If [the udder was] cooked',18 which implies that only after the act it is permitted but not in the first instance?19 - Indeed, it is even permitted in the first instance, but only because [the Tanna of the cited Baraitha] desired to state the second clause viz., If the stomach 
____________________ 
(1) To be eaten; for the milk that was withdrawn from a slaughtered animal is at most forbidden to be cooked with flesh by the Rabbis only, and here since the milk was absorbed and confined within the udder there is not even a Rabbinic injunction against eating it. 
(2) For although there can be no liability to any punishment for eating the blood in the heart of a fowl for the reason stated, namely that it is less than an olive's bulk, there nevertheless lies a prohibition even where there is less than an olive's bulk, and it would certainly not be permitted to be eaten. 
(3) And there is good reason for this distinction. As the heart is smooth and hard even in cooking the blood would not penetrate into it; the udder, on the other hand, is soft and spongy, and in cooking, the milk would Penetrate into it, and it would be impossible to remove it. 
(4) The milk found in the stomach of a calf is regarded as ordinary milk, accumulated in a particular place, to which the prohibition of 'flesh in milk' applies, whereas the milk in the udder cannot be said to be collected inside but is absorbed in every part of the udder and therefore the prohibition of 'flesh in milk' does not apply. 
(5) Sc. the udder. 
(6) Before you roast it (Rashi); or, Before you cook it (Tosaf.). 
(7) But cutting it in one direction would be sufficient. 
(8) I.e., by cutting it lengthwise and breadthwise and by pressing it out against the wall it is permitted to cook it in a pot together with other meat. The text adopted is as found in MS.M.. Alfasi, R. Gershom and others. In cur. edd., in place of 'or in a pot' are the words 'and to press it against the wall'. V. Glos. of Bah. 
(9) R. Nahman's wife. 
(10) In the period of purification after childbirth (cf. Lev. XII, 4) intercourse is permitted even though the woman may be suffering from a discharge of blood. Moreover, the blood of virginity is permitted which is the equivalent of the blood of menstruation. 
(11) שיבוטא a kind of fish the brain of which has the same taste as swine's flesh. According to some it is the mullet, according to others the sturgeon. 
(12) A forbidden bird; v. supra 62b where it is identified with the moor-hen. 
(13) Which has the taste of girutha. 
(14) Cf. Deut. XXV, 5ff. 
(15) Cf. ibid. XXI, II ff. 
(16) Lit., 'give her udders on the spit'. i.e., roasted (Rashi). According to Aruch: 'Feed her with well-filled udders'. 
(17) R. Nahman apparently accepts the view stated in the second version of Rab supra. that the udder is forbidden if cooked without having been cut open. 
(18) The expression 'cooked', בשל, in the Baraitha is to be interpreted as roasted and not cooked in a Pot. Cf. the same expression in II Chron. XXXV, 13: And they cooked the passover. 
(19) How then did R. Nahman permit his wife to eat the udder roasted, and in the first instance too? 
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 was cooked with its milk it is forbidden, in which case it is not permitted even after the act, he stated in the first clause too 'if it was cooked'. 
 When R. Eleazar went up [to Palestine] he met Ze'iri to whom he said: Is there to be found here a Tanna1 who recited to Rab the law of the udder?2 He immediately pointed out to him R. Isaac b. Abudimi. Thereupon the latter said unto him: I did not recite to him [any prohibition] at all about the udder; Rab however found an open space and put a fence around it.3 For Rab once happened to be at Tatlefush4 and overheard a woman asking her neighbour. How much milk is required for cooking a rib'a5 of meat? Said Rab: Do they not know that meat cooked with milk is forbidden? He therefore stayed there [some time] and declared the udder forbidden to them. 
 R. Kahana reported the passage as above; but R. Jose b. Abba reported it as follows: [R. Isaac b. Abudimi said.] 'I taught him [the prohibition only] with regard to the udder of a milch [cow]'.6 And relying upon the keen perception of R. Hiyya he had stated this law in general about the udder.7 
 Rabin and R. Isaac b. Joseph once happened to be at R. Papi's, and they were served with a dish of udder. R. Isaac b. Joseph ate of it, but Rabin did not. Said Abaye: Wherefore did not this childless Rabin8 eat? Consider this, R. Papi's wife was the daughter of R. Isaac Nappaha, and R. Isaac Nappaha was most strict in his actions;9 now had she not seen this practice in her parents' home she certainly would not have served them with it. 




 In Sura people did not eat the udder at all, in Pumbeditha they used to eat it. 
 Rami b. Tamri, also known as Rami b. Dikuli, of Pumbeditha once happened to be in Sura on the eve of the Day of Atonement. When the townspeople took all the udders [of the animals] and threw them away, he immediately went and collected them and ate them. He was then brought before R. Hisda who said to him: 'Why did you do it?' He replied: 'I come from the place of Rab Judah who permits it to be eaten.' Said R. Hisda to him: 'But do you not accept the rule:10 [When a person arrives in a town] he must adopt the restrictions of the town he has left and also the restrictions of the town he has entered?' - He replied: 'I ate them outside the [city's] boundary.' 'And with what did you roast them?' He replied. 'With the kernels [of grapes].' 'Perhaps they were [the kernels] of wine used for idolatrous purposes?' He replied. 'They had been lying there more than twelve months.'11 'Perhaps they were stolen goods?' He replied. 'The owners must have certainly abandoned all rights to them for lichen was growing amongst them.' He [R. Hisda] noticed that the other was not wearing the Tefillin12 and said to him. 'Why do you not wear the Tefillin?' He replied. 'I suffer from the bowels, and Rab Judah has said. One who suffers from the bowels is exempt from wearing the Tefillin.'13 He further noticed that the other was not wearing fringes [on his coat] and said to him. 'Why are you not wearing fringes?' He replied. 'The coat [l am wearing] is borrowed, and Rab Judah has said. 
____________________ 
(1) V. Glos. 
(2) I.e., that it is forbidden if cooked without having been cut open. 
(3) I.e., he came to a place where the people were negligent in their religious observances and he therefore placed upon them additional restrictions. 
(4) In the neighbourhood of Sura; Obermeyer p. 298. 
(5) ריבעא a term describing a certain quantity of meat, cf. Bez. 29a. According to Rashi: 'a litra'. 
(6) I.e., without however stating so expressly as the Gemara continues to explain, v. מעדני יו״ט. 
(7) Without explaining that it was only the udder of a milch cow that was forbidden. Rab however had heard this statement without making the necessary distinction. This is apparently the interpretation of this difficult passage. 
(8) He was bereft of his children, and therefore was always referred to sympathetically as 'the childless Rabin'; v. Pes. 70b. 
(9) Lit., 'a master of (good) deeds'. 
(10) Supra 18b. Pes. 50a. 
(11) V. A.Z. 34a; kernels which had been used for idolatry, if dry i.e., after twelve months, are permitted for use. 
(12) V. Glos. 
(13) For otherwise he would be constantly having to remove them in order to relieve himself. 
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 A borrowed coat is, for the first thirty days, exempt from the zizith.' While this was going on a man was brought in [to the court] for not honouring his father and mother. They bound him [to have him flogged], whereupon [Rami] said to them. 'Leave him alone, for it has been taught. Every commandment which carries its reward by its side does not fall within the jurisdiction of the Court below.'1 Said [R. Hisda] to him. 'I see that you are very sharp.' He replied. 'If only you would come to Rab Judah's school I would show you how sharp I am!' 
 Abaye said to, R. Safra. When you go up there [to Palestine] enquire of them. How do you deal with the liver?' When he came up he met R. Zerika who told him [in reply]. 'I once cooked [the liver] well2 for R. Ammi and he ate it.' When he [R. Safra] returned, Abaye said to him: 'I had no doubt at all that it, itself, was forbidden;3 I was only in doubt whether it could render forbidden other [pieces that were in the pot with it or not].' 'But why had you no doubt that it, itself, was forbidden? For we have learnt: It is not itself rendered forbidden.4 Then you should have no more doubts as to whether it renders others forbidden, for we have learnt: The liver renders [other pieces in the pot] forbidden but is not itself rendered forbidden, for it exudes and does not absorb'!4 - He replied. 'Perhaps there it refers to the liver of a forbidden [animal] 
____________________ 
(1) And the reward for honouring parents is stated side by side with the precept; v. Ex. XX, 12. 
(2) שלקי V. p. 611, n. 4. 
(3) It is certainly permitted because it is discharging blood all the time during the cooking and will not absorb at all. 
(4) Ter. X, 11. 
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 and the point is about the fat;1 [what I wish to know is] the law about the blood'?2 When he went up [to Palestine] a second time he met R. Zerika who told him [in reply]. 'This, too, should not cause you any doubt, for I and Jannai the son of R. Ammi once came to the house of Judah the son of R. Simeon b. Pazzi, and we were served with the windpipe and its appendages3 and we ate them.' R. Ashi, others say. R. Samuel of Zerukinia,4 demurred [at any proof from this] saying. Perhaps there the mouth of the windpipe was outside the pot?5 Or perhaps it [the liver] was first dipped?6 For R. Huna used to dip it in vinegar, and R. Nahman used to dip it in boiling hot water. R.7 Papa once suggested to Raba that the vinegar [in which the liver was dipped] should be forbidden, but Raba answered him thus: If the vinegar is forbidden then it [the liver] too should be forbidden, for just as it exudes [its juice into the vinegar] it will later on absorb it.8 
 Rab b. Shabba once visited R. Nahman's house and was served with well-cooked9 liver but he would nor eat it. Thereupon they told him [R. Nahman]. 'There's a young scholar inside, namely Rab b. Shabba, who will not eat it.' R. Nahman replied. 'Force Shabba to eat it.' This indeed is a matter of dispute between Tannaim: R. Eliezer says. The liver renders [other pieces in the pot] forbidden but is not itself rendered forbidden, because it exudes and does not absorb. R. Ishmael the son of R. Johanan b. Berokah says: If it [the liver] was seasoned with spices10 it renders others forbidden and is itself also rendered forbidden; [and so too] if it was well-cooked11 it renders others forbidden and is itself also rendered forbidden.12 
 Rabbah son of R. Huna once visited the house of Rabbah son of R. Nahman and was served with three se'ahs of honey-cakes. He said to them,13 Did you know that I was coming? They replied. You are no more important than it,14 and it is written. And call the sabbath a delight.15 In the meantime he noticed a liver and in the artery thereof there was much blood. He said to them: Is it right to do so? They replied. What then should we do? He said. Cut it open lengthwise and breadthwise, and the part cut should be below.16 This is so17 only with the liver, but as to the spleen it contains merely a fatty juice.18 Thus on the day when Samuel was bled they prepared for him spleen broth.
 It was stated: [To roast] the liver on top of meat, is permitted, for the blood glides off;19 [to roast] the udder on top of meat is forbidden because the milk clings [to and penetrates into the meat]. R. Dimi of Nehardea reports this just the reverse thus, [To roast] the udder on top of meat, is permitted, because the milk of a slaughtered animal is but a Rabbinic prohibition; liver on top of meat is forbidden because the blood is a Biblical prohibition. 
 Meremar declared in a public exposition: The law is, both with regard to the liver and the udder: under meat, it is permitted; on top of meat, it is permitted only after the act, but one may not do so in the first instance.
 R. Ashi once visited the house of Rami b. Abba his father-in-law when he saw the son of Rami b. Abba 
____________________ 
(1) So that the liver of a trefah animal, when cooked with other pieces of flesh, will render those pieces forbidden not because of the blood, but because of the fat of the liver which has been absorbed by those pieces. On the other hand, if the liver of a permitted animal was cooked in the same pot with trefah meat, it would not be rendered forbidden, because whilst it is discharging blood it would not be able to absorb anything. 
(2) The question is. Will the blood discharged from a liver that is permitted render the other pieces in the pot forbidden or not? 
(3) The windpipe and its appendages, i.e., the lungs, liver and heart, had all been cooked together In one Rot. 
(4) Near Nehar Azak, east of Tigris; v. Obermeyer, p. 80. 
(5) So that whatever blood was discharged from the liver ran off outside the pot and nothing in the pot could have been affected by it. 
(6) Either in vinegar or in boiling water to cause contraction of the pores so that nothing at all would exude from it. 
(7) So var. lec.; cur. edd. 'And R. Papa etc.'. 
(8) In truth, however, the effect of the vinegar is to harden the liver and close up its pores so that nothing at all can exude from it; this being so, the vinegar is also permitted. 
(9) שליקא V. n. 3. 
(10) The spices soften the liver and render it more susceptible to absorb into it other juice. 
(11) שלוקה term denoting 'well-cooked', cf. n. 3 mut. mut. 
(12) [Thus those who ate the liver after cooking it well (supra p. 610) follow the view of' R. Eliezer whilst R. Shaba follows the view of R. Ishmael, Adreth Hiddushim.] 
(13) Sc. the members of the household. 
(14) Sc. the Sabbath. 
(15) Isa. LVIII. 13. The cakes had been prepared for the Sabbath. 
(16) When roasting the liver the cut should be turned to the fire so that the blood should flow out directly and not run on to any other part of the liver. 
(17) That it must be cut up lengthwise and breadthwise. 
(18) It does not contain much blood, and so does not need to be cut up. 
(19) The blood that is drawn out of the liver will not be absorbed by the meat but will run of the meat and drip on to the fire, and so the meat is permitted. 
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 putting liver on the spit on top of meat. 'How presumptuous this young scholar is!' he exclaimed. 'The Rabbis may have permitted it after the act, but did they permit it in the first instance?' But if a vessel was placed below to collect the drippings, even though the meat was on top of the liver, it is forbidden.1 But in what way is this different from the blood of flesh?2 - The blood of flesh settles at the bottom of the vessel, whereas the blood of liver floats at the top.3 
 R. Nahman said in the name of Samuel: The knife with which one slaughtered may not be used for cutting hot food;4 as for cold food, some say it must be washed,5 whilst others say, it need not be washed. 
 Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel: The vessel in which one salted meat may not be used for eating therein hot food. This is in accord with Samuel's principle, for Samuel has stated: Whatsoever is salted is counted as hot, and whatsoever is preserved is counted as cooked.6 When Rabin came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan. Whatsoever is salted is not counted as hot and whatsoever is preserved is not counted as cooked. Said Abaye. This statement of Rabin cannot be upheld, for it once happened in the house of R. Ammi that an earthenware plate had been used for salting meat thereon and he broke It. Now let us see. Was not R. Ammi a disciple of R. Johanan? Why then did he break [the plate]? Surely because he had heard the statement from R. Johanan that whatsoever is salted is counted as hot. 
 R. Kahana, the brother of Rab Judah, was sitting before R. Huna and recited as follows, The vessel in which one salted meat may not be used for eating therein hot food. A radish which was cut with a meat knife may be eaten with a milk sauce.7 Why the distinction? - Abaye answered: The latter absorbed what is permitted, the former what is forbidden.8 Said to him Raba. But what difference does it make the fact that it absorbed what is permitted? After all what is permitted now will be forbidden later on,9 so that he will be eating that which is forbidden! Rather said Raba: [This is the distinction]. The latter can be tasted, the former cannot.10 R. Papa said to Raba: But could not a gentile cook taste it? Has it not been taught: In a pot wherein meat had been cooked a person may not boil milk, and if he did boil [milk] therein [it is forbidden] if the pot imparts a flavour [to the milk]. In a pot wherein terumah food had been cooked a person may not cook common food, and if he did cook [common food] therein, [it is forbidden] if the pot imparted a flavour [to the common food]. And when we put the question to you. In the case of terumah I grant you that a priest could taste the food; but in the case of meat and milk who may taste it? You replied: A gentile cook could taste it. Now in our case, too, could not a gentile cook taste it? [He replied:] That is so, but I am speaking of a case where there is no gentile cook available.11 
 It was stated: If [hot] fish was served on a [meat] plate: Rab says: It is forbidden to eat it with milk sauce; Samuel says: It is permitted to eat it with milk sauce. 'Rab says: It is forbidden', because it imparted a flavour to it;12 'Samuel says: It is permitted', because it imparted a flavour indirectly.13
 This ruling of Rab, however, was not expressly stated by him but was inferred from the following incident. Rab once visited the house of R. Shimi b. Hiyya, his grandson. He felt a pain in his eyes and so they prepared for him an ointment on a dish. Later on he was served with stew in this same dish and he detected the taste of the ointment in it. He remarked: 'Does it impart such a strong flavour?'14 - But this does not prove anything; in that case it is different for the bitterness of the ointment is very pungent.15 
 R. Eleazar was once standing before Mar Samuel, who was being served with fish upon a [meat] plate and was eating it with milk sauce. He [Samuel] offered him some but he would not eat it. Samuel said to him, 'I once offered some to your Master16 and he ate it, and you won't eat it.' He [R. Eleazar] then came to Rab and asked him, 'Has my Master withdrawn his view?' He replied. Heaven forfend that the son of Abba b. Abba17 should give me to eat that which I do not hold [to be permitted]!18 
 R. Huna and R. Hiyya b. Ashi were once sitting, one on the one side of the ferry of Sura and the other on the other side; one was served with fish on a [meat] plate which he ate with milk sauce; the other was served with figs and grapes in the course of the meal which he ate without reciting a benediction over them.19 One called out to the other, 'ignoramus,20 would your master do so?' The other called back, 'Ignoramus, would your master do so?' The one answered and said: 'I accept Samuel's view.'21 The other answered: 'I hold the view of R. Hiyya. For R. Hiyya taught:22 [The benediction over] bread exempts all other kinds of food, and that over wine exempts all other kinds of drink [from the necessity of another benediction].' 
 Hezekiah said in the name of Abaye: The law is, fish that was served on a [meat] plate may be eaten with milk sauce, and a radish that was cut with a meat knife may not be eaten with milk sauce. This is so only in the case of a radish, 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., the drippings of fat in the vessel are forbidden to be eaten because they are mingled with the blood drippings from the liver. 
(2) V. infra 112a, where it is permitted to place a vessel below the roasting meat in order to collect the drippings of fat even though it collects at the same time blood drippings. 
(3) In the former case the fat can be poured off into another vessel leaving behind all the blood, in the latter case the blood is intermingled with the fat and the one cannot be separated from the other. 
(4) The throat at the time of slaughtering is deemed to be hot so that the knife during the act of cutting will have absorbed blood and will give it out again when used with hot food. 
(5) The cold food cut with this knife must be washed, so Rashi. Most commentators, including Maim., R. Gershom, and Tosaf. (supra 8b s.v. והלכתא), interpret that the knife must be washed before cutting with it cold food. 
(6) supra 97b. The vessel will therefore have absorbed blood by reason of the salting. 
(7) Kutah, a preserve consisting of sour milk, breadcrust and salt. Even though the radish because of its pungency absorbed the fat that was congealed upon the knife. 
(8) The radish absorbed the fat of meat which is in no wise forbidden, whereas the vessel absorbed blood which is forbidden. 
(9) When it is dipped in the milk sauce, for then there is the combination of meat and milk. 
(10) The radish can be tasted by any person to ascertain whether or not the flavour of the meat is perceptible; but the food cooked in the vessel wherein meat had been salted, may not be tasted by a Jew, for fear that the flavour of the blood that was absorbed in the vessel will have passed into the food. 
(11) Where a gentile cook is available he may taste the food cooked in this vessel, and if he pronounces it to be absolutely free from the taste or flavour of blood it may then be eaten. So that in fact there is no distinction between the two cases cited by R. Kahana. 
(12) The meat essence absorbed in the plate imparted its flavour to the fish. 
(13) Lit., 'that which gives a flavour the son of (i.e., derived from) that which gives a flavour'. Here the meat originally imparted a flavour to the plate and the plate to the fish; the fish, therefore, has a secondary or indirect taste of the meat, and this according to Samuel is negligible and of no consequence. However, it is conceded by Samuel that it is forbidden to drink hot milk out of a meat dish, for the dish has the first taste of the meat and this flavour, like the meat itself, is forbidden to eat with milk. 
(14) I.e., it is remarkable, thought Rab, that the flavour of the ointment should remain in the dish (which obviously was cleaned well) and be felt also in the food that was subsequently served in it. From this remark the Rabbis inferred that even the secondary or indirect taste is of consequence. This suggested inference is somewhat difficult for the case of the fish and the case of the ointment are not on all fours; v. however R. Nissim a.l. 
(15) [Rab therefore must have stated his rule expressly. Tosaf.] 
(16) Rab. 
(17) I.e., Samuel, whose father was Abba b. Abba. 
(18) In other words, such a thing never occurred, for Rab maintains his view that it is forbidden. 
(19) These fruits are usually eaten after the meal and therefore when served in the course of the dinner one must recite the benediction over them, and one is not exempt with the benediction recited over the bread at the beginning of the dinner. V. Ber. 41b. 
(20) Lit., 'orphan'. i.e., without knowledge. A term of gentle rebuke. 
(21) V. supra, that fish served on a meat plate may be eaten with milk sauce. 
(22) Ber. 41b. 
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 since on account of its pungency it absorbs [from the knife]; but in the case of a cucumber one need only scrape away the surface of the cut and then one may eat it [with a milk sauce]. Turnip stalks1 are permitted;2 beet stalks are forbidden, but if one cut these and turnips alternately,3 they are permitted. 
 R. Dimi enquired of R. Nahman: May one place a jar of salt close to a jar of milk sauce?4 - He replied. It is forbidden. And what about a jar of vinegar?5 - He replied. It is permitted. What Is the difference between the two? If you will measure out a kor of salt6 [I will tell you the difference]. And what is it? - ln the one case the forbidden substance is discernible, in the other it is not discernible.7 
 A young pigeon once fell into a jar of milk sauce,8 and R. Hinena son of Raba of Pashrunia permitted it. Thereupon Raba remarked: Who, save R. Hinena son of Raba of Pashrunia, is so wise as to permit such a thing? For he [R. Hinena] is of the opinion that - Samuel's dictum, Whatsoever is salted is counted as hot, applies only to the case [of food salted so much] that it cannot be eaten on account of the salt;9 but this milk sauce can be eaten together with the salt that is in it. This [was allowed] only in the case of a raw pigeon, but if it was roasted10 it would require to be pared around; moreover if there were cuts In It It would be wholly forbidden;11 likewise, if it was seasoned with spices it would be wholly forbidden. 
 R. Nahman said in the name of Samuel, A loaf of bread upon which one cut [roast] meat may not be eaten,12 but only if [the meat was] red, and only if [the blood] penetrated through the bread, and only if [the juice which exuded from the meat was] thick, but if it was thin then it does not matter. Samuel would throw that [loaf of bread] to the dogs. R. Huna used to give It his attendant. Say what you will; if it is permitted it is permitted to all, and if it is forbidden it is forbidden to all! - R. Huna's was quite a special case, for he was fastidious [in his food].13 Raba used to eat it and called it 'meat wine'. 
 R. Nahman again said in the name of Samuel, One may not place a vessel beneath meat [that is roasting]14 until all the redness [of the meat] has gone. How does one know this? - Mar Zutra answered in the name of R. Papa. When the smoke rises.15 R. Ashi demurred saying. Perhaps the lower half has been roasted and the upper half has not?16 R. Ashi therefore said: There is no other remedy but to cast [into the vessel] two lumps of salt 
____________________ 
(1) If cut with a meat knife. 
(2) To be eaten with a milk sauce. 
(3) I.e., if one first cut a turnip with the meat knife and then beet. 
(4) The apprehension is lest some of the milk sauce fall into the salt and he used with the latter to salt meat. 
(5) May one place it next to a jar of milk sauce? 
(6) V. supra 12a. 
(7) Milk sauce is noticeable in salt, hut in vinegar it would melt away and would not even leave any trace of its flavour. 
(8) The pigeon had been ritually slaughtered and prepared for cooking when it fell into the milk sauce which usually contains a substantial amount of salt. 
(9) The salting in that case being for the purpose of preserving the food. 
(10) [Even if it was now cold, for roasting softens the meat, making it liable to absorb the milk sauce (Asheri). Others explain this to refer to hot roast; Adreth and Nissim.] 
(11) On account of the cuts and cracks in the body or because of the high seasoning, the roast pigeon would be all the more susceptible to absorb the milk sauce. 
(12) Because of the blood which the bread absorbed. 
(13) Actually R. Huna regarded it as permitted but would not eat it himself because of his sensitive nature. 
(14) In order to collect the drippings of fat; v. supra 111b. 
(15) From the meat, i.e., the meat is now dry and all the blood has been drawn out. Aliter: From the coals; this smoke is from the drippings of fat after the drippings of blood have ceased. 
(16) And there may still be drippings of blood from the upper half, i.e., that which is furthest from the fire. 
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 and to pour off [the fat].1 But did Samuel really say so?2 Has not Samuel stated that a loaf [of bread] upon which one cut [roast] meat may not be eaten?3 - It is different in that case for it [the blood] exudes only by reason of the pressure of the knife. 
 R. Nahman said: If fish and fowl were salted together, they4 are forbidden. What are the circumstances here? If the vessel [in which they were salted] was not perforated5 then fowl with other fowl would also be forbidden, and if the vessel was perforated then even fish with fowl should be permitted? - Indeed the vessel was perforated, but fish, having a soft skin, very quickly exude [their juice], whereas fowl are constricted and exude [blood] long after the fish have ceased to do so, so that the latter will absorb from [the fowl].6 
 It happened to R. Mari b. Rahel that ritually slaughtered meat had been salted with trefah meat.7 He came before Raba who sa3 d to him, It is written: The unclean,8 to signify that the juice and the broth and the sediment of these [which are unclean] are forbidden.9 
____________________ 
(1) The effect of the salt is to draw the blood together so as to settle at the base of the vessel, leaving the fat on top; the fat can then very easily be poured off into another vessel, and it may be eaten. 
(2) That once the redness of the meat has gone no more blood will exude from it. 
(3) Because of the blood which has exuded from the roast meat. 
(4) I.e., the fish, for the blood that is exuded from the fowl will be absorbed by the fish. 
(5) It is forbidden to salt meat in a vessel that is not perforated. V. infra 113a. 
(6) On the other hand meat with other meat may very well be salted together, for each piece will take an equal length of time to exude the blood and so long as it exudes it will not absorb. 
(7) In a perforated vessel. 
(8) Lev. XI, 31: These are the unclean unto you among all that creep. It is apparent that the definite article before 'unclean' is superfluous. 
(9) And therefore in the case of the trefah meat being salted with ritually slaughtered meat, whilst it is true that one will not absorb blood from the other because each is discharging it, each will however absorb the juice from the other, so that the ritually slaughtered meat would be rendered forbidden on account of the juice of the other. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 113a 
 Why did he not tell him [that it was forbidden] because of Samuel's dictum, 'Whatsoever is salted is counted as hot, and whatsoever is preserved is counted as cooked'? - As for Samuel's dictum I would have thought that it applies only to the blood1 but not to the juice and broth;2 he therefore teaches us [the Baraitha]. An objection was raised: [It was taught:] If a clean fish was salted together with an unclean fish, it3 is permitted. Presumably this is a case where both were salted, is it not?4 - No. It is a case where the clean fish was salted but the unclean was not.5 But surely, since the subsequent clause states: If the clean fish was salted and the unclean was not, [it' is permitted],6 it follows that the first clause deals with the case where both were salted. - The [second] clause merely explains the first thus: If a clean fish was salted together with an unclean fish, it is permitted. When is this so? When, for instance, the clean fish was salted but the unclean was not. And indeed this supposition is reasonable, since if we assume the first clause to refer to the case where both were salted, seeing that where both were salted it is permitted, is it necessary [to tell us that it is permitted] where only the clean fish was salted and not the unclean? - This however is not a conclusive argument. It may be that the second clause was put in to make clear the reference in the first: lest you might think that the first clause refers to where the clean fish was salted and the unclean was not, leaving us to infer that where both were salted it would be forbidden, he therefore adds the second clause, where the clean fish was salted and the unclean was not, which shows that the first clause speaks of the case where both were salted, and even so it is permitted. 
 Come and hear from the very last clause: But if the unclean fish was salted and the clean was not, it3 is forbidden. Now it is forbidden only where the unclean was salted and the clean was not, from which it follows that where both were salted it would be permitted!4 - Not at all; but since in the preceding clause it teaches of the case where the clean fish was salted, and the unclean was not, it teaches also in the second clause of the case where the unclean fish was salted and the clean was not.7 
 (Mnemonic: Flesh put [on the] neckbone.)8 Samuel said: Flesh cannot be drained of its blood unless it has been salted very well and rinsed very well. It was stated: R. Huna said: One must salt the flesh and then rinse it. In a Baraitha it was taught: One must rinse it, salt it and then rinse it again. Indeed they are not at variance, for in the one case9 it was washed down by the butcher and in the other it was not washed by the butcher. R. Dimi of Nehardea used to salt meat with coarse salt and then shake it off.10 
 R. Mesharsheya said: We do not assume that the internal organs contain blood;11 this is explained as referring specifically to the rectum, the small intestines, and the coil of the colon. 
 Samuel said: One may not put salted meat except into a perforated vessel.12 R. Shesheth used to salt each piece of meat13 separately. But why not two together? Because the blood would run out of one piece and be absorbed by the other? Then in one piece also the blood may run out of one side and be absorbed by the other side! - Indeed there can be no difference.14 
 Samuel said in the name of R. Hiyya: If a man breaks the neck bone of an animal [after it has been slaughtered but] before the life departed from it, he thereby makes the meat heavy,15 robs mankind,16 and causes the blood to remain in the limbs. It was asked: What is the true meaning? Is it that he makes the meat heavy and thereby robs mankind by causing the blood to remain in the limbs, but where only he himself is concerned he may do so?17 Or perhaps even for himself it is forbidden?18 - This remains undecided. 
 MISHNAH. IF A MAN PLACES UPON THE TABLE FOWL WITH CHEESE HE DOES NOT THEREBY TRANSGRESS THE LAW. 
GEMARA. It follows that if he were to eat [them together] he would transgress the law; you can infer from this that the flesh of fowl [cooked] in milk is prohibited by the law of the Torah! - Render thus. If a man places upon the table fowl with cheese he cannot come to the transgression of the law.19 MISHNAH. IT IS FORBIDDEN TO COOK THE FLESH OF A CLEAN ANIMAL IN THE MILK OF A CLEAN ANIMAL OR TO DERIVE ANY BENEFIT THEREFROM; BUT IT IS PERMITTED TO COOK THE FLESH OF A CLEAN ANIMAL IN THE MILK OF AN UNCLEAN ANIMAL OR THE FLESH OF AN UNCLEAN ANIMAL IN THE MILK OF A CLEAN ANIMAL AND TO DERIVE BENEFIT THEREFROM. R. AKIBA SAYS, WILD ANIMALS AND FOWLS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE PROHIBITION OF THE TORAH, FOR IT IS WRITTEN THRICE, THOU SHALT NOT SEETHE A KID IN ITS MOTHER'S MILK,20 TO EXCLUDE WILD ANIMALS, FOWLS, AND UNCLEAN ANIMALS. R. JOSE THE GALILEAN SAYS, IT IS WRITTEN, YE SHALL NOT EAT OF ANYTHING THAT DIETH OF ITSELF.21 AND IN THE SAME VERSE IT IS WRITTEN, THOU SHALT NOT SEE THE A KID IN ITS MOTHER'S MILK; THEREFORE WHATSOEVER IS PROHIBITED. UNDER THE LAW OF NEBELAH22 IT IS FORBIDDEN TO COOK IN MILK. NOW IT MIGHT BE INFERRED THAT A FOWL, SINCE IT IS PROHIBITED UNDER THE LAW OF NEBELAH. IS ALSO FORBIDDEN TO BE COOKED IN MILK; THE VERSE THEREFORE SAYS. IN ITS MOTHER'S MILK'; THUS A FOWL IS EXCLUDED SINCE IT HAS NO MOTHER'S MILK.23 
GEMARA. Whence do we know this?24 - R. Eleazar said: Because the verse says: And Judah sent the kid of the goats;25 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., if meat with its blood was salted in a vessel which was not perforated it would be regarded as cooked (or roasted) thus, and is forbidden. 
(2) Which we would not know to be forbidden at all without the Baraitha quoted, for we would regard them as a mere secretion and of no consequence. 
(3) I.e., the clean fish. 
(4) Both the clean and unclean fish were salted, and the former is permitted because so long as each fish is exuding juice one will not absorb from the other; similarly in the above case, so long as each piece of meat is exuding blood and juice, the ritually slaughtered meat will not absorb from the trefah meat. 
(5) Lit., 'insipid', 'without salt'. The unclean fish not being salted will not exude at all, and therefore the clean fish will not be affected by it. 
(6) V. Marginal Gloss. 
(7) Actually even if both were salted the clean fish would be forbidden. 
(8) A mnemonic of the three statements of Samuel given on this page on the subject of salting meat. The third word in the mnemonic is read as מפרקתא 'neckbone' which is supported by MS.M.; in cur. edd. the reading is נפקותא 'going out, departing'. 
(9) In R. Huna's case. 
(10) Because it has absorbed the blood. In the case of fine salt there is no need to shake it off, for it would melt in the blood and run off the meat. 
(11) And they are not forbidden if cooked without salting. 
(12) Meat that was salted and the salt had not been washed off may not be Put into an unperforated vessel, for fear that the meat will absorb again the blood that was drawn out of it. It is certainly forbidden to salt meat in such a vessel in the first instance (R. Nissim). [Rashi supra 122b, s.v. אפילו, seems to have read one may not salt etc. מולחין for מניחין] 
(13) Lit., 'bone (by) bone'. 
(14) One may therefore salt any number of pieces together, for while each is exuding it will not absorb. As to whether all the pieces must be salted simultaneously or not, v. Tosaf. supra 112b, ודגים. 
(15) For the animal is bereft of its last energy to spurt out the blood, and the blood now settles in the limbs of the animal. 
(16) When he sells this meat, for it contains more than the usual amount of blood. 
(17) I.e., if he does not sell the meat. And the usual salting of meat would presumably be sufficient for this meat too. 
(18) For now no amount of salting will draw out the blood that has settled in the limbs. 
(19) For even if he were to eat them together he would not transgress the law of the Torah. 
(20) Ex. XXIII, 19; XXXIV, 26; Deut. XIV, 21. 
(21) Deut. XIV, 21. 
(22) V. Glos. 
(23) Accordingly the prohibition is restricted to mammals. 
(24) That the prohibition, 'Thou shall not seethe a kid in its mother's milk', is not limited in its application to a kid only but applies to all clean animals. 
(25) Gen. XXXVIII, 20. 
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 here it was a 'kid of the goats', but elsewhere, wherever 'kid' is stated, it includes [the young of] the cow and the ewe. And might we not derive the rule from that?1 - There is another verse which says: The skins of the kids of the goats;2 here it was 'kids of the goats', but elsewhere, wherever 'kid' is stated, it includes [the young of] the cow and the ewe. And might we not derive the rule from the latter?1 - [No, because] we have here two verses which teach the same thing, and one may not draw any conclusions from two verses which teach the same thing.3 This is well according to him who maintains that one may not draw conclusions from such verses, but what can be said according to him who maintains that one may draw conclusions from such verses? - There are here two limiting particles: 'goats', 'the goats'.4 
 Samuel said: 'Kid' includes the forbidden fat;5 'kid' includes that which died of itself;6 'kid' includes the foetus.7 'Kid' excludes the blood; 'kid' excludes the afterbirth; 'kid' excludes the unclean animal.8 'In its mother's milk', and not in the milk of a male;9 'in its mother's milk', and not in the milk of a slaughtered animal;10 'in its mother's milk' and not in the milk of an unclean animal.11 But is not the term 'kid' written only three times,12 yet we give six interpretations to it! - Samuel holds the view that a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, so that the application of the prohibition [of 'flesh in milk'] to forbidden fat and also to that which died of itself is derived from one verse;13 blood [is excluded because] it does not come under the term 'kid';14 the afterbirth also because it is a mere excretion;14 two verses now remain, one to include the foetus and the other to exclude an unclean animal. 
 Does Samuel then hold that a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition? Surely Samuel has said in the name of R. Eliezer: Whence do we know that if a priest who was unclean ate unclean terumah he would not be liable to death?15 From the verse: And die therein if they profane it,16 thus excluding this [unclean terumah], since it already stands profaned!17 - You may say, if you will, that in all cases a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, but it is different there for the Divine Law expressly disallowed it by the expression 'And die therein if they profane it'. Or you may say, if you will, that in all cases Samuel is of the opinion that a prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, but it is different here for the Divine Law expressly allowed it by the expression 'kid'.18 Or further you may also say, if you will, the one is his own opinion, the other is the opinion of his teacher.19 
 R. Ahadboi b. Ammi enquired of Raba: What is the law if one cooked [flesh] in the milk of a she-goat that had not given suck?20 - He replied: Since it was necessary for Samuel to state, the expression 'in its mother's milk', and not in the milk of a male, [it is clear that] only a male [is excluded] for it cannot become a mother, but [in the milk of] this [she-goat], since it can become a mother, it is forbidden. 
 It was stated: [In the case where] a man cooked forbidden fat in milk, [there is a dispute between] R. Ammi and R. Assi: one says: He incurs stripes;21 the other says: He does not incur stripes. Shall we say that they differ in this: he who says he incurs stripes maintains that a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, and he who says he does not incur stripes maintains that a prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition? - No. All agree that a prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition; and [consequently] there is no dispute at all that for eating this he does not incur stripes.22 They differ only with regard to the cooking thereof: he who says he incurs stripes argues that there is only one prohibition here;23 and he who says he does not incur stripes argues that for this very reason did the Divine Law express the prohibition of eating by the term 'cooking',24 [to signify that] 
____________________ 
(1) That wherever 'kid' is mentioned it means the kid of the goats as in the verse quoted. 
(2) Ibid. XXVII, 16. 
(3) V. supra 61b. 
(4) The definite article I added to the word 'goats' in each of the above verses is superfluous and is interpreted as a limitation; thus in these two cases the term 'kid' means a goat, but elsewhere 'kid' means the young of any clean animal. 
(5) I.e., if a man cooked the forbidden fat of an animal, or a piece of nebelah, in milk and ate it, he would be liable twice: for eating forbidden fat or nebelah, and for eating flesh cooked in milk. The special point of this statement of Samuel is that the prohibition of 'flesh in milk' can be superimposed upon the existing prohibition of forbidden fat or nebelah. V. infra. 
(6) V. p. 622, n. 10. 
(7) The flesh of a foetus is accounted as the flesh of an ordinary animal and the prohibition of 'flesh in milk' applies to it. 
(8) I.e., if a man cooked blood or the afterbirth of an animal or a piece of an unclean animal in milk and ate it he would not be liable for eating flesh cooked in milk. Of course he would be liable for eating blood, or for eating of an unclean animal. 
(9) If it so happened that a male had milk. 
(10) The milk extracted from a slaughtered animal cannot be said to be 'mother's milk', for the slaughtered animal can no more be a 'mother'. 
(11) For only the milk of that species of animal is prohibited whose flesh would be included under the term 'kid', and since unclean animals are expressly precluded by the term 'kid', their milk is also excluded from the prohibition. 
(12) V. supra p. 621, n. 5. 
(13) I.e., from that verse which is required for the general statement of the law. See, however, Rashi who emends the text by omitting 'Samuel is of the view . . . existing prohibition'; for, according to Rashi, Samuel's view as stated is the result of the interpretation here, and not the cause and reason of this interpretation. 
(14) And does not require any expression of the verse to exclude it. 
(15) Death by the hands of Heaven; v. Sanh. 83a. 
(16) Lev. XXII, 9. 
(17) Unclean terumah is already subject to one prohibition viz., a priest may not eat thereof, and a second prohibition arising by reason of the priest's uncleanness cannot be superimposed. 
(18) Which includes the forbidden fat and the animal that died of itself; hence in this case the Torah expressly sanctioned one prohibition to be superimposed upon an already existing prohibition. 
(19) I.e., R. Eliezer, in whose name Samuel had reported the above ruling. He maintains that a prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition. This is not to imply that R. Eliezer was the teacher of Samuel (Rashi). 
(20) I.e., had not yet brought forth young. Does 'mother' in the text mean an animal that has brought forth young or not? 
(21) Presumably if he ate it, for he has thereby transgressed the prohibition of 'flesh in milk'. The penalty for eating forbidden fat does not enter into consideration here. 
(22) For the prohibition of 'flesh in milk' cannot be superimposed upon the existing prohibition of forbidden fat. 
(23) Viz., for cooking flesh in milk. The prohibition of forbidden fat is only in respect of the eating thereof. 
(24) The Torah has in every instance expressed the prohibition of eating 'flesh in milk' by the words: Thou shalt not seethe a kid etc. 
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 whenever a man does not incur stripes for the eating he likewise does not incur stripes for the cooking thereof. 
 Another version runs as follows: There is no dispute at all that for the cooking he certainly incurs stripes; they differ only with regard to the eating thereof: he who says he does not incur stripes contends that a prohibition cannot be superimposed upon an existing prohibition, and he who says he incurs stripes contends that for this very reason did the Divine Law express the prohibition of eating by the term 'cooking' [to signify that] whenever a man incurs stripes for the cooking he likewise incurs stripes for the eating thereof. Alternatively you may say: One teaches one thing, the other teaches another thing,1 but they do not differ at all. 
 An objection was raised. If a man cooked [flesh] in whey, he is not liable. If he cooked blood in milk, he is not liable. If he cooked bones, nerves, horns or hoofs in milk, he is not liable. If he cooked [consecrated flesh] that was piggul2 or left over3 or unclean [flesh] in milk, he is liable! - That Tanna is of the opinion that a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition.4 'If a man cooked flesh in whey, he is not liable'. This supports the view of R. Simeon b. Lakish. For we have learnt: Whey is counted as milk, and the sap [of olives] is counted as oil.5 Said R. Simeon b. Lakish: They taught this only in respect of rendering seeds susceptible to contract uncleanness,6 but in respect of the prohibition of cooking flesh in milk whey is not counted as milk. 
 Our Rabbis taught: [It is written: Thou shalt not seethe a kid] in its mother's milk.7 From this I know [that the kid is forbidden]8 in its mother's milk,9 but whence do I know [that it is also forbidden]8 in cow's milk or in ewe's milk?9 From the following a fortiori argument: If [in the milk of] its mother, a species with which the kid may be mated, it is forbidden to cook [the kid], how much more [in the milk of] a cow or of a ewe, with which species the kid may not be mated,10 is it forbidden to cook [the kid]! And the text also states: In its mother's milk.11 But why is this [latter] verse necessary? It has been inferred [from the a fortiori argument], has it not? - R. Ashi answered: Because one can argue that the first proposition of the [a fortiori] argument is unsound: Whence do you adduce the argument? From 'its mother'! [As against this it may be argued] that is so in the case of its mother,12 since it is forbidden to be slaughtered [with the kid on the same day];13 will you then say the same in the case of a cow12 which is not forbidden to be slaughtered [with the kid on the same day]? The text therefore teaches, 'In its mother's milk'. 
 Another [Baraitha] teaches: It is written: 'In its mother's milk'. From this I know [that the kid is forbidden] in its mother's milk, but where do I know [that it is forbidden] in the milk of its 'older sister'!14 From the following a fortiori argument: If [in the milk of] its mother, which enters the cattle-pen together [with the kid] to be tithed,15 it is forbidden to cook [the kid], how much more [in the milk of] its 'older sister', which does not enter the cattlepen together [with the kid] to be tithed,15 is it forbidden to cook the kid! And the text also teaches, 'In its mother's milk'. But why is this latter verse necessary? It has been inferred [from the a fortiori argument], has it not? - R. Ashi answered: Because one can argue that the first proposition of the [a fortiori] argument is unsound. Whence do you adduce the argument? From its mother! [As against this it may be argued] that is so in the case of its mother, since it is forbidden to be slaughtered [with the kid on the same day]; will you then say the same in the case of its 'older sister' which is not forbidden to be slaughtered [with the kid on the same day]? The text therefore teaches, 'In its mother's milk'.16 We have thus learnt [the prohibition with regard to] 'the older sister', but whence do we know it with regard to 'the younger sister'?17 It can be inferred from both together.18 But from which do you proceed to make the inference? You may infer it from 'its mother'. But [if it be objected to that] this is so in the case of 'its mother', since it may not be slaughtered [with the kid on the same day].19 then the case of 'the older sister' argues otherwise.20 And [if it be objected to that] this is so in the case of 'the older sister', since it does not enter the cattlepen with the kid to be tithed,21 then the case of 'its mother' argues otherwise.22 The argument thus goes round; the reason given for this does not apply to the other, and the reason given for the other does not apply to this one. What they have in common is that each is flesh,23 and in the milk of each [the kid] may not be cooked; thus I will include 'the younger sister' too, for since it is flesh,23 [the kid] may not be cooked in its milk. But by this argument 'the older sister' can also be inferred from both together?24 - This is indeed so. Then for what purpose do I require the verse: 'In its mother's milk'?25 - It is required for what has been taught. It is written: 'In its mother's milk'. We know [that it is forbidden] in its mother's milk, 
____________________ 
(1) He who says he incurs strips refers to the cooking of forbidden fat in milk, and he who says he does not incur stripes refers to the eating thereof. 
(2) V. Glos. 
(3) Beyond the prescribed time within which it must be eaten. 
(4) Whereas other Tannaim do not hold that view, and R. Ammi and R. Assi are in agreement with those other Tannaim. 
(5) Maksh. VI, 5. 
(6) V. Lev. XI, 38. Milk and oil are among the liquids that render foodstuffs susceptible to uncleanness; cf. Maksh. VI, 4, 5. 
(7) Ex. XXIII, 19. 
(8) To be cooked. 
(9) I.e., in goats' milk. 
(10) Cf. Lev. XIX, 19. 
(11) Ex. XXXIV, 26. 
(12) Viz., that the prohibition of cooking the kid in its milk applies. 
(13) Cf. Lev. XXII, 28. 
(14) I.e., cows, in contradistinction from 'the younger sister' i.e., sheep. This is the explanation which Rashi says he received from his teachers, but after criticizing it Rashi expresses his preference for the interpretation of R. Joseph Bonfils, according to which 'older sister' and 'younger sister' are both goats, the former, however, being a goat of last year's breeding which had already been counted with other goats for the purposes of tithing, the latter being one which has not been counted with others for tithing. 
(15) Cf. Lev. XXVII, 32, and Bek. IX. It has been laid down (a) that cattle may not be counted together with sheep or goats for the purposes of tithing nor vice versa. Moreover (b) an animal which has once been counted with others for the purposes of tithing cannot be counted again. The 'older sister' therefore cannot be counted together with kids for tithing either because of (a) or (b), according to whichever interpretation is adopted. V. preceding note. 
(16) I.e., third, yet unexpounded verse. The Tanna of this Baraitha is assumed to be identical with the Tanna of the first which applies one extra verse to include the cow and ewe, and the third verse he consequently employs for the 'older sister'. 
(17) V. supra p. 626, n. 20. 
(18) Lit., 'from between them'. I.e., the prohibition against cooking the kid in the milk of its younger sister can be inferred from the mother and the older sister. 
(19) But the younger sister may. 
(20) For it also may be slaughtered with the kid on the same day and nevertheless it is forbidden to cook the kid in its milk. 
(21) But the younger sister does. 
(22) For it also may be counted with the kids for the purposes of tithing, v. Bek. 20b, and yet it is forbidden to cook the kid in its milk. 
(23) According to some MSS. the reading is 'it is milk and it is forbidden to cook in it' instead of 'is flesh etc.', and so it appears from Rashi too. V. Glos. of Maharam Schiff a.l. 
(24) I.e., from an argument drawn from 'its mother' and from the cow (since the Tanna of this Baraitha is the identical Tanna of the first Baraitha in which it was shown that there is a verse expressly stated to include the cow and ewe), so that no verse is required to teach the prohibition even in the case of 'the older sister' (Rashi). 
(25) Since this verse is repeated thrice, one clearly serves for its own purpose, another to include the cow and ewe (the teaching of the first Baraitha q.v.), but the third is indeed superfluous. 
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 but whence do we know [that it is forbidden] in its own milk? From the following a fortiori argument: if, where the fruit is not forbidden with the fruit1 - as in the case of slaughtering - the fruit with the dam is forbidden, how much more, therefore, where the fruit is forbidden with the fruit2 - as in the case of cooking - is the fruit forbidden with the dam!3 And the text also teaches, 'In its mother's milk'. But why is this latter verse necessary? It has been inferred [from the a fortiori argument], has it not? - R. Ahadboi b. Ammi answered: Because we can refute the argument thus: A colt, the offspring of a mare, and which is also the 'brother' of a mule,4 could prove otherwise: for the fruit is forbidden with the fruit, nevertheless the fruit with the dam is permitted.5 But surely [this is no refutation since] that is due to the seed of the sire only;6 for, in truth, the case of a male mule, the offspring of a mare, and which is also the 'brother' of a female mule,7 could prove the reverse: for the fruit is permitted with the fruit and the fruit with the dam is forbidden! Rather said Mar the son of Rabina: Because one can refute the argument thus: A slave, the son of a bondwoman, who is also the brother of a freed bondwoman, could prove otherwise: for the fruit is forbidden with the fruit, nevertheless the fruit with the mother is permitted.8 But [this too is no refutation since] that position is due solely to the deed of emancipation; for, in truth, the case of a slave, the son of a freed bondwoman, who is also the brother of a bondwoman, could prove the reverse: for the fruit is permitted with the fruit, and the fruit with the 'mother' is forbidden! Rather said R. Idi b. Abin: Because one can refute the argument thus: The case of diverse seeds could prove otherwise: for the fruit is forbidden with the fruit, nevertheless the fruit with the mother is permitted.9 But is not the fruit with the fruit forbidden only by reason of the 'mother'? For when grains of wheat and barley are together in a vessel they are not forbidden! - Rather said R. Ashi: Because one can refute the argument thus. It is indeed [forbidden] in the case of fruit with fruit for they are two separate bodies;10 will you say the same in the case of the fruit with the dam which is one body?11 Consequently the [extra] verse is necessary. 
 R. Ashi said: Whence do we know that flesh [cooked] in milk may not be eaten?12 From the verse: Thou shalt not eat any abominable thing;13 everything which I declared to be abominable to you comes under the law of Thou shalt not eat.14 I know from this that it is forbidden to be eaten; whence do I know that it is forbidden to derive any benefit from it? From R. Abbahu's statement. For R. Abbahu stated in the name of R. Eleazar: Wherever Scripture says: 'It shall not be eaten', or 'Thou shalt not eat', or 'Ye shall not eat', a prohibition both in respect of eating and in respect of deriving benefit is implied, unless Scripture expressly states otherwise as it did in the case of nebelah.15 For it has been taught:16 [The verse,] Ye shall not eat of anything which dieth of itself; unto the stranger that is within thy gates thou mayest give it, that he may eat it,' or thou mayest sell it unto a gentile,17 only tells me that it may be given away [as a gift] to a stranger or sold to a gentile. How do I know that it may be sold to a stranger? Because Scripture says. 'Unto the stranger . . . thou mayest give it . . . or thou mayest sell it'. How do I know that it may be given away to a gentile? Because Scripture says. 'Thou mayest give it . . . or thou mayest sell it unto a gentile'. Hence it may be derived that both giving and selling may be applied to a stranger or to a gentile:18 so R. Meir. R. Judah says: The words are to be taken literally, viz., giving away to a stranger and selling to a gentile.19 What is the reason for R. Judah's view? - He contends thus: Were the words to be interpreted according as R. Meir suggests, the Divine Law should have said: 'Ye shall not eat of anything that dieth of itself; unto the stranger that is within thy gates thou mayest give it that he may eat it, as well as sell it'. Wherefore does it say 'or'? To prove that the words are to be taken literally, viz., giving away to a stranger and selling to a gentile. And R. Meir? - He would reply that 'or' indicates that it is preferable to give it away [as a gift] to a stranger rather than sell it to a gentile. And R. Judah? - He would say that no Scriptural term is needed to indicate this preference of giving it away to the stranger rather than selling it to a gentile, it stands to reason, since the one20 you are bidden to support whereas the other you are not bidden to support. 
 (Mnemonic: Sabbath; Ploughing; Divers kinds of seeds; It and its young; Letting the mother bird go from the nest). According to this, 
____________________ 
(1) 'Fruit', i.e., 'offspring'. All the offspring of an animal may be slaughtered on the same day; it is only forbidden to slaughter the dam with the young. 
(2) The kid and the mother's milk are each the 'fruit' of the she-goat. 
(3) I.e., the kid in its own milk; in this case the milk of the kid is regarded as its fruit. 
(4) For the mare had also been mated with an ass and bore a mule. 
(5) Here it would be forbidden to breed the fruit with the fruit, i.e., the colt with the mule, for they are diverse kinds (v. Lev. XIX, 19), although it would be permitted to breed the colt with the mare. 
(6) It is prohibited to breed the fruit with the fruit, i.e., the colt with the mule, only because of the different sires of each and not because of the general principle that fruit with fruit is forbidden. 
(7) I.e., a mare had been mated with an ass on several occasions and bore a male and female mule. 
(8) A slave may not marry a free woman nor a free man a bondwoman. In this case, then, the fruit with the fruit is forbidden, i.e., the slave may not marry the kind of his sister sc. a free woman, but the fruit with the mother is permitted, i.e., the slave may marry the kind of his mother sc. a bondwoman. 
(9) Cf. Ibid. XIX, 19. Fruit with fruit is forbidden, i.e., diverse seeds may not be sown together, nevertheless the fruit with the mother is permitted, i.e., a seed may be sown in the 'mother' earth, the soil. 
(10) The kid and the mother's milk, each being separate fruits of the dam. 
(11) Therefore to cook a kid in its own milk might not be regarded as forbidden. 
(12) For the prohibition expressly says. Thou shalt not seethe a kid etc. Whence do we know that if one cooked flesh in milk others may not eat it. 
(13) Deut. XIV, 3. 
(14) This is a prohibition against eating anything which is produced by or results from a forbidden act, even though the prohibition in any particular case was circumvented by the employment of a minor or a gentile to perform that act. Hence it is forbidden to eat flesh cooked in milk, for the cooking thereof was a forbidden act. 
(15) Deut. XIV, 21. In cur. edd. are added the words 'which may be given to a stranger or sold to a gentile'. These words are omitted in MS.M. and also in the parallel passages Pes. 21b and Kid. 56b, although they are found in B.K. 41a. V. Tosaf. s.v. כדרך. 
(16) 'A.Z. 20a. 
(17) Deut. XIV, 21. The Hebrew word here rendered 'stranger' is ger or fully גר תושב, lit., 'a stranger-settler': a resident alien who has accepted the Seven Commandments of the sons of Noah (cf. Sanh. 56aff). He does not observe the Jewish dietary laws, but enjoys full rights and privileges of citizenship. Such a stranger, if poor, had to be maintained by the state according to the Biblical injunction: A stranger and a settler he shall live with thee (Lev. XXV, 35). 
(18) The juxtaposition of the words in this verse, the two verbs in the middle preceded by 'the stranger' and followed by 'the gentile', suggests that both verbs, i.e., giving away and selling, are to be applied to the former and also to the latter. 
(19) But it is forbidden to give it away to a gentile or sell it to a stranger. 
(20) Sc. the stranger; v. p. 630, n. 8, note 1. 
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 should not what has been [unlawfully] prepared on the Sabbath be forbidden,1 since I have declared it to be abominable unto you?2 - Scripture says: For it is holy unto you,3 that means, 'it' is holy, but what has been prepared on it is not holy. Furthermore if a man ploughed with an ox and an ass together, or if he muzzled a cow when it was treading out [the corn], should it4 not be forbidden, since I have declared these acts to be abominable to you?5 - Surely if what has been [unlawfully] prepared on the Sabbath, which is a grave matter, is permitted, how much more so these! 
 Should not [the produce of a field sown with] diverse kinds of seeds be forbidden, since I have declared it to be abominable to you?6 - From the fact that the Divine Law states with regard to diverse kinds in a vineyard. Lest [the fruit of thy seed which thou hast sown, and the fruit of thy vineyard] be defiled [tikdash],7 [which has been interpreted as,] 'lest it be burnt in fire'8 [tukad esh], it follows that diverse kinds of seeds [sown in a field] are permitted. But perhaps [the inference is this]: whereas diverse kinds in a vineyard are forbidden to be eaten and also to be made use of, diverse kinds of seeds are forbidden to be eaten but are permitted to be made use of? - These [latter] have been compared with diverse kinds of cattle, for it is written: Thou shalt not let thy cattle gender with a diverse kind; thou shalt not sow thy field with two kinds of seed,9 and just as the issue [of the mating of diverse kinds] of thy cattle is permitted, so the produce of [diverse kinds of seed sown in] thy field is permitted. And whence do we know that the issue of diverse kinds of cattle is permitted? - From the fact that the Divine Law has prohibited the offering of a cross-breed10 to the Most High we may infer that to the common person it is permitted. 
 Should not 'It and its young' be forbidden, since I have declared it to be abominable to you?11 - Since the Divine Law has forbidden an animal that is out of time12 for an offering to the Most High it follows that such13 is permitted to the common person. 
 Should not [the mother-bird] which has been sent away from the nest be forbidden, since I have declared it to be abominable to you?14 - The Torah would not order to send it away if it would thereby lead to transgression.15 
 R. Simeon b. Lakish said: Whence do we know that flesh [cooked] in milk is forbidden [to be eaten]? From the verse: Eat not of it raw, nor cooked in any cooking with water.16 Now the verse need not have added 'in any cooking'; why then does it say 'in any cooking'? To teach you that there is another cooking which is [also forbidden to be eaten] like this. And which is it? It is flesh [cooked] in milk. Said to him R. Johanan, 
____________________ 
(1) To eat as well as to derive any benefit therefrom. This is the meaning of 'forbidden' throughout this passage. 
(2) Yet it is established law that if, e.g., a man cooked food on the Sabbath it may be eaten at least by others if not by himself; v. supra 15a, and Ter. II, 3. 
(3) Ex. XXXI, 14. 
(4) I.e., the produce of the field which had been so ploughed and the corn which had been so trodden (Rashi); or, the ox or ass which had committed the trespass (Tosaf.). V. however, Rashi infra s.v. לא אמרה. 
(5) Cf. Deut. XXII, 10, and XXV, 4. 
(6) Cf. Lev. XIX, 19. Nevertheless the produce of diverse kinds of seeds sown together is permitted to be eaten; v. Kil. VIII, 1. 
(7) Deut. XXII, 9. Heb. תקדש, interpreted as תוקד אש. 
(8) I.e., that it is absolutely forbidden. 
(9) Lev. XIX, 19. 
(10) I.e., the issue of diverse kinds of cattle. This is prohibited for a sacrifice, derived from Lev. XXII, 27. V. supra 38b. 
(11) Cf. Lev. ibid. 28. If the dam and its young were both slaughtered in one day, that which was slaughtered last should be forbidden for all time and for all use; nevertheless it is established law that even though the law has been transgressed both animals are permitted; v. supra 78a. 
(12) Cf. Lev. XXII, 27, and Zeb. 112b. 
(13) The prohibition of 'It and its young' is brought about by its inappropriateness in point of time, for one may slaughter them on different days. 
(14) Cf. Deut. XXII, 6, 7. 
(15) Lit., 'for a stumbling-block'. The finder of this mother-bird, ignorant of the fact that it has been sent away from the nest, would eat it, and so be led into sin by another's performance of a precept. It must therefore be permitted. 
(16) Ex. XII, 9. A literal rendering of the verse. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 115b 
 And is the following teaching of Rabbi so unsatisfactory? [For it was taught: The verse,] Thou shalt not eat it,1 refers to flesh [cooked] in milk. You say it refers to flesh [cooked] in milk; perhaps it refers to some other thing that is forbidden in the Torah? You can reply: Go forth and derive it by one of the thirteen exegetical principles by which the Torah is expounded, namely, 'The meaning of a verse is to be deduced from its context'. Now what does this context deal with? With that which partakes of the characteristics of two kinds.2 Then this verse also deals with that which partakes of the characteristics of two kinds!3 - From that teaching I might have thought that the prohibition was only in respect of eating but not in respect of deriving benefit from it, he therefore teaches us [another teaching].4 
 And whence does Rabbi infer that it is also forbidden to derive any benefit from it? - He infers it from the following argument: It is written here: For thou art a holy people onto the Lord,5 and it is written there: There shall be no consecrated prostitutes of the sons of Israel;6 just as there the prohibition refers to the pleasure derived therefrom,7 so here to the pleasure derived therefrom.8 
 The school of R. Eliezer taught: Ye shall not eat of anything that dieth of itself . . . thou mayest sell it . . . Thou shalt not seethe a kid etc.9 The Torah here implies that when you sell it you may not first cook it [in milk] and then sell it.10 
 The school of R. Ishmael taught: Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk, is stated three times:11 one is a prohibition against eating it, one a prohibition against deriving benefit from it, and one a prohibition against cooking it. 
 It was taught: Issi b. Judah says: Whence do we know that flesh cooked in milk is forbidden? It is written here: For thou art a holy people,12 and it is written there: And ye shall be holy men unto me; therefore ye shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field:13 just as there it is forbidden [as food], so here it is forbidden [as food]. We have thus learnt that it is forbidden as food; how do we know that it is forbidden for all use? I will tell you: it follows a fortiori: If 'orlah,14 which is not produced by transgression, is forbidden for all use, then surely flesh cooked in milk, which is produced by transgression,15 is forbidden for all use! But [if you object] this may be true of 'orlah only, since it had no period of fitness,16 [I reply] the law concerning leaven during Passover shows otherwise, namely, that although it had a period of fitness,17 it is nevertheless forbidden for all use. And [if you object] this may be true of leaven during Passover only, since it carries with it the penalty of kareth,18 [I reply] the law concerning diverse kinds in the vineyard19 shows otherwise, namely, that although it does not carry with it the penalty of kareth, nevertheless it is forbidden for all use. 
 Wherefore is the analogy necessary?20 Surely it can all be inferred from the a fortiori argument derived from 'orlah thus: If 'orlah which is not produced by transgression, is forbidden both as food and for all use, how much more then is flesh cooked in milk, which is produced by transgression, is forbidden both as food and for all use! - Because one could refute the argument thus: The law in the case where one ploughed with an ox and an ass together, or where one muzzled a cow when it was treading out [the corn], can prove otherwise, namely, although it21 was produced by transgression it is nevertheless permitted.22 
 Wherefore, was it necessary to reply [in the argument], 'The law concerning diverse kinds in the vineyard shows otherwise'? He could have replied. 'The law of 'orlah shows otherwise'; the argument would then have gone round again, with the result that it [sc. the law of flesh cooked in milk] would have been inferred from the common features [of the others]!23 - R. Ashi answered: Because one could have refuted the argument thus: The law of nebelah would show otherwise, for although it is forbidden as food, nevertheless it is permitted for all use. Said R. Mordecai to R. Ashi: We have learnt the following on the authority of R. Simeon b. Lakish: An inference drawn from cases with common features can be refuted only by those [cases] and not by other [cases].24 If so,it can very well be inferred from the common features, can it not?25 - Because26 one can refute it thus: The cases which present these common features are peculiar in that they are both products of the soil.27 But now,28 too, the argument can be refuted thus: This29 may be so of diverse kinds in the vineyard since it deals with products of the soil! - Said R. Mordecai to R. Ashi: We have learnt the following on the authority of R. Simeon b. Lakish: An inference drawn from cases with common features can be refuted by indicating any peculiarity whatsoever; but an argument which employs the expression 'No, if you say it in this . . . will you say it in that?' can only be refuted by adducing a feature in the one which is less or more grave than in the other, and not by any peculiarity whatsoever.30 But we may refute all the cases thus: This may be so of all these cases since they all deal with products of the soil!31 - R. Mordecai then said to R. Ashi: We have learnt the following on the authority of R. Simeon b. Lakish: 
____________________ 
(1) Deut. XII, 25. Which is superfluous in the context, the prohibition having already been stated in the preceding verse. 
(2) The foregoing verses state the law concerning consecrated animals that were redeemed after being rendered unfit for sacrifice owing to physical blemish. These animals are treated partly as ordinary unconsecrated animals in that the flesh thereof may be eaten even by one unclean, and partly as consecrated animals in that they may not be put to work, neither may one enjoy the milk or wool thereof. 
(3) I.e., flesh and milk. The teaching of this Mishnah is attributed to Rabbi as the editor of the whole Mishnah. 
(4) R. Simeon b. Lakish derives the prohibition against making use of flesh cooked in milk from the verse in connection with the paschal lamb. For just as the latter, if cooked and not roasted, would be forbidden for all purposes as all sacrificial flesh which has been rendered unfit so flesh cooked in milk is forbidden for all purposes. 
(5) Deut. XIV, 21. Heb. עם קדוש. This verse concludes with the prohibition: Thou shalt not seethe a kid etc. 
(6) Ibid. XXIII, 18. Heb. קדש. The analogy is drawn by reason of the similar expression used in both passages, קדוש, and קדש. 
(7) Viz., the act of coition. 
(8) Hence flesh cooked in milk is forbidden for all purposes. 
(9) Ibid. XIV, 22. 
(10) For as soon as it has been cooked in milk it is forbidden to be sold or used for any purpose. 
(11) Ex. XXIII, 19; XXXIV, 26; Deut. XIV, 21. 
(12) Deut. ibid. 
(13) Ex. XXII, 30. The analogy is based upon the expression 'holy' written in each verse. 
(14) ערלה. Lit., 'uncircumcision'. The fruit of newly planted trees was forbidden for all use during the first three years; cf. Lev. XIX, 23. 
(15) Sc. by cooking. 
(16) The fruit of 'orlah as soon as it comes into being is forbidden, whereas flesh and milk, before being cooked together, are each separately permitted. 
(17) Before the passover. 
(18) V. Glos. 
(19) Cf. Deut XXII, 9. 
(20) To establish the law that flesh cooked in milk is forbidden to be eaten, v.p. 634, n. 10. This prohibition, and that against deriving any benefit, can surely be inferred from the a fortiori argument. 
(21) Sc. the produce of the field so ploughed, or the corn which had been so trodden out. 
(22) And so, too, with flesh cooked in milk. But now that is it established by the analogy that flesh cooked in milk is forbidden to be eaten, this prohibition of ploughing with an ox and ass together, cannot be brought into this argument. 
(23) Thus it was unnecessary to introduce the case of sowing diverse kinds in the vineyard. The argument would then run as follows: Flesh cooked in milk is declared to be forbidden for all purposes by inference from 'orlah by the a fortiori reasoning; if the objection be taken that 'orlah is a special case inasmuch as it had no period of fitness, the reply would be that the case of leaven during Passover clearly shows that this distinctive feature (sc. not having a period of fitness) is not the reason for the general prohibition; and if the objection be taken that leaven during Passover is a special case inasmuch as there is a penalty of kareth attached to it, the reply would be that the case of 'orlah clearly shows that the gravity of the penalty (sc. kareth) is not the reason for the general prohibition; and so the argument would go in a circle: the objection to the case of 'orlah would be met by the case of leaven during Passover and vice versa. What, however, is common to 'orlah and leaven during Passover is that each is forbidden as food and also for all use; the inference then follows that flesh cooked in milk, inasmuch as it is forbidden as food, should also be forbidden for all use. This type of argument, namely, an inference from common features of two or more cases, is very frequent in the Gemara; and the result being satisfactory, it was unnecessary to introduce the third case of diverse kinds in the vineyard. 
(24) I.e., the refutation must be in the nature of a peculiar characteristic possessed by the cases that determine the common features and which is absent from the case proposed to be inferred from the common features - e.g. the demonstration of a special characteristic peculiar to 'orlah and to leaven during Passover but absent from flesh cooked in milk would indeed be a valid refutation. It is, however, no refutation of the argument by adducing cases wherein the common features are not found, for such an argument, as here the case of nebelah, is irrelevant. 
(25) V. supra n. 1. 
(26) l.e., the reason why the argument is not run on the lines suggested (v. p. 636, n. 1), drawing the inference from the common features, is that there is the following refutation. 
(27) 'Orlah and leavened grain are products of the soil whereas milk and flesh are not. This characteristic, sc. being a product of the soil, is a distinction of little or no significance for this is no satisfactory reason why the law should be more severe or less severe. 
(28) I.e., even now when the third case, sc. diverse kinds in a vineyard, is introduced the argument can be refuted on this ground. 
(29) That it is forbidden as food and also for use. 
(30) Where an inference is made from the common features of two cases all the cases must indeed be alike in every respect, and if one case presents any special characteristic, even though that characteristic does not go down to the root of the matter and is of no significance, the argument is untenable. On the other hand, where the law in one case is inferred from another case, e.g. by an a fortiori argument, an incidental characteristic would not be taken into consideration. Only a characteristic which is of such significance as to suggest the reason for the law in that particular case, would be accepted as a refutation, for then it would be argued thus, 'No, if you say it in the one case, it is because it has this grave or less grave characteristic; will you say it in the other cases which have not this characteristic'? 
(31) it is assumed for the present that an inference from three cases is to be regarded on the same footing as an inference from cases with common features, so that any peculiarity, however insignificant, would be accepted as a refutation. 
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 An argument inferring one case from another case can be refuted only by adducing a feature in the one case which is less or more grave than in the other, and not by any peculiarity whatsoever. An argument inferring one case from two cases can be refuted by any peculiarity whatsoever. An argument inferring one case from three cases, the argument from the three cases going round and round, so that the inference is made from the features common to all, can be refuted by any peculiarity whatsoever; but if it is not so,1 it can only be refuted by adducing in the one case a feature which is less grave or more grave than in the other, and not by any peculiarity whatsoever. 
 But we may refute it thus: This may be so of diverse kinds in a vineyard since they had no period of fitness!2 - R. Adda b. Ahaba said: This3 therefore informs us that the original roots of divers kinds sown In a vineyard are forbidden, so that there was a time when these kinds had a period of fitness, namely, before they took root. 
 R. Shemaiah b. Ze'ira raised the following objection. [We have learnt:] If a man carried a perforated plant-pot [sown with cereals] through a vineyard and [what was in] it increased by a two-hundredth part.4 it is forbidden.5 Now only if it increased [by a two-hundredth part] is it [forbidden], but if it had not increased it would not6 [be forbidden]. - Abaye answered: There are two texts: It is written: Lest the produce7 be forfeited.8 and it is also written: The seed [which thou hast sown].8 How can we explain this? Thus, if they were sown originally [in the vineyard, they are forbidden] as soon as they have taken root, if sown [elsewhere] and brought [into the vineyard], if they increased [a two-hundredth part] they are [forbidden], but if they had not increased they would not [be forbidden]. 
 Our Mishnah9 is not in accordance with the following Tanna. For it has been taught: R. Simeon b. Judah says on behalf of R. Simeon: Flesh cooked in milk is forbidden as food but is permitted for general use, for it is written: For thou art an holy people unto the Lord thy God. [Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk];10 whilst elsewhere it is written: And ye shall be holy men unto me; [therefore ye shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field; ye shall cast it to the dogs].11 Just as there it is forbidden as food but is permitted for general use, so here too it is forbidden as food but is permitted for general use. 
 R. AKIBA SAYS, WILD ANIMALS AND FOWLS etc. But have not these12 been applied to Samuel's interpretations?13 - R. Akiba is of the opinion that a prohibition can be superimposed upon an existing prohibition; therefore no specific verse is necessary [to show that the prohibition of flesh in milk applies to] forbidden fat or [to the flesh of an animal] that died of itself; moreover [the prohibition naturally applies to] an embryo [for it] IS as an ordinary kid; consequently all the expressions are Superfluous and serve therefore to exclude wild animals, fowl and unclean animals. 
 R. JOSE THE GALILEAN SAYS, IT IS WRITTEN, YE SHALL NOT EAT OF ANYTHING etc. What is the difference between the views of R. Jose the Galilean and R. Akiba? - The difference between them is as regards wild animals: R. Jose the Galilean holds that wild animals are prohibited Biblically, whereas R. Akiba holds that wild animals are prohibited Rabbinically. Or, you may Say, the difference between them is as regards fowls: R. Akiba maintains that wild animals and fowls are not included In the prohibition of the Torah but are prohibited Rabbinically, whereas R. Jose the Galilean maintains that fowls are not even prohibited by the Rabbis. There is also [a Baraitha] taught to the same effect: In the place of R. Eliezer they used to cut wood [on the Sabbath] to make charcoal in order to forge an iron instrument.14 In the place of R. Jose the Galilean they used to eat fowl's flesh cooked in milk.
 Levi once visited the house of Joseph the fowler, and was served with a peacock's head cooked in milk and said nothing to them about it.15 When he came to Rabbi [and related this]. Rabbi said to him: Why did you not lay them under a ban? He replied. Because it was the place of R. Judah b. Bathyra and I imagine that he must have expounded to them the view of R. Jose the Galilean who said: A FOWL IS EXCLUDED SINCE IT HAS NO MOTHER'S MILK. 
 MISHNAH. THE [MILK IN THE] STOMACH [OF AN ANIMAL] OF A GENTILE16 OR [IN THE STOMACH OF] A NEBELAH IS FORBIDDEN. IF A MAN CURDLED MILK WITH THE SKIN OF THE STOMACH OF AN ANIMAL THAT WAS VALIDLY SLAUGHTERED 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., the inference is not drawn from the common features, but by placing one case against the other. 
(2) For it is assumed that it is not the actual diverse kinds sown in a vineyard that are forbidden but the produce of these diverse kinds; the original roots, however, that were planted or sown, do not come under the prohibition of diverse kinds. 
(3) The fact that this objection is not raised. 
(4) During the time the plant-pot was in the vineyard. A perforated plant-pot draws sustenance from the soil of the vineyard, and so there is an increase in the plant-pot by reason of the vineyard. Here there were in the pot one hundred and ninety.nine parts of permitted growth to one part forbidden, hence the whole is forbidden. But if they were in the proportion of two hundred to one the entire growth in the pot would be permitted. 
(5) Kil. VII. 8. 
(6) It is evident from this that the diverse kinds sown (even after they have taken root) are not forbidden, but only if there was an increase in the one by reason of the other. 
(7) Lit., 'the fullness', i.e., the Increase. 
(8) Deut. XXII, 9. 
(9) Which states that flesh cooked in milk is forbidden for all use too. 
(10) Deut. Xlv. 21. 
(11) Ex. XXII. 30. 
(12) I.e., the thrice repeated expression 'kid'. 
(13) V. supra 113b. 
(14) Sc. the circumcision knife. R. Eliezer is of the opinion that, since the performance of the precept of circumcision supersedes the Sabbath, all the necessary requisites such as the making or preparation of the knife, or the kindling of fire to obtain warm water etc. may also be performed on the Sabbath. V. Shab. 130a. 
(15) According to MS.M. 'And he did not eat it'. So in Shab. l.c. 
(16) This is explained in the Gemara. 
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 AND IT IMPARTED ITS FLAVOUR [TO THE MILK]. IT IS FORBIDDEN. THE [MILK IN THE] STOMACH OF A VALIDLY SLAUGHTERED ANIMAL WHICH HAD SUCKED FROM A TREFAH ANIMAL. IS FORBIDDEN; THE [MILK IN THE] STOMACH OF A TREFAH ANIMAL WHICH HAD SUCKED FROM A VALID ANIMAL IS PERMITTED, BECAUSE THE MILK REMAINS COLLECTED INSIDE.1 
GEMARA. But is not the stomach [of an animal] of a gentile nebelah?2 - R. Huna answered. We are dealing here with the case of a kid that was bought from a gentile.3 and we apprehend that it sucked from a trefah animal.4 But do we apprehend that it sucked from a trefah animal? Behold it has been taught: One may buy eggs from gentiles and need have no fear lest they are of birds that were nebelah or trefah!5 - Say, rather, we apprehend lest it sucked from an unclean animal. And why is it that we do not apprehend [sucking] from a trefah animal but we do apprehend [sucking] from an unclean animal? - Because trefah animals are not common whilst unclean animals are. If these are common, then even with regard to our own [kids] we should be apprehensive?6 - With regard to our own, since we keep away from unclean animals, and whenever we see them together7 we separate them, the Rabbis imposed no restriction as a precaution; with regard to theirs, however, since they do not keep away from unclean animals, and whenever they see them together7 they do not separate them, the Rabbis imposed a restriction as a precaution. 
 Samuel answered:8 They are to be taken as one thus: The [milk in the] stomach of an animal slaughtered by a gentile is nebelah [and therefore forbidden]. But how could Samuel have said so? Behold Samuel has stated. The reason for forbidding the cheese of gentiles is because they curdle it with the skin of the stomach of a nebelah. This implies, does it not, that the [milk In the] stomach is permitted? There is no contradiction here. This [sc. our Mishnah] was taught before he [R. Joshua] retracted, the other after he retracted.9 THE [MILK IN THE] STOMACH OF A VALIDLY SLAUGHTERED ANIMAL WHICH HAD SUCKED FROM A TREFAH ANIMAL IS FORBIDDEN etc. But does not the first clause state, THE [MILK IN THE] STOMACH OF [AN ANIMAL] OF A GENTILE. OR [IN THE STOMACH OF] A NEBELAH. IS FORBIDDEN?10 - R. Ashi answered. In the first clause it would appear that one is eating nebelah,11 but here [in the final clause] the animal has been slaughtered. Said to him Raba. But is this not all the more reason [to forbid it]? For if in the case of nebelah, which is a loathsome matter, and if you were to permit [the milk in] its stomach one would not come to eat of its flesh, you say it is forbidden; is it not then all the more reason to forbid [the milk in the stomach of] a trefah animal which had been slaughtered, for if you were to permit it one would come to eat of its flesh? - Rather said R. Isaac in the name of R. Johanan. There is no contradiction here. This [the first clause was taught] before he [R. Joshua] retracted; the other [the final clause] after he retracted;12 [the first clause, however, of] our Mishnah was allowed to stand.13 
 R. Hiyya b. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: One may curdle [milk] with the [milk in the] stomach of a nebelah, but not - with the [milk in the] stomach of an animal slaughtered by an idolater. Thereupon R. Simeon b. Abba said before him: This is, is it not, in accordance with the view of R. Eliezer who maintains that the thoughts of an idolater are usually directed towards idolatry? - He replied: Of course. According to whom else could it be? When R. Samuel b. R. Isaac came [from Palestine] he reported in the name of R. Johanan: One may curdle [milk] with the [milk in the] stomach both of a nebelah and an animal slaughtered by an idolater for we are not concerned with the view of R. Eliezer. The law is: One may not curdle [milk] with the skin of the stomach of a nebelah, but one may with the [milk in the] stomach of a nebelah, and also with the [milk in the] stomach of an animal slaughtered unto idolatry. ([One may also curdle milk] with the [milk found in the] stomach of a validly slaughtered animal which had sucked from a trefah animal, and certainly with the [milk found in the] stomach of a trefah animal which had sucked from a valid animal, because the milk that is collected within is considered as dung.)14 
 MISHNAH. IN CERTAIN RESPECTS THE PROHIBITION OF THE FAT IS MORE STRICT THAN THE PROHIBITION OF THE BLOOD, AND IN CERTAIN RESPECTS THE PROHIBITION OF THE BLOOD IS MORE STRICT THAN THE PROHIBITION OF THE FAT. THE PROHIBITION OF THE FAT IS MORE STRICT, IN THAT THE FAT 
____________________ 
(1) It does not mix with the other fluids in the stomach of the trefah animal, but remains separate and distinct and is therefore permitted. 
(2) It is assumed that the meaning is of an animal slaughtered by a gentile. 
(3) Which was slaughtered by the Israelite. 
(4) And therefore the Mishnah states that the milk found in the stomach of the kid is forbidden. 
(5) V. supra p. 63b. 
(6) Lest they sucked from an unclean animal. 
(7) I.e., clean animals with unclean animals. 
(8) In explanation of the two expressions in our Mishnah. 
(9) Cf. 'A.Z. 350and b. It was R. Joshua who originally suggested that the milk in the stomach of a nebelah animal was forbidden; subsequently he retracted this. Now our Mishnah which, according to Samuel's interpretation, suggests that the milk in the stomach of a nebelah is forbidden is obviously the view of R. Joshua before he retracted; whereas Samuel's statement as regards the cheese of gentiles follows the later view of R. Joshua. 
(10) And according to this, the milk in the stomach of a trefah animal which had sucked from a valid animal should also be forbidden. Can there be any distinction between the milk in the stomach of a nebelah and of a trefah? 
(11) If one were allowed to eat the milk in the stomach of a nebelah. Strictly, however, it is permitted. For it is not regarded as part of the nebelah but merely collected in its stomach. 
(12) V. p. 641, n. 8. 
(13) Although it is contradicted by the final clause and does not represent the accepted view. 
(14) In cur. edd. the last sentence is in parenthesis and is omitted in many MSS. V. however, R. Nissim, Rashal and other commentators. 
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 IS SUBJECT TO THE LAW OF SACRILEGE,1 AND THE PENALTY FOR PIGGUL,2 NOTHAR,2 AND UNCLEANNESS IS INCURRED BY IT,3 WHICH IS NOT THE CASE WITH THE BLOOD. AND THE PROHIBITION OF THE BLOOD IS MORE STRICT, FOR IT APPLIES TO CATTLE, WILD ANIMALS AND BIRDS, WHETHER CLEAN OR UNCLEAN; BUT THE PROHIBITION OF THE FAT APPLIES TO CLEAN CATTLE ONLY.4 
GEMARA. Whence do we know this?5 - R. Jannai answered, It is written: As it is taken off from the ox of the sacrifice of peace-offerings.6 Now what do we learn from the ox of the sacrifice of peace-offerings?7 Indeed, 'it comes as a teacher but turns out to be a pupil';8 we must compare the ox of the sacrifice of peace-offerings with the bullock of the anointed High Priest; as the bullock of the anointed High Priest is subject to the law of Sacrilege, so the ox of the sacrifice of peace-offerings is also subject to the law of Sacrilege.9 Said R. Hanina to him: And is the following teaching of Rabbi unsatisfactory? 'The verse: All the fat is the Lord's,10 signifies that the sacrificial portions of the less holy sacrifices are also subject to the law of Sacrilege'. - Abaye answered, [Both verses] are necessary [for our purpose]. For had the Divine Law only stated 'All the fat'. I should have said that only the fat is [subject to the law of Sacrilege] but the caul and the two kidneys are not;11 the Divine Law therefore stated the verse. 'As it is taken off'. And had the Divine Law only stated the verse: 'As it is taken off'. I should have said that the fat of the fat tail [of a lamb], which is not found in an ox, is not subject to the law of Sacrilege;12 the Divine Law therefore stated. 'All the fat is the Lord's'. 
 Said R. Mari to R. Zebid: If the fat tail [of a lamb] is included under the term 'fat', should it not then be forbidden to be eaten?13 - He replied. It is for your sake that it is written: You shall eat no fat, of ox, or sheep, or goat.14 [Thus the Torah has forbidden] only such fat as is common to ox, sheep, and goat. R. Ashi answered: It is always referred to as 'the fat of the fat tail', but never as 'fat' simply. If so, it should not be subject to the law of Sacrilege?15 Obviously then the better answer is that of R. Zebid. 
 WHICH IS NOT THE CASE WITH THE BLOOD. Whence do we know this?16 - Ulla answered: Scripture says: To you,17 that is, it shall be yours. The school of R. Ishmael taught: Scripture says. To make atonement.17 that is, I have given it to you for an atonement and not that you be liable for Sacrilege on its account. R. Johanan said: Scripture says. It is,17 that is, it is the same before the atonement as after the atonement: just as after the atonement [the residue of the blood] is not subject to the law of Sacrilege, so before the atonement [the blood] is not subject to the law of Sacrilege. Perhaps I ought to say. It is the same after the atonement as before the atonement: just as before the atonement it is subject to the law of Sacrilege, so after the atonement it is subject to the law of Sacrilege? - There is nothing that is subject to the law of Sacrilege once its rites have been performed. But is there not? Surely there is the case of the removal of the ashes [from the altar], which [ashes] are subject to the law of Sacrilege even though the rites therewith have been performed, for it is written: And he shall put them beside the altar!18 - This case of the removal of the ashes and that of the garments of the High Priest19 are two texts which teach the same thing, and one may not draw any conclusions from two texts which teach the same thing.20 This, however, would be right according to the Rabbis who declare that the verse: And he shall leave them there,21 teaches that they [sc. the garments] must be hidden away; but according to R. Dosa who declares that the verse teaches that [the High Priest] shall not wear them on a subsequent Day of Atonement,22 what is to be said? - Rather [say] that the case of the removal of the ashes and that of the heifer whose neck was to be broken23 are two texts which teach the same thing, and one may not draw any conclusions from two texts which teach the same thing. This is well according to him who maintains that one may not draw conclusions from such texts, but according to him who maintains that one may draw conclusions from such texts, what is to be said?-There are two 
____________________ 
(1) Cf. Lev. V, 15. If a person inadvertently makes use of the fat of a sacrifice he commits a trespass and must bring a guilt-offering for atonement. This is not the case with the blood of a sacrifice; v. Gemara. 
(2) V. Glos. 
(3) If a person ate the fat of a sacrifice which was rendered piggul or nothar (נותר) i.e., what was left over beyond the prescribed time in which the sacrifice must be eaten, or if the person was unclean at the time he ate the fat, he would, in each alternative, incur guilt twice: for eating fat and also for eating piggul etc. 
(4) I.e., to those animals which are fit for sacrifices, for it is written (Lev. VII, 25). Whosoever eateth the fat of the beast, of which men offer an offering mode by fire unto the Lord, etc. 
(5) That the law of Sacrilege applies to the fat of a sacrifice, whether the sacrifice was of the most holy or less holy kind. 
(6) Lev. IV, 10. The sacrificial portions of the bullock brought by the anointed High Priest as his sin-offering are in this verse compared with the ox of the peace-offering. 
(7) What is the purpose of the comparison? In fact, with regard to the burning of the sacrificial portions upon the altar, all those portions which are stated in connection with the peace-offering are also expressly stated here. 
(8) V. supra p. 143, n. 8. 
(9) Although the peace-offering is a sacrifice of the less holy kind, and from the time of the consecration of the animal until the sacrifice thereof it is certainly not subject to the law of Sacrilege- as soon as the sprinkling of the blood of the sacrifice has taken place the sacrificial portions of the animal are subject to the law of Sacrilege. 
(10) Lev. III, 16. 
(11) For the caul of the liver and the two kidneys, although sacrificial parts, cannot be comprehended with the term 'all the fat'. 
(12) For this verse: As it is taken of speaks of the sacrificial portions of an ox, and therefore cannot include the fat of the fat tail of a lamb. 
(13) For all that fat in a sacrifice which is burnt upon the altar is forbidden to be eaten when the animal is slaughtered for ordinary use. Cf. Lev. VII, 25. 
(14) Lev. VII, 23. 
(15) For the law of Sacrilege in respect of the fat of less holy sacrifices is derived from the verse: All the fat is the Lord's; and if the fat of the fat tail is not included under the term 'fat', it cannot then be subject to the law of Sacrilege. 
(16) That the blood of a sacrifice is not subject to the law of Sacrilege. 
(17) Lev. XVII. 11: And I hove given it to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that maketh atonement by reason of the life. Several parts of this verse suggest that the blood 'is not the Lord's' and so is not subject to the law of Sacrilege. 
(18) Ibid. VI. 3. Every morning the ashes of the burnt-offering upon the altar were scooped up in a firepan and were deposited on the east side of the incline leading to the altar. It was forbidden to derive any use from them. 
(19) Cf. ibid. XVI. 23. The garments worn by the High Priest on the Day of Atonement when he entered the innermost Sanctuary, the Holy of Holies, had to be put away never to be used again, either by an ordinary priest for his regular services or by a High Priest for service on the Day of Atonement of the following year. 
(20) These two cases are therefore exceptions to the rule stated above, that after the performance of its rites a thing cannot be subject any more to the law of Sacrilege. 
(21) V. p. 645, n. 6. 
(22) An ordinary priest, however, may wear these garments during the year. 
(23) Cf. Deut. XXI, 1ff. The heifer, after the performance of the rites with regard to it, had to be buried in the very place where the ceremony was performed, and it was forbidden to derive any use from it. 
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 limiting particles stated: here it is written: And he shall put them,1 and there it is written: Whose neck was broken.2 
 Why are the three different texts with regard to the blood necessary?3 One excludes blood from the law of nothar,4 another excludes it from the law of Sacrilege, and the third excludes it from the law of uncleanness.5 No text, however, is necessary to exclude it from the law of piggul.6 for we have learnt: 'Whatsoever is rendered permissible, whether for man or for the altar, by a certain rite.7 is subject to the law of piggul', but the blood is itself that which renders [other parts of the offering] permissible. 


CHAPTER 9

 MISHNAH. THE HIDE,8 MEAT JUICE, SEDIMENT, ALAL,9 BONES, SINEWS, HORNS AND HOOFS ARE TO BE INCLUDED10 [TO MAKE UP THE MINIMUM QUANTITY IN ORDER] TO CONVEY FOOD-UNCLEANNESS, BUT NOT TO [MAKE UP THE MINIMUM QUANTITY IN ORDER TO] CONVEY NEBELAH-UNCLEANNESS.11 SIMILARLY, IF A MAN SLAUGHTERED AN UNCLEAN ANIMAL FOR A GENTILE AND IT STILL WRITHES CONVULSIVELY, IT CAN CONVEY FOOD-UNCLEANNESS,12 BUT IT CAN ONLY CONVEY NEBELAH-UNCLEANNESS AFTER IT IS DEAD,13 OR ITS HEAD HAS BEEN CHOPPED OFF. [SCRIPTURE] HAS [THUS] INTIMATED MORE CASES THAT CONVEY FOOD-UNCLEANNESS THAN THOSE THAT CONVEY NEBELAH-UNCLEANNESS. R. JUDAH SAYS, IF SO MUCH OF ALAL WAS COLLECTED TOGETHER14 SO THAT THERE WAS AN OLIVE'S BULK IN ONE PLACE, ONE WOULD THEREBY BECOME LIABLE.15 
GEMARA. We have learnt [here in our Mishnah] what our Rabbis have taught elsewhere: Protections16 [can be included to make up the quantity required] for a lighter uncleanness,17 but protections cannot [be included to make up the quantity required] for a graver uncleanness.18 Whence do we know that protections can be included for a lighter uncleanness? - From the following teaching of a Tanna of the school of R. Ishmael: It is written: Upon any sowing seed which is to be sown,19 that is to say, in the manner in which men take out the seeds for sowing: wheat in its husk, barley in its husk, lentils in their husks.20 And whence do we know that protections cannot be included for a graver uncleanness? - From the following which our Rabbis taught: [He that toucheth] the carcass thereof [shall be unclean],21 but not he that touches the hide which has not an olive's bulk of flesh attached to it. 
____________________ 
(1) Lev. VI, 3. The express addition of the suffix 'them' (in the Heb. 'it' in the sing.) in the text serves to exclude others. 
(2) Deut. XXI. 6; lit., 'the one whose neck was broken'. The redundant particle, the, limits the rule to this case only. 
(3) Namely. ' To you'. ' To make atonement', and 'It is'. V. supra p. 645, n. 4. 
(4) If a man ate the blood of a sacrifice which remained over beyond the prescribed time within which the meat there of may be eaten, he is liable only for eating blood, but not, in addition, for eating nothar. 
(5) If a man who was unclean ate the blood of a sacrifice, he is liable only for eating blood, but not, in addition, for eating it whilst unclean. 
(6) I.e., if the sacrifice was rendered piggul (v. Glos.) and a man ate of the blood thereof he would not be liable for eating piggul. 
(7) V. Zeb. 43a. By the proper sprinkling of the blood the sacrificial portions are rendered permissible to be burnt upon the altar, and the flesh to be consumed by the priest or owner. Therefore if the sacrifice was rendered piggul and a man ate of the flesh or of the sacrificial portions he would be liable; but if he ate of the blood, which is what renders others permissible, he would not be liable. 
(8) For the precise meaning of all these substances v. Gemara. 
(9) Some kind of offal of meat, as explained in the Gemara. 
(10) Each of the substances enumerated would be reckoned together with a piece of meat less than an egg's bulk, so as to make up the quantity of an egg's bulk and, if unclean, would convey uncleanness to other foodstuffs or liquids. With regard to some of the substances, e.g., the meat juice, the sediment and the sinews, the reason why they would be reckoned together with the meat is because, although they are not eaten alone, they would be eaten together with the meat, and are therefore regarded as foodstuffs. And with regard to the other substances, e.g., the hide, bones, horns and hoofs, the reason is because each forms a protection or covering to a foodstuff and is therefore regarded as one with the foodstuff. 
(11) If the meat was nebelah these substances would not be included together with the meat in order to make up an olive's bulk, the quantity necessary in order to convey uncleanness to men or vessels. 
(12) If it was touched by anything unclean. For although at this moment the animal may not be eaten, either by the Israelite who slaughtered it, for it is an unclean animal, or by the gentile, since by its death only is an animal rendered permitted to a gentile, and not by the slaughtering (v. supra 33a), nevertheless the act of slaughtering performed by the Israelite has the effect that the animal be deemed a foodstuff forthwith, for this could only have been the intention and purpose of the slaughtering. 
(13) Only then is it regarded as nebelah; cf. Lev. XI, 39. 
(14) Although alal by itself is not a foodstuff, if one collected a number of pieces together so that there was an olive's bulk in one place, this action is significant and renders the bulk a foodstuff. 
(15) If this accumulated bulk was taken from a nebelah and a man touched it and later entered the Temple or ate consecrated food, he would be liable to the penalty of kareth. 
(16) I.e., that which surrounds and encloses foodstuffs, e.g., the husk of grain, the peel of fruit, the shell of nuts, the hide of an animal, etc. 
(17) That condition of uncleanness which can only render unclean foodstuffs and liquids, provided there was an egg's bulk of the unclean matter. 
(18) Nebelah-uncleanness. The condition of uncleanness that can even render unclean men and vessels, provided there was an olive's bulk of the unclean matter. 
(19) Lev. XI, 37, with reference to the uncleanness of foodstuffs. 
(20) I.e., by seed is meant the grain together with its husk; hence the protection of food is considered as part of the food itself. 
(21) Ibid. 39. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 118a 
 I might also think that he that touches [the hide] at a part where the flesh is attached on the other side shall not be unclean, Scripture therefore says. 'Shall be unclean'. What does this mean?1 - Raba, others say: Kadi,2 replied. There is something missing fin 'that 'passage] and it should read as follows: '[He that toucheth] the 'carcass 'thereof [shall 'be unclean]', but not he that touches the bide which has not an olive's bulk of flesh attached to it, even though the hide brings it up to an olive's bulk.3 I might then also exclude the case of the hide which has an olive's bulk of flesh attached to it. So that if a man were to touch the hide at a part where the flesh is attached on the other side he would not, [I suggest,] be unclean, for it [the hide] does not act even as a 'handle; Scripture therefore says. 'Shall be unclean'.4 
 We have learnt elsewhere:5 Whatever serves as a handle [to a bulk] but not as a protection6 [is a medium whereby the bulk] contracts uncleanness and conveys uncleanness, but is not included [together with the bulk to make up the size of an egg to convey uncleanness]. Whatever serves as a protection, even if it does not serve as a handle,7 [is a medium whereby the bulk] contracts uncleanness and conveys uncleanness, and is included [together with the bulk]. Whatever serves neither as a handle 'nor as a protection8 [is no medium so that the bulk] neither contracts uncleanness nor conveys uncleanness thereby. 
 Where is there any Scriptural authority for the law of 'handles'? - It is written: But if water be put upon the seed, and aught of their carcass fall thereon, it is unclean unto you'.9 'Unto you', that is, everything that you make use of [with regard to the foodstuff]; thus the verse includes handles.10 It is also written: And if any animal, which serves as food unto you, die.11 'Unto you', that is, everything that you make use of [with regard to this carcass conveys uncleanness]; thus the verse includes handles.12 Hence [we see that] a handle can convey uncleanness to [the bulk in the case of foodstuffs] and also that a handle can convey uncleanness from [the bulk in the case of a carcass]. That a protection can convey uncleanness to and from [the bulk] does not require any verse, for it is inferred by an a fortiori argument from a handle thus: If a handle which affords no protection can convey uncleanness to and from [the bulk], how much more that which affords protection! Why then does the Divine Law state a verse with regard to a protection?13 It is, surely, to teach that it14 is to be included together [with the bulk].15 But I might say: A handle can convey uncleanness to [the bulk] but not from it,16 and a protection can convey uncleanness both to and from [the bulk],17 but a handle cannot convey uncleanness from [the bulk], neither is a protection to be included together [with the bulk]? - You surely cannot say that a handle can convey uncleanness to [the bulk] but not from [the bulk], for if it can bring in the uncleanness it certainly can pass it on! Then I might say: A handle can convey uncleanness from [the bulk] but not to [the bulk], and a protection can convey uncleanness both to and from [the bulk], but a handle cannot convey uncleanness to [the bulk], neither is a protection to be included together [with the bulk]? - There is another verse which also teaches the law of handles, for it is written: Whether oven, or range for pots, it shall be broken in pieces: they are unclean, and shall be unclean unto you.18 'Unto you', that is, everything that you make use of [with regard to it is unclean]; thus the verse includes handles.19 
 Which of these verses is superfluous?20 If the Divine Law had stated [the law of handles] in connection with seeds and it was intended that the others21 be inferred from them, [the objection could be raised thus,] That is so with seeds only, since they have more conditions of uncleanness than the others.22 And if the Divine Law had stated it in connection with the oven and it was intended that the others be inferred from it, [the objection could be raised thus,] That is so with the oven only since it renders foodstuffs unclean by its air-space.23 And if the Divine Law had stated it in connection with nebelah and it was intended that the others be inferred from it, [the objection could be raised thus,] That is so with the nebelah only since it can render man unclean, it can convey uncleanness by carrying,24 and it is its own source of uncleanness.25 - One could not indeed infer one case from the other, but one could infer one case from the other two cases. Which one would you infer? If the Divine Law had not stated it in connection with seeds but you would have inferred it from the other two, [the objection could be raised thus,] That is so with the other cases since they become unclean without first having been rendered susceptible thereto; will you say the same of seeds which become unclean only if first they have been rendered susceptible thereto?26 - Said R. Huna the son of R. Joshua: But surely fruit which has not been rendered susceptible to uncleanness is in the same condition as an oven which is not yet finished!27 - Rather you could raise this objection: That is so with the other cases since they both become unclean without contact [with unclean matter];28 will you say the same of seeds which become unclean only by contact? And if the Divine Law had not stated it in connection with the oven but you would have inferred it from the others, [the objection could be raised thus:] That is so with the other cases since each29 is a foodstuff! - The fact is the Divine Law need not have stated it in connection with nebelah, for you could have inferred it from the others.30 For what purpose then is the law of handles stated in connection with nebelah? If then the law of handles serves no purpose in connection with nebelah, you may apply it to other cases.31 Hence [you derive that] a handle can convey uncleanness both to and from [the bulk], and [that] a protection can be included together [with the bulk].32 
 But still the law of handles stated in connection with nebelah was absolutely necessary; for had not the Divine Law stated it in connection with nebelah I should have said: 'It is enough if the inferred law is as strict as that from which it is inferred', and therefore, just as the others cannot render a man unclean so nebelah cannot render a man unclean!33 In truth the law of handles in connection with nebelah is really necessary, but it is the law of protections in connection with nebelah34 that is unnecessary. Why did the Divine Law state it? Will you say, [to teach] that it35 can be included together [with the bulk]? Surely you have already said that it cannot be included!36 [And to teach] that it35 can convey the uncleanness from the bulk [is unnecessary], for it is already inferred by an a fortiori argument from the law of handles!37 If then the law of protections in connection with nebelah serves no purpose, you may apply it to the law of handles in connection with nebelah; and if the law of handles in connection with nebelah also serves no purpose,38 you may then apply it to the law of handles in connection with other cases. Hence [we derive that] a handle can convey uncleanness both to and from [the bulk] and a protection can be included together [with the bulk]. 
____________________ 
(1) The two clauses of this Baraitha apparently contradict each other: the first clause states that the hide 'of a carcass does not convey uncleanness, whereas the second clause states that 'one who touches the hide of a carcass becomes unclean. 
(2) Aliter: 'as the case may be', i.e., introducing respectively other persons. 
(3) For the protection cannot be included together with a morsel of the carcass to make up the olive's bulk in order to convey nebelah-uncleanness. 
(4) For although the hide does not serve as a protection so as to be reckoned as part of the carcass itself, it serves nevertheless as a handle or connective by which uncleanness can be conveyed to other matters. 
(5) 'Uk. I, 1. 
(6) E.g., the stalks of fruit or a marrowless bone attached to a piece of flesh; each, although not a foodstuff, acts as a handle or connective to convey uncleanness to other foodstuffs if the fruit or the flesh was unclean, or to render the fruit or flesh unclean if the stalk or bone came into contact with unclean matter. 
(7) E.g., hide to which is attached an olive's bulk of flesh, or nut shells. 
(8) E.g., hair. 
(9) Lev. XI, 38. 
(10) That in connection with foodstuffs a handle can convey the uncleanness to the bulk; in other words the bulk contracts uncleanness through the medium of the handle, for this verse only speaks of the foodstuff contracting uncleanness. 
(11) Lev. XI, 39. 
(12) That through the medium of the handle the carcass conveys uncleanness to everything that comes into contact with the handle. 
(13) Cf. supra 117b the teaching of the Tanna of the school of P. Ishmael, where v. 37 is interpreted for this purpose. 
(14) Sc. the protection. 
(15) To make up the requisite minimum quantity. 
(16) For the verse which implies that a handle can convey the uncleanness from the bulk deals solely with nebelah, which is a grave uncleanness, and no other case may be inferred from it. 
(17) For a protection is a degree graver than a handle by reason of the a fortiori argument. 
(18) Lev. XI, 35. 
(19) I.e., that a handle can convey the uncleanness from an external source to the vessel. There being, therefore, two verses each teaching the law that a handle can convey uncleanness to the bulk, one would be utilized to teach the law that handles can convey uncleanness from the bulk. Consequently, now that handles can convey uncleanness to and from the bulk, the verse (ibid. 37) with regard to a protection is entirely superfluous, for it would have been inferred by an a fortiori argument from handles; it must serve therefore to teach the law that the protection is to be included together with the bulk to make up the requisite minimum quantity. 
(20) For we have now three verses each stating the law of handles, viz., v. 35 which deals with an oven, v. 38 which deals with seeds, and v. 39 which deals with nebelah. 
(21) Sc. the rule of handles in connection with the oven and nebelah. 
(22) Seeds, being foodstuffs, can become unclean even from that which is unclean in the first degree, whereas an oven or any vessel can only contract uncleanness from that which is a primary source of uncleanness. Moreover, foodstuffs have more conditions of uncleanness than nebelah, as is expressly stated in our Mishnah as the result of the application of the law of protections. 
(23) Which is not the case with foodstuffs and nebelah. The oven, being an earthenware vessel, can render unclean any foodstuffs which come into its air-space even though there was no actual contact. V. supra 24bff 
(24) As well as by contact, which is not the case with the others. 
(25) Whereas the oven and the foodstuffs were rendered unclean by some unclean matter. 
(26) For foodstuffs cannot contract uncleanness unless they have first been rendered susceptible to uncleanness by being moistened by water or any of the other liquids prescribed. Cf. Lev. XI, 38. 
(27) From the point of view of the application of uncleanness fruit which has not been moistened by water is considered 'unfinished' just as an unfinished article. 
(28) The oven contracts uncleanness without any contact, as when a dead reptile is suspended in its air-space; nebelah, too, is unclean without any contact for it is its own source of uncleanness. 
(29) Sc. nebelah and seeds. 
(30) By drawing the conclusion from the common features of the two cases, for each of those cases has a peculiarity which is not present in the other. Seeds are peculiar in that they have many conditions of uncleanness; the oven is peculiar in that its air-space can render unclean. The features common to both are that they are unclean and that through the medium of a handle they can convey uncleanness to others; the same would apply to nebelah. 
(31) Sc. foodstuffs, that through the medium of a handle they can contract uncleanness. 
(32) Accordingly, 'unto you' stated in connection with seeds teaches that a handle can convey uncleanness from the bulk; 'unto you' stated in connection with nebelah teaches that with foodstuffs a handle can convey uncleanness to the bulk, (for it was unnecessary to state this for nebelah itself since nebelah could have been inferred from the other two cases, v. p. 653, n. 6; moreover, it was also unnecessary to teach the rule that a handle can convey uncleanness from the bulk, for this we already know with regard to foodstuffs). 'Upon any sowing seed' teaches that a protection can be included together with the bulk to make up the requisite minimum quantity. 
(33) I.e., nebelah cannot render a man unclean by means of a handle, e.g., if a man touched a dry bone at the end of which there was a piece of nebelah he would not be unclean. Hence it was necessary that the law of handles be stated in connection with nebelah in order to include this case. 
(34) Which is derived from the verse: Shall be unclean, supra 118a top. 
(35) Sc. a protection. 
(36) Supra p. 650. 
(37) Supra p. 651. 
(38) For the law of handles is expressly stated in connection with nebelah in the verse: Which serves as food unto you; v. supra p. 651. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 118b 
 But I could say this: If the law of protections in connection with nebelah serves no purpose then you may apply it to the law of protections in connection with other cases,1 with the result [that we learn] that a protection can convey uncleanness to [the bulk] and also [that] a protection can be included together [with the bulk], but a handle [I maintain] cannot convey uncleanness to [the bulk]! - Indeed at the very outset [it must be admitted that] the law of handles stated in connection with foodstuffs refers to the handle as conveying the uncleanness to [the bulk].2 Then for what purpose is the law of protections stated in connection with nebelah? For its own purpose. But for what? [Will you say to teach] that it3 can be included together [with the bulk]? Surely you have already said that it cannot be included! And [to teach] that it can convey uncleanness to and from [the bulk is unnecessary], for it can surely be inferred by an a fortiori argument from the law of handles! - Scripture sometimes takes trouble to state a rule even though it could be inferred by an a fortiori argument. But if so, I can say the same of the law of protections in connection with other cases; I can say that it actually teaches that it3 conveys uncleanness to and from [the bulk], for although it could be inferred by an a fortiori argument, Scripture nevertheless troubled to state it expressly! - Wherever it is possible to interpret the verse [as applying to something else] we do so.4 R. Habiba said: The law of protections stated in connection with nebelah is exceptional, for since it acts in the same way as a handle5 [it is only right that] we refer it to the law of handles.6 R. Judah b. Ishmael demurred, raising an objection from the following Mishnah which we learnt: The point of a pomegranate is included [with the fruit], but its blossom is not included.7 Wherefore is this? Should not one apply the rule of the verse: Upon any sowing seed which is to be sown?8 And it is not so here. Moreover we have learnt: THE HIDE, MEAT JUICE, SEDIMENT . . . ARE TO BE INCLUDED TO CONVEY FOOD-UNCLEANNESS; whence do we know it?9 - The fact is, there are three Scriptural expressions: 'upon any sowing', 'seed', 'which is to be sown'; one refers to the protections of seeds, the other to the protections of fruit and the third to the protections of flesh, eggs, and fish. 
 R. Hiyya b. Ashi said in the name of Rab: A handle serves [as a connective] for the uncleanness10 but a handle does not serve [as a connective] for rendering susceptible to uncleanness.11 R. Johanan says: A handle serves [as a connective] both for the uncleanness and for rendering susceptible to uncleanness. Wherein do they differ?12 - If you wish you may say [that they differ] in the interpretation of a verse, or if you wish you may say [that they differ] in the logical reasoning. 'If you wish you may say [that they differ] in the interpretation of a verse'13 - one maintains, a Scriptural expression may be interpreted as referring to the immediately preceding subject but not to what is anterior thereto, whilst the other maintains, a Scriptural expression may be interpreted as referring both to the immediately preceding subject and to what is anterior thereto. 'Or if you wish you may say [that they differ] in the logical reasoning' one maintains, being rendered susceptible to uncleanness is the first stage of uncleanness,14 whilst the other maintains, being rendered susceptible to uncleanness is not the first stage of uncleanness. There is [a Baraitha] taught which accords with the view of R. Johanan. It was taught: As a handle serves as a connective for the uncleanness so it serves also as a connective for rendering susceptible to uncleanness. And as seeds can contract uncleanness only when they have been plucked up15 so can they be rendered susceptible to uncleanness only when they have been plucked up. 
 Rab said: A handle cannot serve [as a connective] to anything less than the size of an olive,16 and a protection cannot serve [as a protection] to anything less than the size of a bean.17 R. Johanan said: A handle can serve [as a connective] to anything less than the size of an olive,18 and a protection can serve [as a protection] to anything less than the size of a bean. 
 An objection was raised: If there were two bones [of a corpse] that bore each a half-olive's bulk of flesh [at one end] and a man brought into a house the other two ends, and the house overshadowed them, the house becomes unclean.19 
 Judah b. Nakosa says in the name of R. Jacob: How can two bones [each bearing only a half olive's bulk of flesh at the other end] be reckoned together to make up an olive's bulk?20 
____________________ 
(1) Sc. foodstuffs. 
(2) The question at the early stages of the argument when it is suggested that a handle can convey uncleanness from the bulk but not to it in the case of foodstuffs is untenable, for the context clearly shows that the handle, which is referred to in that verse, is intended to convey the uncleanness to the bulk. 
(3) Sc. a protection. 
(4) And here the verse can be interpreted as referring to the rule that the protection can be included together with the rest. 
(5) The protection of a nebelah, sc. the hide, is admittedly not part of the nebelah, for it is not included together with the flesh to make up the minimum quantity to convey uncleanness, but it serves to convey uncleanness from the nebelah; in other words it serves in the capacity of a handle. 
(6) And not as was suggested supra (p. 655) to the law of protections in regard to other cases. 
(7) 'Uk. II, 3. The point may be regarded as a protection to the pomegranate and as such may be considered as part of the fruit, but the blossoms around it are at most a protection over the point, i.e., a protection to a protection, and as such cannot be considered part of the fruit. 
(8) Lev. XI, 37. For the law of protections is derived from this verse, and only that covering is regarded as a protection which is sown together with the seed or is planted with the fruit; thus one must exclude the protuberances of fruit. 
(9) Seeing that the law of protections is stated only with regard to seeds. 
(10) To convey uncleanness to and from the bulk. 
(11) I.e., if the handle was moistened by water the bulk was not thereby rendered susceptible to contract uncleanness. 
(12) I.e., what is the ground of their difference. 
(13) The law of handles in connection with foodstuffs is deduced from the expression 'unto you' stated in the following verse: But if water be put upon the seed, and aught of their carcass fall thereon, it is unclean unto you (Lev. XI, 38). Now this expression certainly refers to the subject of uncleanness which immediately precedes it, but the question is whether it also refers to the subject, 'If water be put upon', which is at the beginning of the verse. 
(14) And just as a handle serves as a connective for the uncleanness so it also serves as a connective for rendering the rest susceptible to uncleanness. 
(15) For otherwise all seed would be unclean because of the dead reptiles found in the soil. 
(16) If the handle to a foodstuff less than the size of an olive's bulk (which foodstuff was among other foodstuffs together making up the size of an egg-so adds Rashi, but unnecessarily, v. Tosaf. s.v. iht) was touched by unclean matter, it does not act as a connective to convey the uncleanness to the foodstuff. 
(17) If, for instance, a bone has less than a bean's bulk of marrow in it, it cannot, as a protection, be included together with the marrow to make up the requisite quantity, nor can it convey the uncleanness either to or from the marrow. 
(18) But not to anything less than the size of a bean. 
(19) For whatsoever overshadows a handle to flesh is regarded as if it overshadows the flesh itself. 
(20) For a handle to anything less than the size of an olive's bulk is of no significance. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 119a 
 Now how does Rab interpret this teaching [to accord with his view]? If he regards it [the bone] as a handle,1 then the first opinion conflicts with his;2 and if he regards it as a protection,3 then the second opinion conflicts with his!4 - If you wish, you may say he regards it as a handle, or if you wish.you may say he regards it as a protection. 'If you wish, you may say he regards it as a handle' - and he is in agreement with Judah b. Nakosa.5 'Or if you wish, you may say he regards it as a protection' - and he is in agreement with the first Tanna.6 R. Johanan, however, says that it can only be regarded as a handle, and so he is in agreement with the first Tanna.7 Come and hear: R. Judah says: If a thighbone has an olive's bulk of flesh attached to it, it brings about the uncleanness to the whole.8 Others say: Even if it has flesh only the size of a bean attached to it it is sufficient to bring about the uncleanness to the whole. Now how does Rab interpret this teaching? If he regards it [the bone] as a handle, then the second opinion conflicts with his;9 and if he regards it as a protection, then the first opinion conflicts with his.10 If you wish, you may say he regards it as a handle and he is then in agreement with R. Judah; or if you wish, you may say he regards it as a protection, and he is in agreement with the 'others'. R. Johanan, however, says that it can be regarded as a protection and ,so he is in agreement with the 'others'.11 But do not the 'others expressly mention the size of a bean?12 - It is only because the first Tanna [sc. R. Judah] stated a fixed quantity13 that they also stated a fixed quantity.14 Raba said: There is indeed a proof that the Baraitha regards it as a protection, for it states 'a thigh-bone'.15 This is conclusive. It was stated: R. Hanina said that that16 was the [minimum] size,17 but R. Johanan said that that was not the [minimum] size. But does it not expressly say: 'the size of a bean'? - It was only because the first Tanna stated a fixed quantity that they too stated a fixed quantity. 
 Come and hear. We have learnt: R. Eleazar b. 'Azariah declares that of the bean clean but that of [other] pulse unclean, since one is pleased with it when handling them!18 - As R. Aha the son of Raba had suggested [in another case] that it referred to the stalk which is considered a handle, so here too it refers to the stalk and it is considered here a handle.19 And what is meant by 'when handling them'? - It means, when moving them about. 
 Come and hear from the following teaching of a Tanna of the school of R. Ishmael: It is written: Upon any sowing seed which is to be sown,20 that is to say, in the manner in which men take out the seeds for sowing: wheat in its husk, barley in its husk, lentils in their husks!21 - It is different with a separate entity.22 R. Oshaia raised the question, 
____________________ 
(1) I.e., each bone was dry and without marrow but there was a piece of flesh attached to one end of each, in which case the bones can act as handles only. 
(2) Since the first Tanna declares the house to be unclean because a handle can serve as a connective even to what is less than the size of an olive's bulk. 
(3) I.e., the bones contained marrow at one end but not at the other end, and the ends void of marrow were brought into the house. The bone of a marrow-bone is regarded as a protection to the marrow within. 
(4) Since Judah b. Nakosa holds that a protection cannot serve as such to anything less than the size of an olive's bulk, whereas according to Rab it can serve as a protection to anything the size of a bean which is less than half an olive. The same difficulty would arise on the view of R. Johanan, which is apparently in conflict with that of Judah b. Nakosa, whether the bone is treated as a 'handle' or 'protection'; v. n. 9. 
(5) For presumably with regard to a protection Judah b. Nakosa would concede that a protection can serve as a protection even to that which is less than the size of an olive's bulk, provided, of course, it was not less than the size of a bean; thus entirely in agreement with Rab's view. 
(6) The first Tanna presumably would agree with Rab that a handle cannot serve as a connective unless it was attached to flesh at least of the size of an olive's bulk. 
(7) He cannot however regard the bones in the dispute between the first Tanna and Judah b. Nakosa as protections, for then he would be in agreement with neither: for Judah b. Nakosa insists upon an olive's bulk, and the first Tanna upon a half olive's bulk, since he speaks of two bones together making up an olive's bulk, whereas R. Johanan rules that a protection can serve as such even to anything less than the size of a bean which is certainly less than a half olive's bulk. See Rashi and Tosaf. a.l. 
(8) I.e., if the olive's bulk of flesh attached to this bone was with other foodstuffs so that together there was an egg's bulk of foodstuff, and unclean matter came into contact with the bone, the whole would then become unclean. 
(9) For Rab says that a handle to anything less than the size of an olive's bulk cannot serve as a connective. 
(10) For R. Judah speaks of an olive's bulk of flesh which was attached to the bone, whereas Rab said that a protection to that which is less than an olive's bulk, provided it is of the size of a bean, can serve as a protection. 
(11) In this case R. Johanan could certainly regard it as a handle and he would be in agreement with the 'others'; moreover, if he did so, it would leave no ground for the question which follows in the text; but he preferred to regard it as a protection, since the thigh-bone, which is expressly mentioned in the Baraitha, usually contains marrow and so must be considered as a protection. V. Rashi, s.v. 
(12) Whereas R. Johanan considers it a proper protection even if the substance within is less than the size of a bean. 
(13) An olive's bulk. 
(14) The size of a bean; nevertheless a protection to something even less than the size of a bean would also be regarded as a protection. 
(15) Which usually contains marrow, and therefore is to be considered a protection. 
(16) The statement of the 'others' above: 'Even if it has flesh only the size of a bean attached to it'. 
(17) But a protection to anything less than this size cannot be considered as a protection. 
(18) Cf. 'Uk. I, 5. R. Eleazar b. 'Azariah maintains that the pod of beans is not regarded as a protection to convey uncleanness to or from the beans, neither is it to be reckoned together with the beans so as to make up the requisite quantity, because the pod does not serve any useful purpose since the beans are large enough to be handled with the fingers. On the other hand the pods of peas or of other pulse are regarded as protections, for the peas are small and the pods then serve a useful purpose in making the handling of the peas easier. Now even if there was only one pea in the pod it would serve as a protection to it. Hence it is clear that a protection can serve as a protection even to a foodstuff less than the size of a bean, contra R. Hanina and Rab. 
(19) It is not the pod that is considered here but the stalk to which a number of pods are attached. In the case of other pulse, like peas, the stalk serves as a handle to all the pods (which obviously are more than an olive's bulk), and so is a connective for uncleanness. In the case of the bean, however, the stalk is of no importance, for the beans are large enough to be handled by themselves, and is therefore not considered a handle for the uncleanness. 
(20) Lev. XI, 37. 
(21) The husk serves as a protection to the grain even though the grain of wheat is less than the size of a bean. 
(22) A protection to an entire thing, however small it is, as the husk of grain, is certainly regarded as a protection. Rab and R. Hanina, however, insist upon the minimum size of a bean only in those cases where the substance that is protected is only part of a whole, as a morsel of flesh, or half a bean. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 119b 
 Can two protections be reckoned together1 or not? But what is the actual case? If you say that one is over the other, but can it be said that a protection over a protection [has the law of a protection]? Behold we have learnt: R. Judah says: An onion has three skins: the innermost skin, whether it is entire or has holes in it, is reckoned together [with the edible part]; the middle skin, if it is entire, is reckoned together, but if it has holes in it, it is not reckoned together; the outermost skin in either case is clean!2 - R. Oshaia really raised this question: What is the law if the protection of a foodstuff was divided?3 Since this [half of the protection] does not protect the other [half of the foodstuff] and the other [half of the protection] does not protect this [half of the foodstuff] they cannot be reckoned together, or, it may be, since each [half of the protection] protects its own [half of the foodstuff] they can be reckoned together? Come and hear: R. Eleazar b. 'Azariah declares that of the bean clean but that of [other] pulse unclean, since one is pleased with it when handling them!4 - R. Aha the son of Raba answered: It refers to the stalk which is considered as a handle.5 And what is meant by 'when handling them'? - It means, when moving them about. 
 Come and hear from the following teaching of a Tanna of the school of R. Ishmael: It is written: 'Upon any sowing seed which is to be sown',6 that is to say, in the manner in which men take out the seeds for sowing; wheat in its husk, barley in its husk, lentils in their husks!7 - As R. Aha the son of Raba had suggested [above] that it referred to the stalk which is considered a handle, so here it refers to the stem [of the ear of wheat] which is considered a protection.8 Granted, however, that the upper rows need the lower ones; but do the lower need the upper ones?9 - We are dealing here with one row only.10 But is there ever as much as an egg's bulk of foodstuff in one row? - Yes, in the wheat grains of Simeon b. Shetah.11 And now that you have arrived at this, you may say that it refers to a single grain of wheat, but of the wheat grains of Simeon b. Shetah. 
 [To revert to] the [above] text: If there were two bones [of a corpse] that bore [at one end] a half olive's bulk of flesh and a man brought into a house the other two ends, and the house overshadowed them, the house becomes unclean. Judah b. Nakosa says in the name of R. Jacob: How can two bones [each bearing only a half olive's bulk of flesh at the other end] be reckoned together to make up an olive's bulk'? R. Simeon b. Lakish said: This was taught only with regard to a bone which is considered a handle, but a hair is not considered a handle.12 R. Johanan however said: Even a hair is considered a handle. 
 R. Johanan raised the following objection against R. Simeon b. Lakish: If there was an olive's bulk of [unclean] flesh adhering to the hide and a man touched a shred hanging from it,13 or a hair that was opposite it,14 he becomes unclean. It is, is it not, because it [the hair] is regarded as a handle? - No, it is because it is regarded as a protection. But can there be a protection over another protection?15 - It penetrates right through.16 
 R. Aha b. Jacob demurred, [saying:] If so, how may we write Tefillin?17 Surely it is necessary that the writing be perfect, and it is not so?18 - [In raising this objection] he must have overlooked the statement [of the Rabbis] in the West, viz., Any hole [in parchment] over which the ink can pass is not considered a hole.19 Or if you wish, you may answer: Each20 is considered a handle, for as R. Ila'a referred [elsewhere] to a bristle among many bristles, so here too it refers to a hair among many hairs.21 And where was this view of R. Ila'a stated? In connection with the following [Mishnah]:22 The bristles23 of ears of corn bring in uncleanness and convey uncleanness,24 but are not included together [with the rest to make up the quantity necessary to convey uncleanness]. Of what use is a bristle?25 R. Ila'a replied: It refers to a bristle among many bristles.26 
 Another version renders the argument as follows: It is more reasonable to say that it [a hair] is regarded as a protection, for should you say it is regarded as a handle [it will be asked]: Of what use is one hair? - As R. Ila'a referred [elsewhere] to a bristle among many bristles, so here, too, it refers to a hair among hairs. And where was this view of R. Ila'a stated? In connection with the following Mishnah: The bristles of ears of corn bring in uncleanness and convey uncleanness, but are not included together with the rest. Of what use is a bristle? - R. Ila'a replied: It refers to a bristle among many bristles. 
 Some refer it27 
____________________ 
(1) With the foodstuff within so as to make up the egg's bulk in order to contract and convey uncleanness. 
(2) V. 'Uk. II, 4. The innermost skin is regarded as part of the onion for it is edible, the middle is a protection and therefore can serve as such only when entire, the outermost as a protection over a protection which can in no circumstances be reckoned together with the foodstuff. 
(3) I.e., a foodstuff that had a protection over it was divided into two. V. however, Tosaf. s.v. שומר. 
(4) V. supra p. 660, n. 3. Since, therefore, in the case of other pulse, such as peas, several pods can be reckoned together with the peas within them to make up the quantity of an egg's bulk; it is evident that two protections can be reckoned together. 
(5) The one stalk serves as a handle to many pods. 
(6) Lev. XI, 37. 
(7) Since several grains with their husks can be reckoned together to make up the quantity of an egg's bulk, it is evident that protections can be reckoned together; likewise, where a foodstuff was divided into two together with the protection upon it, the parts can be reckoned together. 
(8) The grains in the ear of corn spring from the rachis or stem in row upon row on all sides of it; moreover the ear of corn (in barley and certain species of wheat) is covered by an awn or beard. The suggestion seems to be here that the rachis and the awn together act as one protection to the grains. 
(9) The lower rows of grain support the upper rows and if the lower rows were to fall away the upper rows, losing their support, would fall away too; hence from the point of view of the upper rows the entire ear of corn serves as one whole protection. On the other hand, the lower rows can stand without the upper ones for it has its own protection, and the fact that the upper and lower rows in the ear can be reckoned together proves that two protections can be reckoned together. 
(10) I.e., the protection and the grains on one row only must make up the quantity of an egg's bulk. 
(11) In his time the grains of wheat were of extraordinary size, v. Ta'an. 23a. 
(12) But only a protection. And there is this qualification with regard to a protection, namely, that the contact must be made with the protection that is directly opposite the foodstuff. 
(13) The flesh. But, v. infra 124a. 
(14) I.e., on the outside of the hide, opposite the flesh. 
(15) For the skin is itself a protection and the hair is above the skin. 
(16) The hair penetrates through the skin to the flesh, so that it serves as a protection to the flesh, and not as a protection to the hide, so that it is not a protection over another protection. 
(17) I.e., phylacteries which contain scrolls of parchment with special selected passages written thereon. Cf. Deut. VI, 8. 
(18) Since the hair penetrates the hide the parchment made from it must perforce be full of holes, and any writing on it must be interrupted as the pen passes over these holes, and this invalidates the scroll. 
(19) The holes are so minute that the pen passes smoothly over them, even the ink does not collect in these holes. 
(20) Sc. the shred of flesh and the hair. 
(21) It is conceded by R. Simeon b. Lakish that many hairs taken together can serve as a handle, but a single hair, he maintains, cannot, for it would certainly snap when attempting to lift the bulk by it. 
(22) 'Uk. I, 3. 
(23) I.e., the spiky growth at the end of an ear of corn; the awn or the beard. 
(24) For they are regarded as handles. 
(25) How can it serve as a handle seeing that it would break off as soon as one took hold of it? 
(26) By grasping many awns together one can obtain a firm hold on the ears of corn. 
(27) The above dispute between R. Johanan and Resh Lakish. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 120a 
 to our Mishnah thus, THE HIDE, MEAT JUICE, SEDIMENT . . . [BONES . . .] ARE TO BE INCLUDED TO CONVEY FOOD UNCLEANNESS. Thereupon R. Simeon b. Lakish said: This was taught only with regard to a bone which is considered a protection, but a hair is not considered a protection; R. Johanan, however, said: Even a hair is considered a protection. Said Resh Lakish to R. Johanan: But can there be a protection over another protection? - [He replied,] It penetrates right through. R. Aha demurred saying: If so, how may we write Tefillin? It is necessary that the writing be perfect and it is not so? - He must have overlooked the statement [of the Rabbis] in the West, viz., Any hole [in parchment] over which the ink can pass is not considered a hole. R. Johanan then raised the following objection against Resh Lakish: If there was an olive's bulk of [unclean] flesh on the hide and a man touched a shred hanging from it, or a hair that was opposite it, he becomes unclean. It is, is it not, because it [the hair] is regarded as a protection? - No, it is because it is regarded as a handle. But of what use is one hair? - As R. Ila'a referred [elsewhere] to a bristle among many bristles, so here, too, it refers to a hair amongst other hairs. And where was this view of R. Ila'a stated? - In connection with the following Mishnah: The bristles of an ear of corn contract uncleanness and convey uncleanness, but are not included together with the rest. Of what use is a bristle? - R. Ila'a replied: It refers to a bristle among many bristles. 
 MEAT JUICE. What is the ROTEB?1 - Raba said: It is the fat.2 Whereupon Abaye said to him: But should it not by itself convey food uncleanness? - Rather it must be, meat juice which had set. But why 'had set'? Even if it had not set it should also [be included with the meat], for Resh Lakish has said that the juice of vegetables is to be included [with the vegetable] to make up the date's bulk with regard to the Day of Atonement.3 - There it is a question of satisfying one's hunger and anything [though not strictly a foodstuff] would satisfy it; here, however, it is a question of what can be included [with a foodstuff] and, therefore, if it [the meat juice] had set it can be included, but if it had not set it cannot be included.4 
 SEDIMENT. What is the KIPPAH?5 - Raba said,lt is the sediment [of boiled meat]. Whereupon Abaye said to him: But should it not by itself convey food uncleanness? - Rather said R. Papa: It must be the spices. 
 We have learnt elsewhere: If a man clotted blood and ate it, or if he melted [forbidden] fat and gulped it down, he is culpable.6 Now it is quite clear in the case where he clotted blood and ate it, for since he clotted it he thereby determined it [as a foodstuff], but [why should he be culpable] where he melted fat and gulped it down? Scripture uses the term 'eating' in connection with it, and this is not eating? - Resh Lakish said: The verse says: Soul,7 to include one who drinks.8 
 The same has been taught in respect of leavened bread: Where a man dissolved it9 and gulped it down, if it was leavened, he is liable to the penalty of kareth, and if it was unleavened, he has not thereby fulfilled his obligation on the Passover.10 Now it is quite right to say 'If it was unleavened he has not thereby fulfilled his obligation on the Passover', for the Divine Law says: Bread of affliction,11 and this is not bread of affliction;12 but why does it say: 'If it was leavened he is liable to the penalty of kareth'? Does not Scripture use the term eating' in connection with it? Resh Lakish said: The verse says: Soul,13 to include one who drinks. 
 And the same has been taught in respect of the carcass of a clean bird: If he dissolved it14 with fire (and gulped it down], he is unclean;15 but if in the sun, he is not unclean.16 Whereupon we put the questions is not the expression 'eating' written in connection with it?17 And Resh Lakish replied. The verse says: Soul,17 to include one who drinks. But if so, even (if he dissolved it) in the sun he should also [be unclean]? - In the sun it becomes putrid. 
 Now this18 was necessary [to have been taught with regard to each of these cases]. For if the Divine Law had stated it only with regard to the fat, one could not have inferred the same with regard to leavened bread, for (in the case of the former) there was never a moment when it was permitted;19 nor could one have inferred the same with regard to the carcass [of a clean bird], for the former is punishable by kareth.20 And had the Divine Law stated it only with regard to leavened bread, one could not have inferred the same with regard to the fat, for the former does not admit of any exception;21 nor could one have inferred the same with regard to the carcass [of a clean bird], for the former is punishable by kareth. And had the Divine Law stated it only with regard to the carcass [of a clean bird], one could not have inferred the same with regard to the others, for the former conveys uncleanness.22 [Clearly] one case could not have been inferred from the other, but could not one case have been inferred from the other two? - Which could have been inferred? Had not the Divine Law stated it with regard to the carcass [of a clean bird] but this latter was to be inferred from the others,23 [such inference could be refuted thus]: It is so with the other cases since they are punishable by kareth. And had not the Divine Law stated it with regard to leavened bread but this latter was to be inferred from the others,24 [such inference could be refuted thus], it is so with the other cases since they were never permitted at any time. And had not the Divine Law stated it with regard to the forbidden fat but this latter was to be inferred from the others,25 [such inference could be refuted thus]: It is so with the other cases since they admit of no exceptions; will you, then, say the same of the forbidden fat which admits of an exception? - What is this [exception]? Is it that the forbidden fat of cattle is permitted to the Most High?26 But a carcass [of a bird], too, is permitted to the Most High, namely, a bird whose head has been nipped off!27 Or is it that the fat of a wild animal [is permitted] to a common man? But a carcass, namely, the sin-offering of a bird whose head has been nipped off, is also permitted to priests!28 - In truth, [the exception is that] the fat of a wild animal [is permitted] to a common man, and as for your difficulty from the case of the priests, [it must be remembered that] the priests enjoy this privilege from the table of the Most High.29 
 Wherefore is the following teaching necessary: '[It is written,] The unclean,30 to signify that the juice and the broth and the sediment of these are forbidden'? Surely it could have been inferred from the above cases?31 - It is necessary, for had not the Divine Law stated it expressly32 I would have said: 'It is enough if the inferred law is as strict as that from which it is inferred', and as there [a minimum of] an olive's bulk is essential, so here a minimum of an olive's bulk is essential.33 
____________________ 
(1) רוטב, translated in the Mishnah as meat juice. 
(2) On the surface of the broth. 
(3) The eating of a date's bulk on the Day of Atonement is the minimum quantity to render one liable. Here the juice of the vegetable is regarded as part of the foodstuff and is reckoned together with it to make up this quantity. If it were not regarded as part of the foodstuff but as a liquid it could not be reckoned together with it; cf. Yoma 73b. 
(4) For a liquid and a foodstuff cannot be reckoned together to make up the minimum quantity so as to convey food uncleanness, for the standard with each is different. 
(5) קיפה 'sediment'; either of the meat itself, i.e., the particles of meat that fall away in the boiling and form a jelly, or of the spices; v. infra. 
(6) Men. 21a, but not in a Mishnah. 
(7) Lev. VII, 25: The soul that eateth it shall be cut off from his people; in connection with forbidden fat. 
(8) The word נפש, 'soul', is also used to express desire, pleasure (cf. Gen. XXIII, 8 Deut. XXIII, 25), so that even when a person drinks fat his 'soul' enjoys it and he is therefore liable. 
(9) Sc. bread. 
(10) V. Pes. 35a. 
(11) Deut. XVI, 3. 
(12) It is not the usual way of eating bread. Cf. Rashi Pes. 35a bot. 
(13) Ex. XII, 15: That soul shall be cut off from Israel. 
(14) Sc. the carcass of a clean bird. 
(15) And renders unclean the clothes that he is wearing whilst swallowing it. 
(16) Naz. 50a. 
(17) Lev. XVII, 15: And every soul ha eateth that which dieth of itself. 
(18) That one who drinks forbidden food that was melted down is also liable. 
(19) Forbidden fat in an animal has always been forbidden from the birth of the animal, whereas leavened bread is forbidden only during Passover, but before the festival, it was permitted. 
(20) Sc. forbidden fat, but there is not the penalty of kareth for eating nebelah. 
(21) Whereas the fat in certain cases is permitted, v. infra. 
(22) I.e., is itself a source of uncleanness, whereas forbidden fat and leavened bread have no uncleanness in themselves. 
(23) Sc. fat and leavened bread. 
(24) Sc. fat and the carcass of a clean bird. 
(25) Sc. leavened bread and the carcass of a clean bird. 
(26) The forbidden fat of a sacrifice is permitted to, i.e., is offered upon, the altar. 
(27) Ordinarily this method of killing the bird would render it nebelah, nevertheless it is acceptable as a sacrifice; hence the law of nebelah admits of an exception, like the fat. 
(28) The priests may eat the flesh of this bird sacrifice, hence there is an exception to the law of nebelah even in respect of the eating thereof. 
(29) It is only to the Most High that nebelah is permitted, even though priests may enjoy it as guests of the Divine table; there is no case, however, of nebelah being permitted to a common man as of law. 
(30) Lev. XI, 31: These are the unclean unto you among all that creep. The definite article before 'unclean' is obviously superfluous, and it therefore serves to indicate that the extracts and juices from creeping things are included within the prohibition. V. supra 112b. 
(31) For we have learnt above in respect of three cases (viz., the forbidden fat, leavened bread and the carcass of a clean bird) that a solution of the forbidden substance and also the extracts and juices therefrom are forbidden; and all cases could be inferred from these. 
(32) With regard to creeping things. 
(33) Whereas the law, is established that the eating of a lentil's bulk of a creeping thing renders one liable. 
Talmud - Mas. Chullin 120b 
 The Divine Law then could have stated it1 with regard to creeping things and the other cases2 would have been inferred therefrom? Such inference could be refuted thus: It is so with the case of creeping things since they convey uncleanness no matter what their size.3 
 And as for [the Baraitha] which was taught: 'The liquids that exuded from produce of tebel,4 or from new produce,5 or from consecrated produced or from seventh year produce,6 or from the produce of diverse kinds,7 are like [the produce] themselves' - whence is this derived? Should you say it can be inferred from the other cases,8 [but it will be refuted thus,] It is so with the others since each is an original prohibition.9 Now this [inference] could stand in respect of those that are original prohibitions, but whence would we know it in respect of prohibitions which are not original?10 - We could infer it from the law of the firstfruits.11 And whence do we know it with regard to the firstfruits? - From the following teaching of R. Jose:12 It is written: The fruit,13 that is to say, you shall bring fruit but not liquids. And whence do we know that where a man brought grapes and trod them [into wine they are acceptable as firstfruits]? The verse therefore says: Thou shalt bring.14 But the inference can be refuted thus: It is so with firstfruits since they require the recital [of a passage]15 and also setting down!16 - Rather it17 must be inferred from terumah. And whence do we know it with regard to terumah itself? Because it has been likened to the firstfruits, for a Master has said: The offering if thine hand18 refers to the firstfruits. But [it will be refuted thus]: It is so with regard to terumah since on account of it people incur the penalty of death19 and the penalty of the [added] fifth!20 - Rather it must be inferred from the two, from terumah and the firstfruits. But [it will be refuted thus], It is so with regard to terumah and the firstfruits since on account of them people incur the penalty of death and the penalty of the [added] fifth! - Rather it must be inferred either from terumah and one of the other cases21 or from the firstfruits and one of the other cases.21 
 And as for [the Mishnah] which we learnt: '[If a non-priest drank in error] date-honey, cider, vinegar from wintergrapes, or any other juices,22 of terumah, R. Eliezer declares him liable to the payment, of the value and the [added] fifth, but R. Joshua declares him exempt [from the added fifth]'23 - on what principle do they differ?24 - They differ as to [whether we say], 'Deduce from it and [entirely] from it', or, 'Deduce from it and establish it ln its own place'.25 R. Eliezer holds, 'Deduce from it and [entirely] from it': thus, 'deduce from it' - just as in the case of firstfruits the liquids which exude from them are like [the fruits] themselves, so in the case of terumah, too, the liquids which exude from it are like [the fruit] itself; 'and [entirely] from it' - just as this law of firstfruits applies even to the other kinds,26 so with regard to terumah, too, this law applies even to ,the other kinds.27 R. Joshua holds, 'Deduce from it and establish it in its own place': thus 'deduce from it' - just as in the case of firstfruits the liquids which exude from them are like [the fruits] themselves, so in the case of terumah, too, the liquids which exude from it are like [the fruit] itself; 'and establish it in its own place' - just as the liquids that can be consecrated as terumah are only wine and oil but no other liquids, so, too, the rule that the liquids which exude from it are like [the fruit] itself, applies only to wine and oil, but to no other liquids.28 
 And as for [the Mishnah] which we learnt: 'No liquid may be brought as firstfruits excepting the product of olives and grapes'29 - who is the author thereof? - It is R. Joshua who holds the principle, 'Deduce from it and establish it in its place', and then he infers the law as to firstfruits from terumah.30 
 And as for [the Mishnah] which we learnt: 'One would not suffer the penalty of forty stripes incurred through the transgression of the law of 'orlah31 [for the liquid which issued from any orlah fruits] save for that which issued from olives and grapes'29 - who is the author thereof'? - It is R. Joshua who holds the principle, 'Deduce from it and establish it in its own place', he then infers the law as to firstfruits from terumah, 
____________________ 
(1) That the extracts and juices from forbidden substances or the liquids made from them are included within the prohibition. 
(2) Sc. the carcass of a clean bird, the forbidden fat, and leavened bread. V. Tosaf. s.v. לכתוב, and also Glos. of Isaiah Berlin in the margin of the text quoting the Adreth Hiddushim. 
(3) I.e., even the size of a lentil's bulk; but v. Tosaf. 120a s.v. שכן. 
(4) טבל 'mixed'; produce from which the priestly and levitical dues have not been separated. 
(5) The harvest of the new season which may not be eaten before the offering of the 'omer; v. Lev. XXIII, 10-14. 
(6) Cf. Ex. XXIII, 21; Lev. XXV, 2-7. 
(7) Cf. Lev. XIX, 19; Deut. XXII, 9. 
(8) Sc. the fat, leavened bread and the carcass of a clean bird. 
(9) Lit., 'the prohibition comes from itself'; as opposed to a prohibition which is brought about by man. All the cases mentioned in this passage are original except that of consecrated produce. 
(10) Sc. consecrated produce. 
(11) Cf. Deut. XXVI, 1ff. Firstfruits are, like consecrated produce, rendered holy by the word of man. 
(12) 'Arak. 11a. 
(13) Deut. XXVI, 2. 
(14) We thus see that the liquid is like the fruit. 
(15) Ibid. 5ff. 
(16) I.e., setting down the basket of fruit before the Lord; ibid. 10. 
(17) Sc. that the liquid and juice of any substance is like the substance itself in the case of consecrated produce. 
(18) Ibid. XII, 17. Heb. ותרומת ידך. By ידך, 'thy hand' is meant: Firstfruits, in reference to which 'hand' is mentioned (cf. Deut. XXVI, 4); hence terumah is equated with Firstfruits. V. Mak. 17a. 
(19) When a non-priest deliberately consumes terumah he incurs the penalty of death at the hands of Heaven; cf. Lev. XXII, 9, 10. 
(20) When a non-priest consumes terumah in error and makes restitution, cf. ibid. 14. 
(21) I.e., either the case of leavened bread, or of the carcass of a clean bird (Rashi, but v. Tosaf. s.v. אלא). The inference is drawn by reducing these cases to their common features, that is, each is a forbidden substance and the liquid made from it is forbidden like the substance itself. 
(22) Excepting wine and oil. 
(23) Ter. XI, 2. Ber. 38a. 
(24) Since it is established by analogy with firstfruits that the liquid exuding from terumah is like terumah itself. 
(25) Whenever one subject is inferred from another by means of analogy, or by 'the common features', the question always arises as to extent to which the inference must be carried. We may say that the inference is 'from it and again from it', i.e., the subjects must be alike in every respect and on every point, or we may say that the inference is 'from it and then put in its place'. i.e., the inference is made with regard to one point only, and as for the rest each subject is regulated by the rules which govern its other aspects. 
(26) I.e., to the seven kinds of products for which the Land of Israel was famed: wheat, barley, grapes, figs, pomegranates, olive-oil and date-honey. V, Deut. VIII, 8. 
(27) Hence the liquids made from apples and dates are subject to the law of terumah. 
(28) For wine and oil are the only liquids expressly mentioned in the Torah with regard to terumah; cf. Num. XVIII, 12; Deut. XVIII, 4. So, juice which exuded from grapes and olives of terumah is as the terumah itself. 
(29) Ter. XI, 3. 
(30) The rule stated in this Mishnah is arrived at by the following stages in the argument: (a) it is inferred from firstfruits that the liquid derived from terumah fruits is consecrated like the fruit itself; (b) this deduction must be governed by the conditions of terumah, i.e., this rule applies only to those liquids which are expressly mentioned in the Torah as terumah, sc., wine and oil; and finally (c) it is inferred from terumah that only the liquids from olives and grapes are acceptable as firstfruits. 
(31) V. Glos. 
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