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To Maintain Terumah as Pure 

דזימין דשתה משקין טמאין ושקיל אוכלין דתרומה ושדי לפומיה 
 ופסיל להו

T he conclusion of the Gemara is that there is a rabbinic 

condition of tum’ah rendered upon a person if he consumes 

impure food, whether it is solid or liquid.  This due to a con-

cern that the person might put teruma in his mouth after-

wards, which would cause tum’ah to apply to the terumah.  

The Gemara emphasizes both of these cases, because we 

might have thought that although drinking terumah fluids 

after eating is common, eating terumah after eating solid 

foods is not as common, and perhaps no enactment would 

have been necessary.  The chiddush is that the rabbinic 

tum’ah applies either way. 

We can ask, though, why is there no rule about a case 

where the terumah is eaten first, followed by eating food or 

drink which is tamei?  What is there to safeguard against this 

case? 

Ramban answers that when a person eats terumah, he is 

already in a heightened state of awareness, and he will be 

careful not to eat food that is tamei immediately afterwards.  

Others answer that we are only concerned about terumah 

that is intact.  Therefore, when a person eats food that is 

tamei, and he is about to put a piece of terumah into his 

mouth, that terumah is not yet eaten or even bitten.  It might 

come into contact with the tamei food, and the terumah will 

become defiled.  However, if the terumah is eaten first, it 

now becmes chewed.  If the person now will eat something 

that is tamei, the Rabbis did not establish any rule to prevent 

this chewed up terumah from coming into contact with the 

tum’ah. 

Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
Explaining the Mishnah in Zavin 

 The Gemara identifies R’ Yehoshua as the author of the 

Mishnah in Zavin.  He holds that a person who eats food 

that is a first or second degree tumah will make terumah un-

fit  (פסול) and not tamei. 

 The reason for this enactment is because of the fear that a 

person may eat food that is tamei, and while the food is still 

in his mouth he will drink a tahor terumah liquid thereby 

making the liquids unfit.  To prevent this outcome the sages 

declared the person tamei so that he won’t even touch the 

terumah liquid. 

 The reason one who drinks a tamei liquid becomes tamei is 

because of the fear that a person may drink a liquid that is 

tamei and while the liquid is in his mouth he will put te-

rumah into his mouth.  To prevent this outcome the sages 

decreed the person tamei so that he won’t even touch the 

terumah. 

 The reason tumah was declared on a person whose head and 

a majority of his body entered drawn water was because peo-

ple began to think that it was the drawn water that made 

them tahor rather than the mikvah water. 

 A tahor person upon whom three lugin of drawn water fell  

was declared tamei in order to maintain the previous enact-

ment, because without the latter decree people would have 

ignored the previous decree. 

 The reason scrolls were declared tamei was to discourage the 

practice of storing scrolls with terumah, which lead to the 

scrolls becoming damaged. 

 Hands were declared tamei to assure that people would rinse 

their hands before handling terumah. 

 A Baraisa is quoted that rules that hands that touched a 

scroll are tamei as a deterrent against a person touching the 

scroll directly.  The Gemara adds that the enactment of the 

Baraisa preceeded the enactment of the Mishnah. 

 The next enactment mentioned in the Mishnah was that a 

tevul yom is tamei but the Gemara comments that this 

should be deleted from the list since a tevul yom is Biblically 

tamei. 

 The eighth enactment is that food that came in contact with 

tamei liquid becomes tamei.  The Gemara explains that the 

necessity of the enactment is a case where the liquid became 

tamei from a person’s unrinsed hands. 

 The next enactment is utensils that came in contact with 

tamei liquids are tamei.  The Gemara explains that the neces-

sity for this enactment is a case where the liquid became 

tamei from a sheretz because it could be confused with liq-

uids that are secretions from a zav which transmit tumah on 

a Biblical level. 

 Earlier it was mentioned that it was the students of Hillel 

(Continued on page 2) 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What type of unconsecrated food can become a third 

level tumah? 

2. What happened to the scrolls that were stored with te-

rumah? 

3. What were the enactments of Yosi ben Yoezer and Yosi 

ben Yochanan? 

4. List the two enactments of Shlomo HaMelech. 
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Holding a Torah scroll unclothed 
תא אף ידים הבאות מחמת ספר פוסלות את התרומה משום דרבי פרך, 

קבר ערום.  -דאמר רבי פרך אמר רבי יוחן: האוחז ספר תורה ערום 
ערום סלקא דעתך? אלא אמר רבי זירא ערום בלא מצות. בלא מצות סלקא 

 דעתך? אלא אימא ערום בלא אותה מצוה.

It was taught in a Baraisa: as well, hands that had come into contact 

with a scroll are considered ritually impure and transpose their impurity to 

Terumah, due to that which Rebbi Parnach taught. For Rebbi Parnach 

said in the name of Rebbi Yochanan: whoever holds a Torah scroll un-

clothed will be buried unclothed. Can you really consider that he would be 

buried without clothing? Rather, said Rav Zeira, he would be buried with-

out Mitzvos. Still, would you consider that he would be buried without any 

Mitzvos? Rather understand it that he will be buried without the Mitzvah 

with which he was occupied when he touched the Torah scroll. 

R ashi1 explains that one should not hold the Torah scroll un-

clothed, but rather he should hold with an intervening cloth. Else-

where2, Rashi adds that we are referring to the cloth that is 

wrapped around the Torah scroll. Evidently, Rashi understood 

that the unclothed one referenced in this passage is the Torah 

scroll, and not the person. This approach is echoed in the writings 

of other Rishonim3. 

Some authorities4 posit that this interdiction extends not only 

to the Torah scroll itself, but even the Etz Chaim (the wooden 

poles to which the Torah scroll is sown) may not be touched with-

out an intervening cloth. This appears to be the opinion of the Beis 

Yosef5 who wonders about the Ashkenazic custom of lifting the 

Torah without an intervening cloth, which he ultimately explains as 

possibly relying on the opinion of the Mordechai6 that one may 

touch the scroll after one has washed his hands. The Rema7 retorts 

that he is from an Ashkenazic ancestry, and he is unfamiliar with 

such a custom of lifting the Torah scroll without a cloth, since the 

scroll itself is never touched (only the wooden poles are touched). 

Some understand8 that the Beis Yosef included the poles as well in 

this interdiction. In the end, the Mishnah Berura9 rules that the 

prohibition does not extend to the Torah scroll’s poles. 

Some commentators10 have a different interpretation of this 

passage. They understand the passage to be prohibiting a person 

who is unclothed from holding a Torah scroll. The Ma’amar Mor-

dechai11 writes that this interpretation was rejected and all the 

Poskim ruled like the Shulchan Aruch that the unclothed refer-

ence is not to the person, but to the scroll. Still, Rav Ya’akov 

Chaim Sofer12 writes that this interpretation can be applied to re-

quire that anyone who comes into contact with the Torah scroll be 

dressed in a respectful and appropriate manner. 

An additional non-Halachic interpretation should be noted13. 

The passage refers to people who view the Torah superficially, and 

deny that the Torah is laden with hidden mystical secrets. Thus, 

those who view that the Torah is unclothed, meaning that it lacks 

further depth and profundity, will be buried unclothed, meaning 

that they will ultimately stray from the path of truth ח"ו. 
 ד"ה ספר תורה   1
 רש"י מגילה (לב ע"א ד"ה ערום)   2
לדוגמה בעלמא: עי' תוס' מגילה (לב ע"א ד"ה בלא) והטור (ריש סי' קמז)  3

 ועוד  
עי' שו"ת מהרי"ט ח"א (סי' קלו) בדעת הרמב"ם. וכן ראה בב"ח ומג"א  4

 (ריש סי' קמז). וע"ע בכף החיים (סי' קמז אות ב) באורך.
 בית יוסף (ריש סי' קמז)    5
 מגילה (סי' תתלד)   6
 שם בדרכי משה (אות ב)   7
 עי' כף החיים שם (אות ב' וג').   8
 מש"ב שם (ס"ק ב)    9

עי' שו"ת הרדב"ז ח"ב (סי' תשעא) בשם האשכול. ובס' יד אהרן (מהד"ת  10
סי' קמז) ובשו"ת מים חיים (חיו"ד סי' ג) הוב"ד בכף החיים (שם אות ד). 

 וע"ע להגר"ע יוסף שליט"א בס' מאור ישראל (כאן ד"ה האוחז) מש"כ בזה.
מאמר מרדכי (סי' קמז אות ב') הוב"ד בכף החיים (שם אות ד). וכן עי'  11

 בשו"ת מהרי"ט שם שדחה פירוש זה. ע"ש.
 כף החיים שם 12
 עי' מאור ישראל שם וכן בס' שערים המצויים בהלכה כאן.   13
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Double Ring is Wrong 
 והבא ראשו ורובו במים שאובין

T he conclusion of the Gemara is that 

showering or rinsing off the mikvah waters is 

prohibited while in the mikvah building, 

because people may think that it is not the 

mikvah that purifies a person, but it is rather 

the rinsing afterwards that purifies. The dan-

ger is that people may then dispense with the 

dipping in the mikvah altogether, and only 

shower. 

R’ Moshe Feinstein, zt”l, (Igros Moshe, 

E. H. 3:18) uses this Gemara as an indica-

tion that it is inappropriate and even prohib-

ited for the bride to present a ring to the 

groom under the chupa, even if the groom 

presents her with the ring which establishes 

the kiddushin first. 

R’ Bibi says in the name of R’ Assi that 

originally, the showering in the mikvah only 

came in conjunction with the immersing in 

the mikvah itself. Nevertheless, he realized that 

once this rinsing was done regularly, the risk 

then arose that people would eventually be-

come confused and forget about the mikvah 

itself.  Similarly, says R’ Moshe, although the 

suggestion to have the bride present a ring is 

only after the groom gives her a ring first, peo-

ple may come to think that the woman can 

initiate the kiddushin. R’ Moshe recognizes 

that we do not have the official capacity to 

establish new rabbinic laws, so this is not abso-

lutely an official rabbinic prohibition.  Yet, it is 

something that can lead to terrible misunder-

standings, and it is not allowed to be done. 

Gemara GEM  

and Shamai that decreed that a person’s unrinsed hands are 

tamei, and yet a Baraisa teaches that it was Hillel and 

Shamai themselves that made this decree.  The Gemara an-

swers that when Hillel and Shamai made the decree it was 

not accepted but when their students made the decree it was 

accepted. 

 The Gemara is still troubled because it was Shlomo 

Hamelech who originated this decree.  The Gemara explains 

that Shlomo HaMelech’s decree only included korbonos and 

the latter decree included even terumah.   

(Overview...continued from page 1) 


