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Introduction to 
Perek VIII

The choicest first fruits of your land you shall bring into 
the house of the Lord your God. You shall not cook a 
kid in its mother’s milk. 

(Exodus 23:19)

The choicest first fruits of your land you shall bring into 
the house of the Lord your God. You shall not cook a 
kid in its mother’s milk. 

(Exodus 34:26)

You shall not eat of any animal carcass; you may give 
it to the resident alien who is within your gates, that 
he may eat it; or you may sell it to a foreigner; for you 
are a sacred people to the Lord your God. You shall 
not cook a kid in its mother’s milk.

(Deuteronomy 14:21)

The Torah proscribes cooking meat in milk on three separate occasions. In all three 
instances, the prohibition is formulated in terms of cooking a kid in its mother’s 
milk. The halakhic tradition passed down from generation to generation as a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai is that these verses are all referring to a general 
prohibition against cooking meat and milk together. The Torah’s repetition of the 
injunction three times teaches that not only is the act of cooking the two substances 
together prohibited, but also that if one did so, the cooked dish is then prohibited 
for both consumption and benefit.

The wording of the prohibition gives rise to several questions with regard to the 
scope of the prohibition. One can ask whether the Torah is referring to the meat 
of all animals, including undomesticated animals and birds, and perhaps even fish, 
or whether it is referring only to the meat of domesticated animals like kids, the 
animal mentioned in the verse. It must also be determined whether only milk itself 
is included in the prohibition or if derivative milk products are included as well.

A unique aspect of the prohibition against cooking meat in milk is that each ingre-
dient is permitted for consumption by itself; only when they are cooked together 
are they prohibited. Consequently, even placing the two substances side by side is 
considered problematic, as it could lead to transgression. This chapter discusses the 
extent to which meat must be kept separate from milk in order to prevent people 
from unwittingly violating the prohibition.

The chapter discusses other significant issues relating to this prohibition as well. What 
is the definition of cooking in this context? What is the requisite ratio between the 
two substances that renders them prohibited? In which cases are mixtures of meat 
and milk considered forbidden? Another issue that requires clarification is whether 
it is permissible to consume animal udders, which contain both meat and milk, and 
what is the correct manner of preparing them. In addition, the chapter deals with 
whether it is permissible and how to properly curdle milk, since it was typically 
curdled by using congealed milk from a nursing animal’s stomach or even skin of the 
stomach itself as a coagulant. These issues constitute the main topics of this chapter.
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mishna It is prohibited to cookn any meat of domes-
ticated and undomesticated animals and 

birds in milk, except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers,bh 
whose halakhic status is not that of meat. And likewise, the Sages 
issued a decree that it is prohibited to place any meat together with 
milk products, e.g., cheese, on one table.h The reason for this pro-
hibition is that one might come to eat them after they absorb sub-
stances from each other. This prohibition applies to all types of meat, 
except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers. 

And one who takes a vow that meat is prohibited to him is permit-
ted to eat the meat of fish and grasshoppers.

gemara Since the mishna does not distinguish 
between the meat of animals and that of 

birds, it may consequently be inferred that the meat of birds cooked 
in milk is prohibited by Torah law, just like the meat of animals. In 
accordance with whose opinion is this ruling? It is not in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as, if you say it is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, didn’t he say that the 
prohibition of the meat of undomesticated animals and birds 
cooked in milk is not by Torah law?

The Gemara continues: But say the latter clause of the mishna: One 
who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to himh is permitted to eat 
the meat of fish and grasshoppers. It may consequently be inferred 
that it is prohibited for him to eat birds. If so, here we arrive at the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: Anything about which an agent 
sent to purchase a given item would inquire, being unsure whether 
it qualifies as that type of item, is considered its type.n

קג:

Perek VIII
Daf 103  Amud b 

 – חָלָב  בְּ ל  ֵ לְבַשּׁ אָסוּר  ר  שָׂ הַבָּ ל  כָּ מתני׳ 
לְהַעֲלוֹת  וְאָסוּר  וַחֲגָבִים.  גִים  דָּ ר  שַׂ מִבְּ חוּץ 

גִים  ר דָּ שַׂ לְחָן – חוּץ מִבְּ ֻ בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ עִם הַגְּ

וַחֲגָבִים.

NOTES
It is prohibited to cook – ל ֵ  There are three prohibitions :אָסוּר לְבַשּׁ
concerning meat with milk: Cooking meat together with milk, eating 
the meat or milk that was cooked with the other, and deriving benefit 
from the meat or milk that was cooked with the other. Cooking meat 
together with milk is counted as a Torah prohibition (Rambam Sefer 
HaMitzvot, prohibition 186; Smag, prohibition 140; Sefer HaĤinnukh, 
positive mitzva 92), and one who cooks meat together with milk is 
liable to receive lashes, just like one who transgresses any other regular 
prohibition (see 108b; Tosefta, Makkot 4:7; Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil-
khot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:1).

HALAKHA
Except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers – גִים וַחֲגָבִים ר דָּ שַׂ  :חוּץ מִבְּ
The prohibition of meat cooked in milk does not apply to the meat 
of fish and grasshoppers even by rabbinic law, and therefore they 

may be eaten together with milk. This ruling is in accordance with 
the Rambam’s interpretation of the mishna, that when the mishna 
excludes the meat of fish and grasshoppers, it excludes them from 
the prohibition of eating them when cooked with milk. The mishna 
uses the term cooking due to the wording of the verse (Exodus 23:19): 

“You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:5, and see Maggid Mishne there; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 87:3).

And it is prohibited to place meat with cheese on one table – וְאָסוּר 
לְחָן ֻ בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ  One may not place the meat of animals :לְהַעֲלוֹת עִם הַגְּ
on the same table upon which he is eating cheese, lest he come to 
consume them together. This restriction also applies to meat of birds, 
despite the fact that the prohibition against consuming such meat 
with milk is by rabbinic law only, and the Sages do not issue one decree 
to prevent violation of another decree (Rambam). One may arrange 
the two dishes side by side on a table used for preparing them but on 
which one does not intend to eat them (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 88:1).

BACKGROUND
Grasshoppers [ĥagavim] – חֲגָבִים: Although in the Bible ĥagavim 
refers to a particular species of grasshopper, in the language of the 
Sages it is used as an umbrella term for a large group of grasshoppers 
with long hind legs, short antennae, and a body that is flattened 
on the sides. The narrow and hard upper wings of these creatures 
cover its wider, softer lower wings. These animals move primarily by 
means of gentle hops and occasionally fly. As indicated by their name, 
grasshoppers live mainly among weeds, from which they receive their 
sustenance. Some grasshoppers are permitted for consumption, as it 
states: “Yet these you may eat of all winged swarming things that go 
upon all fours, which have jointed legs above their feet, with which to 
leap upon the earth” (Leviticus 11:21). These include “the locust after its 
kinds, and the bald locust after its kinds, and the cricket after its kinds, 
and the grasshopper after its kinds” (Leviticus 11:22), although the 
identity of these creatures is uncertain (see also 59a, 65a).

קד.

Perek VIII
Daf 104  Amud a

גִים  דָּ ר  בְשַׂ בִּ ר  מוּתָּ  – ר  שָׂ הַבָּ מִן  הַנּוֹדֵר 

וַחֲגָבִים.

 – מַאן  כְּ אוֹרַיְיתָא,  מִדְּ אָסוּר  עוֹף  הָא  גמ׳ 
י עֲקִיבָא, הָאֲמַר:  אִי רַבִּ י עֲקִיבָא, דְּ רַבִּ לָא כְּ דְּ

חַיָּה וְעוֹף אֵינוֹ מִן הַתּוֹרָ.ה

ר  בְשַׂ ר בִּ ר – מוּתָּ שָׂ אֵימָא סֵיפָא: הַנּוֹדֵר מִן הַבָּ

י  גִים וַחֲגָבִים. הָא עוֹף – אָסוּר, אֲתָאָן לְרַבִּ דָּ

עֲלֵיהּ  מִימְלִיךְ  דְּ י  מִילֵּ ל  כָּ אֲמַר:  דַּ עֲקִיבָא, 

ר מִינֵיהּ הוּא. לִיחַ – בַּ שָׁ

It is prohibited to cook – ל ֵ  There are three prohibitions :אָסוּר לְבַשּׁ
concerning meat with milk: Cooking meat together with milk, eat-
ing the meat or milk that was cooked with the other, and deriving 
benefit from the meat or milk that was cooked with the other. 
Cooking meat together with milk is counted as a Torah prohibition 

(Rambam Sefer HaMitzvot, prohibition 186; Smag, prohibition 140; 
Sefer HaĤinnukh, positive mitzva 92), and one who cooks meat 
together with milk is liable to receive lashes, just like one who 
transgresses any other regular prohibition (see 108b; Tosefta, Makkot 
4:7; Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:1).

notes

Except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers – גִים דָּ ר  שַׂ  חוּץ מִבְּ
 The prohibition of meat cooked in milk does not apply :וַחֲגָבִים
to the meat of fish and grasshoppers even by rabbinic law, and 
therefore they may be eaten together with milk. This ruling is in 
accordance with the Rambam’s interpretation of the mishna, that 
when the mishna excludes the meat of fish and grasshoppers, it 
excludes them from the prohibition of eating them when cooked 
with milk. The mishna uses the term cooking due to the wording 
of the verse (Exodus 23:19): “You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s 
milk” (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:5, and 
see Maggid Mishne there; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 87:3).

And it is prohibited to place meat with cheese on one table – 
לְחָן ֻ בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ הַגְּ  One may not place the meat :וְאָסוּר לְהַעֲלוֹת עִם 
of animals on the same table upon which he is eating cheese, lest 
he come to consume them together. This restriction also applies 
to meat of birds, despite the fact that the prohibition against con-
suming such meat with milk is by rabbinic law only, and the Sages 
do not issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree 
(Rambam). One may arrange the two dishes side by side on a table 
used for preparing them but on which one does not intend to 
eat them (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:20; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 88:1).

halakha

Grasshoppers [ĥagavim] – חֲגָבִים: Although in the 
Bible ĥagavim refers to a particular species of grass-
hopper, in the language of the Sages it is used as 
an umbrella term for a large group of grasshoppers 
with long hind legs, short antennae, and a body that 
is flattened on the sides. The narrow and hard upper 
wings of these creatures cover its wider, softer lower 
wings. These animals move primarily by means of 
gentle hops and occasionally fly. As indicated by 
their name, grasshoppers live mainly among weeds, 
from which they receive their sustenance. Some 
grasshoppers are permitted for consumption, as it 
states: “Yet these you may eat of all winged swarm-
ing things that go upon all fours, which have jointed 
legs above their feet, with which to leap upon the 
earth” (Leviticus 11:21). These include “the locust after 
its kinds, and the bald locust after its kinds, and 
the cricket after its kinds, and the grasshopper after 
its kinds” (Leviticus 11:22), although the identity of 
these creatures is uncertain (see also 59a, 65a).

background

One who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to him – הַנּוֹדֵר מִן 
ר שָׂ  With regard to one who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to :הַבָּ
him, it is prohibited for him to eat the meat of birds but it is permit-
ted for him to eat the meat of grasshoppers. If the circumstances 
of his vow indicate that he had only the meat of animals in mind, 

it is permitted for him to eat the meat of fish and the meat of birds 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 9:6, and see Kesef Mishne, 
Leĥem Mishne, and Radbaz there; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 217:8, 
and in the comment of Rema).

halakha

Anything about which an agent would inquire 
whether it is its type – ר לִיחַ בַּ מִימְלִיךְ עֲלֵיהּ שָׁ י דְּ ל מִילֵּ  כָּ
 Some of the early commentaries limit the :מִינֵיהּ הוּא
application of this principle to those cases where 
the one appointing the agent referred to a general 
term, similar to vegetables, as in the example in 
the mishna.

notes
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Rav Sheshet objects to the premise of Rav Yosef ’s inference: Even 
if one were to posit that the meat of birds in milk is prohibited by 
Torah law, ultimately this is still a decree issued due to another 
decree, as it is a case of cold food in another cold food, consump-
tion of which is itself prohibited by rabbinic law. Abaye said: It is 
a rabbinic decree, lest one place the meat with cheese in a boiling 
stewpot,b which is a manner of cooking and therefore prohibited 
by Torah law.

The Gemara counters: Ultimately, even a stewpot is only a second-
ary vessel, i.e., not the vessel that was on the fire, and as a rule, a 
secondary vessel does not cook. Rather, one must say that it is a 
rabbinic decree, lest one place the meat with cheese in a stewpot 
that is a primary vessel, i.e., that was on the fire. This is certainly 
cooking meat in milk, and it is prohibited by Torah law.

mishna The meat of birds may be placed with 
cheese on one tableh but may not be eaten 

together with it; this is the statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit 
Hillel say: It may neither be placed on one table nor be eaten with 
cheese. Rabbi Yosei said: This is one of the disputes involving 
leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel.

The mishna elaborates: With regard to which table are these hal-
akhot stated? It is with regard to a table upon which one eats. But 
on a table upon which one prepares the cooked food,h one may 
place this meat alongside that cheese or vice versa, and need not 
be concerned that perhaps they will be mixed and one will come 
to eat them together.

gemara The Gemara challenges: The opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei is identical to that of the first 

tanna. And if you would say that there is a difference between 
them with regard to the permissibility of eating itself, as the first 
tanna says that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard 
to placing meat of birds with cheese on one table, which indicates 
that with regard to eating they do not disagree, and Rabbi Yosei 
said in response to this that they also disagree with regard to the 
permissibility of eating meat of birds in milk, and this is itself  
one of the disputes involving leniencies of Beit Shammai and 
stringencies of Beit Hillel, one can refute this claim.

The refutation is as follows: Isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yosei says that six matters are included as the disputes involving 
leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel, and 
this is one of them: The meat of birds is placed with cheese on 
one table, but it may not be eaten together with it; this is the 
statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel say: It may neither 
be placed on one table nor be eaten with cheese. Evidently, Rabbi 
Yosei agrees that even according to Beit Shammai the meat of birds 
may not be eaten with cheese.

Rather, this is what the mishna teaches us: Who is the first  
tanna? It is Rabbi Yosei. The identification is important, since 
whoever reports a statement in the name of the one who said it 
brings redemption to the world. As it is stated with respect to 
the incident of Bigthan and Teresh: “And Esther reported it to 
the king in the name of Mordecai” (Esther 2:22), and Mordecai 
was later rewarded for saving the king’s life, paving the way for the 
miraculous salvation.

§ The Gemara continues discussing the consumption of poultry 
cooked in milk. The Sage Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba, 
taught: The meat of birds and cheese may be eaten freely 
[apikoren], i.e., there is no need to be strict in this matter. The 
Gemara notes: He, Agra, teaches it and he says it, i.e., explains his 
statement: The meat of birds and cheese may be eaten without 
washing one’s hands and without wiping the mouthh between 
the consumption of each.

צוֹנֵן הוּא!  ת: סוֹף סוֹף, צוֹנֵן בְּ שֶׁ מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב שֵׁ

ס רוֹתֵחַ. אִילְפָּ א יַעֲלֶה בְּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ יֵי: גְּ אֲמַר אַבַּ

ל!  ֵ נִי אֵינוֹ מְבַשּׁ שֵׁ וּכְלִי  נִי הוּא,  שֵׁ לִי  כְּ סוֹף סוֹף 

ס רִאשׁוֹן. אִילְפָּ א יַעֲלֶה בְּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ א: גְּ אֶלָּ

וּלְחָן,  בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ מתני׳ הָעוֹף עוֹלֶה עִם הַגְּ
ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  אי.  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  בְרֵי  דִּ נֶאֱכָל,  וְאֵינוֹ 

י יוֹסֵי:  רַבִּ אוֹמְרִים: לאֹ עוֹלֶה וְלאֹ נֶאֱכָל, אָמַר 

ל. אי וּמֵחוּמְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ מַּ י בֵית שַׁ זוֹ מִקּוּלֵּ

אוֹכֵל עָלָיו,  שׁוּלְחָן שֶׁ אֵיזֶה שׁוּלְחָן אָמְרוּ – בְּ בְּ

יל – נוֹתֵן  בְשִׁ סּוֹדֵר עָלָיו אֶת הַתַּ שׁוּלְחָן שֶׁ אֲבָל בְּ

שׁ. צַד זֶה, וְאֵינוֹ חוֹשֵׁ זֶה בְּ

ימָא,  תֵּ וְכִי  א!  קַמָּ א  נָּ תַּ הַיְינוּ  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ גמ׳ 
א:  א קַמָּ נָּ קָאָמַר תַּ ינַיְיהוּ, דְּ א בֵּ אֲכִילָה גּוּפָהּ אִיכָּ

לִיגִי, וַאֲמַר  אֲכִילָה לָא פְּ לְגִי, בַּ הַעֲלָאָה קָא מִיפַּ בְּ

אי  מַּ י בֵית שַׁ י יוֹסֵי: אֲכִילָה גּוּפָהּ מִקּוּלֵּ לֵיהּ רַבִּ

ל. וּמֵחוּמְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ

י  מִקּוּלֵּ בָרִים  דְּ ה  ָ שּׁ שִׁ יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר:  י  רַבִּ וְהָתַנְיָא, 

ל, וְזוֹ אַחַת מֵהֶן –  אי וּמֵחוּמְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ מַּ בֵית שַׁ

וּלְחָן וְאֵינוֹ נֶאֱכָל,  בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ עוֹף עוֹלֶה עִם הַגְּ

ל אוֹמְרִים: לאֹ עוֹלֶה  אי. וּבֵית הִלֵּ מַּ בְרֵי בֵית שַׁ דִּ

וְלאֹ נֶאֱכָל!

י  רַבִּ  – א  קַמָּ א  נָּ תַּ מַאן  לָן:  מַע  קָמַשְׁ הָא  א,  אֶלָּ

ה  אוּלָּ ם אוֹמְרוֹ מֵבִיא גְּ שֵׁ בָר בְּ ל הָאוֹמֵר דָּ יוֹסֵי, כָּ

ם  שֵׁ בְּ לֶךְ  לַמֶּ ר  אֶסְתֵּ ״וַתּאֹמֶר  אֱמַר  נֶּ שֶׁ לָעוֹלָם, 

כָי״. מָרְדֳּ

וּגְבִינָה  עוֹף  א:  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ דְּ חֲמוּהּ  אַגְרָא  נָא  תָּ

נֵי לָהּ וְהוּא אֲמַר לָהּ:  יקוֹרְן. הוּא תָּ אַפִּ נֶאֱכָלִין בַּ

.ה לאֹ נְטִילַת יָדַיִם וּבְלאֹ קִינּוּחַ הַפֶּ בְּ

Stewpot [ilpas] – ס  The ilpas was apparently :אִילְפָּ
an earthenware vessel with a broad base, straight 
sides, and a wide opening. The sides of an ilpas 
were thinner than those of a regular pot. It also dif-
fered from a pot in that it came with a cover, which 
had a pointed end and was sometimes perforated. 
An ilpas was probably used to cook all types of 
foods, like a pot, but it was used particularly for 
foods that required speedy preparation, or to warm 
food that had already been cooked in a pot.

background

The meat of birds may be placed with cheese 
on one table – וּלְחָן בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ הַגְּ  :הָעוֹף עוֹלֶה עִם 
It is prohibited to place meat of birds with cheese 
on a table at which one is eating the cheese, lest 
one come to eat them together. This is the halakha 
despite the fact that poultry cooked in milk is pro-
hibited by rabbinic law. Later authorities note that 
the same applies to the reverse case, i.e., one may 
not place cheese on a table at which one is eating 
the meat of birds or undomesticated animals. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel. Nevertheless, it is customary to place bread 
between those eating meat and those eating 
cheese, and this is sufficient to render it permitted 
to eat these foods at the same table (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:20 and 
Haggahot Maimoniyyot there; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 88:1 and Shakh there).

On a table upon which one prepares the cooked 
food – יל בְשִׁ סּוֹדֵר עָלָיו אֶת הַתַּ שׁוּלְחָן שֶׁ  Although :בְּ
it is prohibited to place poultry with cheese on a 
table at which one is eating the cheese, one may 
place them side by side on a table at which one is 
merely arranging the food (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 88:1).

Without washing hands and without wiping 
the mouth – ה הַפֶּ קִינּוּחַ  וּבְלאֹ  יָדַיִם  נְטִילַת  לאֹ   If :בְּ
one wishes to eat birds after cheese he may do 
so immediately and need not even wash his 
hands or wipe his mouth, in accordance with the 
opinion of Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba. 
Some authorities write that there is a custom to 
be stringent and to wait in the case of eating 
meat after cheese (Rema, citing Maharam). The 
Rema adds that this is the proper custom in a case 
where the cheese is hard, which is assumed to 
apply to cheese that was aged for six months or 
more (Shakh). Therefore, one may not eat even 
birds after consuming that cheese for the same 
amount of time as one waits to eat cheese after 
meat (see Zohar). Others are lenient with regard 
to eating meat after cheese, and one need not 
object to those who follow this practice, but they 
should wipe and rinse their mouths and wash their 
hands. Nevertheless, it is preferable to be stringent. 
The Maharshal disagrees with this stringent prac-
tice, though the Shakh supports it (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:27; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 89:2).

halakha
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The Gemara relates: Rav Yitzĥak, son of Rav Mesharshiyya, hap-
pened to come to the house of Rav Ashi. They brought him cheese, 
and he ate it. Next they brought him meat, and he ate it without 
first washing his hands. The members of Rav Ashi’s household said 
to him: But didn’t Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba, teach 
only that the meat of birds and cheese may be eaten freely? One 
can infer that with regard to the meat of birds and cheese, yes, one 
may eat them without washing one’s hands in between, but with 
regard to the meat of domesticated animals and cheese, no, one 
may not.

Rav Yitzĥak said to them: This statement of Agra applies only if 
one eats them at night, as one cannot see whether some of the food 
of the previous dish still remains on his hands, and he must therefore 
wash them. But if one eats by day, I can see that no food remains on 
his hands, and consequently there is no need to wash them.

It is taught in a baraita: Beit Shammai say: Between the consump-
tion of meat and milk one must wipe out his mouth, and Beit Hillel 
say that he must rinse his mouth. The Gemara asks: What is the 
meaning of the word: Wipe [mekane’aĥ], and what is the meaning 
of the word: Rinse [mediaĥ]? 

If we say that Beit Shammai say that one wipes out his mouth with 
solid food and does not need to rinsen his mouth with water, since 
they maintain that wiping is more effective than rinsing, and Beit 
Hillel say that he rinsesn his mouth in water and does not need to 
wipe his mouth, as rinsing is more effective, one can respond: But 
as for that which Rabbi Zeira said: Wiping of the mouth can be 
performed only with bread, in accordance with whose opinion is 
it? It is apparently in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
since Beit Hillel do not require wiping. Yet, it is unlikely that Rabbi 
Zeira would rule in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai 
rather than Beit Hillel.

Rather, one must explain the dispute as follows: Beit Shammai  
say that one wipes his mouth after eating meat and does not need 
to rinse his mouth as well, and Beit Hillel say that in addition to 
wiping one must also rinse. This interpretation is difficult as well, 
since if so, this constitutes one of the disputes between them that 
involve leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel, 
and consequently, let the tanna of tractate Eduyyot teach it along-
side the other disputes listed there that involve leniencies of Beit 
Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel.

Rather, one must interpret their statements as follows: Beit Sham-
mai say that one wipes his mouth after eating meat, and the same 
is true of rinsing, i.e., one must rinse his mouth as well. And Beit 
Hillel say that one rinses his mouth, and the same is true of wiping. 
And one Sage said one statement and one Sage said another 
statement, and they do not disagree.

§ After citing Rabbi Zeira’s statement tangentially, the Gemara 
discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Zeira says: Wiping of the mouth 
can be performed only with bread. The Gemara explains: And this 
statement applies only to bread prepared from wheat flour. But 
with regard to bread prepared from barley flour, one may not use 
it for wiping, as barley bread crumbles in the mouth and does not 
wipe thoroughly.

יָּא אִיקְלַע  רְשִׁ רַב מְשָׁ רֵיהּ דְּ רַב יִצְחָק בְּ

בִינָה – אֲכַל,  י, אַיְיתוּ לֵיהּ גְּ לְבֵי רַב אַשִׁ

א  מְשָׁ וְלָא  אֲכַל,  רָא  שְׂ בִּ לֵיהּ  אַיְיתוּ 

אַגְרָא  אנֵי  תָּ וְהָא  לֵיהּ:  אָמְרִי  יְדֵיהּ. 

א עוֹף וּגְבִינָה נֶאֱכָלִין  י אַבָּ רַבִּ חֲמוּהּ דְּ

ר  שָׂ בָּ אִין,   – וּגְבִינָה  עוֹף  יקוֹרְן,  אַפִּ בַּ

וּגְבִינָה – לָא!

אֲבָל  לֵילְיָא,  בְּ  – י  מִילֵּ הָנֵי  לְהוּ:  אֲמַר 

ימָמָא – הָא חָזֵינָא. בִּ

חַ.  מְקַנֵּ אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ נְיָא,  תַּ

חַ  ל אוֹמְרִים: מֵדִיחַ. מַאי מְקַנֵּ וּבֵית הִלֵּ

וּמַאי מֵדִיחַ?

NOTES
Ĥalla from outside of Eretz Yisrael – ת חוּצָה לָאָרֶץ  The mitzva to :חַלַּ
separate ĥalla from dough does not apply by Torah law outside of Eretz 
Yisrael, but the Sages obligated one to separate ĥalla even from dough 
outside of Eretz Yisrael. The reason for this decree was to ensure that 
the Jewish people do not forget the concept and practice of the mitzva 
of ĥalla (Ramban on 136b; Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 5:7).

The commentaries write that the Sages decreed that ĥalla should 
be separated in all places, even in those lands that are distant from 
Eretz Yisrael. One justification for this is that ĥalla is similar to an obliga-
tion of the body, which applies both within and outside of Eretz Yisrael, 
as opposed to an obligation that applies to produce that grows from 
the earth. In addition, this mitzva applies to all people, even if they 
own no land of their own, unlike other mitzvot that apply only in 
Eretz Yisrael, which depend on ownership of land (Tosafot and Tosefot 
HaRosh on Kiddushin 36b).

By contrast, some of the early commentaries maintain that the 
mitzva of ĥalla applies outside of Eretz Yisrael only in places close to 
Eretz Yisrael, similar to the mitzvot of teruma and tithes (Sefer HaIttur; 
Maharam Ĥalawa; Meiri; Ran; Ritva; Nimmukei Yosef ). With regard to the 
practical halakha, most early commentaries agree that even nowadays 
one should separate ĥalla in all places (Encyclopedia Talmudit).

HALAKHA
May be eaten with a non-priest present at the same table – נֶאֱכֶלֶת 
לְחָן ֻ  Ĥalla from outside of Eretz Yisrael, which is permitted :עִם הַזָּר עַל הַשּׁ

to a priest who does not have impurity from a seminal emission, may 
be eaten by such a priest with a non-priest present at the same table. 
The reason is that if this ĥalla fell into non-sacred produce it does not 
render the mixture forbidden, even if there was as much ĥalla as non-
sacred produce in the mixture (see Rema). The Rema cites a conflicting 
opinion, according to which the mixture is prohibited unless there is 
one hundred times as much non-sacred produce as ĥalla, if the two 
substances are of the same type, or sixty times as much, if they are of 
different types (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 5:12; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 323:1).

The meat of birds may be placed with cheese on one table – הָעוֹף 
וּלְחָן בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ  It is prohibited to place meat of birds with :עוֹלֶה עִם הַגְּ
cheese on a table at which one is eating the cheese, lest one come 
to eat them together. This is the halakha despite the fact that poultry 
cooked in milk is prohibited by rabbinic law. Later authorities note that 
the same applies to the reverse case, i.e., one may not place cheese 
on a table at which one is eating the meat of birds or undomesticated 
animals. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Nev-
ertheless, it is customary to place bread between those eating meat 
and those eating cheese, and this is sufficient to render it permitted 
to eat these foods at the same table (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:20 and Haggahot Maimoniyyot there; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 88:1 and Shakh there).

On a table upon which one prepares the cooked food – שׁוּלְחָן  בְּ
יל בְשִׁ סּוֹדֵר עָלָיו אֶת הַתַּ  Although it is prohibited to place poultry with :שֶׁ
cheese on a table at which one is eating the cheese, one may place 
them side by side on a table at which one is merely arranging the food 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 88:1).

Without washing hands and without wiping the mouth – עוֹף וּגְבִינָה 
ה לאֹ נְטִילַת יָדַיִם וּבְלאֹ קִינּוּחַ הַפֶּ  If one wishes to eat birds after cheese :בְּ
he may do so immediately and need not even wash his hands or wipe 
his mouth, in accordance with the opinion of Agra, the father-in-law 
of Rabbi Abba. Some authorities write that there is a custom to be 
stringent and to wait in the case of eating meat after cheese (Rema, cit-
ing Maharam). The Rema adds that this is the proper custom in a case 
where the cheese is hard, which is assumed to apply to cheese that 
was aged for six months or more (Shakh). Therefore, one may not eat 
even birds after consuming that cheese for the same amount of time as 
one waits to eat cheese after meat (see Zohar). Others are lenient with 
regard to eating meat after cheese, and one need not object to those 
who follow this practice, but they should wipe and rinse their mouths 
and wash their hands. Nevertheless, it is preferable to be stringent. The 
Maharshal disagrees with this stringent practice, though the Shakh 
supports it (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 9:27; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 89:2).

BACKGROUND
Stewpot [ilpas] – ס  The ilpas was apparently an earthenware :אִילְפָּ
vessel with a broad base, straight sides, and a wide opening. The sides 
of an ilpas were thinner than those of a regular pot. It also differed 
from a pot in that it came with a cover, which had a pointed end and 
was sometimes perforated. An ilpas was probably used to cook all 
types of foods, like a pot, but it was used particularly for foods that 
required speedy preparation, or to warm food that had already been 
cooked in a pot.

.הק

Perek VIII
Daf 105  Amud a

חַ  מְקַנֵּ אוֹמְרִים  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ אִילֵימָא 

אוֹמְרִים  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  מֵדִיחַ,  עֵי  בָּ וְלָא 

אֲמַר  א הָא דַּ חַ, אֶלָּ עֵי מְקַנֵּ מֵדִיחַ וְלָא בָּ

פַת,  בְּ א  אֶלָּ ה  פֶּ קִינּוּחַ  אֵין  זֵירָא:  י  רַבִּ

אי?! מַּ בֵית שַׁ מַאן – כְּ כְּ

חַ וְלָא  אי אוֹמְרִים: מְקַנֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ א, בֵּ אֶלָּ

אַף  אוֹמְרִים:  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  מֵדִיחַ,  עֵי  בָּ

אי  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  י  מִקּוּלֵּ לֵיהּ  הָוֵי   – מֵדִיחַ 

י  י קוּלֵּ בֵּ ל, וְלִתְנְיֵיהּ גַּ וּמֵחוּמְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ

ל! אי וְחוּמְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ מַּ בֵית שַׁ

חַ,  מְקַנֵּ אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ א,  אֶלָּ

ל אוֹמְרִים:  ין לְמֵדִיחַ. וּבֵית הִלֵּ וְהוּא הַדִּ

אֲמַר  מָר  חַ.  לִמְקַנֵּ ין  הַדִּ וְהוּא  מֵדִיחַ, 

לִיגִי. חֲדָא, וּמָר אֲמַר חֲדָא, וְלָא פְּ

ה  י זֵירָא: אֵין קִינּוּחַ הַפֶּ גּוּפָא, אָמַר רַבִּ

י, אֲבָל  דְחִיטֵּ י – בִּ פַת. וְהָנֵי מִילֵּ א בְּ אֶלָּ

עֲרֵי – לָא. דְשַׂ בִּ

Beit Shammai say that one wipes and does not need 
to rinse – ַעֵי מֵדִיח חַ וְלָא בָּ אי אוֹמְרִים מְקַנֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ  ‎: The earlyבֵּ
commentaries disagree about whether wiping or rinsing is 
a more effective method of cleansing one’s mouth. Some 
write that wiping is preferable, and therefore Beit Sham-
mai maintain that once one has already wiped there is 
no further need for rinsing. Conversely, Beit Hillel rule that 
cleansing thoroughly with wiping is unnecessary; rather, 
it is enough merely to rinse one’s mouth (Rashi). Others 
contend that rinsing is a more thorough procedure than 
wiping. Accordingly, Beit Shammai maintain that wiping 
one’s mouth is sufficient, whereas Beit Hillel rule that only 
rinsing is effective. Admittedly, according to this interpre-
tation the Gemara could have raised the same difficulty 
here as it does afterward, that this case should have been 
listed alongside the other leniencies of Beit Shammai and 
stringencies of Beit Hillel, but it did not do so, as in any case 
the Gemara raises a difficulty from Rabbi Zeira’s statement 
(Tosafot).

Wipes…rinses – ַח -‎: Most of the early commenמֵדִיחַ…‎מְקַנֵּ
taries maintain that both wiping and rinsing refer to one’s 
mouth (Ritva; see Rashi and Tosafot). Others claim that 
wiping refers to the mouth and rinsing applies to the hands 
(Ra’ah). The Rosh Yosef contends that this is the Rambam’s 
opinion, and the Ĥatam Sofer claims that it is the opinion 
of Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar. 

notes


