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MASECHET PESACHIM

Perek Ohr LeArba’ah Asar

MISHNAH

At the “ohr”! of the Fourteenth of Nisan, which is Erev? Pesach, there is a special
mitzvah to be performed: they search the house for the chametz, by the light of a
candle. This is in order not to transgress the prohibition of owning chametz on Pesach.

The Gemara will discuss the meaning of o/r.

There is only an obligation to search for chametz in places where it is common to place it
during the year. But, any place that they do not bring chametz into, does not need

checking.

The Mishnah explains: Since we said that in a place where they do not bring chametz, it

! Literally, this word means “light”. Whether it refers to evening or to morning will be discussed in the
Gemara.
? The Eve of
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is unnecessary to check, therefore, in what case did the Sages say in a later Mishnah that
it is necessary to check two rows of wine barrels arranged in the cellar? Is not the wine

cellar a place where chametz is not usually brought?

The Mishnah answers its question: They only said this regarding a wine cellar that is a

place that they bring chametz into.

For example, a wine cellar from which they supply themselves with wine during a meal.
Sometimes the butler pours wine for the diners, while holding a piece of bread in his
hand. If the wine runs out in the middle of the meal, it would be normal for him to enter
the cellar, with the bread in hand, to bring wine. And sometimes he leaves the bread

there. In a cellar such as this, the Sages said that two rows of barrels need to be checked.

There is a disagreement between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel regarding which two rows

these are.

Beit Shammai say: He needs to check two complete rows across the face of the entire
cellar. Meaning, the outer row opposite the door, from the bottom until the top, must be

checked. And the same with the parallel row further in.

Alternatively, according to another view in the Gemara, these two rows are the outer row
from bottom to top, and the uppermost row across the entire length and width of the

cellar.

Beit Hillel say: He only has to check two individual rows: Two outer rows that are the
upper ones. This means the uppermost single outer row, and another single row further
in. According to the other view in the Gemara, the second row is the row below the

uppermost row.
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GEMARA

It was stated in the Mishnah: At the “ohr” of the Fourteenth, they search for the chametz.
The Gemara asks: “What is “ohr”?
Rav Huna said: “Ohr” is light, meaning daybreak of the Fourteenth.

And Rav Yehudah said: “Ohr” is the evening of, meaning the evening of the

Fourteenth.

You would assume at this point that the one who said “light,” meant actual light. |.c.
Rav Huna holds that we check for chametz only during the morning of the Fourteenth and

not during the previous night.
And the one that said, “evening,” meant the actual evening.

They the scholars of the study hall contradicted Rav Yehudah, from what was said
regarding Yosef’s® brothers (Bereishit* 44:3), “The morning was ohr (light), and the

men were sent.”

The Gemara understands that the verse means to say that in the morning, which is called

“ohr,” the men were sent.
We see from here that “ohr” is day.

This is a difficulty for Rav Yehudah who said that “oh7” is night.

3 Joseph
4 Genesis
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The Gemara answers: |s it written, “the ohr is morning” which would indicate that

“ohr” is the noun, and the morning is called “ohr?’

Rather it is written, “the morning is ohr”. The word “ohr” is the verb, and the intention

is that the morning became light and the men were sent.

And it is like one who says, i.e. it is common for people to say: The morning lit up.

However, the word “ohr” as a noun refers to the night.

The verse is teaching us, incidentally, a proper method of conduct that is learned from
Y osef’s brothers, who waited until the light of day. This is as Rav Yehudah said in the

name of Rav.

For said Rav Yehudah in the name of Rav: A person should always enter a town,
when he is on a journey, when “it is good.” Meaning, that a person should enter a town
at the end of the day while the sun is shining. This is based on the verse (Bereishit 1:4)
“And G-d saw that the light was good.” And similarly, he should exit the town in the
morning when “it is good,” while the sun is already shining, so that he will safe from

wild animals and robbers.

They contradicted Rav Yehudah, from a verse in the closing statements of King David
(Shmuel” || 23:4), “And as the ohr (light) of the morning (when) the sun shines.” The
Gemara understands that the word “ok7” here is a noun. David is saying: In the World to
Come the righteous will leave their darkness and the sun will shine for them, just like this

“ohr” which is the morning.

We see that “ohr” is the day.

® Samuel
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The Gemara answers: |s it written, “ohr is morning,” which indicates that ohr is

identical with morning?

But note that it is written, “And as the ohr of the morning.” It is not a name for

morning, rather it refers to the brightness of the morning.

And this is what David said: “And as the light of the morning,” i.e. the time the
morning begins to get light, at dawn. Here in this world it is still dark, but that time will
have lots of light, similar to the sunrise, for the righteous in the World to Come. In
the future the light of the sun will be very great, so that even at dawn the light will be

strong like it is at sunrise in this world.

They contradicted Rav Yehudah, from what it says (Bereishit 1:5), “And G-d called
the ohr — day.”

We see that ohr is the name of the day.

The Gemara answers: The ohr mentioned here is not a noun, rather this is what the verse

said: The time that it started to get light, He called day.

The Gemara asks: But now, that which it says in the continuation of the verse, “and to
the darkness He called night,” are we going to explain also there, the time that started

to get dark, He called night?

But it cannot be explained like that, because note that the Halachah has been established
that even after it starts to get dark, it is not yet night. Because until the stars come out,

which is a later time than when it starts getting dark, it is still day.
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The proof is from the building of the Second Temple, as it says (Nechemiah® 4:15), “And
we do the work, and half of them hold the spears from dawn until the stars come out.” It
must be that this entire time is day, since it says in the next verse, “and the night was for

us a [time of] guarding, and the day, [a time of] work.” (Berachot 2B)

Therefore when it says, “And G-d called the light—day,” it cannot be explained that it is
starting to get light.

Rather, we must say that “o/r” is a noun which means “day”. This is a difficulty for Rav

Y ehudah.

The Gemara answers: Rather, “and G-d called the ohr—day” is not an expression of
giving a name, and He was not calling the “ohr” by the name of day, rather it is an

expression of giving a command.

This is what the verse says: The Merciful One called to the light, which He created,
and commanded it regarding the service of the day, i.e. He commanded to be served

during the day.

And the Merciful One called the darkness and commanded it regarding the service

of the night. He commanded to be served during the night.

They contradicted Rav Huna, from what it says (Tehillim’ 148:3), “Praise Him, all the
stars of ohr.” This apparently means that they are stars of night, since stars are only

visible at night.

We see that “ohr” is night. This is a difficulty for Rav Huna who said “ohr” is “day”.

® Nehemiah
" Psalms
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The Gemara answers: The word “ohr”” mentioned here is not the name of night, rather it
is an expression of light, and this is what the verse says: “Praise Him, all the stars that

give light.”

The Gemara is puzzled: But now, according to this a difficulty arises. Only stars that
give light have to praise G-d, while stars that do not give light do not need to praise

Him?

But note that it is written (ibid. 2), “Praise Him, all of His hosts.” This means all of

them, whether they give light or not.

The Gemara answers: In truth, “stars of ohr” are stars that give light, and the verse is not
coming to exclude stars that do not give light, since all stars give light. Rather, the verse

teaches us that the light of stars is also light.

The Gemara explains: What difference does it make if the light of stars is considered

light or not?

Regarding someone who vowed not to have benefit from the light. It is forbidden for

him to benefit even from the light of stars.

And this is as was taught in a Baraita: One who vows not to benefit from the light, it is
forbidden for him to benefit from the light of the stars, because, as we said, it is also

considered light.

They contradicted Rav Yechudah, from what it says (lyov® 24:14), “At ‘ohr’ the

murderer gets up, Kills the poor and destitute, and at night he is like a robber.”
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AMMUD BET

The Gemara infers: Note that from what is said at the end of the verse, “and at night he
is like a robber,” we see that ‘ohr’ at the beginning of the verse is day. This is because
the verse said that during the day when travelers go, the murderer stands at the crossroad
and kills people, and takes their money. At nighttime he becomes a robber and tunnels

into people’s homes.
This is a difficulty for Rav Yehudah.

The Gemara answers: There, it is not speaking at all about the times of day or night.
Rather, it comes to teach us the laws of a robber tunneling into a house, that the Torah
gave permission to kill him, as it says (Shemot9 22:1), “If the robber is found in a tunnel,

and he is struck and he dies, he [the striker] is not guilty.”

This is what it is saying: “At ‘ohr’ the murderer gets up.” If it is obvious to you like
‘light’ is clear that he is coming to take lives, i.e. that if you do not allow him to take
your money, he will kill you, he is judged as a murderer. And permission is given to
anyone to kill him, in order to save the owner of the money through forfeiting the life of

the robber, who has the status of a rodeif.™

And anyone who tunnels into another’s house, it is clear to us that he is coming to kill,
with the exception of a father coming to steal from his son, or a similar situation
involving someone who knows that the tunneler loves him very much and will not

necessarily kill him.

® Exodus
19 it. a pursuer. This refers to someone who is attempting to kill someone else.
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And if you have a doubt about the matter, like night—meaning that it is not as clear as
day to you that he is coming to kill you, since it is a father tunneling into his son’s house,
or the like, he should be in your eyes like a mere robber and not like a murderer. And

permission is not given to save him, the son, through taking his the father’s life.

They contradicted Rav Yehudah, from what lyov said when he cursed the day he was
born (ibid. 3:8): “The stars of his night should be dark, he should want ‘ohr’ and

there is none, and he should not see the shining of the morning.”

The Gemara infers: From that which it said, “he should want ‘ohr’ and there is

none,” we see ohr is day.

The Gemara answers: There, |yov was cursing his fortune. He was not cursing the day,

rather himself and his misfortune.

lyov was saying: |t should be His Will that this person, Iyov, should look for the light
and not find it. The word “oh7” here is not the name of the day, but rather that which
gives light.

They contradicted Rav Yehudah, from that which David Hamelech®! said in Tehillim

(139:11), “Only darkness will shadow me, and night became “ohr” for me.”

David said the following: When | was being chased, | thought that this darkness will
always make it dark for me until | die. In the end it turned out good, as the night and the

darkness became light for me.

" King David
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From the fact that David said that the night became light for him, we see that “ohr” is
day, since the opposite of night is day.

The Gemara answers: The verse is not speaking about the actual day and night. There,
this is what David is saying: Because of my sin with Bat-Sheva, | said, “Only darkness
will shadow me. And even in the World to Come, which is similar to day, | will not

have a portion.

Now that my sin with Bat-Sheva has been forgiven, even this world, which appeared to
me as night, since | was dwelling in darkness and embarrassment, it is “light for me.”

The Holy One lit it up for me.

For the Holy One later informed David's enemies, during the era of Shlomolz, that He
forgave David’s sin. This was at the time when Shlomo wished to bring the Holy Ark into
the Holy of Holies, during the dedication of the First Temple, and the gates sealed
themselves, despite King Shlomo’s profuse prayers and requests. They only opened when
Shlomo said: “Hashem, do not turn away the face of Y our anointed one. Remember the
kind deeds of David, Your servant”. At that point, the gates immediately opened up. The
faces of David's enemies then darkened from intense shame, and everyone knew that the

Holy One had forgiven David for that sin. (Shabbat 30A)

They contradicted Rav Huna, from a later Mishnah (12): Rabbi Yehudah says: They
search for the chametz at the “ohr” of the Fourteenth, and also at the Fourteenth in
the morning, and also at the time of eradication of the chametz, which is at the sixth
hour of the day. Meaning that if one did not search for chametz at the first time, he
searches at the second time. If he did not search at the second time, he searches at the

third time.

12 5olomon
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And from the fact that Rabbi Yehudah said: They search at the “ohr” of the
Fourteenth, and also at the Fourteenth in the morning, we see that “ohr” of the

Fourteenth is not in the morning, rather it is night.

The Gemara concludes: Hear from it a proof that the meaning of o/r is indeed as Rav

Y ehudah said: it means night.

They again contradicted Rav Huna: It is stated later (50A) that in a place where the
custom is to refrain from work on Erev Pesach even before midday, one may not do

work.

And it is taught in a Baraita regarding this: From when on the Fourteenth is it

forbidden to do work, in a place where the custom is not to do work?

Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: From the time of “ohr.” Meaning, from beginning of
the night of the Fourteenth. But before then, even if they have a custom not to do work,

this may be disregarded.

Rabbi Yehudah says: Only from the time of sunrise on the morning of the Fourteenth

must one refrain from work.

Said Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov to Rabbi Yehudah: Note that the day follows the
night, and the Fourteenth starts the night before. Where do we find a day that part of it

is forbidden to do work and part of it is permitted to do work?

Rabbi Yehudah said to him: It itself, the Fourteenth, will prove it. For its daytime is

divided with regards to its laws.

Because note that part of the day of the Fourteenth is permitted with regards to eating

chametz, and part of it is forbidden with regards to eating chametz. This is because
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according to Torah Law, eating chametz on Erev Pesach is permitted until noon. Just as
the Fourteenth of Nisan is divided at midday regarding eating chametz, so may we say

that it is divided at sunrise regarding doing work.

The Gemara brings out the point: From that which Rabbi Yehudah said, “From the
time of sunrise,” we see that the time called “ohr”, which Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov

said, is night.

13

The Gemara answers: No, this “oh7” is not another name of night. Rather, what is
“ohr”? The crack of dawn (ammud hashachar). According to Rabbi Eliezer ben
Yaakov the prohibition of doing work starts from the crack of dawn of the Fourteenth.

According to Rabbi Y ehudabh it starts only from sunrise, over an hour later.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: |If so, what is the meaning of that which Rabbi Eliezer
ben Yaakov said to Rabbi Yehudah? For he said: Where do we find a day that during

part of it, it is permitted to do work and during part of it, it is forbidden to do work?

According to the present understaning of ohr, Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov could have
directed this challenge just as well against himself. For even according to him, the
prohibition does not start at the beginning of the night, rather at the crack of dawn.
Therefore, let him say i.e. raise a difficulty on himself: Note that there is the night
where work is permitted, so how can we make the daytime distinct from the nighttime

regarding its laws, when both of them are the same day?

The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov is saying: It is all right
according to me, that | say that only the night is permitted, and the day is completely
forbidden from the crack of dawn. For we find that the Rabbis made distinctions in
their decrees between daytime and nighttime, one being permitted while the other

forbidden.
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As it was taught in a Baraita regarding a public fast: Until when may a person eat and
drink during the night preceding the fast? Until the crack of dawn, since the fast does
not start at night, but rather only from the day. These are the words of Rabbi Eliezer ben

Yaakov.

Rabbi Shimon says: It is permissible to eat and drink only until the rooster calls, which

is a bit before the crack of dawn.

Thus, we find regarding a Rabbinic prohibition that the Rabbis made such a distinction.

And we may say the same regarding work on Erev Pesach.

But according to you, Rabbi Yehudah, who permits work before sunrise and forbids it
after sunrise, there is a difficulty. For after the crack of dawn is already day, and where

do we find that the Rabbis divided the day itself and forbade only part of it?

Regarding this, Rabbi Yehudah said to him: It, the Fourteenth itself, will prove the
point. For during part of it, it is permitted to eat chametz, and during part of it, it is
forbidden to eat chametz. So we see that even with regards to the daytime itself, it is

possible that part is permissible and part is forbidden.

The Gemara asks: Note that Rabbi Yehudah responded well to Rabbi Eliezer ben
Y aakov. Why did Rabbi Eliezer ben Y aakov not concede?

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov responded with a disproof, and this is
what Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov said to Rabbi Yehudah: | said to you that the issue
regards work which is forbidden by the Rabbis, and | argued that the Rabbis are not

accustomed to make distinctions between various hours of the daytime.

However, you said to me that we find that daytime is divided up regarding the

prohibition of chametz, which is a law according to the Torah. This is not comparable.
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For until here, the beginning of the afternoon, the Merciful One forbade. And until
here, the end of the morning, the Merciful One permitted. But this does not tell us
anything about a Rabbinical prohibition, where it is not usual for the Rabbis to make a

decree on only part of the daytime.

And the other one, Rabbi Yehudah, responds: We can prove that the Rabbis indeed
make such a distinction, from the fifth and sixth hours of the Fourteenth, where there is a
prohibition of eating chametz and of deriving benefit from chametz. And these
prohibitions are of the Rabbis. The Rabbis added these extra hours of prohibition,
whereas the Torah prohibition starts only at noon, i.e. the end of the sixth hour, as stated

later on (11B).

And the other one, Rabbi Eliezer benY aakov, responds that even though the extra hours
of chametz prohibition are Rabbinic, nevertheless, it is not comparible to the prohibition

of work on Erev Pesach.

For regarding the chametz prohibition, the Rabbis made the additional hours as a
protection for a Torah prohibition, due to confusion that might arise on a cloudy day.

Therefore they decreed only on the portion of the day that is subject to such confusion.

Whereas the prohibition of doing work on the Fourteenth is entirely Rabbinic in origin.

Thus once they decreed, they did so on the entire day.

They again contradicted Rav Huna, from that which is taught in a Baraita: During the
time that the Rabbinical Court would declare the new month based on the sighting of the
new moon, they would light torches on the moutaintops in order to publicize that the new

month had commenced.

They only light the torches for the month that appeared in its time, in order to
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sanctify it i.e. declare its commencement. Thus, only if witnesses came on the thirtieth
day of the passing month and testified that they saw the moon, then the Rabbinical Court
would declare that day as Rosh Chodesh, and they would light torches to publicize it.

However, if the witnesses did not come that day, the Rabbinical Court did not light the
torches. This was because the moon was not yet “visible that it could be sanctified.” The
Rabbinical Court did not have to publicize the thirty-first day as Rosh Chodesh, since it
perforce fell on that day, the previous day having gone by already™.

And when did they light the torches? The “ohr” of the extra day.

This refers to the night following the thirtieth day, and they lit torches then in order to
publicize that the thirtieth day was declared Rosh Chodesh. The thirtieth day is called the
extra day because if the new month commences only on the thirty-first day, then the
passing month gains an extra day, and has a total of thirty days. Whereas if the new
month commences already on the thirtieth day, that day actually belongs to the new
month, and the passing month then has only twenty-nine days, being that it lacks the

“extra” day.

The Gemara brings out the point: We see that “ohr” is night. This is because they
certainly would light the torches only at night, so they could be seen at a distance. This
poses a difficulty for Rav Huna.

The Gemara concludes: Hear from it a proof that the meaning of o/4r is as Rav Y ehudah

said, i.e. “night”.

On the other hand, they contradicted Rav Yehudah, from that which was taught in a

Baraita: Cohanim are required to sanctify their hands and feet, by washing them with

13 The moon appears either on the thirtieth or on the thirty-first day of the old month, not later.
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water from the special Laver of the Temple, before performing the sacrificial service.

They must do this every morning. And even if the cohen was standing the entire night
and bringing sacrifices on the Altar, nevertheless, at its “ohr”, i.e. at the crack of
dawn, he required sanctification of hands and feet again. These are the words of

Rabbi i.e. Rabbi Y ehudah HaNasi.
We see that “ohr” is day. This is a difficulty for Rav Y ehudah.

The Gemara answers: The expression “its ohr” is different, and even Rav Yehudah

would agree that this refers to day.

Mar Zutra contradicted Rav Huna:
Introduction:

It says in the Torah that a woman who gives birth brings a sacrifice after her days of
purity™ pass, meaning forty days after the birth of boy and eighty days after the birth of a
girl. This sacrifice also applies to the miscarriage of a fetus that was at least fourty days

old.

The Sages explicated the verse, “Zot Torat hayoledet, This is the law of the woman who
gave birth.” The word Torat, “law”, teaches that she may bring a single sacrifice and

thereby fulfill her obligation for many fetuses.

On the other hand, the word “zor” teaches that only if the second fetus is born during the
days of purity of the first birth, thus she has not yet become obligated to bring a sacrifice
for the first birth, then she may fulfill her obligation with a single sacrifice for both births.

14 Referring to the period in which any blood expelled from her body is assumed to be “pure” blood, i.e. not
menstrual blood.
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However, if the second one is born after the completion of the days of purity of the first
fetus, thus she already became obligated in the sacrifice for it, she has to bring a separate

sacrifice for the second fetus.

The case of the single sacrifice is only possible with the birth of a girl. The mother
immerses herself in a mikveh two weeks after the birth, thus beginning the “days of
purity”. Then she could become pregnant, and miscarry after a minimum pregnancy of
forty days. And she will still be during the days of purity, i.e. the eighty days from the

birth. In this case she brings a single sacrifice for both.

Whereas after the birth of a boy, it is not possible for her to miscarry another fetus within
forty days of the first birth, for the fetus will be less than forty days old and not have the
status of a fetus. This is because we subtract the first seven days after the birth, during
which she is still impure due to the birth, and forbidden to her husband, thus she cannot
become pregnant. And for the miscarriage of a fetus that is less than forty days old, she

does not bring a sacrifice...
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[Mar Zutra contradicted Rav Huna:
Introduction:

It says in the Torah that a woman who gives birth brings a sacrifice after her days of
purity® pass, meaning forty days after the birth of boy and eighty days after the birth of a
girl. This sacrifice also applies to the miscarriage of a fetus that was at least forty days

old.

The Sages explicated the verse, “Zot Torat hayoledet, This is the law of the woman who
gave birth.” The word Torat, “law”, teaches that she may bring a single sacrifice and

thereby fulfill her obligation for many fetuses.

On the other hand, the word “zot” teaches that only if the second fetus is born during the
days of purity of the first birth, thus she has not yet become obligated to bring a sacrifice
for the first birth, then she may fulfill her obligation with a single sacrifice for both births.
However, if the second one is born after the completion of the days of purity of the first
fetus, thus she already became obligated in the sacrifice for it, she has to bring a separate

sacrifice for the second fetus.

The case of the single sacrifice is only possible with the birth of a girl. The mother
immerses herself in a mikveh two weeks after the birth, thus beginning the “days of
purity”. Then she could become pregnant, and miscarry after a minimum pregnancy of
forty days. And she will still be during the days of purity, i.e. the eighty days from the

birth. In this case she brings a single sacrifice for both.

! Referring to the period in which any blood expelled from her body is assumed to be “pure” blood, i.e. not
menstrual blood.
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Whereas after the birth of a boy, it is not possible for her to miscarry another fetus within
forty days of the first birth, for the fetus will be less than forty days old and not have the
status of a fetus. This is because we subtract the first seven days after the birth, during
which she is still impure due to the birth, and forbidden to her husband, thus she cannot
become pregnant. And for the miscarriage of a fetus that is less than forty days old, she

does not bring a sacrifice.]

It was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Keritut: One who miscarries, “ohr” to eighty-
one, i.e. on the night preceding the eighty-first day after this woman’s giving birth to a

girl. On the morrow, she was to bring a sacrifice due to her giving birth to the girl.

Beit Shammai exempt from a second sacrifice, and it is sufficient for her to bring a
single sacrifice for the girl and the miscarried fetus. Although the days of purity of the
first birth ended on the night following the eightieth day, nevertheless, since she is only
fitting to bring a sacrifice in the morning, as sacrifices are not brought at night. Thus the

time for the sacrifice due to the birth of the girl has not yet arrived.

And Beit Hillel obligate the woman in two sacrifices, because the night of the eighty-
first day is already after the end of the days of purity, and she has already become
obligated in the sacrifice due to the birth of the girl—although practically speaking, she

was to bring it only the next morning.

Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: What is the difference between a woman who
miscarries “ohr” to eighty-one, where you exempted her from a second sacrifice, and a
woman who miscarries on the eighty-first day, where even you agree that she has to
bring a second sacrifice? Why should we make a distinction between them, since

regarding anything that has to do with time, the day and the previous night are the same?

Furthermore, they said: Regarding the impurity of the blood that she sees now, the night
preceding and the eighty-first day are the same. Neither of them is included in the days of
purity. If she were to see blood during the days of purity, she is pure. And if she sees
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blood from the night of the eighty-first day and thereafter, she is impure like any
menstruating woman. If the day and the night are equal regarding impurity, why
should it not be equal to it regarding a sacrifice. And just like if she would miscarry in
the daytime, she would become obligated for a separate sacrifice, so too if she miscarries

at the preceding night.

Mar Zutra brings out the point: From that which Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai:
“What is the difference between “ohr” of eighty-one, and the eighty-first day?” hear
from it a proof that ohr is night, and this is a difficulty for Rav Huna.

The Gemara concludes: Indeed we hear from it a proof that o/r is night.

They again contradicted Rav Huna, from what was taught in a Baraita: One could have
thought that the meat of a Shelamim (peace) offering is eaten on “ohr” of the third day
after its slaughtering, and only on the morrow in the morning will the meat become

“notar,” “leftover,” and forbidden to eat and one must burn it.

And this would be logical to say. For it would be just as we have found to be the case
regarding the Todah (thanksgiving) and the Pesach sacrifices, that they are eaten for
one day, and Shelamim are eaten for two days. Just like there with the Todah and the
Pesach, they are eaten also at night after the first day, also here with the Shelamim, let
us say that it should eaten also at night after the second day. We find with the Todah
offering that it is written, “do not leave from it until the morning.” This indicates that at
night it is still permissible to eat. Also with the Pesach it is written, “do not leave it over

from it until morning.”

So as to preclude this otherwise logical conclusion, Scripture teaches regarding

Shelamim (Vayikra® 19:6), “On the day of your slaughtering it shall be eaten and on

2 Leviticus
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the morrow. And the remainder until the third day will be burnt in fire.” This is
explicated: Only on the morrow while it is still day, it is eaten. But it is not eaten on

“ohr” of the third day.

One could have thought that what is left over is burnt immediately on the night

preceding the third day, because the time of its eating has already passed.

And this would be logical to say that it should be burnt then. For the Todah and the
Pesach sacrifices are eaten for one day and night, and Shelamim are eaten for two
days and one night, i.e. the night in between the two days. Just like there, by the Todah
and the Pesach, immediately at the end of the time of eating, i.e. immediately in the
second morning, is the time of burning—as it says regarding the Pesach sacrifice, “what
is leftover from it until the morning, you shall burn in fire.” Even here, with Shelamim,
we should say that immediately at the end of the second day, which is the end of the time

of eating, it should be the time for burning the leftover meat.

So as to preclude this otherwise logical conclusion, Scripture teaches regarding
Shelamim (ibid. 7:17), “And what is leftover of the meat of the sacrifice on the third
day should be burnt in fire.” Here it does not say “until the third day,” rather “on the
third day.” This teaches about the time of burning that only during the day you burn it,
and you do not burn it at night. This is in line with the principle that one does not burn

consecrated items at night.

The Gemara brings out the point: From that which it said: “One could have thought that
it should be eaten “ohr” of the third day”, we see that “ohr” is night. For this surely
refers to the night preceding the third day, and not the third day itself, when it is obvious
that it is forbidden to eat the leftover meant. This is a difficulty for Rav Huna.

The Gemara concludes: Hear from it a proof that o/Ar is night.
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Come and hear a proof for Rav Yehudah: It was taught in a Baraita: Ohr of Yom
Kippur, a person prays a silent prayer of seven blessings, and he confesses the Yom
Kippur confession at the end of the prayer. Also in the morning of Yom Kippur, he
prays a prayer of seven, and he confesses. Also during the Musaf, i.e. the additional,
prayer, he prays seven and confesses. Also at the time of the Minchah, i.e. afternoon
prayer, he prays seven and confesses. At the evening service of the night following
Yom Kippur, he prays a weekday prayer, a condensed eighteen. Meaning that he recites
the first three and the last three blessings, and in the middle he recites the havineinu
prayer, which is a condensed form of the middle thirteen blessings. This is the short
prayer that was established for travelers who cannot pray at length. They also permitted

one to recite it after Yom Kippur because of the difficulty of the fast.

Rabbi Chanina ben Gamliel says in the name of his fathers: One should not pray
havineinu, rather one prays a weekday prayer of eighteen complete blessings. This is
because one needs to recite havdalah® in the blessing of “chonein hada’at.”* \Whereas
in the havineinu prayer, the blessing of “chonein hada’at” is not said, so there is no

proper place to put havdalah.
Thus, we see that “ohr” is night, as is the view of Rav Yehudah.

The Gemara concludes: Hear from it a proof that o4 means night.

Come and hear another proof for Rav Yehudah: The House of Shmuel taught a Baraita:
The nights of the fourteenth they check the house for chametz by the light of a
candle. Thus we see that “ohr” of the fourteenth mentioned in the Mishnah is night,

since they check for chametz at night, and not during the day.

% The prayer recited at the conclusion of Shabbat and Yom Tov. It starts with the words, “attah
chonantanu.”
* “He Who grants wisdom.” This is the first of the thirteen middle blessings.
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Because of all of these proofs, the Gemara concludes: Rather, we must say that both
according to Rav Huna and according to Rav Yehudah, there is no question over the
matter. Everyone agrees that “ohr” is night. They both said the same thing, and they do
not differ with each other. Rather, one master refers to night as is done in his place, and

the other master refers to night as is done in his place.

In the place of Rav Huna they called night “naghei,” which is an Aramaic word that
means light, and in the place of Rav Yehudah they called night “leilei,” which means

night.

The Gemara asks: And our Tanna, what is the reason that he used the expression “ohr”
and he did not teach “the nights of the fourteenth,” as the House of Shmuel taught in

the Baraita? For this would seem to be a much clearer way of stating the Halachah.

The Gemara answers: The Tanna of our Mishnah used a refined expression. “O/r” is a
refined expression, and there is a mitzvah to use refined speech; this is the way of refined

people. And this is like the teaching of Rabbi Yehoshua ben L evi.

For said Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: A person should never allow a coarse expression
to leave his mouth. Because note that the Scriptures used an extra eight letters and
did not allow a coarse expression to leave its mouth. As it says (Bereishi® 7:8),
“From the animal which is pure and from the animal which is not pure.” It could
have said, “the animal which is impure,” as it does elsewhere in the Torah, but the Torah
changed the expression in one place and added eight letters in order to teach that one
should prefer refined speech. The eight extra letters are calculated as follows: The word
“hatemei'ah,” “impure,” has five letters, while the expression, “asher einenah tehorah,”
“which is not pure,” has thirteen. Thus the Torah used an extra eight letters for the sake of

refined speech.

® Genesis
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In fact, the word “leilei,” “nights,” is not truly a coarse expression. And the teaching of
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is not directed to the Mishnah. Rather we learn from his
teaching that it is the way of the Sages to prefer refined speech. Thus ohr, literally

meaning “light”, is preferable to leilei, even though leilei is only coarse relative to ohr.

Rav Pappa said: We even find that the Torah used nine extra letters in order not to use a
coarse expression. As it says (Devarim® 23:11), “And if there will be amongst you a
man who is not pure; a happening of the night.” The Torah does not say “tamei,”
“impure,” which has three letters. Rather, it wrote, “asher lo yi'he'yeh tahor,” which has

twelve letters. Thus the Torah added nine letters.

Ravina said: The Torah here added ten letters, since we have to count also the vav of

tahor, since in the Torah the word is written with the vav.

Rav Acha bar Yaakov said: We find that Scriptures added sixteen letters in order not to
use a coarse expression. As it says (Shmuel’ | 20:26), “Because he said, ‘it is a
happening; he must be not pure, for he has not been pure.” In Hebrew the verse says,
“mikreh hu bilti tahor hu ki lo tahor.” It does not say, “mikreh tamei hu,” “It is a
happening; he is impure.” The verse uses an additional sixteen letters here in order not to

write “tamei.”

The House of Rabbi Yishmael taught in a Baraita: A person should always speak
with clean expressions, because note that regarding a male zav® the Scriptures called it
“riding equipment,” as it says (Vayikra® 15:9), “And all riding equipment that the zav
rides on will be impure.” And with a menstruating woman or a zavah,™ the Scriptures

called it “a seat.” Meaning, the law of riding equipment is not mentioned in connection

® Deuteronomy

’ Samuel

& A male who has become impure due to a seminal-like discharge.
? Leviticus
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to women, only the law of seats, as it says (ibid. 23), “Or on the utensil which she is
sitting on.” In truth there is no Halachic difference between a man or a woman in this
regard, and also a woman who is impure will render riding equipment impure. Yet, since
it is not proper to mention riding, which entails separating the legs, in connection with

women, therefore the law of riding equipment is not mentioned in connection with them.

And the Scriptures says further (Iyov** 15:5), “You choose the language of the clever.”

The verse commands to use the language of the Sages, who use refined speech.

And it says further (ibid. 33:3), “The knowledge of my lips, speaks clearly,” a clear

clean language.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: For what is it necessary for the Baraita to add, “and it
(the Scriptures) says,” with the two verses from lyov? Did we not learn this from the

earlier verses about zav?

The Gemara answers: It was necessary to bring more verses, to preclude the following
line of reasoning: |f you say that from the verses of the Torah, we only learn that these
words are regarding the Torah—i.e. that only the Torah was careful with its
expressions, since it was said by the Holy One. But with the Sages, no, they do not have

to be careful with their expressions in the Mishnah and Baraita.

Therefore, come and hear a proof to the contrary: And it says, “You choose the
language of the clever.” We learn from here that the clever ones, i.e., the Sages, use

refined speech.

19 A female who has become impure due to a menstrual-like discharge.
11
Job
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But yet, if you say these words are regarding the Sages, that only in the Mishnah and
Baraita they have to be careful with clean speech, but common speech, it is not

necessary—

Therefore come and hear a proof to the contrary: And it says: “The knowledge of my

lips speaks clearly.” One should always be careful to use clear and clean speech.

The Gemara challenges the earlier proof from the fact that it does not say “riding
equipment” regarding a woman: And regarding a woman, is it not written anywhere in

Scripture an expression of riding?

But note that it is written (Bereishit 24:61), “And Rivkah'® arose with her girls, and

rode on the camel.”

The Gemara answers: There, because of fear due to the height of camels, it is the way
of a woman to ride. Since she is afraid that she might fall, she sits in the riding position
with her legs apart—rather than in the sitting position with her legs together—so she can

hold on with her hands and feet.

2 Rebecca
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The Gemara raises a further difficulty: And note that it is written (Shimor™ 4:20), And
Moshe took his wife and his sons, and he made them ride on the donkey.” We see
that even on a donkey, where a woman can safely sit with her legs together, the verse

used an expression of riding.

The Gemara answers: There...

AMMUD BET

...because of his sons, who are male, and it is usual for them to ride, therefore the verse

used the expression of riding.

The Gemara again raises a difficulty: And note that it is written regarding Avigayil**,
the wife of Naval (Shmuel™ | 25:20), “And she was riding on the donkey, and
descending under cover of the mountain, and behold, David and his men descending

towards her, and she met them.” Here it says riding in connection to a woman.

The Gemara answers: There, she rode at night. And because of the fear of night, it is

usual even for a woman to ride.

And if you wish, | will say an alternative answer: although there is no fear of night,
nevertheless, it was because there is fear of David. She feared David, who was on his

way to annihilate the household of Naval, therefore she sat in the riding position.

13 Exodus
4 Abigail
5 Samuel
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And if you wish, | will say an alternative answer: there was also no fear of David, but
there was fear of the mountain. Since she was descending the mountain, she was afraid

that she would fall from the donkey.

The Gemara raises a further difficulty: And in the Torah, it is not written the word

“impure”? The word “tamei,” “impure,” appears many times in the Torah, and the verse

did not change it to read “not pure.”

The Gemara answers: Rather, wherever the two expressions—the refined and the
coarse—-are the same length, the verse speaks with a clean expression. But, wherever
there are more words, i.c. more letters, when using the refined expression instead of the
coarse expression, the verse speaks with the shorter expression, even though it is not a

refined expression.

This is aside from the places mentioned earlier, where the Scriptures wrote lengthier
expressions so as not to use the word “impure,” departing from their usual pattern, in
order to teach us that one should prefer a refined expression. But we are to do so only
where it is the same length as the unrefined. In other places, a coarse expression was used
by Scripture and the Sages, for the sake of brevity. For a person should always teach his

disciple in a concise manner.

As Rav Huna said in the name of Rav, and some say, said Rav Huna in the name of
Rav in the name of Rabbi Meir: A person should always teach his disciple in a

concise manner, since that way it is easier for him to remember his learning.

The Gemara again raises a difficulty: And wherever the two expressions, the refined and

the coarse, are the same amount of letters, the verse speaks with an honorable
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expression?

But note that “rochevet,” “she rides,” and “yoshevet,” “she sits,” are the same number
of letters, and nevertheless the verse says regarding Avigayil: “rochevet,” even though it

is not an honorable expression in connection to a woman.

The Gemara answers: |t is written “rechever” without the vav, and if it were to write

“yoshevet,” it would have to add one letter.

One cannot suggest that it should write, “yeshevet,” without the vav, because the Torah
only writes something with a missing letter in a place where this is to be explicated, and
here we do not explicate “yeshevet.” However, the missing letter in “rechevet” comes to

teach us this very point, that a person should use a concise expression even if it is coarse.

There were two disciples that were sitting before Rav. One said: this teaching was so

hard, it made us like a tired-out “something”16

, @ euphemism for a pig.

And the other one said: This teaching made us like a tired-out kid.

And Rav did not speak with that one. Rav stopped speaking with the disciple who said
“a tired-out something”, because the disciple spoke unnecessarily with a coarse

expression.

There were two disciples who were sitting before Hillel, and one of them was

Rabban Yochanan ben Zakai.

And others say: That the two disciples were sitting before Rabbi, i.e., Rabbi Yehudah
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Hanasi, and one of them was Rabbi Yochanan.

One said: Why do they harvest grapes in purity, i.e., using pure utensils, and they do

not harvest olives in purity?

And the other one said: Why do they harvest grapes in purity, and they harvest olives

in impurity?

Said their master: | am sure about this one, who said “they do not harvest in purity,”

that in the future he will render legal decisions among | srael.

And it was not too long until he rendered legal decisions among |srael.

There were three Cohanim in the Temple. One said to them, to his friends: My portion

of the lechem hapanim17 reached me, and it was like the size of a bean.
And one said: Like the size of an olive reached me from the bread.
And one said: A little bit of bread reached me, like the size of a lizard's tail.

They investigated after him, the one who spoke in a coarse manner and said “like a
lizard's tail,” and they found in him an invalidating flaw. They discovered in his

lineage something that invalidated him from serving in the Temple as a Cohen.
The Gemara is puzzled: Why did they investigate after his lineage?

But note that it was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Kiddushin (76A) regarding the

investigation of lineage for marriage: They do not investigate from the Altar and

8 Davar Acheir
¥ The twelve loaves of Show Bread.
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upwards. |.e. there is no need to investigate the lineage of a Cohen who performed
service on the Altar, in order to ascertain whether someone in his family was invalid as a
Cohen. For if he would not be valid to perform the service, they would not allow him to
do so on the Altar, as it was stated in Tractate Midot, that the Great Rabbinical Court in
the Lishkat Hagazit18 would investigate the lineage of all the Cohanim and Levites before

they came to do the service.

Also here, since that Cohen was already serving as a Cohen, they must have investigated

his lineage. Why did they investigate him again?

The Gemara answers: Do not say that they investigated his lineage and found in him an
invalidating flaw. Rather, say they investigated him and found in him an invalidating
haughtiness. They saw that he was haughty and belittled the Divine service of sacrifices,
and therefore it is not fitting for him to perform this service. This is similar to the rule that
any Cohen who does not concur that all the services of the Cohanim are Divinely

commanded, does not receive a portion from the sacrificial meat.

And if you wish, | will say an alternative answer: In truth, they investigated the validity
of his lineage, even though “they do not investigate from the Altar and upwards.” But it
the case is different there, as he discredited himself. By using a coarse expression he
weakened his chezkat kashrut (assumption of validity), and they needed to investigate. It

was then discovered that the original investigation was not sufficiently thorough.

18 A chamber in the Temple where the Sanhedrin sat.
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There was a certain Aramean gentile that would go up to the Temple on Erev Pesach
and eat of the meat of the Pesach sacrifice in Jerusalem. When he returned to his town,
he would boast and say: It is written in the Torah (Shmot 12:43), “Every son of a
foreigner shall not eat it,” i.e. the Pesach sacrifice. It also says regarding the Pesach
sacrifice (ibid. 48), “All uncircumcised shall not eat it.” And I, although | am both
uncircumcised and the son of a foreigner, | eat from the best of the best, i.c. the best cut

of the sacrifice.

Said to him Rabbi Yehudah ben Beteira: Did they give you to eat from the tail,
which is the fattiest and choicest meat? They only gave you from the lean parts of the

sacrifice!

The gentile said to him: Indeed, they did not give me from the tail.

Rabbi Yehudah ben Beteira said to him: When you go up there to Jerusalem the next

time, say to them: Feed me from the tail.

Rabbi Yehudah ben Beteira's intention was to trick him into revealing his identity and
save the Pesach sacrifice from the disgrace of being consumed by this man. The fatty tail
was offered on the Altar and was forbidden to eat. When he would ask to eat from the

tail, they would realize that he is not a Jew.

Rabbi Y ehudah ben Beteira could not directly stop the man from going up to the Temple

next Pesach, therefore he sought to prevent him in a roundabout fashion.

When he went up again to Jerusalem, he said to them: From the tail of the Pesach,

feed me!

They said to him: The tail goes up On High, i.e. to Hashem on the Altar.

They then said to him: Who said this to you, to ask to eat from the tail?
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He said to them: Rabbi Yehudah ben Beteira told me that you only give me the lean

meat. | bought the sacrifice just like you, and why are you cheating me?

They said: What is the meaning of this strange report before us? How is it that Rabbi
Y ehudah ben Beteira told him this?

They investigated after him and found that he was a Aramean gentile, and they

killed him.

They sent a message to Rabbi Yehudah ben Beteira: Peace to you, Rabbi Yehudah

ben Beteira, that you live in Netzivin and your net is spread in Jerusalem.

This story was brought here in connect with the previous story, as both people caused

their own investigations.

Rav Cahana took ill. The Rabbis sent to Rabbi Yehoshua the son of Rav |di, and

they said to him: Go check what is his situation.

Rabbi Y ehoshua the son of Rav Idi came. He found that Rav Cahana died.

Rabbi Y ehoshua the son of Rav Idi tore his clothes, and turned the tear behind him in
order not to frighten the Rabbis when they unexpectedly see the tear and realize that Rav

Cahana died. And he came crying to the Rabbis.

The Rabbis said to him: Did Rav Cahana die?
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He said to them: You understood this yourselves. | did not say this news explicitly,

because it is written (Mishlei'® 10:18), “One who spreads evil speech is a fool.”

Yochanan Chakuka’ah® went out to the villages to examine the state of the grain crop.
When he came back, they said to him: Did the wheat come out well?

He said to them: The barley came out well. From his words they understood that the

wheat did not, but he did not want to say so explicitly, in order not to say anything bad.

They said to him: Why are you answering us about the barley, which is not food for
humans but for livestock? Go out and inform this good tidings to the horses and
donkeys, for this is their food, as it is written (Melachim®* | 5:8), “And the barley and

the straw for the horses and swift steeds.”

The Gemara is puzzled by their derogatory response to his report: What should he have
said? What else could he say, without saying anything bad?

The Gemara answers: He should have said: Last year the wheat came out well. That

way they would have understood that this year it did not.

Or else, he could have said: The lentils came out well, since lentils are human food, thus

he did not have to speak about animal food.

B Proverbs
2 This was his nickname.
? Kings
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Rav was the son of the brother of Rabbi Chiya, and also the son of his sister. This
was because Aivo, Rav’s father, was Rabbi Chiya’s brother only through their father.

And Ima, Rav’s mother, was Rabbi Chiya’s sister only through their mother.

When Rav went up from Babylon to there, the Land of Israel, and he came to Rabbi
Chiya, Rabbi Chiya said to him: Is Aivo, your father and my brother, still alive?

Rav said to him: And is Ima alive? Meaning, before you ask me about my father, ask
me about my mother, who is also your sister. He was hinting that his father had died and
he did not want to tell him directly.

Rabbi Chiya again said to him: Is Ima, your mother and my sister, still alive?

Rav said to him: And is Aivo alive that you ask me about my mother?

He now hinted to him that even his mother died.

Rabbi Chiya said to his servant: Remove my shoes because | am mourning for my
brother and sister. And bring my clothes after me to the bathhouse. He intended to
teach halachot to the disciples.

Hear from this, the words of Rabbi Chiya, three halachot:

1) From that which he said, “remove my shoes,” hear from it that a mourner is forbidden

to wear shoes.

2) And from the fact that he said to immediately bring his clothes to the bathhouse, hear
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from it that when one is mourning over distant news, i.e. where the news about the death
arrived after thirty days, the mourning is only observed for one day. He does not
observe the regular seven days of mourning. We see this because a mourner may not

bathe, yet Rabbi Chiya did not wait seven days.

3) And hear from it: Even on that day, one need not observe mourning the entire day,
rather one hour is sufficient. This is because part of the day is like its entirety. For

Rabbi Chiya bathed on that very day and did not wait until the next day.

The Gemara relates an incident regarding a certain person that whenever he had an
argument with his friend, he would say to him: Judge my case, i.c. come with me to

Court. He never wanted to listen to anyone, rather he only wanted to go to the Court.

They said about him: Since he always says this, hear from it that he comes from the
tribe of Dan. Because it is written about this tribe (Bereishit™ 49:16), “Dan will judge

his people, like one of the tribes of |srael.”

A certain person would regularly say, “On the shore of the sea, | will build a palace.”
If | have the opportunity to build a palace, | will build it on the seashore. He was

constantly praising the seashore.

They investigated and they found that he comes from the tribe of Zevulun, which it is

written about this tribe (ibid. 13), “Zevulun, on the shore of the sea, he dwells.”

! Genesis
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It was stated in the Mishnah: At the “ohr”, i.e. the night, of the Fourteenth of Nisan,
which is Erev?® Pesach, there is a special mitzvah to be performed: they search the house

for the chametz, by the light of a candle.

The Gemara asks: And now that we have established regarding the disagreement
between Rav Huna and Rav Yehudah that according to everyone “ohr” is night, and
the time of checking for chametz is the night of the Fourteenth, then the question arises:

why is it necessary to check specifically during the night?

For whether it is going according to Rabbi Yehudah or whether according to Rabbi
Meir (who differ with each other in a later Mishnah, 11B, as to the exact hour at which
the Sages forbade eating chametz on Erev Pesach), all agree that by Torah law, chametz
is only forbidden to eat from the end of six hours into the day and onwards, i.e. from
noon. And if so, we should check at the beginning of the sixth hour and destroy it at the

end of the sixth hour, which is when it is forbidden according to the Torah.

It would be all right if “oh7”” means day, since then we could say that this is the Mishnah's
intention, to check during the sixth hour. But now that we said that according to everyone
we check for chametz at night, the question arises: why do we have to check so much

earlier?

And if you say the reason we bring the search forward to the night is because those who
are zealous rise early for mitzvot, i.e. they seek to fulfill them at the earliest possible

time, then let us check right away in the morning. It would be sufficient to check early

2 The Eve of
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in the morning of the Fourteenth, and thereby fulfilling the practice of the zealous to rise

early for mitzvot.

As is written regarding the mitzvah of circumcision (Vayikra® 12:3), “And on the eight
day you will circumcise the flesh of his foreskin.” And it was taught in a Baraita
regarding this: The entire day is valid for circumcision, but those who are zealous rise
early for mitzvot, and they circumcise in the morning, as we find that it says by the
binding of Yitzchak® (Bereishit 22:3), “And Avraham rose early in the morning.” He
did not wait until sunrise to go on this Divine mission; rather he rose early at the break of

dawn.

Nevertheless, he did not bring it forward to the night. Thus we see that even those who
are zealous about mitzvot, as was Avraham, only bring it forward to early in the morning.
Therefore, why is it necessary to check for chametz during the night before the

Fourteenth?

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: The Sages wished the search
for chametz to take place at a time when people are found in their homes, whereas
during the day people are at work. And another reason is because at night the light of a
candle is effective for checking.5 During the day, however, a candle’s light does not help

one see better, due the stronger daylight.

Said Abaye: Since one must check specifically at night, therefore, a Torah scholar
should not start his fixed time to learn. |.e. he should not start learning on the night
following the thirteenth, which is the evening of the Fourteenth, when one must check
for chametz. This is because perhaps his learning will continue for a long time and he

will fail to do the mitzvah of checking for chametz.

3 Leviticus
4 |saac
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They the scholars of the study hall posed an inquiry to Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: A
landlord who rents a home to his friend on the Fourteenth of Nisan, on whom is the

obligation to check the house for chametz?

Is it on the landlord to check because the chametz in the house is his?

Or perhaps it is on the tenant to check. Because what is forbidden, i.e. the chametz, is

located in his domain, since the house is his for the entire period of the lease.

The Gemara answers: Come and hear a proof that the tenant must check, from what was
taught in a Baraita: A landlord who rents a house to his friend, it is on the tenant to
affix a mezuzah. We thus see that mitzvot connected to the house are the tenant’s

obligation. Therefore, checking for chametz should be the same.

The Gemara dismisses this: There, the responsibility to affix the mezuzah is placed upon
the tenant because of that which was said by Rav M esharshia: Mezuzah is always the
obligation of the resident. Whoever lives in the house is obligated in mezuzah since the
mezuzah protects him, and also because it is written that they are to be placed “on the
doorposts of your house (bei’techa).” The word “bei’techa” is interpreted to mean
“bi’atcha,” “your entering.” Thus the obligation is on who enters and exits the house. But
here, with checking for chametz, it is quite different. For by Torah law it is sufficient to
nullify the chametz, in order to fulfill one’s obligation of not owning chametz during
Pesach. This renders the obligation to check the house a Rabbinic one. Thus the question

remains: what is the law? Who is obligated to check the house?

Said to them Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: It was taught in a Baraita: A landlord who

rents a house to his friend, the law is as follows: |f, before he gave him the keys, the

® The light of a candle is especially suited for checking into cracks and crevices, thus the Sages wished one
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night of the Fourteenth arrived, it is upon the landlord to check. This is because the
giving over of the keys is the act of acquisition that clinches the rental of the house. Since
the obligation to check the house arrived before the landlord gave over the keys to the
prospective tenant, the obligation is on the landlord, and remains on him even after he

gives over the keys.

And if after he gave him the keys, the Fourteenth arrived, since he gave the keys to
the tenant on the thirteenth or earlier, it is upon the tenant to check. This is because the

obligation to check the house arrived at a time when the house was already rented out.

They posed an inquiry to Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak, regarding the following case:
A landlord who rents a house to his friend on the Fourteenth of Nisan in the morning,
and the tenant does not know if the landlord checked the house yesterday evening or not.
Is there a chazakah (assumption) that it was checked, because we trust that the landlord
fulfilled the mitzvah of checking for chametz in its proper time, since, as the Gemara

ruled before, the obligation is on him in this situation?

Or perhaps it does not have a chazakah that it was checked, and the tenant needs to

check now for chametz.

The Gemara, still in the process of stating the inquiry, asks: What practical difference is
there, if it has a chazakah of being checked or not? One may simply go and ask him.
Ask the landlord if he checked or not.

to conduct the search for chametz aided by such a light.
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The Gemara clarifies: We are discussing a case where this one, the landlord, is not here
to ask. Since he is not here, our question is whether to trouble that one, the tenant, to
check the house, out of doubt. What is the law—did the Sages trouble him to check in

this situation, or not?

The Gemara now answers the inquiry.

Said to them Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: This halachah was taught in a Baraita:
Everyone is trusted to testify on the Fourteenth of Nisan regarding the eradication of
the chametz. |.e. everyone is believed if they say that the owners of this house checked it

yesterday evening. Even women, even slaves, even minors are believed.

The Gemara infers: What is the reason they are trusted to testify about this, given that

regarding most matters, they are judged invalid to testify?

AMMUD BET

( position #1: a house has a chazakah):

Is not the reason because it has a chazakah that the house was checked? Thus the
Tanna of the Baraita holds that everyone is judged as having the status of “chaverim”
with regards to the checking of chametz. A “chaver” (colleague of the Sages) is a
person considered knowledgeable and meticulous in Halachah, even regarding Rabbinic

stringencies.
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Here, this Tanna holds that every person is as reliable as is a chaver when it comes to
checking for chametz. He is trusted, and is not suspect that he did not check. Since he is
trusted, there is indeed a chazakah that he has done the mitzvah in its proper time.
Therefore, every house has a chazakah that it was checked on Erev Pesach. This is why
women, slaves and minors are believed: even without their testimony, the house itself has

a chazakah of having been checked.

As it was taught in a Baraita: A chaver has a chazakah that he does a mitzvah in the
proper time: A chaver who died and left a silo full of produce; even if it the produce is
just one day old, i.e. it only became obligated in tithes today, it has a chazakah that it
has been rectified, i.e. that tithes have been separated from the produce, rendering it fit

to be eaten. This is because the chaver has a chazakah that he tithed it immediately.

Thus we may conclude that if a landlord rents out a house on the morning of the
Fourteenth and is not available to be asked whether he checked the house or not, the

tenant need not check it. The house has a chazakah that it was checked.

(position #2: we rely on testimony of invalid witnesses)

The Gemara, before presenting position 2, refutes the above proof to position 1.

From where do you know that everyone is trusted to check for chametz, thus every
house has a chazakah it was checked? Perhaps, here where we have a testimony on the
matter, it is different. Because these people, the woman, the slave or the minor, said that
they saw the landlord check the house, and only on this basis does the house have a
chazakah that it was checked. Although they are judged as invalid as regards other forms

of testimony, here they are believed.
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(reply of position #1)

The Gemara replies: Does the speech of these people have any substance i.c.
significance to it? They are invalid witnesses, and cannot establish a chazakah that the
house was checked for chametz. Rather, the house must have a chazakah on its own,

since everyone is a chaver as regards checking for chametz.

(reply of position #2)

The Gemara replies: But what will you say is the reason — because the house has a

chazakah that it was checked?

If so, a difficulty arises with that which was taught. “Everyone is trusted regarding
eradication of chametz”. According to what you said, it is not dependant on their
trustworthiness, rather on the chazakah of the house. It needs to say: “All the houses

have a chazakah of having been checked on the Fourteenth.”

(position #1's rejoinder)

The Gemara replies: But what will you say — that the reason is because of the speech of
these? But note that if these do not say, i.e. if they would not testify that they saw him
check, we do not assume the house was checked. Therefore we should conclude from it,
the Baraita, the exact opposite: that the house does not have a chazakah that it was
checked. Therefore, regarding the original inquiry of the Gemara, it will emerge that a

tenant who rents a house on the Fourteenth in the day indeed needs to check it.
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The Gemara concludes the discussion: Do net resolve from here in either direction. In
truth, | will tell you that any unknown house has a chazakah that it was checked, and
here, with what are we dealing? That there is a chazakah regarding the landlord that
he did not check. For example, we saw that he was busy with something else the entire
time of the checking, or that he went on a trip on the thirteenth by day. And then these

people, the woman, slave or minor, came and said that we checked it.

What might you say? The Rabbis did not believe them in this matter, since they are
invalid to testify. Therefore, it the Baraita informs us that this is not so. In fact they are
believed, since the entire obligation of checking for chametz is Rabbinic. This is
because according to the Torah, mere nullification of the chametz is sufficient. For it
does not say in the Torah: “you shall eradicate (feva’aru)”, implying physical removal.
Rather it says, “you shall eliminate (tashbitu)”, and this can be fulfilled even through
thought alone. Therefore the Rabbis believed them, the women, slaves and minors,
regarding the checking for chametz which is only Rabbinic. Since the Rabbis created
the obligation, it is within their power to determine who will be relied upon regarding this

obligation.

They the scholars of the study hall posed an inquiry, regarding the following case: A
landlord who rents a house to his friend on Erev Pesach with the chazakah that it was
checked, and he the tenant found that it was not checked. What is its law? | s it like a
purchase made on false premises? In which case the tenant may renege on the lease and
say, “l never would have rented it if | would have known that | would have to trouble

myself to check it!”” Or perhaps he cannot renege.

Come and hear a proof that he cannot renege, from that which said Abaye: It is not
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necessary to even mention that he cannot renege, in a place where they do not
ordinarily pay wages to someone else for them to check for chametz, rather everyone
checks for chametz himself. In that situation, it is obvious that the tenant cannot claim
“false premises”, and say that had he known the house was not checked, he would not

have rented it.

This is because it is pleasing to a person to do a mitzvah himself, and even had he
known that it was not checked, he assumedly would have rented it anyway. Now he is

just saying this because he found a nicer house that he wishes to rent.

Abaye continues: But even in a place where they pay wages for them to check, i.e. the
local custom is that householders hire others to check for them, the law is the same. In the
question at hand, the tenant who discovered that the house was not checked will suffer a
monetary loss, as he will hire someone to check for him, in line with the local custom.

Nevertheless, the tenant cannot claim “false premises”.

This is because it is pleasing to a person to do a mitzvah even with his money. Even
had he known that he would need to spend money for the checking, assumedly he would
have agreed to rent the house nevertheless. Now he is just saying this because he found a

nicer house that he wishes to rent.

It was taught there in a Mishnah (11B): Rabbi Meir says: They eat chametz on Erev
Pesach the entire first five hours of the day, and they burn it at the beginning of the
sixth hour. One should not wait until the beginning of the seventh hour because then it is
forbidden according to the Torah. The Sages decreed that chametz is forbidden during the
sixth hour, because perhaps people will err by one hour and they will think that the

seventh hour is really the sixth.
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Rabbi Yehudah says: They eat the entire four hours, and they suspend it the entire
fifth. |.e. they do not eat chametz during the fifth hour, because people could err even by
two hours, and they might think that the seventh is really the fifth. However, it is not
necessary to burn the chametz during the fifth hour, and it is still permissible to derive
benefit from it, such as by feeding it to one’s livestock. And they burn it at the
beginning of the sixth, because from then on it is forbidden even to derive benefit from

it, according to Rabbinic Law.

Everyone nevertheless agrees that chametz, from the end of six hours and onwards is
forbidden according to the Torah. |.e. it is forbidden from noon on. If it would not be
forbidden until nightfall, the Sages would not have forbade it so early in the day, because

people do not make a mistake between night and day.

The Gemara asks: From where do we know that chametz is forbidden by the Torah on

Erev Pesach from noon on?

Said Abaye: Two verses are written about chametz:

It is written (Shimot® 12:19), “Seven days, sourdough shall not be found in your
homes.” This indicates that it may not be found in your homes at any time during the

seven days.

And it is written (ibid. 15), “But on the first day, eliminate sourdough from your

homes.” This indicates that during the course of the first day, they eliminate the chametz.

How is this? How do we reconcile these two contradictory verses? |f one eliminates the

5 Exodus
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chametz during the course of the first day, one has the chametz until then—in which case
one transgresses the first verse: “Seven days, sourdough shall not be found in your

homes”!

We are forced to the conclusion that “on the first day” is the day before the seven days of
Pesach. And the verse is coming to include the Fourteenth for eradication, i.c. that we
are obligated to eradicate the chametz on Erev Pesach, the Fourteenth of Nisan. (Later,
the Gemara will explain how we know that the prohibition starts at noon.) This resolves
the contradiction between the two verses, for indeed the chametz shall not be found at

any time during the entire seven days.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: We are not forced to the above conclusion, for | will say
that in truth, “on the first day” is the first of the seven days of Pesach. And the verse is
coming to include the night of the fifteenth for eradication, that we must eradicate the
chametz on the night of the fifteenth, which is at the very beginning of Pesach, and not

wait until the morning.

For | might think the following: “Seven days, sourdough shall not be found in your
homes. In this verse it is written “days,” which indicates “days”, yes, there is a
prohibition on chametz. But nights, no, there is no prohibition. Therefore it, the verse of
“On the first day”, informs us that even before the daytime of the first day comes, we

must eliminate the chametz. And therefore we must do this even at night.

The Gemara answers: For that teaching, the Torah does not need to write the verse of
“On the first day”. Because even without the verse, we would know that the night of the
fifteenth is included in the prohibition stemming from “Seven days, sourdough shall not

be found in your homes.”
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[The Gemara answers: For that teaching, the Torah does not need to write the verse of
“On the first day”. Because even without the verse, we would know that the night of the
fifteenth is included in the prohibition stemming from “Seven days, sourdough shall not

be found in your homes.”]

For note that the elimination of sourdough from one’s possession is compared® by the
Torah to the prohibition on the eating of chametz. |.c. one must have eliminated his
sourdough by the time it becomes forbidden to eat chametz. And the prohibition on the
eating of chametz is compared to the mitzvah of eating of matzah. Just as the mitzvah
of eating matzah is on the night of the fifteenth of Nissan, so too is it forbidden to eat
chametz at that time. Therefore, we can derive from these comparisons that one must
have eliminated his sourdough from his possession by the night of the fifteenth of

Nissan—and the verse of “On the first day” is not needed to teach us this.

Thus we are forced to conclude that “On the first day” teaches us that we must eliminate

chametz on Erev? Pesach, the fourteenth of Nisan.

The Gemara explains: The elimination of sourdough is compared to the eating of
chametz, for it is written (Simor® 12:19), “Seven days, sourdough should not be
found in your homes, for anyone who eats leaven — he shall be excised from the

Jewish people...”

! The comparison is derived by the juxtaposition of the verses teaching these Mitzvot.
? The Eve of
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And the eating of chametz is compared to the eating of matzah, for it is written (ibid
12:20), “Any leaven you shall not eat; in all your dwelling places you should eat

matzot”.

And it is written concerning this mitzvah of eating matzah (ibid 12:18): “On the first

day, on the fourteenth day of the month, in the evening, you shall eat matzot”.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But we could say that the verse of “On the first day”
comes to include even the night of the Fourteenth as the time to eradicate the
chametz. |.e. how do we know that the mitzvah of eliminating the chametz applies in the

daytime of the fourteenth of Nissan — maybe it begins from the night before?

The Gemara answers: It is written “On the first day”. This implies that the mitzvah is

specifically in the daytime and not at night.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But we could say that the mitzvah begins from the
morning of the Fourteenth. How do we know that the mitzvah of eliminating the chametz

begins only at noon?

The Gemara answers: The verse says (ibid 12:15), “But (ach) on the first day you should
eliminate...” The word ach comes to divide that day, and say that the mitzvah applies to

only part of the day — after midday.
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In the House of Rabbi Yishmael it was taught: We have found that the Fourteenth
of Nissan is called “first”, for it is stated (ibid 12:18), “On the first, on the fourteenth

day of the month, in the evening you shall eat matzot”.

Therefore, the same is true in the verse which speaks of the mitzvah of eliminating the
chametz (ibid 12:15). When it says “On the first day”, it refers to the fourteenth of
Nissan. This is an alternative way of coming to the same conclusion as the Gemara

reached above.

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said yet another way coming to the conclusion that “The
first day” refers to the fourteenth of Nissan: the word first, “rishon”, implies “prior to”.
l.e. the “first” day actually means the day prior to the seven days of Pesach. This is
proved from a verse: For the verse states (Iyov’ 15:7), “Were you born prior to

(harishon) Adam?”

The Gemara questions this: But according to this, a difficulty arises regarding what is
written about the mitzvah of taking the four species on the first Yom Tov of Succot. For

it is written (Vayikra® 23:40): “And you should take for yourselves on the first day...”

4 Job
5 Leviticus
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There also, are we to say that the word “first” implies prior to, and the four species are

to be taken on Erev Succot? This obviously is not true.

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: It is different over there concerning Succot, for it is
written at the end of the above verse: “And you shall rejoice before Hashem your G-d,
for seven days”. And this is interpreted to mean that just as the seventh day of these
seven days means the seventh day of the festival of Succot, so too the first day refers to

the first day of the festival of Succot.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But here also concerning chametz, it is written (Simot
12:15): “But on the first day you shall eliminate the sourdough from your homes”. And

earlier in that same verse it says, “For seven days you shall eat matzot...”

Why do we not say that just as the first part of the verse refers to the days of the festival
of Pesach, so too “the first day” refers to the first day of Pesach, and not the day before?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: If so, that the verse comes to teach that one should
eliminate the chametz only on the fifteenth of Nissan, let the verse be written: “first
day”. Why is it written “The first day”? Rather, hear from this a proof that the mitzvah

of eliminating the chametz begins from the fourteenth day of Nissan, like we said.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: If so, then there also concerning the four species, why

does it say “The first day” and not just “first day”?
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And furthermore, over there concerning the festival of Succot, it is written (Vayikra
23:39), “On the first day it shall be a day of rest, and on the eighth day it shall be a
day of rest”. Let us say that there too, “the first day” implies from before. |.c. there
shall be a day of rest on the day before the seven days of the festival, and not on the first
day of the festival.

The Gemara answers: |t is different over there, concerning the festival of Succot,
because the verse states, “And on the eighth day it shall be a day of rest. And this is
interpreted as follows: Just as the eighth day refers to the eighth day of the festival, so
too the first day refers to the first day of the festival (and not to the day prior to it).

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But why is it written “The first day”, concerning Succot?

How do we interpret the extra letter ‘hey,” representing “the”?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: The extra “hey” is coming to exclude Chol
Hamoed®. |t teaches that chol hamoed is not a time when all work is forbidden, as is the

case on Yom Tov, when all work (except for food preparation) is forbidden.

The Gemara is puzzled by this: But Chol Hamoed does not need the extra ‘hey’ to
exclude it. Because it can be derived from what is anyways written in the verse (ibid),
that the first and eighth days shall be days of rest. This implies that the days in between

are not days of rest from work.

® The intermediate days of the festival.
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The Gemara answers: Even so, it is necessary for the extra ‘hey’ to exclude Chol

Hamoed. Because you might have said the following:

Since it is written in the Torah: “And on the eighth day it shall be a day of rest’, one
might think that the extra letter ‘vav’ (representing “and”) is coming to add on to the
initial subject (i.e. the previous days). Thus, it would be saying that the eighth day is a
day of rest just like the previous days. And we would conclude that even on Chol

Hamoed, one must rest from work.

Therefore, the extra letter ‘4ey’ comes to teach us that one does not need to rest from

work on Chol Hamoed.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But according to this, the Torah should neither write
the ‘vav’ of “And on the eighth day”, nor the ‘hey’ — of “the first day”. In this way, we
would still know that only on the first and eighth days are days of rest.

And furthermore, another difficulty will arise: Over there, concerning the festival of
Pesach, that it is written (Vayikra 23: 67) “For seven days you shall eat matzot. On the
first day you shall have a holy assembly, you shall not do any laborious work”. Shall
we say also there, that the word “first” implies prior to, and that on the fourteenth day

of Nissan it would be forbidden to do work? Y et this obviously is not true.

The Gemara answers: Rather, we shall say that those three times the word “first” is
written — in reference to the four species, Succot and Pesach — they are needed for that

teaching which was taught in the House of Rabbi Yishmael.
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For it was taught in the House of Rabbi Yishmael: In the merit of these three which

are called “first”, the Jewish people merited three other things which are called “first”.

They merited:

(1) The ability to wipe out the offspring of Eisav’.
(2) The building of the Holy Temple.

(3) And the name of M ashiach®,

Each of these are referred to as “first”, as the Gemara will now show.

To wipe out the offspring of Eisav, who is called “first”, for it is written (Breishit9

25:25), “The first one came out entirely red, like a hairy cloak”.

And the building of the Holy Temple, which is called “first”, for it is written
(Yirmeyahu™® 17:12), “The Throne of Glory, elevated from the first time, the place of

our Temple”.

And the name of Mashiach, who is called “first”, for it is written (Yeshayahu'* 41:27),

“The first one [to come] to Zion [will announce] “Behold, they are here!”

" Esau

8 The Messiah
® Genesis

10 Jeremiah

1 |saiah
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The Gemara, above, explained how we know that one must eliminate the chametz by
midday of Erev Pesach. Now the Gemara will bring another way of deriving this

teaching.

Rava said: We can learn it out from here, for it is written (Shmot 34:25), “You shall not
slaughter my blood-offering, while you have chametz.” This verse means that you
shall not slaughter the Pesach-offering, while chametz still exists. And since the
Pesach-offering is slaughtered from midday of Erev Pesach, we learn that one must have

eliminated his chametz by that time.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But | could say that the Torah only prohibits an
individual from having chametz in his possession when each one has slaughtered his

personal Pesach-offering.

If a person slaughtered his Pesach-offering at three in the afternoon, he would be
permitted to have chametz in his possession until then. How do we know that after

midday, no one may have chametz in his possession?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: The Torah is stating the time for the slaughtering,
not the physical act of slaughtering. The Torah is prohibiting the possession of chametz at
a time which is fitting to slaughter the Pesach-offering — i.e. from midday. But not from

the time that each person actually slaughters his Pesach-offering.
It is reasonable to assume that the Torah intended the prohibition to be dependent on a

unified time which applies to everyone, rather than giving a time which will be different

from one person to the next.
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It was also taught in a Baraita like this, i.e. as Rava said: The verse says (Shmot 12:15),
“But on the first day you shall eliminate sourdough from your homes.” The Torah is

teaching that one shall eliminate one’s sourdough from the day before Yom Tov.

Or maybe the verse means that the mitzvah only applies on the day of Yom Tov itself,

and not the day before?

Therefore the verse comes to teach (Shmot 34:25), “You shall not slaughter my blood-
offering while you have chametz”. You shall not slaughter the Pesach-offering while
chametz is still in existence. Thus, “on the first day” must mean the day before Yom

Tov. These are the words of Rabbi Yishmael.

Rabbi Akiva says: It is not necessary to revert to another verse to bring out the

meaning; it may be proven from the verse itself.

Because note that it states (Shmor 12:15), “But on the first day you shall eliminate
sourdough from your homes”. This eliminating means that one needs to burn it. And
yet it is written concerning Yom Tov (ibid, 12:16), “No work may be done on them”.
And we have found that burning is considered a primary type of work. So it must be
that the eliminating of the chametz takes place on the fourteenth of Nissan and not on the

first day of Yom Tov.

Rabbi Yosi says: It is not necessary to bring a proof from the prohibition of doing
work; rather one can bring out the meaning from the mitzvah itself of eliminating the

chametz.
Because it says (ibid, 12:15), “But on the first day you shall eliminate sourdough

from your homes”. Does this mean on the day before Yom Tov one shall eliminate the

chametz? Or maybe the verse means that the mitzvah only applies on the day of Yom
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Tov. Therefore the verse comes to teach through the word “but” (ach) that we are to
divide the day. Part of the day is permitted to have chametz in one’s possession, and part

of the day not.

The Gemara elucidates the proof of Rabbi Yosi: And if “on the first day” means on Yom
Tov itself, is it permissible to have chametz in one’s possession for even part of that

day?

But note that the elimination of sourdough is compared12 to the eating of chametz,

and the eating of chametz is compared to the eating of matzah.

Now, the time of the mitzvah of eating matzah is at the start of the night of the fifteenth
of Nissan. Thus we can derive that both the prohibition of eating chametz and the
eliminating of sourdough already apply at that time. If so, how could we say, based on the
word “but”, that it is permissible to have sourdough in one’s possession for part of that

day?

Rather, it must be that “on the first day” refers to the day before Yom Tov — and for part
of that day, one indeed is permitted to have sourdough in one’s possession, and only from

midday does it become forbidden to possess sourdough.

ccodd

12 By placing these two Halachot next to one another in the verses, the Torah teaches us that one can derive
similarities in Halachah from one to the other.
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Said Rava:

Ammud Bet

We may hear, from that which Rabbi Akiva said, a proof to three things:

Q) Hear from it a proof that one can only eradicate one’s chametz through

burning it. This is like the view of Rabbi Y ehudah later on (21a).

Because if Rabbi Akiva held like the Sages do, that one can eradicate it in any manner,
then one could do so even on Yom Tov itself — e.g. by throwing it into the sea, or by
feeding it to dogs. Yet Rabbi Akiva proved from the fact that it is not possible to

eradicate it on Yom Tov that “on the first day” must mean the day before Yom Tov.

2 And hear from it a proof that kindling a fire was taken out of the general
category of forbidden forms of work, in order to divide between the various
forms of work. The verse states (Shmot 35:3), “You shall not kindle a fire in
any of your dwellings on the day of Shabbat”. Now, the Torah had already
stated (Shmot 20:10), “But on the seventh day is Shabbat to Hashem, your G-
d, you shall not do any work...” So why was it necessary for the Torah to state
a second time that one cannot kindle a fire — surely it was included in the first,

general prohibition?

This is a support for Rabbi Natan, who holds™ that kindling a fire was taken out of the

general category of forbidden work in order to “divide”. |.e. in a case where someone did

13 Shabbat 70a
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not know it was Shabbat and he did many different types of work, he must bring a sin
offering for each category of forbidden work that he performed. This is because the Torah
mentioned kindling a fire on its own, to teach that we are to divide between the various
categories of forbidden work, and not regard them all as one and the same, requiring one

sin offering for all. Rather, each category of work requires its own sin offering.

Rabbi Y osi explains differently why kindling a fire was taken out of the general category
of forbidden forms of work. He holds that it teaches that kindling is different from other
forms of work, and that kindling does not constitute a primary category of work at all,
and therefore, one is not liable a sin offering for inadvertently kindling a fire on Shabbat.
It is a regular Torah prohibition which is punishable by lashes for a deliberate

transgression.

Now, since Rabbi Akiva called the kindling of fire a primary type of work, he certainly
holds like Rabbi Natan, that kindling was taken out of the general category of work in
order to divide between the various forms of work. Because according to Rabbi Y osi, it is

not a primary type of work at all.

3 And hear from it a proof that we do not say the following line of reasoning:
Since kindling a fire on Yom Tov is permitted for the purpose of preparing
food, it is also permitted even if it is not for the purpose of preparing food.
(This issue is subject to a disagreement between Beit Hillel and Beit

Shammai.™)

14 Brought in Tractate Beitzah (12a)
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The Rabbis taught in a Baraita: The verse states (Shmot 12:19), “For seven days,

sourdough shall not be found in your houses.” What is this verse coming to teach?

Note that it already stated (ibid 13:7), “Chametz shall not be seen in your possession,
and sourdough shall not be seen in your possession in all your borders”. And since
houses are included in the general category of “your borders”, i.e. your domain in
general, why does the verse need to state that sourdough shall not be found in your

houses?

Because if it would have stated only the verse “sourdough shall not be seen”, | could

have said the following:

We derive from the phrase “in your possession”, which is repeated, that only your
chametz, you may not see. But you may see chametz belonging to others. This teaches
that one may keep chametz belonging to a non-Jew in one’s house. And we also derive
that chametz which belongs to the most High may be kept in one’s home, for this also is
not in “your possession”. The Baraita is referring to chametz food items that were
consecrated to the Temple. The Temple treasurers will sell these food items, and use the

revenue for Temple upkeep.

In the same way, | might say that we could derive from this verse that one may cover
over his chametz so that he shall not see it, and that would be sufficient, although it

remains his property.
And similarly, | might say that one may receive deposits of chametz from a non-Jew to
safeguard them, and there would be no prohibition in this, since the chametz does not

belong to you.

To obviate such a conclusion, it the second verse of “for seven days, sourdough shall not

be found...” comes to teach us that it shall not even be found. |.e. it is forbidden to
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keep chametz in one’s possession, even if it is covered over and out of sight. This is

because it is still “found” in one’s possession, although it is not “seen”.

Similarly, we can derive from this second verse that it is forbidden to receive deposits of
chametz from a non-Jew for safeguarding. Because this second verse does not contain the
phrase “in your possession”. Thus it teaches that no chametz in anyone’s possession may

be found in your homes.

But still, | only know that it is forbidden to receive a deposit of chametz from a non-Jew

who has not been subjugated to you, or is not living with you in your courtyard.

However, a non-Jew who has been subjugated, whose possessions are considered like
yours, or a non-Jew who is living with you in your courtyard, who is your neighbor
although his possessions are not like yours, from where do we know that if he deposits

chametz with you for safeguarding, that you will transgress a Torah prohibition?

For this purpose the verse comes to teach: “| t shall not be found in your houses”.

The Baraita continues: And if it would only be written, “sourdough shall not be found in
your houses”, | would only know that it is forbidden to keep chametz which is in your
houses, where it is easily accessible at all times. However, chametz which is located in
pits, in ditches or in caves — from where do | know that this chametz is forbidden to be

kept?

For this purpose the verse comes to teach, “sourdough shall not be seen to you in all of

your boundaries” — even if it is not in your house.
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But even with these two verses, | could still say that only regarding chametz that is in
your houses, will you transgress the prohibition of not seeing, and not finding, and
not concealing, and not accepting deposits of chametz from a non-Jew. This is
because the prohibition of not concealing and not accepting deposits is derived from the
prohibition that it shall not be found, and this prohibition was stated only as regards “in

your houses”.

However, concerning chametz that is located in your boundaries but not in your houses
— 1.e. it is in pits, ditches or caves — | could say that there is no prohibition to receive
deposits from a non-Jew. For the verse which prohibits having chametz in all of your
boundaries refers specifically to chametz that belongs to you. And we derive from the
verse that only chametz which is yours, you may not see, but you may see chametz of

others, and of the Most High.

Similarly, | might think that in your boundaries it will not be prohibited to conceal
chametz. For the verse that prohibits chametz in your boundaries states that it shall not be

seen — which implies that if it were hidden it would be permissible to keep it.

From where do we know that we are to give the prohibition that was said in this verse,
where it mentions in your houses, to that verse, where it mentions in your boundaries,
and apply it there as well? And to give the prohibition that was said in that verse, to this

verse, and apply it here as well?
For this purpose the verse comes to say: “Sourdough, sourdough” for a gezeirah

shavah™. Since both words contain the word sourdough, the two verses are viewed as

connected to one another, and their respective laws are transferred from one to another.
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The Baraita explains the gezeirah shavah: 1t says the word ‘sourdough’ concerning the
prohibition of chametz in one’s houses, in the verse of “For seven days sourdough shall
not be found in your houses”. And it says the word ‘sourdough’ concerning the
prohibition of chametz in one’s boundaries, as the verse says, “Sourdough shall not be

seen to you in all of your boundaries”.

Just like when the word ‘sourdough’ is said in regards to one’s houses, one
transgresses the prohibition of not seeing it, and of not finding it, and of not hiding it,

and of not receiving deposits from a non-Jew.

So too when the word ‘sourdough’ is said in regards to one’s boundaries, one
transgresses the prohibition of not seeing it, and of not finding it, and of not hiding it,

and of not receiving deposits of it from a non-Jew.

And just as when the word ‘sourdough’ is said in regards to one’s boundaries, we
derive from it that only your chametz you may not see, but you may see the chametz of

others, or of the Most High within your boundaries.

So too, when the word ‘sourdough’ is said in regards to one’s houses, we derive that
only your chametz you may not see, but you may see the chametz of others and of the

Most High.

> A method of exegesis in the Torah whereby two similar words are put together to derive Halachot one
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Said the master i.e. the Tanna of the above Baraita:

“l might say that we could derive from this verse of ‘it shall not be found’ that one may
cover over his chametz. To obviate such a conclusion, comes the second verse of ‘for

seven days, sourdough shall not be found....’

“But still, | only know that it is forbidden to receive a deposit of chametz from a non-

Jew who has not been subjugated to you, or is not living with you in your courtyard.

“However, a non-Jew who has been subjugated, whose possessions are considered like
yours, or a non-Jew who is living with you in your courtyard, who is your neighbor
although his possessions are not like yours, from where do we know that if he deposits
chametz with you for safeguarding, that you will transgress a Torah prohibition?

“For this purpose the verse comes to teach: ‘|t shall not be found in your houses’.”

The Gemara is puzzled by this: Just the opposite! It makes more sense to say that a
deposit of a non-Jew who has been subjugated, or who is living with him, should be
forbidden to keep. For it is more like his own chametz. If so, why are these cases
considered the more far-reaching application of the law, requiring an additional statement

of the Torah to forbid them?

The Gemara answers: Said Abaye: Switch around the words of the Baraita. It should be

understood as follows:

The chametz of a non-Jew who has been subjugated by you, or who is living with you, is
surely not allowed to be kept. But regarding the chametz of a non-Jew who has not been

subjugated, or who is not living with you — you might think that you could keep it in your

from the other.
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domain. Comes the verse, “It shall not be found” to teach that one shall not keep even this

type of chametz in one’s domain.

Rava said an alternative answer: In truth, you do not need to switch around the words

of the Baraita. And | will explain that it is referring to the first clause of the Baraita.

The first clause taught that chametz of a non-Jew is permitted to be kept in your domain.
Because only your chametz are you not allowed to see, but you may see chametz of

others, and of the Most High.

Then the Baraita continues: | only know that it is permissible to keep chametz of a non-
Jew who has not been subjugated, or is not living with you in your courtyard. But
chametz of a non-Jew who has been subjugated, or is living with you in your
courtyard — which is like your own chametz — from where do | know that even this
chametz is permitted to be kept in your domain? For this the verse comes to teach, “It
shall not be found”. And all this refers to chametz which was not accepted as a deposit

for safeguarding; it is present in the Jew’s domain under no special terms.

The Gemara is puzzled by this: But according to Rava’s explanation, that Tanna of the
Baraita is searching for a source to permit keeping the chametz of a non-Jew, i.e. we
would expect him to cite such a source as support for the law he stated. Yet at the end he

brings a verse telling us that it is forbidden: “it shall not be found™!
The Gemara answers: The source for permitting keeping such chametz is actually

because it is written “to you” two times. One time is in the verse (Shmot 13:7), “And

chametz shall not be seen to you ...”. This taught that one may see chametz that belongs
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to others. But the Torah writes it a second time in the verse (Devarim® 16:4), “And

sourdough shall not be seen o you in all your boundaries for seven days”.

Now, since the second phrase ‘to you’ is superfluous, it is applied to a different verse, the
one cited by the Tanna of the Baraita: “It shall not be found”. It thus teaches that only
your chametz may not be found in your domain, but chametz of a non-Jew (even one who

has been subjugated) may be found in your domain.

The master i.e. the Tanna of the above Baraita said:

“l might say that one may cover over his chametz so that he shall not see it, and that
would be sufficient, although it remains his property. And similarly, | might say that one
may receive deposits of chametz from a non-Jew to safeguard them, and there would be

no prohibition in this, since the chametz does not belong to you.

“To obviate such a conclusion, it the second verse of ‘for seven days, sourdough shall not
be found...” comes to teach us that it shall not even be found. I.e. it is forbidden to
keep chametz in one’s possession, even if it is covered over and out of sight. This is

because it is still ‘found’ in one’s possession, although it is not ‘seen’.”

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But you the Tanna of the Baraita said earlier: “Yours,
you may not see, but you may see chametz of others and of the M ost High”. Whereas
now the Baraita is saying that it is forbidden to receive deposits from non-Jews, even

though it is the chametz of others.

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: |t is not a difficulty. This case where one may not

keep chametz of a non-Jew, it refers to where he the Jew accepted responsibility for it,

'8 Deuteronomy

Chavruta 19




Perek 1 —-5B

the deposit. If something happens to it, the Jew will have to pay. Because he has accepted
this responsibility, it is considered his chametz, and therefore it is forbidden for him to

retain this chametz in his domain.

However, that case where one may keep the chametz of a non-Jew, it refers to a case

where the Jew did not accept responsibility to pay if something happens to the deposit.

And it is similar to that incident in which Rava said to the residents of his town of
Mechuza: “Before Pesach arrives, eradicate the chametz of the gentile army from
your homes. And even though the chametz does not belong to you, but since if the
chametz would be stolen or if it would be damaged, it is under your responsibility
and you would need to pay for it. Therefore it is considered to be like yours and it is

forbidden to keep it in your domain.”

Introduction:

. . .. 17 . .
One who steals a consecrated item from its original owner™' is exempt from paying a

double payment (which normally a thief would pay), according to the Sages.

Rabbi Shimon holds that if the item is an animal designated for a sacrifice, which the
owner must replace should something happen to it, then the thief must pay double to the
owner. Since the thief has caused the original owner a loss, the animal is viewed as

“belonging” to the original owner.

Y The owner did not yet bring the item to the Temple.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with what was said above, that a non-Jew’s deposit for

which a Jew accepted responsibility is regarded as the Jew’s property:

It is all right according to the view (Rabbi Shimon) that says: “Something which
causes a loss of money is itself considered to be money”. It is understandable that one
who has the responsibility to safeguard chametz is forbidden to keep it in his domain
during Pesach. This is because if something would happen to it, he would have to pay for

this loss. If so, the item is considered like his moneys, i.e. his property.

But according to the view (the Sages who differ with Rabbi Shimon) that says:
Something that causes a monetary loss is not considered to be money, what can we say
to explain what was said above? Since the deposit of chametz is not considered the Jew’s

money, why should he be forbidden to keep it in his domain?
The Gemara resolves the difficulty: It is different over here, because the verse says, “it

shall not be found”. This comes to include an additional case: chametz that is not his,

but he has responsibility for it. Thus, this type of chametz is also forbidden.

Some say the opposite: It is all right according to the view that says, “something

which causes a loss of money is not considered to be money”.
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[Some say the opposite: It is all right according to the view that says, “something
which causes a loss of money is not considered to be money”.] And that is why it is
necessary for the Torah to write: “It should not be found”. The verse is teaching that
chametz accepted for safeguarding, even though it is not considered to be money," is

nevertheless forbidden to keep in one’s domain over Pesach.

However, according to the view that holds “Something which causes a loss of money is
considered like money, why do | need the verse of “It should not be found”? Surely
according to this view it is just like his property, so of course he cannot keep it in his

domain.

The Gemara answers: Even according to that view it is necessary to have this verse.
Because | might have thought that in this case the chametz is not considered like his

money.

Perhaps, something that causes a loss is considered like money only in a case where it is
no longer around — like in the case Rabbi Shimon was speaking about, where a
consecrated animal was stolen from the original owner’s domain, and is no longer
present. In that case it is causing an actual monetary loss, because the owner in fact needs

to replace the animal in order to bring the his sacrifice.

! See explanation at end of previous ammud.
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But here, with chametz, since it is still intact, the guardian can simply return it as it is
after Pesach. And there will be no actual monetary loss. Thus | would think that it is not

considered to be in the domain i.e. the ownership of the guardian.

For this reason, it was necessary for the Torah to inform us that this is no so, through the
verse of “It shall not be found”. Even though it is not causing any actual monetary loss,
he may not keep it in his domain. This is because potentially, if it would be stolen, it

would cause him a loss of money.

Introduction:

The halachot of the first-born animal (bechor) apply only if the animal has a Jewish
owner(s). If a gentile person owns even part of the animal, the special halachot of bechor
do not apply. For the verse states (Shmot® 13:2), “The first issue of every womb among
the Children of |srael, of man and beast, is Mine”. This verse teaches that only when it

belongs exclusively to a Jew will it have the status of a first-born.

They posed an inquiry to Rava: Concerning an animal which is subject to the
amona3, the royal tax, is it obligated in the halachot of a first-born animal, or is it not

obligated in the Halachot of a first-born animal?

The issue underlying this inquiry is: do we consider these animals as being partly owned

by the gentile king, thereby exempting them from the halachot of bechor?

2 Exodus
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The Gemara elaborates on the inquiry: Wherever the owner is able to exempt himself
from this tax by paying zuzim® i.e. money, instead of giving the actual animals, we do
not have a question. For then it is certainly obligated in the halachot of a first-born
animal. The king is not considered to be a part owner in the flock, since the owner has no

obligation to give the king any of his animals.

When do we have a question? Where the owner is not able to exempt himself by

paying zuzim. In this case, what is the Halachah?

Rava said to them: Since they cannot exempt themselves by paying zuzim, the king is
considered a part owner in the flock, and therefore they are exempt from the halachot of

a first-born animal.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But it was taught in a Baraita: An animal which is

subject to the arnona is obligated in the Halachot of the first-born animal.

The Gemara answers: There it is speaking in a case when the owner is able to exempt

himself by paying zuzim.

Some say that Rava said: Concerning an animal which is subject to the arnona, it is
exempt from the Halachot of a first-born animal. And even though the owner is able
to exempt himself by paying zuzim, nevertheless the king is considered to be a part

owner in the flock.

% This is a tax levied by gentile king. One tenth of the flock is to be given to the king.
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However, dough which is subject to the arnona’ is obligated in Challah®. And this is

true even though the owner is not able to exempt himself by paying zuzim.

[The verse which teaches the obligation of Challah, speaks of “your dough”. From this
the Sages derive that a Jew can eat from the dough of a gentile without removing

Challah. The Gemara will now explain why dough subject to the arnona is obligated in

Challah.]

The Gemara inquires: What is the reason that the Halachah of dough is different from

that of first-born animals, and is obligated in arnona?

The Gemara answers: According to Torah law, both are exempt. However, the Rabbis

obligated this dough in Challah for the following reason.

Concerning an animal, there is a widespread report (kol) that it is subject to the
arnona. |.e. knowledge of this is widespread. Thus, people will not suspect the owner of

failing to fulfill his obligation to give the animal to a Cohen.

However, concerning dough, there is not a widespread report that it is subject to the
arnona. Thus the Rabbis made a decree to take Challah. Because one who will see the
owner eating from the dough without having taken Challah might suspect the owner of

committing a transgression.

*1 zuz = 192 prutot
® The king receives a portion of it.
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The Rabbis taught in a Baraita, concerning the following case: A gentile who on Pesach
goes into the courtyard of a Jew, and his dough (which is chametz) is in his hand. The
Jew is not required to eradicate it. |.e. the Jew is not required to force the gentile to

leave his house, for as we learnt above, one is permitted to see the chametz of others.

However, if the gentile deposited the chametz with him (the Jew), he the Jew is
required to eradicate it. Even if the Jew did not explicitly accept responsibility for this
chametz, rather he just let the gentile leave it with him, still it is considered as though he

accepted responsibility for this chametz.

But if he the Jew designated his house to him to the gentile — i.e. the Jew said, “My
house is available to you, put your chametz wherever you want” — it is considered as
though he has stated he is not accepting responsibility for the chametz of the gentile.
Rather the Jew is telling him: bring your chametz into what will be considered your own
domain. Therefore the Jew is not required to eradicate this chametz, for it says, “It

shall not be found”.

The Gemara asks: What is the Baraita saying? How do we derive from the verse of “It
shall not be found” that there is no obligation for the Jew to eradicate the chametz in this

case?

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Papa: The Baraita, when it brought the verse “It should

not be found”, was referring to the first clause of the Baraita.

And this is what it was saying: If the gentile deposited his chametz with him (the Jew)

he the Jew is required to eradicate it, for it says, “It should not be found”. From this

® A portion removed from dough of the five grains. In the era of the Holy Temple it was given to a Cohen,
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verse we derive that chametz of a gentile, which a Jew has accepted responsibility over,

he is required to eradicate.

Rav Ashi said: In truth, the Baraita was referring to the latter clause of the Baraita.

And this is what it was saying: |f he designates the house for him, he is not required
to eradicate the chametz. For it says, “It should not be found in your houses”. This
implies only chametz which is ‘found’ in your house, i.e. it is accessible and available to

you. Only that are you required to eradicate.

This could include chametz for which a Jew accepts responsibility, since that is also
considered to be accessible to him. But this chametz, regarding which the Jew set aside
his house to the gentile to use to keep his chametz in, there is no acceptance of
responsibility by the Jew. Therefore it is not his. For when the gentile brought his

chametz into the house, he brought it into his own house.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Do you mean to say that renting is an acquisition, and

the renter becomes the owner of the place he is renting?

The Gemara is assuming that the case of designating the house is one in which the gentile
has become the owner of this house. For if the Jew is still the owner, it should be viewed
as though he has let the gentile place chametz in the Jew’s house. Then it like he accepted

responsibility for the chametz, and he would be required to eradicate it.

but today it is burned.
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But note that it was taught in a Mishnah (Avodah Zarah 20b): One may not rent out
houses to gentiles in the land of Israel, but outside of the land of Israel one may rent out
to them. And even in a place where they the Sages said that one may rent out to
gentiles, this does not apply to a place of living, i.e. where the gentile will actually live

in the house.

This is because we suspect that gentiles will bring their idols into the houses. And the
Jew will transgress the prohibition of “not bringing an abomination into your houses”.
Rather, it is only permitted to rent out to them buildings to be used for their animals or

possessions.

But if you assume that renting is an acquisition, and the gentile thereby becomes the
owner of the house, what is the prohibition when he brings his idol into the house? When

he brings the idol into the house, he is bringing it into his own house.

Rather, that Mishnah forces us to say that renting is not an acquisition. And because the
house remains in the ownership of the Jew, he cannot rent it out to gentiles, lest they

bring their idols into the house of the Jew.

Thus, concerning chametz, we should say the same: the house still belongs to the Jew,
even if he designated it to the gentile. This should be viewed as if the Jew accepted

responsibility for this chametz, and the Jew must eradicate it.

The Gemara answers: In truth, renting is not an acquisition, and the Jew remains the
owner of this house. That is why he may not rent a house to gentiles to live in. And
regarding the case of chametz, we would indeed expect the Jew to be held responsible to
eradicate any chametz which comes into his house. Nevertheless it is different over here,

concerning chametz, because of how the Torah defined the prohibition.
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Since the Torah expressed the prohibition with the term “it shall not be found”, we
learn that the prohibition applies only to chametz which is found in your possession, i.e.
it is accessible. This excludes chametz which is not found in your possession. Since

this chametz is not readily available to the Jew, he does not have to eradicate it.

Said Rav Yehudah in the name of Rav: One who finds chametz in his house on the
Yom Tov of Pesach, he should cover it with a utensil. For he cannot remove it from his
house, as chametz is muktzeh” on Yom Tov. The purpose of covering it over is to prevent

him from coming to eat this chametz.

Said Rava: If this chametz was consecrated property, one does not need to cover it

over with a utensil.

The Gemara asks: what is the reason that chametz of consecrated property need not be

covered?

The Gemara answers: Since people separate themselves from consecrated items all year
round, due to the prohibition of deriving benefit from them. Therefore there is no concern

that a person will come to eat it.

And Rav Yehudah also said in the name of Rav, regarding the following case: A Jew

has chametz of a gentile in his house, and he did not accept responsibility over this

’ An item that the Rabbis prohibited to move on Yom Tov (and Shabbat).
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chametz. Even though it is permitted to keep it in his house, on the day before Pesach the
Jew must make a partition around it, of ten fefachim. This is done as a reminder, so

that he should not come to eat it.

But if the chametz belonged to consecrated property, it is not necessary to make this

partition.

What is the reason it is not necessary? Because people anyway separate themselves

from it, and therefore we do not suspect they will come to eat it.

And Rav Yehudah also said in the name of Rav: Concerning one who leaves to travel
by the sea, or one who goes away by caravan to a distant place. If he leaves more than
thirty days before Pesach, he is not required to eradicate the chametz in his house

before he leaves.

But if he leaves within thirty days of Pesach, he is required to eradicate it.

The reason that within thirty days he is required to eradicate it, is because one is required
to start study of the Halachot of Pesach thirty days before the festival arrives. Therefore

one is also required to be more careful in matters relating to chametz.

Said Abaye: That which you said, that if he leaves within thirty days he is required
to eradicate his chametz, was only said when he intends to return to his house during
Pesach. But if he does not intend to return during Pesach, he is not required to

eradicate his chametz.
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The reason for this: only if he intends to return during Pesach could he transgress the
prohibition of, “It shall not be seen or found”. Therefore only under these circumstances

is he required to eradicate it before leaving.

Rava said to him Abaye But if he intends to return during Pesach, why is he required
to eradicate the chametz only if he leaves within thirty days of Pesach? Even if he left

from Rosh Hashanah time, he should also be required to eradicate his chametz!

Rather, said Rava, that which you (Rav Yehudah in the name of Rav) said, that if one
leaves more than thirty days before Pesach, one is not required to eradicate his
chametz — this was only said when he is not intending to return during Pesach. But if
he is intending to return during Pesach, then even if he leaves from Rosh Hashanah

time, he is required to eradicate the chametz.

And Rava is going according to his reasoning that he said elsewhere:

For Rava said: One who makes his house into a storehouse for produce, and there is
chametz underneath the produce. If he made it into a storehouse more than thirty days

before Pesach, he is not required to eradicate the chametz at that time.

For at that time, he has no requirement to eradicate the chametz. And when the time
arrives to eradicate the chametz, it is already considered eradicated. For it is comparable
to case of a wall that falls down on chametz (31b), which it is considered as though the

chametz had been eradicated.

However, if he made the storehouse within thirty days of Pesach, he is required to

eradicate at that time the chametz which is found there.
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And even in the case where he made the storechouse more than thirty days before
Pesach, they only said that he is not required to eradicate the chametz when he is not
intending to clear out the storehouse during Pesach. But if he is intending to clear it
out during Pesach, then even if he made it well over thirty days before Pesach, still he

is required to eradicate the chametz which is there.

This reflects the same reason as Rava stated in our case.

The Gemara asks: Those thirty days, what is special about them? |.e. why does the

time for eradicating the chametz begin specifically at thirty days before Pesach?

The Gemara answers: It is like it was taught in a Baraita: We ask and expound

concerning the Halachot of Pesach, starting from thirty days before Pesach.

Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: We ask and expound the Halachot of Pesach, starting

from two Shabbatot before Pesach (i.e. two weeks before).

The Gemara asks: What is the reason of the first Tanna, who holds that we begin

learning the Halachot thirty days before?
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Ammud Bet

The Gemara answers: Because we find that M oshe® stood at the time of the first Pesach,
and instructed the Jewish people about the Halachot of the second Pesach®. And they
are separated by thirty days.

For it says (Bamidbarlo 9:2), “The Children of Israel shall make the Pesach in its

time”.

And it is written after this (ibid 9:6), “There were men who were impure from a
human corpse and could not make the Pesach-offering on that day”. The Torah then
goes on to explain that on that day, the fourteenth of Nissan, Moshe explained to them
about the Halachot of the second Pesach, which would take place thirty days later on the
fourteenth of lyar. From here we derive that thirty days before the Yom Tov, we ask and

expound on the Halachot of Pesach.

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel — why does he not learn from there,

like the first Tanna does?

The Gemara answers, he Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel would say to you: There is no proof
from there. Perhaps Moshe told them about the second Pesach Sheini at a later stage, not

at the time of the first Pesach-offering.

8
Moses

® Someone who was not able to bring the Pesach offering on the 14™ of Nissan, can bring it on the 14" of

lyar — this is called ‘Pesach Sheini’, the Second Pesach.

% Numbers
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And if you will ask why the verse implies that he told them about it a month before, the
reason could well be as follows: Since the verse was referring to matters of the Pesach-
offering, it concluded mention of with all matters of Pesach, including the second

Pesach.

The Gemara asks: And what is the reason of Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel, that he says

it is sufficient to learn the Halachot just two weeks before Pesach?

The Gemara answers: Because we find that Moshe stood up at the beginning of the
month of Nissan and instructed the Jewish people about the first Pesach-offering. For
it says (Shmot 12:2), “This month shall be to you the first of the months”. This is
Rosh Chodesh Nissan.

And then straight after it is written (ibid 12:3): “Speak to the entire assembly of |srael
saying, ‘On the tenth of this month they shall take for themselves — each man — a
lamb for each father’s house, a lamb for the household”. From here we see that
Moshe taught them the Halachot of the Pesach-offering two weeks before they needed to
bring it.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And from where is your proof that this took place at
the beginning of the month? Maybe, although Moshe was told by Hashem about the
mitzvah on the beginning of the month, he actually instructed the Israelites about it later.
And it is possible that this took place only on the fourth of the month or the fifth of
the month.

Rather, said Rabbah bar Simi in the name of Ravina: It is from here that Rabbi

Shimon ben Gamliel derived his ruling. For it says (Bamidbar 9:1), “And Hashem spoke
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to Moshe in the Wilderness of Sinai, in the second year... in the first month,

saying...”

And it is written there (ibid 9:2) that Hashem said to him: “The Children of Israel shall

make the Pesach-offering in its appointed time”.

And since Moshe was told this at the beginning of the month of Nissan, we can derive

that the Halachot of Pesach should be taught two weeks before Pesach.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: Here also, from where is your proof that it is referring
to the beginning of the month? |.c. that the command by Hashem took place at the start
of the month. Perhaps it took place on the fourth of the month or the fifth of the

month?

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: It is derived by means of a

gezeirah shavah™ of the word ‘wilderness’ from the word ‘wilderness’.

It is written here (ibid) “In the wilderness of Sinai”, and it is written there (ibid 1:1),
“Hashem spoke to Moshe in the wilderness of Sinai, in the Tent of Meeting, on the

first of the second month”.

Just like over there it took place on the first of the month (of lyar). |.e. the command of
Hashem to count the Jewish people, and the command of Moshe to the Jewish people to
do this, both took place on that first day. For the verse states later on (ibid 1:18), “On the

first of the second month they established their genealogy according to their families”.

™ One of the methods of exegesis from the Written Torah. Two identical words from different verses teach
about each other various Halachot.
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So too over here, it took place on the first of the month (of Nissan). |.e. the command
of Hashem to Moshe, and also the command of Moshe to the Jewish people concerning

the Pesach-offering, were both said on the same day.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But let it write first that verse of the first month. Let the
Torah first write the section dealing with the Pesach-offering, which was said in the first
month. And then go back and write the verse of the second month, which deals with
the counting of the Jewish people. Why is a section which deals with an earlier event

written later on in the Torah, after an event that really took place earlier?

The Gemara answers: Said Rav M enasya bar Tachlifa in the name of Rav: This tells
us that there is no earlier or later in the Torah. The Torah does not write events in

chronological order.

Said Rav Pappa: This principle was only said concerning two subjects. But within
one subject, whatever is written earlier took place earlier, and whatever is written

later took place later.

Because if you do not say like this, how can we apply the rule: “If a generality is
followed by a specific reference, we only apply the generality to what is said in the

specific reference’®?

Now, if even in one subject there is no chronological sequence, maybe the specific

reference precedes the generality. And if so, a different rule applies: “A specific

12 This is one of the thirteen rules of exegesis of the Written Torah.
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reference followed by a general reference”. This rule states the opposite of the above

rule, in that it applies the specific reference in a general way to other cases.

And there is a further difficulty if we say that even in one subject there is no
chronological order. For in a case where the specific reference precedes the general
reference, we say the following: “A specific reference and a general reference — the

general reference is made to add on to the specific reference, to include every matter”.

Now, if we say that even in one subject there is no chronological order, how can we ever
apply the rule of “A specific reference followed by a general term, the general term
adds on to the specific reference”? Perhaps this is a case of “A generality and a

specific reference which follows it?

Rather, it is clear that in one subject there is a chronological order.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: | f so, even in two subjects we also should ask how these
rules may be applied. For there too, we can say that the generality really came first, and

not the specific parts, and vice-versa.
This is fine according to the view that says: “A generality followed by a specific
reference”, in a case which they are distant from each other, we do not apply the rule

of “A generality followed by a specific reference”.

But according to the view that we say this rule even when they are distant from each

other, what can we say? How can we know which comes first?

The Gemara answers: Even the one who says that we apply this rule even when they

are distant, these words are only when they are in one subject, i.e. in the same section of
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the Torah. But if they are in two subjects, i.e. two sections of the Torah, then everyone

agrees that we cannot apply this rule, since we do not know which really comes first.

Said Rav Yehudah in the name of Rav: One who checks his house for chametz must
also mentally and verbally nullify the remaining chametz, right after checking the house.

He should say: “All chametz that is in this house should be nullified”.

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for nullifying the chametz? After all, he will

eradicate all the chametz he finds in the house.

And if you will say it is because we suspect that there will be some small crumbs left

over after the checking which he did not find.

But even if there are leftover crumbs, the owner will not transgress a prohibition due to
their presence. For they are not significant, and are therefore considered nullified even

without any special thought or declaration to that effect.

And if you will say that the nullification is needed since they are guarded on account
of his house. |.e. when he locks the door of his house he is thereby guarding all the items
in the house, including the crumbs, and this act of guarding renders them significant, and

not nullified—

But note that it was taught in a Baraita: Concerning figs that are left over on the tree at
the end of the harvesting, and they are never going to fully ripen. And the owner of the
field guards his field, where the figs are, on account of the valuable grapes that have

not yet ripened but will eventually ripen.
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And similarly, concerning grapes that are left over on the vine at the end of the
harvesting. And the owner guards his field on account of the squash and gourds that

are growing there.

Concerning these, at a time when the owner is particular about keeping these figs or
grapes, then the figs and grapes are forbidden on account of stealing i.e. a passerby

may not take them for himself. And they are obligated to have tithes taken from them.

But at a time when the owner is not particular about these fruits, they are permitted
on account of stealing. Anyone can take them. And they are exempt from giving tithes

on these fruits, since they are considered ownerless.

We see the following: although the field is guarded, this does not automatically grant
significance to all the items contained within it. Thus, regarding chametz, the crumbs do

not become significant just because the house is guarded.

The question remains: why is it necessary to nullify the chametz after checking the

house?

The Gemara answers: Said Rava, nullifying the chametz is a Rabbinical decree. This is
in case one will not check well. For we are concerned that maybe he will find during
Pesach a nice piece of pastry, and he will have his mind on it. |.e. he will hesitate to
eradicate it. In such a case the pastry is not considered nullified, unless he specifically

nullified all chametz beforehand.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: Why does he need to nullify the chametz at the time of
checking his house for chametz? Why is it not sufficient that when he finds it, the pastry,
that he will nullify it?
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The Gemara answers: We are concerned perhaps he will find it after the time it has

become forbidden, i.c. after midday on Erev®® Pesach.

Once the chametz has become forbidden to him, it is no longer in his domain i.e. his
ownership. Thus he is not able to nullify it, since he cannot nullify chametz which does

not belong to him.

This is in line with that statement which Rabbi Elazar said: Two things are not in the
domain i.e. the ownership of a person, and Scripture made them as if they are in the

domain i.e. the ownership of the person, as regards the person being liable for them.

And they are:

(1) A pitin a public domain: One who digs or uncovers a pit in the public domain
is liable to pay for damages caused by this pit. And even though the pit is not his,
being a part of the public domain, still he is held responsible as though it was his

own pit.

(2) And chametz from the end of six hours on Erev Pesach and on. It is forbidden
from this time on to derive benefit from chametz. (This removes the chametz
from his ownership, since ownership is a function of his ability to use the said

object for some personal gain, such as selling it, eating it, etc.) Nevertheless the

13 The Eve of
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Torah makes the person liable for having chametz, as though it was truly his

property.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But let him nullify the chametz on the fourteenth of
Nissan at four hours in the day, or let him nullify it at five hours in the day, before it

becomes forbidden to him. Why does he need to nullify it the night before?

The Gemara answers: Since at four or five hours it is still not the time that chametz is
prohibited, nor is it the time of eradicating it, we suspect maybe he will be negligent
and not nullify it then. And it will remain in his possession until it becomes forbidden to

him, and he will no longer be able to nullify it.

But at the time he is checking his house for chametz, he will remember that he needs also

to nullify the chametz. Therefore they fixed this time to nullify the chametz.
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The Gemara poses another difficulty: And let him nullify the chametz in the sixth hour.
At that time, since he is busy with burning the chametz he will remember to nullify the

chametz he needs to nullify. Why did the Sages require nullification the night before?

The Gemara answers: Since at that time, from the start of the sixth hour, he has a
Rabbinical prohibition to derive benefit from chametz, it is like the Torah made it
forbidden to benefit from. Therefore the chametz is not in his domain i.e. his ownership,

and he cannot nullify it, as explained on the previous ammud.

For as Rav Gidel said in the name of Rav Chiya bar Yosef who said in the name of
Rav: Concerning one who betroths® a woman by giving her chametz on the day before
Pesach, from six hours and on, i.e. from the beginning of the sixth hour. Even if he
betroths her with a leavened food item made of wheat from Kurdenita, i.c. very fine
wheat, we are not even concerned that he might have betrothed her. Because by that

time, the wheat is no longer his, having become forbidden to benefit from.

We thus see that from the beginning of the sixth hour, chametz is no longer considered to
be his, even though the prohibition is only Rabbinic. Therefore it is impossible to nullify

it at that time.

! This is the first part of the marriage process (called kiddushin or eirusin), whereby the man gives the
woman something of worth, for the purpose of effecting a marriage bond with her.
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The Gemara poses a difficulty: And after the time that chametz becomes forbidden, can

he not nullify it?

But note that it was taught in a Baraita: |If he was sitting in the study hall and he
remembered that he has chametz in his house, he should nullify it mentally. This is

what he should do, whether it took place on Shabbat or Yom Tov.

The Gemara brings out the point: It is all right if it took place on Shabbat. For then we
can find a case where he could nullify it before it became forbidden to him. For
example, that the fourteenth of Nissan fell out on Shabbat, and he nullifies it before
the beginning of the sixth hour.

But how do we have a case of him nullifying the chametz on Yom Tov? It is already
after the time that it became prohibited to him! And yet we see that he can still nullify

the chametz.

This shows that that one can nullify chametz even after the time it has become forbidden.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Acha bar Ya’akov: In truth, one cannot nullify chametz
after the time it has already become forbidden. And here we are dealing with a case of a
disciple who is sitting in front of his master on Yom Tov. He remembered that there
is kneaded dough in his house which has not yet become chametz, and he is worried
that perhaps it will become chametz. And out of awe and respect to his master he does

not want to leave to go back to his house in order to quickly bake the dough.
Therefore he immediately nullifies it from where he is, mentally, before it will become

chametz. At that time he can certainly nullify it because it is still permitted to eat it, and

it is therefore still considered his.
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It is also implied by the Baraita that it is speaking of a case that it has not yet become
chametz. Because it teaches, “He was sitting in the study hall”. This implies he is
nullifying it only because he was in the study hall and could not leave at this point. But
had he been elsewhere he would not have nullified it. He rather would go back home and

bake it before it becomes chametz.

However, if the case was where it had already become chametz, why did the Baraita
speak of him being in the study hall? Even if he was at home, he would not be able to do
more than nullify the chametz. This is because the Gemara ruled (6a) that one who finds

chametz in his home on Yom Tov may do no more than cover it with a utensil.

The Gemara concludes: Hear from it a proof that this is the case the Baraita is speaking

of.

Said Rabbah bar Rav Huna in the name of Rav: Concerning bread that became
moldy but was still somewhat edible, and was found on Pesach. It is not apparent
whether it is chametz bread or a thick piece of matzah.” Since the box where the bread
was found is used more for matzah than for chametz, it is permissible to eat it on
Pesach. For we follow the majority in deciding doubtful situations. Thus we assume it is

matzah, since more matzah was put there than was chametz.
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The Gemara poses an inquiry: What is the case? | f you say that we know that this food
is chametz, if so, even if it is used mostly for matzah, so what? It is chametz, and

forbidden to be eaten.

Rather, we must say that we do not know if it is chametz or if it is matzah. But if so,
why is it speaking of permissibility because it is used mostly for matzah? Note that
even if it is not used mostly for matzah, it should also be permissible. In other words,
even if all year round it is used mostly for chametz, still it should be permissible here.

Since it is found on Pesach, we should follow the last usage, which is for matzah.

For was it not taught in a Mishnah, that we follow the most recent usage, when deciding

a doubt?

As it was taught in the Mishnah: Concerning money that was found in Jerusalem in
front of the animal dealers — in all cases, the money is assumed to be of ma’aser
sheini®. This is because most animals that are bought in Jerusalem, are bought from

money of maaser sheini.

This is because people who came up to Jerusalem for the Festivals were often not able to
use up all their ma’aser sheini money. So before returning home, they would exchange
this money with Jerusalem residents, who would use the ma ‘aser sheini money during the

rest of the year. It was used primarily to buy animals to offer as a shlamim offering®.

Thus most animals acquired in Jerusalem were bought with ma aser sheini money, and
the money which was found in front of the animal dealers was assumed to be of ma ‘aser

sheini.

ZIn the time of the Talmud, it was common practice to bake thick matzot (Mishnah Berurah 446:12). The
practice followed today in many communities, to use only thin wafers of matzah, is based on a stringency
and is not a requirement of basic Halachah.

% Second Tithe. A portion (10%) of agricultural produce in the Land of Israel, separated by the owner and
taken to Jerusalem to be eaten there. Often the produce was redeemed onto a coin, and with this ma ‘aser
sheini money they bought animals in Jerusalem, the meat of which they ate in /ieu of their produce.

* Peace offering.
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But if the money is found on the Temple Mount, it is always considered to be chullin,
i.e. ordinary money. This is true even if it is found during the Festival, when most of the
money in Jerusalem is money of ma aser sheini. The reason for this is because we go
after the majority of money that is found throughout the year, which is regular chullin
money. |.e. we assume that the money found there during the Festival had fallen there

from before the Festival, and most of the money in Jerusalem during the year is chullin.

And concerning money which is found in other areas of the city of Jerusalem, it will
depend on when it is found. If it is found at the time of the Festival, it is considered to
be ma’aser. This is because most of the money in Jerusalem at that time is of ma ‘aser

sheini.

And if it is found in Jerusalem on other days of the year, it is considered to be chullin.

For most of the money in the city then is chullin.

And said Rav Shmayah bar Zeira: What is the reason the money is considered to be
ma’aser if it is found at the time of the Festival? Why do we not say that it fell there
before the Festival and it is chullin money, just as we explained concerning money found

on the Temple Mount?

The Gemara answers: Since the markets of Jerusalem are usually swept every day,
because of the dirt. So if money had fallen before the Festival, the cleaners would have
found it and taken it for themselves. So if it is found now, it must be that it fell during the

Festival.

But the Temple Mount was not swept every day. This is because it is sloped, and the
wind blows the dust away, so it did not need to be swept each day. Furthermore, people
did not go there with dust on their feet. Therefore if money was found there, it could have

fallen before the Festival, and be found now.
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Now the Gemara brings out the point: Since money is something which will be swept up,
from here we may derive that we say that the first ones already went away. The money
which fell before the Festival has already been taken away. And this money which is

found now in Jerusalem is different, for it fell here during the Festival itself.

If so, here also regarding the bread found inside the box during Pesach, we should say
the same: The first ones went away. The older bread was taken first, since they would
not want it to rot. And especially before Pesach, any food left in there would have been
removed. And this bread that is found there during Pesach, it is from now. It is from

during Pesach, and is therefore matzah.

Thus the Gemara asks: why is permission to eat it based on the fact that more matzah is
put into this box than is chametz? Surely it should be allowed to eat it even without this
reason, since we can assume that any chametz bread has been taken away a long time

before.

The Gemara answers: It is different over here with this food because it is moldy. For its
mold proves about it that it has been in the box a long time, even from before Pesach.
Thus it would be considered chametz, if not for the fact that the box is used more for

matzah during the whole year.

The Gemara now challenges the premise on which the answer is based: If its mold
proves about it that it has been there a long time, just because it is used primarily for

matzah, what does that do to permit it? It is still suspect to be chametz, since most of
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the bread in the world is chametz during the course of the year, and we cannot rely

merely on the majority usage of this particular bread box. (Meiri)

The Gemara answers: Said Rabbah: Do not say that Rav said, “That it is used mainly
for matzah”. Rather say: “That there have been many days of matzah for it”. |.e. the
food was found after many days of Pesach already passed. Now, even if it was matzah,
enough time has passed for it to become moldy.”> Thus we can assume that this food is

from the most recent food, and is matzah.

The Gemara raises a further difficulty: If so, it is obvious that it is matzah, for he

certainly checked on the day before Pesach to see if there was any chametz in his house!

The Gemara answers: No, it is not obvious. It is necessary to teach this case because
there is a lot of mold on the bread. | might have said: Since there is so much mold on

the food, this shows that it is certainly from before Pesach, and it is chametz.

Therefore, he (Rabbah bar Rav Huna in the name of Rav) teaches us that since there
have been many days of matzah for it, i.e. many days of Pesach have passed by, we say
that on each day of Pesach, hot matzah was baked and it was placed on the old
matzah. And because of the abundance of matzah placed together, it molded a lot, but

not because it was from before Pesach.

® As explained in a previous footnote, the matzah in common use during the time of the Talmud was similar
to chametz bread in many of its characteristics.
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The Gemara now raises a difficulty with the Mishnah cited above, which ruled that

money found in Jerusalem is assumed to be from recently fallen money.

And do we really go after the last one?

But note that it was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi Yosi bar Yehudah says: Concerning a
box that was used both for chullin money and money of ma’aser sheini. And money is

found inside it, and we do not know if it is chullin money, or money of ma aser sheini.

[ f most of the money that is placed in the box is chullin money, then we can assume that
this money is chullin. And if most of the money that is placed there is ma’aser, and then

we can assume that this money also is ma’aser.

The Gemara brings out the point: And if the rule is that we go after the last one, why do
we go after the majority in this case? We should rather go after the last one. We should
find out which money was last put in the box, and according to this, decide if the money

which was found,is chullin or ma aser.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: Here, with what case are we
dealing? For example, that he used it for both types of money, money of chullin and
money of ma’aser sheini. However, he does not know which one he used last in this
box. And since it is not possible to go after the last one, we go after what was used the

most.

Rav Zevid said a different answer: Here, with what case are we dealing? For example
that he used it for both money of ma’aser and of chullin at one time, in a way that they
were distinguishable — that they were placed in separate piles. In one corner of the box

was a pile of ma’aser money, and in a different corner there was a pile of chullin money.
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After these piles of money had been removed, some money was found in the box, and it
is not clear from which pile they are left over. In this case we cannot follow the last one,

so we follow the one which was used more.

Rav Pappa said a different answer: Here, in what case are we dealing? For example
that we found the money in a hole inside the box. In this case we cannot go after the last
usage of this box, since perhaps this money remained from before, for the owner did not

notice it since it was covered over.

Said Rav Yehudah: One who checks his house for chametz needs to recite a blessing

before he begins the checking, just as with all mitzvot.

The Gemara inquires: What does he bless? |.e. what is the text of the blessing?

Rav Papi said in the name of Rava: He recites, “...Who has sanctified us with His

mitzvot and commanded us to eradicate chametz (leva’eir chametz)”.

Rav Papa said in the name of Rava: He recites, “...Who has sanctified us with His

mitzvot and commanded us regarding the eradication of chametz (al bi’ur chametz)”.

Concerning the version of “leva’eir chametz”, all concur. For certainly one may recite

the blessing in this way. Because this wording implies in the future, and the actual
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eradication of the chametz indeed takes place at a later time. The blessing precedes the

checking of the house, whereas the burning of the chametz is not until the next day.

Ammud Bet

When they disagree, it is concerning the version of “al bi’ur chametz”.

One master, Rav Papi, held that this implies the past, which would be inappropriate in

this case.

And the other master, Rav Papa, held that this too implies in the future, and it may be
used for the blessing.

They contradicted Rav Papi, from a Baraita: One who performs a circumcision recites
the blessing, “Blessed ... Who sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us
regarding the circumcision (al hamilah)”. Since we recite this blessing before
performing the act of circumcision, it must be that this form implies the future. This is a

difficulty to Rav Papi, who holds that it implies the past.

The Gemara answers: There, concerning circumcision, the mohel® has no choice but to

recite the blessing this way. For how else should he say the blessing?

Should he say, “To perform the circumcision (lamul)”? But he cannot say this, for it
would imply that he is the one with the responsibility to circumcise this child, which is

not true. Could it not be done in a different way, that he will not perform the

® One who performs the circumcision.
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circumcision? Really the one responsible to circumcise the child is the father, who may
either do it himself or find anyone he wishes to do it for him. That is why the Mohel must

recite al hamilah.

However concerning the eradication of chametz, where each person has an obligation to

eradicate his own chametz, a person should recite leva eir chametz.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: This is all right when the mohel is not the
father of the child who is being circumcised. But when the mohel is the father of the
son, what can we say to explain the text of the blessing? In this case he does have the
responsibility to do the mitzvah, so he is able to say “/lamul”. According to Rav Papi, a

father who is the mohel should recite lamul.

The Gemara answers: Yes, it is really so! According to Rav Papi, if the mohel is the

father he indeed recites the blessing that way.

They contradicted Rav Papi, from a Baraita: One who performs shechitah’ recites the
blessing, “Blessed...Who commanded us with His mitzvot and commanded us
regarding kosher slaughtering (al/ hashechitah)”. Since the blessing is prior to the act

of shechitah, we should say, according to Rav Papi, ‘al hashechitah”.

The Gemara answers: There also, the slaughterer cannot recite otherwise. Because how

else should he say the blessing?

" Kosher slaughter
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Should he say “to perform the slaughtering (lishchot)”? He cannot, for this would
imply he has an obligation to perform shechitah on the animal. But that is not true, for
could it not be done in a different way, that he will not perform the shechitah? In fact
the shechitah is not incumbent on any particular person, not even on the owner of the
animal. Should they choose to abstain from eating meat, there would be absolutely no

need for the shechitah; it is merely a necessary preparation for eating meat.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: This is all right concerning the shechitah of
ordinary livestock. But concerning the shechitah of the Pesach-offering or any other
offering, what can we say to explain the wording of the blessing? Since the owner of
this animal is indeed commanded to perform the shechitah, either himself® or through a

representative, he should recite /ishchot.

The Gemara answers: Yes, it is really so! According to Rav Papi, one recites lishchot

over the shechitah of offerings.

They contradicted Rav Papi, from a Baraita: One who makes a lulav, i.e. he ties the
four species® together for himself, blesses: “Who has kept us alive and upheld us, and
has brought us to this time (shehecheyanu...)”. When he picks it up to fulfill his
obligation, he says: “Who sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us

regarding the lulav (al halulav)”.

This is difficult for Rav Papi, who holds that this implies the past. Yet here, the blessing

comes before the mitzvah.

& Although other aspects of the sacrificial service are performed exclusively by Cohanim, the shechitah
may be performed by an ordinary Jew.
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The Gemara answers: |t is different there concerning the /ulav, for at the time one
picks up the four species, one has already fulfilled the mitzvah. So the blessing always

comes after one has fulfilled the mitzvah.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: If so, that the blessing comes after one has
already fulfilled the mitzvah, why does the Baraita state: “He picks it up to fulfill the
obligation? This implies he has not yet fulfilled it. | t should have said, “When he picks it
up and fulfills his obligation”.

The Gemara answers: |t is really so! This is what the Baraita means to say. But because
it wished to teach in the latter clause of the Baraita: “When he comes in to dwell in the
succah, where he did not yet fulfill the obligation in question, therefore it also taught in
the first clause of the Baraita a similar expression: “to fulfill his obligation”, even

though it is not the most accurate description for the first clause.

For it taught in the latter clause of the Baraita: One who makes a succah for himself
says, “Blessed are You, Hashem our G-d, King of the World, Who has kept us alive
and upheld us and brought us to this time (shehecheyanu...)”.

When he comes in to dwell in it, he says, “Blessed...\Who sanctified us with His

mitzvot and commanded us to dwell in a succah”.

The Gemara concludes: And the Halachah is in accordance with Rav Papa: we recite al
bi’ur chametz, “regarding the eradication of chametz”. For we indeed regard this term

as implying the future.

® This refers to the four species that on Succot, we are commanded to hold together — a palm branch (lulav),
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Based on the previous section of Gemara, it is evident that everyone, i.e. according to all

views, agrees that we need to bless prior to the fulfillment of the mitzvah.

The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this principle?

The Gemara cites the source of the principle: For Rav Yehudah said in the name of
Shmuel: With regards to every mitzvah, one should bless prior to doing them (oveir

la’asiyatan).
The Gemara inquires: How is it implied that the word ‘oveir’ is a term of preceding?

Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: It is evident from Scripture, because of that which
the verse says (Shmuel10 1, 18:23), “And Achima’atz ran by the route of the plain
and went before (‘vaya’avor’) the Cushite”. We see that the term ‘oveir’ means to go

before.

Abaye said from here we see that ‘oveir’ is a term of preceding: It is written concerning

Ya’akov* (Breishit'? 33:3), “And he went (‘avar’) before them”. Ya’akov went before

his wives and children, in approaching Eisav®.

an etrog, myrtle branches (hadassim) and willow branches (aravor).
1% Samuel

1 Jacob

12 Genesis

3 Esau
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And if you wish, | could say that we see it from here: In the prophecy of Micah (Micah
2:13) it is said that “Their king will pass before (vaya’avor) them, with Hashem at
their head”.

In the House of Rav they said: For every mitzvah we recite the blessing before doing
the mitzvah, except for immersion in a mikveh and blowing the shofar. With these

mitzvot we recite the blessing after fulfilling the mitzvah.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: It is all right with the case of immersion that we make
the blessing after the immersion. Because before the immersion, he is still a person who

is unfit to recite the blessing, due to his state of impurity.

[In the impurity of a ba’al keri** one is forbidden to recite blessings until after he has
immersed. Because he could not make the blessing on his immersion until after he
immersed, the Sages instituted that every impure person would only make the blessing
after they had already immersed. In a later period, the Sages revoked the law forbidding a

ba’al keri to recite blessings, as recounted in Tractate Brachot]

However concerning blowing the shofar, what is the reason we recite the blessing after

fulfilling the mitzvah?

And if you will say we recite the blessing afterwards because we are concerned perhaps
the blowing will be deficient i.e. not fulfilling the requirements of Halachah, and the

blessing will be in vain—

14 A person who has a seminal emission.
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But if so, even concerning the mitzvot of shechitah and milah also, we should make the

blessing afterwards, for maybe there too it might be deficient!

The Gemara answers: Rather, said Rav Chisda: Rav did not say as we thought. He only

said: “Except for immersion”.

It was also taught in a Baraita like this, that regarding immersion, the blessing is made

afterwards:
After he has immersed and come up from the water, when he comes up he says,

“Blessed...Who sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us regarding

immersion”.

It was stated in the Mishnah: “At the night of the Fourteenth of Nisan, we search the

house for the chametz, by the light of a candle.”

The Gemara inquires: From where do we derive these words, that the search needs to be

by the light of a candle?
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The Gemara replies: Said Rav Chisda: We have learnt a gezeirah shavah™ of
“metziah” (finding) from “metziah”, and “metziah” from “chipus” (searching), and
“chipus” from “chipus”, and “chipus” from “neirot” (candles), and “neirot” from

“ner” (candle).

The Gemara now explains: We have learnt “metziah” which is stated regarding chametz
from “metziah” which is stated in reference to the goblet found in the sack of

Binyamin™®.

It is written here regarding chametz (Shmor'’ 12:19), “For seven days, sourdough

shall not be found (yimatzei) in your houses”.

And it is written there, regarding the goblet (Breishit 44:12), “He searched
(vaychapeis); he began with the oldest and ended with the youngest; and the goblet

was found (vayimatzei) in Binyamin’s sack”.

And this “metziah” (it was found) concerning the goblet, we derive from the “chipus”
of it, i.e. from the searching which is said in this verse regarding the goblet. |.e. we derive
from there that the finding of the goblet came through searching for it. Therefore we

derive that the finding which is said in regards to chametz is also through searching.
And the “chipus” of the goblet we derive from “neirot” (candles).
For it is written (Tzefaniya™® 1:12), “It will be at that time that | will search

(achapeis) Jerusalem with candles”. So too we derive that the search for chametz is

with candles.

'3 One of the rules of expounding the verses of the Bible. This says that two identical or similar words in
different passages can come to teach Halachot one from the other. This teaching is based on an oral
tradition from Mount Sinai.

16 Benjamin

7 Exodus

18 Zephaniah
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And “neirot” we derive from “ner”, for it is written (Mz‘shlei19 20:27), “A man’s soul

is the candle of Hashem, which searches all the chambers of one’s innards”.

It was taught in the House of Rabbi Yishmael: On the night of the fourteenth we
search for chametz by the light of a candle. And even though there is no proof to this
matter that the search needs to be done by the light of a candle, nevertheless, there is a
mentioning of this matter. For it says, “For seven days, sourdough shall not be
found”. And it says, “He searched; he began with the oldest and ended with the
youngest”. And it says, “It will be at that time that | will search Jerusalem with
candles”. And it says, “A man’s soul is the candle of Hashem, which searches all the

chambers of one’s innards”.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: What is the need for the last “And it says”? Why do we
need to derive from the verse of “A man’s soul is the candle of Hashem” that searching is
with a candle? We already derived this from the verse of “It will be at that time that | will

search Jerusalem with candles”.

The Gemara replies: This is what it is saying. And if you will say that one cannot learn
from that verse of “It will be at that time”. |.e. that verse does not prove to us that it is
sufficient to search for chametz by the light of candles alone, since the verse is referring

to a search by candles as a leniency.

B Proverbs
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For the Merciful One was saying: | did not search the sins in Jerusalem with the
light of a torch which has a lot of light, but rather | searched with the light of an oil
candle whose light is minimal. | did this because then | would only find very serious
sins, but less severe sins | would not find. However, when searching for chametz it is
not sufficient to use the light of candles, because we are trying to find any chametz that

can be found.

Therefore the Baraita added: “Come and hear” an additional proof from the verse of “A
man’s soul is the candle of Hashem”. From this verse we see that a search with a candle
is excellent, because the verse tells us that with it, one can search all of the chambers of

the innards. So too, for the search for chametz its light will be good.

The Rabbis taught in a Baraita: We do not search for chametz by the light of the sun,
nor by the light of the moon, nor by the light of a torch, but only by the light of a

candle [because the light of a candle is very good for searching.]
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[The Rabbis taught in a Baraita: We do not search for chametz by the light of the
sun, nor by the light of the moon, nor by the light of a torch’, but only by the light of

a candle] because the light of a candle is very good for searching.2

And although there is no proof for the matter, there is a mention of the matter from

the following four verses in Scripture.

For it states (Simot° 12:19): “Seven days, sourdough shall not be found (yimatzei) in

your houses”.

And it states (Breishit* 44:12): “And he searched (vaychapeis), he began with the
oldest and ended with the youngest; and the goblet was found (vayimatzei) in Binyamin’s

sack”.

And it states (Zephaniah 1:12): “It will be at that time that | will search (achapeis)

Jerusalem with candles”.

And it states (Mishlei® 20:27): “A man’s soul is the candle of Hashem, which searches

all the chambers of one’s innards”.

!.e. two or more wicks intertwined

2 Although candles are more commonly used today, the oil candle was prevalent in Talmudic times.
% Exodus

* Genesis

® Proverbs
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The Gemara examines this Baraita: That which it says in the Baraita, “One may not

check...by the light of the sun” — what is the case that it is referring to?

If we say that it was said regarding the checking of a courtyard, a place where sunlight

1s commonly present—

But that cannot be. For Rava said that a courtyard does not need checking at all, since
ravens are commonly found there. Any chametz remaining there would be eaten by

them.

Rather, we could say that one may not check by sunlight regarding a veranda, which

also has sunlight.

But that, too, cannot be. For Rava said that a veranda may indeed be checked for

chametz by its own light i.e. by sunlight.

The Gemara answers: There is no difficulty! This Baraita is necessary for the case of a
skylight that is in the ceiling of a room. Despite the large amount of sunlight present, it

is still forbidden to check for the chametz by way of its light.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: And in what situation does this halachah apply?

There will be a problem if we say this applies even when checking opposite i.e. directly
underneath the skylight. Surely the amount of sunlight there should be sufficient, for

that is comparable to the case of the veranda!

The Gemara explains: Rather, the Baraita prohibits checking by sunlight in the areas of
the room that are to the sides of the skylight. The sunlight is not as strong there.
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The Baraita taught that one may not check the house for chametz by way of a torch.

The Gemara analyzes this: And is it so that a torch is not fit to be used in checking the

house for chametz?

Surely Rava has said that the light of a torch is very powerful. For he taught the

following:

What is the meaning of the verse (Chavakuk® 3:4): “And there will be a brightness [of
the tzaddikim” in the future world] like the light [of the days of Creation]; rays of light
[of the splendor of Hashem will come] to him [to irradiate the faces of the tzaddikim]
from His hand; and there [next to Hashem], His strength will be hidden”? This verse
is saying that the power of the light next to Hashem is greater than the light next to the
tzaddikim).

And Rava explained: To what are the #zaddikim compared, in relation to the face of the

Shechinah®? Like the light of a candle in front of a torch.

And Rava also said: Using a torch for the Havdalah candle is called doing the mitzvah

in the best way.

Thus we see that the light of a torch is stronger than the light of a candle. Why, then, is it

not permissible to check the house for chametz by the light of a torch?

® Habakuk
’ The righteous
® The Divine Presence
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The Gemara answers: Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: This one, the candle, can be
brought into holes and cracks to check them for chametz. But that one, the torch,

cannot be brought into holes and cracks to check them for chametz.

Rav Zevid said that a candle is better than a torch for a different reason: This one, the
candle, has an advantage in that its light shines in front of itself. But that one, the torch,
does not do so. Rather, its light shines behind itself. Since a person checks for chametz

in places that are in front of him, the torch is unsuitable for the task.

Rav Pappa said that a candle is better than a torch for yet a different reason: A person
who holds this one, the torch, is afraid that the house will burn down if he does not hold
it properly. Therefore he will not be sufficiently attentive to check the house properly.
But a person who holds that one, the candle, is not afraid of such an occurrence taking

place and will conduct his search properly.

Ravina said that a candle is better than a torch for yet a different reason: This one, the
candle, draws light to its wick in a steady fashion. But that one, the torch, continuously

cuts short its light in one place and jumps to another place, making it unfit for the search.

The Mishnah taught (2a): Any place that one does not bring chametz into, does not

require checking for chametz.

The Gemara discusses this: When the Tanna said “any place”, what did he mean to
include with the word “any”? It would have been sufficient to have stated “a place that

one does not bring...”

The Gemara answers: To include the cases that the Sages taught in the following

Baraita:
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One does not have to check for chametz in holes found in the walls of a house. And this
is true, whether they are the “upper” ones i.c. holes set very high up in the wall, or
whether they are the “lower” ones i.e. holes set very low down. Since these holes are not

easy to use, they are considered places where chametz is not brought in.

And similarly the sloping roof of a yetzia® does not require checking. Even though it is
low enough for use, it is nevertheless unsuitable for use due to its slope. (Other house

roofs used to be flat).

And similarly the sloping roof of a migdal'® does not require checking. It only needs to

be checked internally.

And similarly a cattle barn and chicken coop do not require checking. The animals and

chickens would eat up any chametz left there.

And similarly a barn for straw, and storehouses for wine, and storehouses for oil do

not need checking for chametz, since people do not normally bring chametz there.

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says that the following item requires checking for
chametz: A bed that is used as a partition within a house, to divide a room for different
uses. And it has legs tall enough to divide its board from the floor to create a space under

the bed. |t requires checking in the space underneath.

They the scholars of the study hall posed a contradiction between this Baraita’s
statement about bed and the following Baraita’s statement. Similarly, between this

Baraita’s statement about holes and the following Baraita’s statement about holes.

A Baraita says: One must check for chametz in a hole in the wall that is between the
house of a person and the house of his fellow. This person checks the hole on his side

as far as the place where his hand can reach. And that one checks the hole on his side

® A cabin adjacent to the house
19 A wooden cupboard containing food and cooking utensils.
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as far as the place where his hand can reach. And if there is any chametz in the
remaining part of the wall space, which cannot be reached by either of them, he should

at least nullify it mentally.

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Regarding a bed that is a partition within a
house, and wood and stones are arranged underneath it, and its legs raise it
sufficiently to divide the board from the wood and stones. |t does not require checking

in the space underneath.

This poses a difficulty between the first Baraita of the bed as opposed to the second
Baraita of the bed. And it poses a difficulty between the first Baraita of the holes as

opposed to the second Baraita of the holes.

The Gemara answers: There is no difficulty between the first Baraita of the holes as

opposed to the second Baraita of the holes.

For that first Baraita, which stated that holes do not have to be checked for chametz, was
dealing with the upper ones and lower ones. (Since these holes are generally

inaccessible, they would have no chametz there, as mentioned).

And that second Baraita, which stated that holes do have to be checked, was dealing
with the middle ones, i.e. holes located in the middle of the wall, that are easily

accessible.

And there is even no difficulty between the first Baraita of the bed as opposed to the

second Baraita of the bed.

For that first Baraita, which stated that the space under the bed-partition has to be
checked for chametz, was dealing with a bed that is high. The large space underneath the
bed lends itself to usage.

And that second Baraita, which stated that the space under the bed does not have to be
checked, was dealing with a bed that is low. The space underneath the bed is too small to

be used.
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We learnt in the first Baraita: Storchouses for wine and storehouses for oil do not need

checking for chametz.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: And is it so, that storehouses of wine do not need
checking for chametz? But surely it was taught in a Baraita: Storehouses of wine need

checking for chametz. Only storehouses of oil do not need checking for chametz.

The Gemara answers: What are we dealing with here, when it states that we need to
check storehouses of wine? With a storehouse from which one supplies himself during
his meal. When someone runs out of wine during his meal, his servant may well go to the

storehouse to bring more, while carrying his bread in his hand.

The Gemara poses a difficulty with this: I f so, then storehouses of oil should also need to
be checked for chametz. Surely we should be equally concerned that one’s servant will go

there in the middle of the meal, while still holding his bread?

The Gemara answers: Oil is different, in that it is used for eating rather than drinking.
And there is a fixed amount for eating. There is a fixed amount of oil needed for a
meal, according to the number of participants. Since the servant prepares this in advance,
he rarely has to get up in the middle of the meal to bring more oil. Regarding wine,
however, there is no fixed amount for drinking. Since the amount of wine drunk at a
meal is variable, the servant cannot prepare exactly in advance. Thus sometimes he has to

bring more wine whilst in the middle of the meal.

Rabbi Chiya taught the following Baraita: They, the Sages, made it a requirement for

the storehouses of beer that are in Babylon to be checked for chametz, just like the
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storehouses that are in the land of Israel. Specifically, the Sages made it a requirement
regarding storechouses of beer from which one would supply himself during his meal.
For the Jews in Babylon were accustomed to drink beer in the same way that the Jews of
the land of Israel were accustomed to drink wine. And since there is no fixed amount for
drinking, the Sages were concerned that the servant might bring more beer from the

storehouse while still holding his bread.

Rav Chisda said: A storchouse of fish does not need to be checked for chametz.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: But surely it was taught in a Baraita: They, storehouses

of fish, need to be checked for chametz!

The Gemara answers: |t is not a difficulty. For that statement of Rav Chisda was made
regarding a storehouse of fish that specifically contains large ones. In such a case, it is
possible to accurately assess how many will be needed for the meal. Thus, there will be
no need to go to the storehouse to bring more during the course of the meal. Whereas
that statement of the Baraita, which required checking for chametz, was made regarding
a storehouse of fish containing small ones. Since it is difficult to calculate how many
small fish will be needed, we are concerned that the servant might bring more from the

storehouse while still holding his bread.

Rabbah bar Rav Huna said: Storehouses of salt and storechouses of wax candles need
checking for chametz. For sometimes one sometimes arises in the middle of his meal to

bring more salt or candles from the storehouse.

Rav Pappa said: A storchouse of firewood and a storchouse of dates need checking

for chametz. More of these items are also sometimes required during a meal.
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A Tanna taught the following Baraita: They the Sages did not obligate him to stick his
hand into holes and cracks in a wall in order to check them for chametz, because of the

danger involved.
The Gemara discusses this: What is the danger that the Sages were concerned about?

It cannot be correct, if we were to say that is because of the danger of a scorpion that
may be lying there. For when he used those places the whole year around, how did he
use them? Surely the danger of a scorpion should have prevented him from ever putting
anything there, including chametz. In such a case, he surely would have no obligation to
check there, because they are places where chametz has never been brought, due to

danger!

The Gemara answers: No, there is another danger. | t the Baraita is needed for the case of
a wall that fell. The holes were used to store chametz when the wall was standing. Thus
they are considered places where chametz has been brought, and should require checking.
Nevertheless, the Sages exempted a person from thoroughly checking a fallen wall for
chametz, because of the danger of scorpions that are commonly found under debris.

Rather, an external check of the surface of the wall suffices.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: |f the Baraita is dealing with a case where it
the wall fell, then why does it even need checking on the surface? Even if there were no

danger from scorpions, there would be no need to check a fallen wall for chametz. For
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surely it was taught in a Mishnah: Chametz, on which a ruin has fallen, is regarded as

if it has been eradicated. So why should any checking be required?

The Gemara answers the difficulty: There, the Mishnah is dealing with a ruin that buries
the chametz three tefachim deep, where a dog cannot search after it under the ruin.
Therefore we treat the chametz as if it has been eradicated. But here, the Baraita is
dealing with a wall that fell in such a way where a dog can search after it, the chametz.
For the resulting mound buries the chametz less than three fefachim underneath. Thus the
chametz is considered to still be in existence and ought to be removed, if there were not

the danger of the scorpion.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: Why were the Sages concerned over the danger of a
scorpion, at a time when one is occupied with the mitzvah of checking for chametz? But
surely Rabbi Elazar said: Agents of a mitzvah i.e. people engaged in the fulfillment of

a mitzvah are not harmed!

The Gemara answers: Rav Ashi said, we are concerned lest he lose a needle in the ruins
beforehand. And then, whilst he is checking for chametz, he will also come to search
after it the needle. Since he also intends to find the needle, he is no longer protected from

harm as an agent of a mitzvah.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: And is it true that in such a case, where he is
thinking about the mitzvah as well as his own needs, that he is not considered an agent of
a mitzvah? But surely we learnt in a Baraita: Regarding one who says, “This sela i.e.
this coin should go for tzedakah, in order that my son should live in the merit of this
mitzvah”. Or he says, “In order that | will become a member of the future world, in

the merit of this mitzvah”—
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Behold, he is a completely righteous person regarding this action. He is not criticized
for doing a mitzvah with ulterior motives, since his main intention is to fulfill Hashem’s

commandment of giving tzedakah.

Here also, since his main intention is to check for chametz, he should be regarded as an

agent of a mitzvah, even if he also intends to find his needle.

The Gemara answers: We are concerned that perhaps after he has checked for chametz
and completed the entire mitzvah, he will come to search after it the needle. Thus he is

no longer an agent of a mitzvah and could be harmed by a scorpion.

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said an alternative explanation of the danger involved with
checking the wall: In truth, the Baraita is dealing with holes and cracks in a wall that is
still standing. And the reason that the Sages do not require checking in the holes is
because of the danger of gentiles. When the Jew sticks his hand into the holes in the
wall separating between their houses, the gentile will suspect him of performing

witchcraft, and might harm him.
And this statement is in accord with the view of the Tanna Fleimo.

For it was taught in a Baraita: A hole that is in the wall between a Jew and a gentile
requires checking for chametz. He the Jew must check the hole as far as the place
where his hand can reach. And if there is any chametz in the remaining part of the

wall, he should at least nullify it mentally.

But Fleimo said: He does not check any of it, because of the danger.
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The Gemara discusses the above Baraita: What is the danger that Fleimo was referring

to?

It cannot be correct if we were to say that it is because of the danger of witchcraft. For
until now, when he used the hole, how did he use it? Surely the gentile’s suspicion
should have prevented him from ever sticking in his hand to put chametz there! This

being so, he is exempt because it is a place to which chametz has never been brought.

The Gemara answers: There, i.e. during the course of the year, when he used the hole,
he did so in the daytime and by natural light. And in such a case, he the gentile would
not think that the Jew is engaged in sorcery.

But here, when he checks for chametz, he does so at night and by candlelight. And in

such a case, he the gentile will indeed think that the Jew is engaged in sorcery.

The Gemara raises a difficulty with the Baraita: Why was Fleimo concerned over the
danger of a gentile, at the time when one is occupied with the mitzvah of checking for

chametz? But surely Rabbi Elazar had said: Agents of a mitzvah are not harmed!

The Gemara answers: In a case where harm is commonly present, i.e. highly probable,
like this case of the gentile, it is different. Even people engaged in a mitzvah could be

harmed.

A proof for this is provided from the incident of Hashem sending Shmuel to anoint David

as king.

For it says (Shmuel™ | 16:2): And Shmuel said, “How shall | go [to anoint David]? For
if [King] Shaul™ hears about it, he will kill me”. And Hashem [therefore] said, “You
shall take a calf with you and you shall say, ‘| have come to slaughter [an offering] to

Hashem’.”

1 Samuel
12 gqul
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Thus we see that Shmuel was afraid of Shaul, even though Shmuel was sent on a mitzvah
mission by the word of Hashem Himself. For the danger from Shaul was a case of “harm

is commonly present”, i.e. highly probable.

ccodd

They the scholars of the study hall posed an inquiry to Rav: Regarding those disciples
who live in the villages of the valley, what is the Halachah? May they travel to come
to the study hall early, before dawn, and leave late to go home, after dusk? Perhaps we

should be concerned over harmful spirits that are present in the dark?

He Rav said to them: Let them come, and the punishment for this should come on me
and on my neck! Meaning, the disciples need not be concerned for harmful spirits, since

the mitzvah will certainly protect them.

They further asked: Should we let them go back at night after they conclude their
studies? What is the Halachah—may they rely on the mitzvah to protect them on the

way back as well?

He said to them: | do not know.

It was said in a statement of Amoraim: Rabbi Elazar said: Agents of a mitzvah are
not harmed at all. Not when they go to do the mitzvah and not when they return from

it. When a person engages in a mitzvah, it protects him even on his return from it.

The Gemara discusses this: The halachah stated by Rabbi Elazar goes according to

whose view amongst the Tannaim?
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The Gemara answers: Like this following Tanna. For it was taught in a Baraita: |ssi
ben Yehudah says: Since the Torah states about those who go up to Jerusalem for the
Festivals (Simot™® 34:24): “No man will desire to take your land when you go up to
appear before Hashem, your G-d, three times a year”, it teaches that when you do this
mitzvah, you can be secure that your cow is grazing in the meadow and no wild
animal is harming it. And similarly your chicken is pecking in the refuse and no

weasel is harming it.

And certainly, your own self will come to no harm whilst engaged in the mitzvah. For

surely a kal vachomer™ can be applied to these things, as follows.

For what is characteristic of these, i.e. the cow and chicken? That it is usual for them
to come to harm. And nevertheless the Torah promises that they will not come to

harm, in the merit of the mitzvah of going up to Jerusalem for the Festivals.

Whereas humans, who are not so usually harmed since they can protect themselves
better than these docile livestock can, all the more so they will be protected by the

mitzvah.

Based on this reasoning, | only have a source regarding protection while going to do a

mitzvah.

Regarding returning from doing a mitzvah, from where do | know that it protects a

person?

The Torah teaches regarding returning home from the festival of Pesach (Devarim
16:7): “And you shall turn in the morning and go [back] to your tents”. |t this verse

teaches that you will go back and you will find your tent i.e. your home at peace.

'3 Exodus
1% A logical inference using a fortiori reasoning
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But surely, since this latter verse promises that even on
returning from Jerusalem after the Festival, after one is completely done with the
mitzvah, one is protected from harm. This being so, why do | need the verse of “no man
will desire to take your land”? It is obvious that one will be protected from harm when
going to do the mitzvah, i.e. when one is actively involved in the mitzvah. Thus the first

verse seems superfluous.
The Gemara answers: It is needed for that teaching of Rabbi Ami.

For Rabbi Ami said: We learn from the verse of “no man will desire to take your land”
the following halachah: only a man that has land i.e. he is a landowner goes up to
Jerusalem for the Festival. But a man that has no land, does not have to go up to

Jerusalem for the Festival. |.e. he has no obligation to do so.

Rabbi Avin bar Rav Adda said in the name of Rabbi Yitzchak: Why is it that none
of those very sweet Ginosar™ fruits are available in Jerusalem? (Since Jerusalem is the
source of all the abundance of the land of Israel, we would expect to find these luscious
fruits there.) In order that those going up to Jerusalem for the Festivals should not
say, “If we would have gone up just to eat the Ginosar fruits, that would have been
enough for us!” For as a result of this it will turn out that the mitzvah of going up for

the Festival was done for ulterior motives and not for its own sake.

Similarly, Rabbi Dostai the son of Rabbi Yannai said: Why is it that the hot springs
of Tiberius are not in Jerusalem? In order that those going up to Jerusalem should

not say, “|f we would have gone up just to bathe in the hot springs of Tiberius, that

15 From the area of the Kinneret, the Sea of Galilee. See Devarim 33:23, Rashi and Onkelos ad loc
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would have been enough for us!” And so it turns out that the mitzvah of going up for

the festival was done for ulterior motives and not for its own sake.

We learnt in the Mishnah: And in what case did they the Sages say that two rows in a

cellar must be checked for chametz? In the case of a cellar into which chametz is brought.

The Gemara discusses this: The Mishnah’s question about a cellar is problematic. For
who mentioned it, a cellar, in the first place? Where does it say that a cellar is not

usually checked, so that the Mishnah was brought to ask about the exception to the rule?

The Gemara answers: This is what he the Tanna is saying. Any place into which they

do not bring chametz does not need checking for chametz.

And we said above (8a) that when the Mishnah uses the word “any”, it means to tell us
that storehouses of wine and storehouses of oil, into which chametz is not brought, also

do not need checking for chametz.

And about this the Tanna asks: “And in what case did they say that two rows in a wine

cellar need to be checked for chametz”, in exception to the general rule?

The Mishnah then answers: The kind of a cellar which is “a place where they bring
chametz into”. And this is regarding a cellar from which he supplies himself with wine

during his meal.
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We learnt in the Mishnah regarding the amount of space that needs checking: Beit

Shammai say: Two rows across the entire cellar.

Rav Yehudah said: The two rows, regarding which they (Beit Shammai) said must be
checked, are the two outermost ones containing all the layers of barrels from the floor to

the ceiling.

Wine cellars are filled up with rows of barrels until the floor space is covered. Then
another layer is added on top of all the rows until the height of the ceiling. Beit Shammai
say that one must check the outside row that faces the entrance, from top to bottom. And

similarly, the row that is immediately further inside needs checking, from top to bottom.

But Rabbi Yochanan said: Beit Shammai is not referring to the two outer rows
containing layers of barrels up to the ceiling. Rather, it is regarding one vertical row and
one horizontal row. Thus the area that must be checked looks like the Greek letter gam,
or an upside-down capital letter ‘L’. One must check the outside row from top to bottom,

and the top layer of all the rows, across the entire length and breadth of the cellar.

It was taught in a Baraita in agreement with Rav Yehudah, and it was taught in a

Baraita in agreement with Rabbi Yochanan.

It was taught in a Baraita in agreement with Rav Yehudah: Beit Shammai say: One
must check two rows over the entire surface of the cellar. And these two rows that

they Beit Shammai said need checking, extend from the ground until the ceiling.

It was taught in a Baraita in agreement with Rabbi Yochanan: These are the two rows
over the entire surface of the cellar that Beit Shammai was referring to: One of the
rows is the outer vertical one that “sees”, i.e. faces, the wall containing the entrance.

And the second row is the upper horizontal layer that “sees” the ceiling.

But the remaining rows that are behind it, the outside row, and under it, the upper

layer, do not need checking for chametz.
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We learnt in the Mishnah: Beit Hillel say: The two outside rows that are the upper

ones need checking for chametz.

Rav said: One of the rows is the upper one, the upper layer, but not extending across the
entire surface of the cellar. Rather, only the top layer of the outer row that faces the

entrance and the ceiling. And the second row is the layer underneath it.

But Shmuel said: One of the rows is the upper one i.e. the top layer of the outside row.

And the other row is the top layer behind it.

The Gemara discusses this: What is the reason of Rav? Why does he not explain like
Shmuel does? For Shmuel seems to fit more closely with Beit Hillel’s description: the

“upper ones”.

The Gemara answers: Because he Rav was being precise in his interpretation of the first
part of Beit Hillel’s description: “the two outside rows”. This indicates that the two rows
are on the outside. They are thus the first two horizontal rows or layers in the outside

vertical row.

The Gemara poses a difficulty with Rav’s understanding of Beit Hillel: But surely it was
taught in the name of Beit Hillel: “the upper ones”? How can the second layer be

considered “an upper one”?

The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel did not mean literally “the upper ones”. Rather, they
just meant to exclude the remainder of the horizontal rows or layers underneath the top
two. l.e. the lower ones of the second row, which is the lower one of the two uppermost

TOWS.
We said above: “But Shmuel said the upper one and behind it”.

What is the reason that he did not say like Rav, that the two rows are the horizontal

layers that are the outside ones?
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Because he Shmuel was being precise in his interpretation of the latter part of Beit

Hillel’s description: “the upper ones”.

The Gemara poses a difficulty with Shmuel’s understanding of Beit Hillel: But surely it
was taught in the name of Beit Hillel: “the outside ones”? How can the second

horizontal row of Shmuel be considered “an outside one”?

The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel did not mean literally “the outside ones”. Rather, they
just meant to exclude the remainder of the vertical rows behind the front two. |.e. the row

behind the second vertical row, which is the one behind the outer one.

Rabbi Chiya taught in accordance with the view of Rav. But all the “tannaim” i.e.

the reciters of Baraitot taught in accordance with the view of Shmuel.

The Gemara concludes: And the Halachah goes according to the view of Shmuel in his
explanation of Beit Hillel. Thus, one must check the top layers from the two outside

vertical rows.
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Mishnah

Once a room is checked for chametz, it does not have to be checked again after moving
on to the next room. For we are not concerned that in the meantime a weasel might
have dragged chametz from a house that has not been checked to a house that has been

checked. Here, ‘house’ means ‘room’.

And similarly, we are not concerned that a weasel might have dragged chametz from
place to place within a room while the checking is taking place. There is no need to place

people to watch over the checked areas until the checking has been completed.

Because if we were to be so concerned, then even appointing people to watch would not
help. For we should also be concerned for the same problem after the search has been
completed. After all, there is a possibility that a weasel dragged chametz from the

courtyard of a neighbour who had not yet made his search, to his courtyard.

And even if all the people of this town had checked their houses already, we should still
be concerned for the same problem. For a weasel may have dragged chametz from

another town that had not yet been checked, to this town.

And so there is no end to the matter, since it is impossible for all Jews to check for
chametz at the same time. Therefore we are not concerned for the possibility of a weasel

having dragged chametz from place to place.
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Gemara

The Gemara infers the following, from the words “perhaps a weasel dragged”:

The reason that we are not concerned for this possibility is only because we did not
actually see it the weasel take any chametz there. But if we saw that it the weasel took
chametz there, to the place that had been checked, then we are indeed concerned about

it. Perhaps the chametz is still there and the place needs rechecking.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But why should we require another checking in such a
case? Let us say that it the weasel ate it! For weasels are assumed to eat all the food,

wherever they are present, as will now be shown.

Did we not learn the following in a Mishnah in Tractate Oholot? There it is stated:
Dwellings of gentiles are considered impure due to corpse impurity, because they bury

their stillborns there. And a dead body transmits impurity under a roofed place.

Therefore, if a gentile has lived there for a certain amount of time, a Jew that
subsequently lives there must determine if a stillborn is buried there. And how much
time is it that he, a gentile, would have to stay in a dwelling, so that there is a
requirement that the dwelling needs checking for a stillborn? Forty days. For this is the
time that it takes for a woman to become pregnant and miscarry a fetus that transmits

impurity.

And even though he the gentile has no wife, the dwelling is still treated as impure, since

gentiles are suspected of having relations even out of wedlock.

But any place where a weasel or a pig are able to go, does not need checking for a

stillborn. For these animals would already have dug down and eaten it.
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So if a weasel is assumed to have eaten a stillborn, why is it not assumed to have eaten
the chametz in our case? Surely, even if we see a weasel dragging chametz into an
already checked area, we can safely assume that the weasel has eaten it, and there should

be no need to check the area again.

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Zeira said: This is not a difficulty. That Mishnah in
Oholot is dealing with the eating of a stillborn, which is meat. But our Mishnah is
speaking about bread and other chametz products. In regard to eating meat, it the
animal does not leave over anything, and no checking for the impure remains is required.
In regards to bread, however, it the animal does leave over remains, and therefore

another check for the chametz is required.

The Gemara provides an alternative answer: Rava said: What is the basis for this

comparison to the Mishnah in Oholot? The cases are actually quite different.

It is all right for us to rely on the weasel’s eating habits over there regarding the
impurity of gentile dwellings, since the presence of a stillborn was never established. It
was a mere suspicion. One could say that a stillborn was there, or one could say that a
stillborn was not there. And so the Halachah is lenient in an area where weasels are
commonly present. We reason as follows: Even if you wish to say that a stillborn was

there, one could say that it the weasel ate it all up.

But here, we do not have such latitude for leniency. For it is a certainty that chametz
was here, since we saw that it the weasel took the chametz here. Therefore, who can say
for certain that it the weasel ate it entirely? For it is an uncertainty whether the
chametz was eliminated, and a certainty that the chametz was present. And the
uncertainty that it was eliminated does not remove the status of certainty regarding the

chametz’s presence.
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The Gemara challenges this answer: And is it true that in general, an uncertainty does

not remove the status of certainty?

But surely it was taught in a Baraita: In the case of a chaver' that died and left a
storehouse full of produce, we assume that the tithes have been taken from it. And this
is so even if it appears that it the produce just now came to the point of being obligated in
tithes?, i.e. it is only of that day. Nevertheless it is presumed to have been “rectified”

i.e. had the tithes removed.

And here it is a case where the produce is certainly tevel, i.e. in need of tithing. And it
is a case of an uncertainty whether it was tithed, and an uncertainty whether it was
not tithed. We do not know if the chaver tithed the produce before he died.

And vyet, the uncertainty that the chaver tithed the produce comes and removes the

status of certainty of being tevel!
The Gemara resolves the difficulty: There, regarding the chaver that died, it is a case of

certain tevel and equally certain tithing. For it is certain that they chaverim

immediately tithe their produce.

And the above Baraita is in accord with Rabbi Chanina Chozah.

1 A person regarded as a “colleague” of the Sages, i.e. he is trustworthy in observing all the stringencies of
Rabbinic law.
2 Once the grain has been piled and smoothed down, it is called tevel and must be tithed.
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For Rabbi Chanina Chozah said: There is a presumption regarding a chaver that he
does not allow anything from his possessions to go out, unless it is “rectified” i.e.
tithed.

And if you wish, | could say an alternative answer: In truth, it is not certain whether a
chaver tithed his produce before he died. Yet it is permitted to eat the produce because it
is a case of a double uncertainty. There is an uncertainty whether he tithed, and an

uncertainty whether there was any prohibition of tevel here in the first place.

For one could say the following: Perhaps in the beginning, they the piles of produce
were not tevel. This could be possible, in accordance with the teaching of Rabbi

Oshaya.

For Rabbi Oshaya said: A person may cheat with his grain and bring it in to his
house while it is still in its chaff. Afterwards, he completes the processing inside his
house. In this way the grain never becomes tevel, i.e. in need of tithing. For the obligation
to separate tithes only takes place when the finished product “sees the face of the house”

i.e. passes through the entranceway of a dwelling.

Nevertheless, the Sages prohibited eating a fixed meal even from produce which entered
the house in an unfinished state. But they did not extend this prohibition to animal feed.
Thus a person can make a substantial gain. When he brings unprocessed grain into his
house, his intent is in order for his animal to eat it after he processes it in the house,

and thus be exempted from the tithe.
Thus we have here a double uncertainty. In such a case, we say that the uncertainty

whether he tithed the produce combines its strength with the uncertainty that the produce

was ever tevel.
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The Gemara raises the same difficulty with the statement of Rava, but based on a
different source: And is it true that an uncertainty does not remove the status of

certainty?

But surely we learnt in a Baraita: Rabbi Yehudah said: There was an incident
regarding the maidservant of a certain Jewish thug in Rimon, who placed a stillborn

in a pit.

Ammud Bet

And a Cohen came, stood at the edge of the pit and peered into it in order to know if

it the stillborn was male or if it was female.

In this way, the Cohen could inform the mother how many days of impurity after birth
she would have to keep. For if it was a male, then the mother must keep seven days of
impurity and thirty-three days of purity. And if the stillborn was a female, then the
mother must keep two weeks of impurity and sixty-six days of purity.

But this Cohen was not sufficiently careful about the danger that he might lean over the
stillborn in the pit and thus transgress the prohibition of Cohanim defiling themselves

with a dead body.

In any event, the Cohen was unable to determine if there was in fact a stillborn in the pit
at all.
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And then the details of the incident came before the Sages, and they declared him the

Cohen pure. This was despite the possibility of a stillborn actually being in the pit.

The reason why the Sages declared the Cohen pure is because weasels and polecats are
commonly found there in pits. Therefore, it is fairly certain that such an animal dragged
the stillborn to a hole in the side wall of the pit. Thus no impurity was transmitted to the

Cohen leaning over the pit.

Now surely the case here is that she the maidservant certainly placed the stillborn in
the pit. Thus it is certain that there was impurity in the pit at some time. Whereas it is
uncertain whether a weasel dragged the stillborn to a hole. On the one hand, there is an
uncertainty if it dragged it from the pit. And on the other hand there is an uncertainty

if it did not drag it yet, at the time that the Cohen leaned over the pit.

And we see that an uncertainty regarding dragging comes and removes the status of
certainty regarding the presence of the stillborn! This contradicts the statement of Rava

above.

The Gemara answers: Do not say: “that she placed the stillborn in the pit”, thus
creating a situation of certain impurity. Rather, say: “that she dropped something that
looked like a stillborn into the pit”. In actuality, it could be that she dropped the air-
filled sac of the fetus into the pit.

And then it is a case of a double uncertainty. An uncertainty if there was a stillborn in

the pit, and an uncertainty if a weasel was present to drag the stillborn to a side hole.

The uncertainties combine their strength.
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The Gemara poses a difficulty with above answer: But surely it the Baraita taught “he
peered into the pit to know if it was a male or female”? Does this not imply that a

stillborn was certainly there, and the only uncertainty was regarding its gender?

The Gemara answers: This is what it the Baraita said: The Cohen peered into it in order
to know if she dropped a sac full of air, and the mother is not impure at all. Or if she
dropped a stillborn, and the mother is impure. And if you conclude and say that she
dropped a stillborn, the Cohen still has to know if it is a male or if it is a female. For

he needs to determine how many days of impurity the woman must keep.

If you wish, I could say an alternative answer: Really, the maidservant dropped a
stillborn, and the Sages nevertheless declared the Cohen pure. For there it is a case of
certainty and an equal certainty. Since weasels and polecats are commonly found
there, it is certain that they dragged it, the stillborn, to the hole. And that this took

place at i.e. before the time that the Cohen leaned over the pit.

For granted that regarding chametz, we are concerned that they weasels will leave over
some. Thus the place that the weasel brought the chametz needs rechecking. But
regarding this case of impurity, we say that when they drag, at least, they certainly

dragged them the stillborns away at the time.

[A different version: Granted that we do not say that they certainly ate them.
Therefore regarding chametz we are stringent to recheck the place. But we certainly say

that they dragged them to their holes.]
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We learnt in our Mishnah that we are not concerned that a weasel may have dragged

chametz from house to house and place to place.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And do we really say that we are not concerned that a
weasel may have dragged chametz from an unchecked place, to a place that had been
checked?

But surely it was taught in the latter clause of our Mishnah (i.e. in the coming
Mishnah): After the completion of the search, that chametz which is left over for
breakfast on the following day should be dealt with thusly: He must put it in a

protected place so that he will not have to search after it.

This implies that he must recheck the house for chametz, if he does not hide this chametz
away. For what reason? Presumably because a weasel might drag the chametz to a place
that had already been checked!

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: Abaye said: This is not a difficulty. This case is
dealing with the fourteenth of Nissan, whereas that case is dealing with the
thirteenth.

Our Mishnah, which is not concerned for weasels dragging the chametz, was taught
regarding the thirteenth, i.e. the beginning of the night following the thirteenth, the
time that the checking takes place. For at that time bread is commonly found in all
houses and the weasel will not be concerned that there will not be enough for it to eat.
Thus, it the weasel will not drag chametz from an unchecked place and hide it away in a

place that has been checked.

The next Mishnah, however, was speaking about on the day of the fourteenth. Perhaps

at that time the weasel will indeed drag the chametz that was found and set aside after the
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check of the previous night. For that is a time when bread is not commonly found in all
houses and the weasel will see far less bread than it is accustomed to see. Therefore it is

concerned that it will not have anything to eat, and it hides away some of the chametz.

Rava said: Is a weasel a prophet, that it knows that today is the fourteenth of Nissan
and that they are not baking anymore dough until the night? It cannot be that for this

reason, it leaves over from the chametz and stores it away.

Rather, Rava said: In truth, even on the fourteenth we do not have to be concerned lest a

weasel drag the chametz.

And there is a different reason why “that which is left over, he must put it in a protected

place”.

For perhaps the weasel may take from the remaining chametz in front of us. And if this
were to happen, then one will certainly need to search after it, since we do not know
where it hid it.

It a Baraita was taught, that is in accordance with Rava’s explanation: Regarding
someone who wants to eat chametz after the checking has taken place. How should he

act?
That which he leaves over for eating later, he should place in a protected place. This

will ensure that a weasel will not be able to come and take from the chametz in front of

us. For if that would happen, he would need to check after it.
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Rav Mari said: The reason why the remaining chametz must be hidden away is because
of a safeguarding enactment. The Sages were concerned that he might place there ten
pieces of chametz and afterwards find only nine. Then there is certainly a concern that a

weasel dragged the tenth missing piece.

5 5D R ®

The Gemara now cites a number of halachot involving uncertainties, as they relate to the
need to recheck a house for chametz.

A) In front of us, there were nine piles of matzah and one pile of chametz.
And then, in front of us, a mouse came and took a piece from one of the
piles, and carried it into a house that had already been checked. However,
we did not know if it took from the pile of matzah, which would cause
no problem. Or if it took from the pile of chametz, which would create a

need to recheck that house for chametz.

The Halachah is that the house has to be rechecked, and we cannot be lenient based on
the fact that the majority of the piles are matzah. For this is similar to the case of nine
shops that was taught in a Baraita.

The Baraita discusses a town that has nine shops selling kosher meat and one shop selling
unkosher meat. If someone forgets which shop he bought from, the meat is prohibited,

despite the fact that the majority of the shops in the town are kosher.

For there is a principle known as “anything fixed is similar to fifty-fifty”, kol kavua

kemachatzeh al machatzeh dami. This applies to anything which a person has taken from
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the place where it was properly located. In such a case we cannot follow the majority of
places in determining the status of the item. Rather, its status is considered to be equally

balanced in uncertainty. Thus we must treat it stringently.

Our case of chametz is also subject to this principle, since the uncertainty began
regarding the place where the food was originally fixed. For he saw the mouse take food

from one of the piles. And the pile is regarded as the fixed place of the food.

B) A piece became separated from of the ten piles, but it is not known from
which pile, and then a mouse came and took the piece into a checked
house. The Halachah is that the house does not need to be checked again.
In this case we follow the majority, and assume that the piece separated

from one of the piles of matzah.

And that is similar to the case in the latter clause of that Baraita of the nine shops. First

the Gemara will cite the middle of the Baraita.

For it was taught in a Baraita: There are ten shops selling meat in a town. Nine of the
ten shops all sell kosherly slaughtered meat and only one shop sells unkosher meat.
And he someone bought meat from one of them, but he did not know i.e. remember,
from which one of them he bought. The Halachah is that its status of uncertainty

renders it forbidden.

And in the latter clause of the Baraita it says: And regarding a case where meat was

found between shops, the Halachah is that one goes after the majority.

The meat is judged kosher, because the uncertainty began only at the time that the meat

was found on the street. And since the street is not the fixed place of the meat, it does not
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have the Halachah of a fixed item. Rather, it follows the rule of “anything that has
separated, is treated as having separated from the majority”. Therefore, we assume that

the meat separated from the majority of shops, which are kosher.

And so it is in our case of chametz. We only had an uncertainty after the piece had
already separated from its fixed place. Therefore, we apply the normal Halachah that one

goes after the majority.

C) Two piles are before us. One of them is of matzah and one of them is of
chametz. And in front of them are two houses, one of which is
checked and one of which has not been checked. And then two mice
came. One took a piece of matzah, and one took a piece of chametz.
And they each went into a different house, although we do not know
which mouse went into this house and which mouse went into that
house. Thus there is an uncertainty whether the mouse with the chametz

entered the house that had already been checked.

That is similar to the case of the two boxes. We can apply the leniency stated there to our
case here, and exempt him from rechecking the already checked house. For we assume
that the mouse with the matzah entered the checked house, and the mouse with the

chametz entered the unchecked house.

For it was taught in a Baraita: There are two large boxes in front of us. One of them is a
box of chulin produce, i.e. its tithes have been removed and it is permitted to be eaten.
And the other one of them is a box of trumah® produce, forbidden to all who are not
Cohanim. And in front of them are two small containers of similar produce. One of

them is of chulin produce, and one of them is of trumah. And the contents of these two
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small containers fell into those two large boxes. But we do not know which produce fell

into which box.

The Halachah is that the produce in the chulin box is judged permitted for consumption
by a non-Cohen. And we are not concerned that it may have been the trumah that fell into

the box of chulin, which would prohibit its consumption by a non-Cohen®.

For | say that the chulin produce fell into the box of chulin, and the trumah produce

fell into the box of trumah.

And so it is in our case of chametz, which deals with two piles and two houses. We
assume that the mouse with the chametz entered the house that was unchecked. And the

mouse with the matzah entered the house that was checked.

The Gemara raises a difficulty. The case of trumah does not seem comparable to the case
of chametz. 1 would say that when we say the principle of “for I say”, i.e. that we
assume that similar materials join one another, this is specifically [regarding trumah

that we apply this Halachic principle].

® The small portion separated from agricultural produce in the land of Israel and given to the Cohanim for
them to consume in purity.

* unless there was at least 100 times more chulin produce than there was trumah produce, in which case the
latter becomes nullified
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[The Gemara raises a difficulty. The case of trumah does not seem comparable to the case
of chametz. 1 would say that when we say the principle of “for | say”, i.e. that we
assume that similar materials join one another, this is specifically] regarding trumah*

that we apply this Halachic principle.

For nowadays, trumah only has the force of Rabbinic law, thus we are lenient regarding
cases of uncertainty, and apply the above Halachic principle. However for the prohibition
of chametz which has the force of Torah law, do we say that one could be lenient by

applying “For | say”?

The Gemara replies: Is checking the house for chametz nowadays required by Torah
law? Surely this obligation too only has the force of Rabbinic law, because in Torah
law a mere nullification of one’s chametz would be sufficient. Given that the question
here is rechecking the house, for a Rabbinic obligation we are able to apply such a

principle.

D. If there was one pile of chametz, and in front of us stood two houses that had been
checked for chametz. And a mouse came and took a piece of chametz from the pile and
entered one of the houses. And we do not know if the mouse entered this house or if it

entered that house. Does it require rechecking?

The Gemara answers: This parallels the case of the “two paths”.

! A small portion separated from agricultural produce in the Land of Israel, and given to cohanim for their
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For it was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Tohorot: If there were two paths, one
impure and one pure, and one did not know which was which. Here the Mishnah refers
to a case where we knew that one of the paths passed over a hidden grave, making it
impossible for one to travel along it without becoming impure, but it was not known

which path. And a person traveled on one of them and afterwards touched pure food.

Were this the only uncertainty, we would have said that the food that he touched remains
pure. This is because we could apply the principle that items that might have become
impure, and the uncertainty arose in a public domain, are regarded as remaining pure.
However, here his friend came and traveled on the second path, and touched different
pure food. Now the question is whether we can declare both of the foods pure based on

this principle, given that one of the people definitely traveled along the impure path.

Rabbi Yehudah says: If they asked their question to a Sage, and the case was that this
one asked on his own, and that one asked on his own, then both of the foods would be
declared pure. The Sage could rule that each of them was pure, given that in each case

there was a doubt as to whether they had been rendered impure.

However if both of them came in order to ask the Sage at one time, then both of them
would be declared impure. Since the Sage would have to make one ruling for both of
them, he would be forced either to declare both impure, or both pure. Since one definitely

was impure, he would have to declare both of them impure.

Rabbi Yosi says: Whether this way or whether that way, i.e. even if they were both to

ask the Sage on their own, they would both be impure.

personal consumption. It may be eaten only in purity.
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Rava said, and if you will say it was in fact Rabbi Yochanan who said, the views
regarding the above case are different: If both of them came to ask the Sage at one time,

according to all views both of them would be declared impure.

And similarly, if they came one after the other to ask the Sage individually, even if they
were to tell him that their friend had traveled along the second path, but did not ask for a

ruling on his case, then according to all views, both of them would be pure.

Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi Yosi only disagree where one of them came to ask, for both

himself and for his friend, saying: “What is the ruling for both of us?”

Rabbi Yosi compares this to where both of them asked at one time, and therefore the
Sage would declare them impure. He would not be able to declare both as being pure, as
explained above.

And Rabbi Yehudah compares it to where they came one after the other in order to
ask the Sage. Since there was only one questioner, the Sage would be able to answer him
by saying that he was pure. The questioner would then inevitably understand that his

friend was also pure, being that their question was identical.

However, when both came to ask at one time, the Sage would be forced to answer both of

them together and would be unable to declare both pure.

So too in our case of chametz and two houses. If the owners of both houses were to come
and ask at the same time, the ruling would be that they both must check again for
chametz. However, if they were to ask independently, then the ruling would be that they
need not search again. Because the obligation to check one’s house for chametz is

Rabbinic in origin, we could rule leniently in a case of doubt.
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E. If we saw a mouse that took chametz and there was a doubt as to whether it entered a
house that had already been checked for chametz, or it did not enter. One need not check
the house again. This is because this case parallels that of the plain, and is the subject of
a disagreement between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis (called the Sages, below).
Although the cases are similar, here both would agree that one would not need to check

again.

For it was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Tohorot: If one entered a plain, an area
containing many fields adjacent to each other, and it was in the rainy season, when the
crops have already begun to sprout and people would not normally have permission to
walk there. In this case, the plain would be viewed as a private domain with regards to
questions of impurity. We would apply the principle that items which doubtfully became

impure in a private domain are regarded as impure.

And if we knew that there was a source of impurity in a certain field within the plain.
And one person came and said: | traveled in that place, the plain, and I do not know
whether | entered that field, which contained the source of impurity, or whether I did

not enter. Here Rabbi Eliezer declares him pure and the Sages declare him impure.

Rabbi Eliezer declares him pure because Rabbi Eliezer would say: A doubtful
entrance is judged pure. If the doubt is whether the person entered the field at all, then
he would be judged pure, because this would involve a case of a double doubt (sfeik
sfeika): There is a doubt whether he entered the field at all, and even if he did, he may not
have passed directly over the part of the field that contained the source of impurity. In the

case of a double doubt such as this, we would declare him pure, even in a private domain.
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Only in the case of a single doubt, i.e. he definitely entered the field but had a doubt

whether he touched the source of impurity, then we would say that he is impure.

Whereas the Sages hold that even in a case of a double doubt, we apply the principle that

items that doubtfully became impure in a private domain are regarded as impure.

But in our case of checking for chametz, even the Sages would rule leniently, given that
the obligation to check for chametz is only Rabbinic in origin, as explained above.

Therefore in a case of doubt such as this, one would not be obliged to check again.

F. If the mouse entered a house that had previously been checked, while carrying
chametz, and the householder checked the house afterwards and did not find any
chametz. He need not check further, because this case parallels the disagreement
between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis (called the Sages, below).

For it was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Niddah: There were three mounds of rocks.
One of them was impure, given that it covered over a piece of a corpse that was at least a
kazayit® in size. And because one was unable to tell the mounds apart, one checked all
three of them, but did not find the piece of the corpse anywhere. According to Rabbi Meir

all of the mounds are considered impure.

Because Rabbi Meir used to say: Anything that has an established status of impurity
will forever remain in its status of impurity until it becomes known where the
impurity is. Until the source of impurity is found, we must be concerned that it is still

there, even though it was not found during the search.

2 Kazayit: 0.9 fluid oz. or 28 cu. cm.
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And the Sages say: One must check each mound and dig beneath them until one
reaches rock or virgin earth, i.e. soil that was hard, indicating that it had never been
dug out. If one checked this far and did not find anything, then the mounds would be
considered pure. This is because we would say that an animal came and removed the

piece of corpse.

In our case of checking one’s house for chametz, even Rabbi Meir would agree that if one
did not find the chametz, we could say that the mouse had eaten it, and one need not

check further.

G. If the mouse entered a house that had previously been checked, carrying chametz,
and the householder subsequently checked the house and found a piece of chametz.
However, he did not know whether this was the piece that the mouse had brought in, or
whether it was a piece that he had overlooked in his first search, and the piece of chametz
carried by the mouse was still there. The question whether he must continue his search is
dependent on a disagreement between Rabbi i.e. Rabbi Yehudah HaNasi and Rabbi

Shimon ben Gamliel.

For it was taught in a Baraita: If there were a field in which a grave was lost, i.e. one
did not know its exact location, anyone who enters the field would become impure. We

would be concerned that he might have passed over the grave and become impure.

If later on, a grave was found in it and one did not know whether this was the grave that
was ‘lost’ or not, then the one who enters the field without coming near the grave would
be judged pure. Because | would say: The grave that was lost is the very same grave

that was found; these are the words of Rabbi.
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Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: We are still uncertain whether this is the grave that
was lost, thus one must search the entire field. If one subsequently found another grave,
only then would one be able to say that this was the same grave that was lost, meaning

that the rest of the field was pure.

Similarly in our case of checking for chametz, according to Rabbi we would say that he
found the piece that the mouse had brought into the house. However according to Rabbi
Shimon ben Gamliel, one would have to be concerned that this was a different piece of

chametz, thus one would be obliged to check the house again.

H. If a one placed nine pieces of chametz in a house that had been checked, and
subsequently found ten pieces, this would be the subject of a disagreement between
Rabbi and the Rabbis (called the Sages, below).

For it was taught in a Baraita: If one placed one hundred zuz® of ma’aser sheni money”
in a box, and subsequently found two hundred zuz there. The two hundred zuz would be
considered as being chulin® and ma’aser that had been mixed with one another,
because we could not be sure which of the coins were the ma’aser sheni and which were
the ordinary money. In this case one would have to take a different one hundred zuz, and

redeem the ma’aser sheni that is in the box upon it.

This new set of coins would then assume the status of ma’aser sheni, and the other two
hundred would have the status of chulin, i.e. ordinary money. These are the words of
Rabbi.

® A denomination of coin.

* Money that had been used to redeem fruits of ma‘aser sheni (the second tithe), which would themselves
take on the status of ma'aser sheni.

® Non-consecrated [money].
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And the Sages say: Since he did not find the amount that he had left in the box, we may
rule leniently. We may say that the original one hundred zuz that he left in the box was
taken to another location, and was replaced by a different two hundred zuz, which are

assumed to be ordinary money. Thus all of the money would be judged chulin.

Similarly in our case of chametz, Rabbi would hold that the nine pieces that were placed
in the house are the same pieces that were found, and that another piece was added to
them, thus one would not need to recheck the house. However according to the Rabbis,
since one found a different number of pieces we must be concerned that all of these ten
pieces are new, having been brought there by someone else. It follows that all of the
original nine pieces are still in the house, and one would be obliged to search the house

for them.

I. If one placed ten pieces of chametz in a house that had already been checked, and
subsequently found only nine pieces, this would parallel the latter clause of the Baraita

that was quoted above.

For it was taught in a Baraita: If one placed two hundred zuz of ma’aser sheni money
in a box, and subsequently one found only one hundred there. We would say that one
hundred zuz of the original two hundred was still placed there, and the other one

hundred that was missing had been taken from the box; these are the words of Rabbi.
And the Sages say: All of the money is chulin. Since one found less money than had
originally been placed in the box, we say that the original two hundred were taken out

and subsequently a different one hundred zuz of chulin money was placed there.

Similarly in our case of chametz, if one placed ten pieces and found nine, Rabbi would

hold that one would only need to search for one more piece of chametz, because the
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pieces that he found were nine of the original ones that he placed there. However
according to the Sages, one would have to search for another ten pieces of chametz. We
would be concerned that perhaps all of the ten pieces had been moved by an animal to
another place within the house, and what he found was nine entirely different pieces of
chametz.

Ammud Bet

J. One who placed the chametz that remained after checking, in this corner of the
house. And afterwards he found chametz in a different corner. And he does not know if
this is the same chametz that he left in the other corner, or whether this is different
chametz, and the first chametz was dragged around the house by a mouse to an unknown
location. This depends on a disagreement between Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel and

the Sages.

For it is taught in a Baraita: A spade that got lost in the house i.e. it disappeared to
an unknown location. All the utensils in the house are rendered impure, for | say:
perhaps a person who was impure entered there and took it, and while he was there he

touched all the utensils in the house and rendered them impure.

Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: The house is pure, for | say: Certainly the master
of the house lent the spade to another person, and forgot about it, or that he himself

took it from this corner and put it in the other corner, and forgot about it.
The Gemara raises a difficulty: Why does Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel speak of a

corner? Was it a corner mentioned earlier in the Baraita? The case was a spade that

was lost completely, not one put in a corner and found in another.
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The Gemara answers: A clause has been omitted from the Baraita, and this is what it

is saying:

1. A spade that was lost in the house, the house is impure, for | say that a person

who was impure entered there and took it.

2. Or the spade was not lost, rather he placed it in this corner of the house, and found
it in another corner — all the utensils in the house are impure. For | say: Animpure
person entered there, and took it from this corner and placed it in another corner.

And while doing this, he touched all the utensils in the house and rendered them impure.

Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: In both cases the house is pure. Regarding the case
that he lost the spade, | say: The master of the house lent it to another person, and

forgot.

Or regarding the case that it is found in a different corner, | say: That he himself took it
from this corner where it was before and placed it in that corner where it is now, and

forgot.

Similarly with chametz, the Sages (i.e. the first Tanna) suspect that the chametz in this
corner is not the same chametz that was in the other corner, because the mouse dragged
that chametz into an unknown location, and the whole house now needs to be checked
again. Whereas according to Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel, we assume that the master of
the house moved it from one corner to the other and forgot, and he does not need to check

again.

Said Rava: A mouse that entered a house that had been checked for chametz, and a

loaf of chametz is in his mouth, and the master of the house enters after him and finds
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crumbs. We do not say that this is the same loaf that the mouse brought in, and crumbled
it into crumbs. Rather, the house still needs checking for this loaf, because it is not the
way of a mouse to crumble the loaf, thus these crumbs are not from this loaf. We

assume that the loaf is still somewhere in the house.

And said Rava: A child that entered a house that had been checked for chametz, and a
loaf is in his hand, and he enters after him i.e. after the child, and finds crumbs.
There is no need to check for this loaf, because it is the way of a child to crumble the

loaf, and we assume that this is the loaf that he brought in, except that he crumbled it.

Rava posed an inquiry: We see a mouse enter the house and a loaf is in its mouth.
Afterwards we see a mouse go out of the house and a loaf is in his mouth. What is the
Halachah?

Do we say: This is the same mouse that went in and went out, and there is no need to

check the house again?

Or perhaps this mouse that went out is a different mouse, and the loaf that was in the

mouth of the first mouse is still in the house, and he needs to check for it.

If you conclude and say: this mouse that went in, is the same as that mouse that went
out and there is no need to recheck the house, still there is a question in the following

case:

A white mouse enters the house and a loaf is in his mouth, and afterwards we see a

black mouse go out and a loaf is in his mouth, what is the Halachah?
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Do we say: this loaf that went out is certainly a different one, since a different mouse

took it out?

Or perhaps it is the same loaf. The first mouse cast it the loaf in front of it, the second

mouse. And the second mouse took it out.

If you conclude and say: it cannot be the same loaf because mice do not take food from

each other, still there is a question in the following case:

A mouse enters the house and a loaf is in his mouth, and a weasel goes out afterwards

and a loaf is in his mouth. What is the Halachah?

Do we say: the weasel certainly took it the loaf from the mouse that entered, since it is

the way of weasels to hunt mice?

Or perhaps the loaf in the weasel’s mouth is a different one, and not the loaf that the
mouse brought in. For if it is true that he the weasel took it the loaf from the mouse, he
would have caught the mouse itself, too, and even the mouse would be found in its the

weasel’s mouth, along with the loaf!

If you conclude and say: it cannot be that the weasel has the mouse’s loaf because if it is
true that he took it from the mouse, the mouse should have been found in its mouth,

still there is a question in the following case:
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A mouse enters the house and a loaf is in his mouth, and a weasel goes out, and a loaf
and a mouse is in the mouth of the weasel. The loaf is in this side of its mouth and the

mouse is in the other side. What is the Halachah?

Perhaps we say: here, certainly it is that same one. The mouse that entered with the loaf

in its mouth was caught by the weasel, which now has both in his mouth.

Or perhaps we assume that this is a different mouse and a different loaf. Because if it
was true that it is that same one, then what is the loaf doing in the mouth of the weasel?

The loaf should be found in the mouth of the mouse!

Or perhaps the reason the loaf was not found in the mouse’s mouth is because out of the
mouse’s fear of the weasel, it the loaf fell from its mouth, and the weasel took it in its

mouth, and this is the same mouse that entered with the loaf.

The Gemara concludes: Let it stand. The questions remain unresolved.

Rava posed an inquiry: A loaf of chametz, which is found above on a ceiling beam,
does he need to bring a ladder before Pesach, to bring down the loaf from there and to

burn it, or he does not need to?

The sides of the question are as follows:

Do we say: since the obligation to eradicate the chametz is only Rabbinical, because
nullifying it is enough according to the Torah, therefore until that extent the Sages did
not trouble him to go up on a ladder to bring it down? Because it will not come down
by itself. The loaf will not fall from the ceiling by itself. Therefore, we are not concerned

perhaps he will come to eat it, and the nullification of the chametz is sufficient.
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Or perhaps, sometimes it happens that the loaf falls down by itself, and he could come

to eat it. Therefore he must go up the ladder and burn the loaf.

And if you conclude and say: he needs to go up the ladder to eradicate the loaf, because
sometimes it falls and he could come to eat it, still there is a question in the following

case:

A loaf which is found in a pit, does he need to go down on a ladder and bring it up

from there to eradicate it, or he does not need to?

Perhaps we say: here, certainly there is no concern that he might eat it. For it does not

go up by itself! It is impossible that the loaf will lift itself up from the pit.

Or perhaps, sometimes he goes down into the pit to do what he needs. And while he is
there he could come to eat it the loaf. Therefore he needs to bring the loaf out of the pit

and eradicate it.

If you conclude and say: he must bring it up from the pit and eradicate it, because
sometimes he goes down to into the pit to do what he needs. And while he is there he

could come to eat it the loaf. Still there is a question in the following case:

A loaf which is found in the mouth of a snake in his house, does he need to hire a snake

expert to remove the loaf from its mouth and eradicate it, or does he not need to?
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Perhaps we say: only regarding his self, do the Sages trouble him to check for and
eradicate the chametz. But regarding his money, i.e. to spend money on this, the Sages

do not trouble him.

Or perhaps there is no difference, and even if he must spend money, he is obligated to

eradicate the chametz, although he fulfills his Torah obligation by nullification alone.

The Gemara concludes: Let it stand, the questions remain unresolved.

Mishnah

Rabbi Yehudah says: In one of the three following times, a person checks for chametz.
1. Properly, one should check the night of the Fourteenth of Nissan.

2. One who did not check then, should check on the Fourteenth in the morning.

3. And if also then he did not check, he should check at the time of the eradication of
the chametz, which is the sixth hour of the day of the Fourteenth. After this time he
should not check, rather he relies on the mental nullification of the chametz that he

previously performed. And if he happens to find any chametz afterwards, he eradicates it.

And the Sages say: Even after these times he should still check. Thus, the times are as

follows:

If he did not check the night of the Fourteenth, he should check on the Fourteenth in

the morning.

CHAVRUTA 15




PEREK 1 — 10B

And if he did not check on the Fourteenth in the morning, he should check within the
appointed time in the sixth hour, which is the appointed time for eradicating the
chametz. (Tosafot explain “the appointed time” to mean the entire period from noon of
Erev Pesach until the end of the Festival.)

And if he did not check within the appointed time, he should check after the
appointed time of eradication, which is six hours and on, until nightfall, and after that he
no longer checks. (Tosafot explain “after the appointed time” to mean after the festival of

Pesach has concluded.)

And what he leaves over after checking on the night of the Fourteenth, in order to eat it
in the morning, he should put it in a protected place, in order that he should not have
to check after it if any of the leftover chametz is missing. For example, if he left over ten

slices of bread and afterwards only finds nine, he must check the house again.

Gemara

The Gemara initially understands that Rabbi Yehudah requires checking the house thrice,
in each of the times he mentioned. (This is contrary to how the Mishnah was explained
above.) Thus the Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehudah, for checking the

house thrice?
The Gemara answers: Rav Chisda and Rabbah bar Rav Huna, both of them said: It

is corresponding to the three times that elimination (hashbatah) of chametz is

mentioned in the Torah:
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“And there shall not be seen with you chametz and there shall not be seen with you

sourdough”.®

“Seven days, sourdough shall not be found in your houses”.’

“Only, on the first day you shall eliminate sourdough from your houses” .

These are the three references to elimination: “seeing”, “finding” and “eliminating”.

Rav Yosef contradicted this, from a Baraita: Rabbi Yehudah says: Whoever does
not check in these three time periods mentioned in the Mishnah, does not check any

further.
Therefore, we see that Rabbi Yehudah and the Sages are disagreeing in the case of

from now and on. The point of disagreement is whether to check after these three time

periods, not whether to check in all three of them.

Mar Zutra teaches it, Rav Yosef’s contradiction, in this manner:

Raf Yosef contradicted this, from a Baraita: Rabbi Yehudah says: Whoever does not

check in one of these three time periods, does not check any further.

6 Shmot 13:7.
" ibid 12:19.
8 ibid 12:15.
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Here Rabbi Yehudah expressly states that one out of the three time periods is sufficient.
Therefore, we see that Rabbi Yehudah and the Sages are disagreeing in the case of

“does not check any further”.

The Gemara concludes: Rather, Rabbi Yehudah also does not require checking thrice.
He is saying: if one did not check the night of the Fourteenth, one checks the next

morning etc. Whereas the Sages hold that he can check even after the appointed time.

And here, they are differing over this point:

One master, Rabbi Yehudah, holds the view: Before it is forbidden, yes, one checks for
chametz. But after it is forbidden, i.e. after the sixth hour, no, one should not check.
This is because of a Rabbinical decree, lest while he is involved with the chametz he

come to eat from it.

Whereas the Sages do not hold of this decree.

The Gemara challenges this explanation: Does Rabbi Yehudah really make a decree

forbidding a person to handle food that is forbidden to eat, lest he come to eat from it?

Is it not taught otherwise in a Mishnah in Tractate Menachot (67B)? There it is stated:
Immediately after the Omer was offered on the sixteenth of Nissan, they would go out
and find the marketplaces of Jerusalem full of flour and parched grain from the new

grain that is allowed to be eaten only after offering the Omer.
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[Does Rabbi Yehudah really make a decree forbidding a person to handle food that is

forbidden to eat, lest he come to eat from it?

Is it not taught otherwise in a Mishnah in Tractate Menachot (67B)? There it is stated:
Immediately after the Omer was offered on the sixteenth of Nissan, they would go out
and find the marketplaces of Jerusalem full of flour and parched grain from the new

grain that is allowed to be eaten only after offering the Omer.]

And this practice was against the will of the Sages, because they harvested and ground
this grain before Yom Tov, when it was still forbidden to eat. The Sages were concerned
lest while handling the produce, they will come to eat from it and transgress the
prohibition to eat from the new crop before bringing the Omer offering. These are the
words of Rabbi Meir.

Rabbi Yehudah says: It is in accordance with the will of the Sages that they do this.

So we see that Rabbi Yehudah did not decree against handling produce that is
forbidden to eat, lest he come to eat from it. So why did he decree against handling

chametz, in the case that one forgot to check in the proper time?

The Gemara answers: Said Rabbah: The new crop of grain is different, because you
did not permit him to harvest normally with a scythe, but rather in a different way by
means of picking by hand.! Thus he will not come to eat it. Since he does it differently,

he remembers that the grain is from the new crop that is forbidden to eat.

! According to Torah law it is forbidden to harvest anything before harvesting the Omer, since the Torah
describes the Omer as the first harvesting of the new produce. Only by harvesting in a different way than
usual is one permitted to harvest before the Omer.
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Abaye said to him, to Rabbah: Granted that there is no concern that he will eat from
the grain at the time of picking, due to the different way he picks. But at the time of
grinding and sifting the flour, which is permitted in the normal fashion, what is there to
say? How will he remember not to eat from it? Since the flour in the marketplaces of
Jerusalem was ground and sifted before the Omer, and how did Rabbi Yehudah permit
this?

Rabbah answers: This is not a difficulty, because these tasks were also done differently

than usual, in order to remember the prohibition to eat from the grain.

Grinding was done with a hand mill and not as usually done with a water mill. And
the sifting was done on top of the sieve. l.e. the sieve was turned over and sifted on the

other side.

The Gemara raises another difficulty with Rabbi Yehudah: However, this which is
taught in a Mishnah: They may reap grain before the Omer (even without changing
the normal method), if it grows in a field which requires irrigation, or it grows in
valleys. This is because such grain is of inferior quality, and is not used for the Omer
offering. This is permitted by Torah law, and the only problem would be the concern lest

they eat from it before the Omer.

But the grain may not be heaped up. It is forbidden to make a pile from it before
offering the Omer. The Sages only permitted the harvesting since some of the crop could
go to waste by delaying until after the Omer. But they did not allow heaping up the grain

before the Omer, because a delay in that will not cause any loss.
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And in Tractate Menachot, we set up the Mishnah as Rabbi Yehudah, i.e. the Gemara

there determined that the Mishnah is following his view.

What is there to say to explain this? Why does Rabbi Yehudah permit reaping in these
cases without any change in method, and he is not concerned lest they come to eat from
the grain?

The Gemara answers: Rather, said Abaye: The new crop of grain is different, because
a person abstains from it. People are accustomed not to eat from it all winter long.
Therefore Rabbi Yehudah did not decree against reaping it in the usual method, since not

eating from the new grain is already habitual to them.

But chametz, a person does not abstain from it. On the contrary, people are accustomed
to eat chametz the entire year. Therefore Rabbi Yehudah was concerned lest, while

checking, he might forget and eat from the chametz.

Said Rava: Is it only this statement of Rabbi Yehudah about chametz, regarding that
statement of Rabbi Yehudah about the new grain, which poses a difficulty? Whereas
this statement of the Sages, regarding that statement of the Sages, does not pose a
difficulty?

In our Mishnah, the Sages obligate checking for chametz even after it is forbidden,
without concern lest he come to eat it. But regarding the new grain, we find that Rabbi
Meir forbids working with it, lest one come to eat from it. And Rabbi Meir is actually the
Tanna in our Mishnah termed “the Sages”, who differs with Rabbi Yehudah. (This is
according to the principle that an unnamed statement in a Mishnah is assumed to be
Rabbi Meir’s view.)
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Rather, said Rava: This statement of Rabbi Yehudah, regarding that statement of
Rabbi Yehudah, is not a difficulty. For it is as we answered previously, that people are
used to eating chametz all year, whereas they are used to abstaining from the new grain

all winter.

And this statement of the Sages, regarding that statement of the Sages, is also not a
difficulty. They are always concerned lest one eat from a forbidden food while handling
it. But checking for chametz is an exception to the rule: His whole purpose in searching
after it, the chametz, is to eradicate and burn it. In such a situation, should we suspect
that he will eat from it? The act of checking is itself the greatest reminder that chametz

is forbidden to eat.

Rav Ashi said a different answer: This statement of Rabbi Yehudah, against that
statement of Rabbi Yehudah, is not a difficulty. Because “flour and parched grain”
are the products taught in the Mishnah that were found in the marketplaces of
Jerusalem. And they are not fit to eat as they are. Therefore Rabbi Yehudah was not
concerned lest one eat from them. Whereas when searching for chametz, one might find a

tasty pastry that is fit to eat.

The Gemara rejects this: This alleged answer of Rav Ashi, it is a mistake! He never

said it.
Granted that from the act of parching and on, the grain is unfit to eat. But from the

beginning, when the grain is still tender and moist, until the point that it is parched,

what it there to say? How does Rabbi Yehudah permit handling the grain?
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And if you will say, it is because he allows harvesting only by means of picking by
hand. Thus he will remember that the grain is forbidden and will not eat from it, like that
answer of Rava given previously. (Except that the Gemara there asked how they
permitted grinding and sifting; and to this question, Rav Ashi answers that by then, the

grain is parched and unfit to eat.)

However, there is a difficulty with this explanation: the Mishnah teaches that they may
harvest in a field which requires irrigation, or when it grows in valleys, even without
changing methods. And it was set up i.e. it was determined that this Mishnah is in
accordance with Rabbi Yehudah. In this case what is there to say? Why did he permit

harvesting without any change, if at the time of harvest the grain is still fit to eat?

The Gemara concludes: Rather, this alleged statement of Rav Ashi is a mistake. He
never said it. The Gemara prefers Abaye’s answer, that a person abstains from the new

grain, which is not the case with chametz.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And wherever one does not habitually abstain from it,
from a forbidden act, does Rabbi Yehudah decree against coming into proximity with

it?

But have we not learned otherwise, in a Mishnah in Tractate Shabbat? The Mishnah
states: A person should not perforate an eggshell and fill it with oil, and place it
before Shabbat on the side of the clay oil-lamp, so that it the oil will drip into the lamp
on Shabbat, and the light will burn longer. This is forbidden, out of concern lest he
remove some oil from the eggshell, for eating purposes, which would reduce the time that

the lamp will stay lit. To do this would constitute extinguishing a fire.
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And even if he did not use an eggshell, rather he put oil in a little dish that is made of
clay, one may not place it next to the lamp. Although the oil becomes unfit for eating

once it is placed in the clay dish, it is forbidden nevertheless.

And Rabbi Yehudah permits placing the perforated eggshell filled with oil next to the
lamp. He is not concerned that one will take from it to eat.

Thus we see that Rabbi Yehudah does not make a decree lest one come to eat something
forbidden, even though it is something that a person does not habitually abstain from,

such as oil. So why does he decree regarding chametz, lest he come to eat from it?

The Gemara answers: There, regarding oil, it is different. Because of the seriousness of
Shabbat he stays away from it. Therefore Rabbi Yehudah does not make a decree there,

lest he partake of the oil.

And they the scholars of the study hall posed a contradiction between this statement of
Shabbat and that statement of Shabbat.

For it is taught in a Baraita: The rope of a bucket that breaks in the middle, one may
not tie it on Shabbat, because this is a permanent knot, and is forbidden. Rather, one

may make a loop to tie it.

Rabbi Yehudah says: One may overlap the two broken ends of the rope, and twine
around it a belt or strap, provided one does not instead make a loop to tie it. Because
while he is involved with making the loop, there is a concern he will make a permanent
knot.
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This is a difficulty between this statement of Rabbi Yehudah here, and that statement
of Rabbi Yehudah regarding oil. For regarding oil he does not decree, whereas regarding

the rope he decrees, and both concern Shabbat.

This is also a difficulty between this statement of the Sages here, and that statement of
the Sages regarding oil. For regarding oil they decree, and regarding the rope they do not
decree.

The Gemara answers: This statement of the Sages against that statement of the Sages
is not a difficulty. This is because oil placed in the eggshell next to the lamp can be
interchanged i.e. confused with oil designated for its normal use. Therefore they decree
lest he forget and take oil from the eggshell, which resembles ordinary oil. However, a
loop is not exchanged i.e. confused with a knot, since they appear quite different.

Therefore they did not make a decree in that case.

This statement of Rabbi Yehudah against that statement of Rabbi Yehudah is also not
a difficulty. This is because the reason of Rabbi Yehudah for forbidding a loop on
Shabbat is not because he decreed on a loop lest it lead to a knot. Rather, it is because

he holds that a loop itself is considered tying a forbidden knot.

And they the scholars of the study hall posed a contradiction between this statement of
the Sages and that statement of the Sages.

For it is taught in a Mishnah in the Tractate Shabbat: One may tie a bucket with a

belt, in order to fill it with water from the well. Since he wants the belt for its normal use
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and will not leave it there forever, the knot is not a permanent one. But one may not tie

a bucket with a rope.

And Rabbi Yehudah permits even to tie a bucket with a rope.

The Gemara asks: A rope of what type?

If we say an ordinary rope, rope that is normally used for this purpose, it is not
plausible. Is it possible that Rabbi Yehudah permits to tie with it? It is a permanent
knot, for surely he will nullify it the rope, i.e. he will leave it there indefinitely. This

transgresses the work of tying.

Rather, it is obvious that it is speaking about a rope of a weaver, which is not fit for

filling up water with on a regular basis. Thus the knot is not permanent.

And the Sages decreed against tying with a weaver’s rope, lest he come to tie with an
ordinary rope which would be a permanent knot. Yet we saw before that the Sages do
not decree against a loop lest one come to tie a knot, so why do they decree against a

weaver’s rope lest it lead to an ordinary rope?
The Gemara answers: Yes, this is quite reasonable. For weaver’s rope can be

interchanged i.e. confused with ordinary rope. But a loop with a knot is not

interchanged. They do not resemble one another.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And wherever a person habitually stays away from a

certain prohibition, Rabbi Yehudah does not make a decree?
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But have we not learned otherwise, in a Mishnah in Tractate Bechorot? For the
Mishnah states: Regarding a first-born animal?, that was seized by blood i.e. it became
sick from excess blood, and its treatment is to let its blood. But this treatment will
blemish the animal, and thereby invalidate it as a sacrifice. Even if it will die without
treatment, they may not let its blood, even if it will not make permanent blemish, since
the wound will heal. These are the words of Rabbi Yehudah, who decrees lest they
perform bloodletting in a place that makes a permanent blemish. For there is a Torah

prohibition against making permanent blemish in a first-born animal.

And the Sages say: One may let its blood, but only if he does not put in it a blemish.

The procedure must be done in a way that the wound will heal without leaving a blemish.
This contradicts Rabbi Yehudah’s previous statement. For people habitually refrain from
making forbidden use of consecrated animals, yet Rabbi Yehudah stills decrees against

bloodletting first-born animals lest it result in making a permanent blemishes.

The Gemara answers: There regarding first-born animals it is different. For the animal is

dangerously ill. Since a person is anxious...

Ammud Bet

...about loss of his property®, we say: if you permit him to let blood in a place that

does not make a blemish, he will come to do it even in a place that makes a blemish.

And the Sages hold that since he is anxious about his property, all the more so he should

be permitted to let blood in a place that will not make a blemish. For if he is not

2 Which is given to a Cohen and then offered as the sacrifice of bechor.
® This refers to the Cohen, whose property the bechor is. Although he offers it as a sacrifice, the meat
belongs to him to eat.
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permitted to let blood at all, he will come to transgress the Rabbinical decree and to do

bloodletting anyway. And then he will not care whether the place makes a blemish or not.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: Do we really say that according to Rabbi

Yehudah, where a person is anxious about his property, a decree should be made?

But have we not learned otherwise in a Mishnah in Tractate Beitzah? The Mishnah
states: Rabbi Yehudah says: They may not curry an animal with a metal comb on
Yom Tov, in order to remove the mud on the animal. This is because it the act of
currying with such a comb makes a wound, because it has fine bristles. Drawing blood is

a primary form of work, and forbidden on Yom Tov.

However they may curry the animal with a wooden comb. This is because it has thick

bristles and does not make a wound.
And the Sages say: They may not curry with a metal comb on Yom Tov, and even
may not curry with a wooden comb. The Sages decreed against a wooden comb lest

one come to use a metal comb.

And it is taught in a Baraita: What is currying with a metal comb, and what is

currying with a wooden comb?

Currying with a metal comb is with a comb that has fine bristles, and it makes a

wound.

Currying with a wooden comb is with a comb that has thick bristles , and it does not

make a wound.
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This contradicts what we said before about Rabbi Yehudah. Although the mud on the
animal weakens and pains it, and a person is anxious about his loss of money, even so

Rabbi Yehudah does not decree lest he come to use a metal comb.

The Gemara answers: There, regarding the first-born animal, it is different. For if he
leaves it alone and does not let its blood, it dies. There, we say: “a person is anxious

about his property”.

But here regarding currying, even if he leaves the animal alone and does not curry it at
all, it will not die. It will only be generally in pain from the mud that clings to it. In such

a case, we do not say “a person is anxious about his property”.

The Gemara raises a further difficulty: And for Rabbi Yehudah, what is the difference
regarding chametz, that he decrees against checking after the time chametz becomes
forbidden, lest he eat from it, and what is the difference regarding currying, that he
does not decree against it lest he curry with a metal comb? (Working on Yom Tov is a
less severe prohibition than is working on Shabbat, and a person does not stay away from

it as much.)

The Gemara answers: Bread after the time that it is forbidden is interchanged i.e.
confused with bread that is eaten the entire year. And therefore Rabbi Yehudah makes a
decree. Since he normally eats bread the entire year, he will come to forget and eat bread
after the time that it is forbidden.

But currying with a metal comb is not interchanged with currying with a wooden

comb, and there is no concern that will come to use a metal comb.
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And the Sages hold that even the two types of combs are indeed interchanged, therefore

they forbid even a wooden comb.

Mishnah

Rabbi Meir says: They may eat chametz on Erev* Pesach the entire first five hours of
the day, and they must burn it in the beginning of the sixth hour. Even though
according to the Torah, chametz may be eaten until the end of the sixth hour, the Sages
decreed not to eat or derive benefit from chametz an hour earlier, perhaps people will

mistake the seventh hour for the sixth hour.

Rabbi Yehudah says: They may eat chametz the only the entire four hours, because a
person can mistake the seventh hour for the fifth hour. But the chametz is still permitted
to benefit from, during the entire fifth hour. And we suspend the status of the chametz
during entire fifth hour, i.e. it may not be eaten, but it also need not be burnt. During this
hour he may still benefit from the chametz, for instance by feeding his animals with it.
And they must burn it at the beginning of the sixth hour, and from that time on it is
forbidden by Rabbinic decree even to benefit from it, lest it be confused with the seventh

hour, when it is forbidden according to the Torah.

And Rabbi Yehudah also said: Two loaves of chametz from a thanksgiving (Todah)
offering, which are invalid for eating (for a reason that the Gemara will explain), were
resting on top of the raised platform on the Temple Mount, where they served as a sign

for the people.

* The Eve of
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As long as both the loaves are resting on the platform, all the people still eat chametz.

When one loaf is taken away, at the beginning of the fifth hour, the status of chametz is
suspended. Thus the people do not eat but also do not burn it, since it is still permitted

to benefit from it.

When both loaves are taken away, this is a sign that the sixth hour arrived. Now, all the

people begin burning the chametz.

Rabban Gamliel says: Chametz that is chulin (ordinary, non-consecrated food), may
be eaten on Erev Pesach all four hours, like Rabbi Yehudah’s view. Chametz that is
trumah, however, is eaten all five hours. The Sages did not decree regarding trumah like
they did regarding chulin, since it is forbidden to destroy trumah as long as it can be

eaten.

And they must burn it at the beginning of six hours. For in the sixth hour the Sages

decreed also on trumah, since it is very common to mistake the seventh hour for the sixth.

Gemara

The Gemara presents a parallel Mishnah.

It is taught in a Mishnah there, in Tractate Sanhedrin: One of the witnesses coming to
testify says: On the second of the month, So-and-So killed somebody. And one the
other witness says the event occurred on the third of the month. But both say the same
day of the week, such as one says on Tuesday which is the second of Cheshvan and the

other says Tuesday which is the third of Cheshvan .
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Their testimony is valid, because both of them intend to say the same day. It is just that
this one who says on the second of the month knows about the declaration of a full
month, that the previous month was declared full, and the first day of this month was on
the thirty-first day of the previous month. And that one who said on the third of the
month, did not know about the declaration of a full month, and he thought the
previous month was short, and the first day of this month was a day earlier. Therefore he

mistakenly thought the second of the month was the third.

But if one of them says: On the third of the month the event occurred, and the other
one says on the fifth of the month it occurred, their testimony is nullified. This is

because they are judged as contradicting each other.

And if one of the witnesses says: At two hours of the day the event occurred, and the
other one says: At three hours of the day it occurred, their testimony is valid. This is

because such a mistake is common and it is not a contradiction.

But if one says that the event occurred at three hours, and one says at five hours, their
testimony is nullified. Usually, people do not make such a large error, so they are

judged as contradicting each other. These are the words of Rabbi Meir.

Rabbi Yehudah says: Even if one witness says three hours and the other says five their
testimony is valid. This is because a person could err by two hours. But if one says the
event occurred at five hours of the day, and one says at seven hours, their testimony is
nullified even according to Rabbi Yehudah. This is because at five hours, the sun stands
in the east of the sky, and at seven hours, the sun stands in the west of the sky. And one

can readily recognize this, from the shade of one’s hand when raised.
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Said Abaye: When you analyze the disagreement between the Tannaim, you will

conclude:

According to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person does not make any mistake.

According to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a person makes a mistake by half an

hour.

Abaye explains his statement: According to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person does
not make any mistake, and if they do not say the exact same time, they are contradicting
each other. Nevertheless, Rabbi Meir validates the testimony when one says at two hours
and the other says at three hours, because we assume that they are actually testifying
about the same moment. For the event, when it occurred, it was with the going out of
the second hour and the coming in of the third hour. l.e. they both meant the very same

time.

And this witness who said the event occurred at the second hour, meant: at the end of
the second. And that witness who said at the third hour, meant: at the beginning of

three. Thus both gave accurate testimony.

According to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a person makes a mistake of half an
hour. Therefore when one witness says three hours and the other says five, their
testimony is valid. Because we assume that the event, when it occurred—at half to

four (i.e. at three and a half hours) is when it occurred.

And this witness who said “three”, meant: at the end of three, and made a mistake of
half of the previous hour. l.e. he said half an hour before the real time. And that
witness who said five, meant: in the beginning of five. And he made a mistake of half

an hour after it. l.e. he said half an hour after the right time.
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Some say a different version of the above:

Said Abaye: When you analyze the disagreement between the Tannaim, you will
conclude: according to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person makes a mistake of the
slightest amount, and according to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a person makes a

mistake of an hour and the slightest amount.

According to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person makes a mistake of the slightest
amount, and when one witness said at two hours and the other said at three, we assume
this one meant the end of two, and the other meant the beginning of three. And the event,
when it occurred, it was either at the end of two that it occurred, or at the beginning

of three. And one of them made a mistake of the smallest amount.

And according to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a person makes a mistake of an
hour and the smallest amount. Thus when one says at three and the other at five, we
assume this one meant the end of three and the other meant the beginning of five. And
the event, when it occurred, it was either at the end of three, or at the beginning of

five.
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And it emerges that one of them is mistaken by an hour and a small amount. Given
that if the incident had taken place at the end of the third hour of the day, the witness who
stated that it took place in the fifth hour would have been mistaken by a little over one
hour. Similarly, if the incident took place at the start of the fifth hour, the witness who
stated that it took place in the third hour would have been mistaken by a little over one
hour.

Rav Huna son of Rav Yehudah went and said this statement of Abaye in front of
Rava.

Rava said: According to Abaye’s explanation, we should not have validated their
testimony. How do we know that the witness who said the third hour meant the end of the
hour, and the witness who said the fifth hour meant the beginning of the hour, leaving a

relatively small period of time between the two?

And what would have been the case if we had inferred from these witnesses, that this
witness who said that the incident took place in the third hour referred to the beginning
of the third hour. And that witness who said that it took place in the fifth hour, referred
to the end of the fifth hour? Then it would emerge that according to Rabbi Yehudah,
there was a discrepancy of just under three hours between their testimonies, which is
beyond the accepted limit according to both views. And thus it would certainly be
judged as contradicted testimony, and we would not execute the person that they
testified about.

And therefore, when we do not know which part of the hour they refer to, should we
stand up and say that they refer to two times that are close to each other, and execute a

person based upon a doubt? Surely the Merciful One i.e. the Torah said in reference to
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the judgment of a murderer’, “And the congregation shall judge”, “And the
congregation shall save”. This verse teaches that the Court searches for any grounds to

acquit, when judging someone for the death penalty.

Since the Mishnah in Tractate Sanhedrin rules that we accept such testimony, we must
explain the views differently. We must say that a discrepancy as large as this is also
within the range of error that a person is expected to make, and this is why the two
testimonies are not contradictory. Thus it would be valid even if the witness who testified
about the later time meant the end of that hour, and the witness who testified about the

earlier time meant the beginning of that hour.

Rather, Rava thus said: According to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person is mistaken
by two hours less a small amount. And according to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a

person is mistaken by three hours less a small amount.

Rava explains:

According to the words of Rabbi Meir, a person is mistaken by two hours less a
small amount. And when one witness says that the incident took place in the second
hour, and the other witness says it took place in the third hour, even if they referred to the
beginning of the second hour and the end of the third hour, the testimony would not be
contradictory. Because even if the incident happened either at the beginning of the
second hour or at the end of the third hour, and thus we were forced to say that one of
them was mistaken by two hours less a small amount, we would still validate the
testimony. Because it is normal for a person to be mistaken by an amount of time such as
this.

! Bamidbar 35:24
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And according to the words of Rabbi Yehudah, a person is mistaken by three hours
less a small amount. And if one witness said that the incident took place in the fifth hour
and the other said that it took place in the third hour, even if we were to say that they
referred to the end of the fifth hour and the beginning of the third hour, the testimony
would not be contradictory. Because even if the incident happened either at the
beginning of the third hour or at the end of the fifth hour, and we were forced to say
that one of them was mistaken by three hours less a small amount, the testimony is
still valid. Since we say that it is normal for a person to be mistaken by this amount of

time.

The Gemara posed a difficulty to Rava: It was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate
Sanhedrin: They would examine them, the witnesses of capital cases, with seven

investigations (chakirot):

1. In which seven-year shmitta’ cycle of the seven shmitta cycles that make up a Jubilee

(yovel) did the incident take place.

2. In which year of the seven years in a shmitta cycle did it take place.

3. In which month.

4. On what day of the month.

5. On what day of the week.

6. At what time.
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7. In which place did the incident take place.

And it was taught in the Mishnah there that in addition to the seven investigations they
would also ask the witnesses additional questions, which were called examinations
(bedikot). These questions would involve the specific details of the incident, such as
whether they knew the victim (perhaps he was a gentile), what clothes was he wearing,
what was the murder weapon, did you warn the murderer, etc. And we learned that it is

praiseworthy for a court to ask many of these questions.

The Mishnah continued: What is the difference between investigations and

examinations?

Regarding the investigations, if one of them one of the witnesses said: 1 do not know
the answer to one of the questions, their testimony is invalid. However, regarding the
examinations, even both of them said: We do not know the answer to one of the
questions, their testimony is valid, except in a place where they obviously contradict

each other.

And the Gemara there considered: What is different about investigations and what is
different about examinations? Why does an answer of “I don’t know” invalidate the

testimony in one, but not in the other?

Regarding investigations, if one of them said | do not know, their testimony is invalid

because it is testimony that one cannot render as hazamah.

l.e. a second set of witnesses testify that the first witnesses were with us, in a different
place, at the time when the incident allegedly took place. Therefore if a witness were to

answer “I don’t know” to any of these investigations, which determine the time and place

% The agricultural cycle of seven years, the final year of which is the shmitta (sabbatical) year, when the
land is not cultivated.
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of the incident, it will not be possible to render his testimony as hazamah by bringing

other witnesses to say that he was with them at the time of the incident.

From the following verse, it is derived that only testimony open to hazammah is
regarded as valid. The Torah states: “And the judges should enquire well, and behold he
has testified false testimony, falsehood has he spoken against his brother. And you shall

do to him as he conspired (zamam)® to do to his brother.”

However for examinations, even if both of the witnesses were to answer “l don’t know”
to one of the questions, it would still constitute testimony that one can render as

hazamah.

The Gemara now brings out the point that constitutes a difficulty to Rava: And if you
will say that a person is mistaken by an amount of time as much as this—two hours
according to Rabbi Meir and three hours according to Rabbi Yehudah—then the
investigations of “which hour” would also be testimony that one cannot render as
hazamah. If another set of witnesses would come to court and say: You were with us at
the time you said the incident took place, the first witnesses could say in reply: True, you
were with us at that time. But we made a mistake, and the incident actually took place an

hour before or after the time that we originally stated.

The Gemara answers: It would still be possible to render it hazamah when we give them
room for all of their period of error. If the second set of witnesses said that they were

with the original witnesses for the entire period in doubt, this would be effective.

% From the same root as hazamah.
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The Gemara explains: According to Rabbi Meir, who said that is normal for a person to
be mistaken by a period of two hours, we give them the first set of witnesses from the

beginning of the first hour of the day, until the end of the fifth hour.

Meaning to say that we allow either of them to claim that they were mistaken within part

of this five hour period, before we render their testimony as hazamah.”

And in principle, we should give him, the witness who testified about the second hour,
one more hour at the beginning. Meaning that in order to render his testimony as
hazamah, the second set of witnesses would have to claim that he was also with them

during the last hour of the night.

However, we do not give him this hour because a person does not make a mistake
between day and night. And if the incident really took place at the end of the night, he

would not have been so mistaken as to say that it happened in the second hour of the day.

* The witness who testified about the second hour may claim to have been mistaken, and say that the
incident actually took place any time from the beginning of the first hour until the end of the fourth hour.
Thus if a second set of witnesses were to claim that he was with them during the second hour he could
either claim that the incident actually took place either one hour earlier (the Gemara will shortly explain
why he may not claim a full two hours), or two hours latter, namely up until the end of the fourth hour.
Thus the only way to perjure him would be if the second set of witnesses claimed to have been with him for

the entire first four hours of the day.

The witness who testified about the third hour may claim to have been mistaken by two hour either side of
the third hour, and say that the incident actually took place at any time from the beginning of the first hour
until the end of the fifth. Therefore in order to perjure him the second set of witnesses would have to claim

that they were with him for this entire five hour period.
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And according to Rabbi Yehudah®, who said that it is normal for a person to be
mistaken by a period of three hours, we give them from the beginning of the first hour

until the end of the sixth hour.

The witness who testified about the third hour may claim to have been mistaken, and say
that the incident actually took place either in the first or in the second hour of the day.
And in principle, we should give him one more hour at the beginning, given that

according to Rabbi Yehudah it is normal for a person to be mistaken by up to three hours.

Ammud Bet

However, a person does not make a mistake between day and night.°®

And in principle, we should give him more time later on, allowing him to claim that the
incident in fact took place in the seventh or eighth hour. However, Rabbi Yehudah
himself taught in a Baraita that a person is not liable to be mistaken between the fifth and
seventh hours. Because in the fifth hour, the sun stands in the east, and in the seventh

hour the sun stands in the west.’

® who validated the testimony of two witnesses, one who testified about the third hour and one about the
fifth

® We also allow him to claim that the incident in fact took place at any time until the sixth hour, given that

he could say that he had been mistaken, and it took place three hours later than he had originally testified.

The witness who testified about the fifth hour may claim that the incident in fact took place up to three

hours earlier, in the second hour, or that it happened in the sixth hour.

" All that the Gemara has mentioned, regarding the necessity for the second set of witnesses to have been
with the first set of witnesses for the entire period of doubt, is only true concerning their ability to perjure

the witnesses. However in order to invalidate their testimony this would not be necessary.
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The Gemara now seeks to understand our Mishnah in light of its conclusions regarding

the amount of time by which a person is likely to be mistaken.

It was taught in our Mishnah: Rabbi Meir says: One may eat chametz for all of the

fifth hour and one must burn it at the beginning of the sixth hour.

Rabbi Yehudah says: One may eat chametz all of the fourth hour, one suspends it

status all of the fifth, and must burn it at the beginning of the sixth hour.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: For Abaye—according to his understanding of Rabbi
Meir, who said that a person does not make a mistake in time at all—let us be

permitted to eat chametz all of the sixth hour.

And also according to that second version of Abaye’s view—which said according to
Rabbi Meir that a person is likely to be mistaken by a small amount—Iet us be
permitted to eat chametz until close to the end of the sixth hour. The Rabbis should only
have prohibited one from eating chametz for a small amount of time at the end of the

sixth hour. What was their reason for prohibiting it for the entire hour?

For example, if a second set of witnesses were to say that during the third, fourth and fifth hours, they were
with the person who testified regarding the third hour, his testimony would be invalidated. Even though in
such a case he would still be able to claim that the incident had in fact taken place in the second hour,
saving himself from *perjury’. Nonetheless, given that there would now be a time difference of greater than
three hours between his testimony and that of the witness who testified about the fifth hour, greater than the

amount by which a person is likely to be mistaken, the two testimonies would be incompatible.
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And so too, one may pose a difficulty to Abaye—according to his understanding of
Rabbi Yehudah, who said that a person is mistaken by half an hour— let us be

permitted to eat chametz until half of the sixth hour.

And also according to that second version of Abaye’s view—which said according to
Rabbi Yehudah that a person is mistaken by an hour and a small amount— let us be
permitted to eat chametz until the end of the fifth hour. Why did Rabbi Yehudah

prohibit one from eating chametz from the beginning of the fifth hour?

Abaye said: Giving testimony in court is the province of zealous people. A person does
not come to testify unless he is an expert in determining the exact time. Since he knows
that he will be interrogated with the above mentioned investigations and examinations, he

will only be mistaken by a relatively small amount.

However the prohibition of eating chametz is the province of all, even people who are
not expert in determining the time. Therefore, the Rabbis saw fit to prohibit the eating of

chametz for an even greater period of time.

The Gemara poses another difficulty: And for Rava—according to his understanding of
Rabbi Meir, who said that a person is mistaken by two hours less a small amount—
from the beginning of the fifth hour, let us not eat chametz, in order to distance one
from the time of Torah prohibition by two hours. What was the reason that Rabbi Meir

only prohibited one from eating chametz in the sixth hour?

The Gemara replies: People are not likely to mistake the fifth and seventh hours, because

in the fifth hour the sun is in the east, and in the seventh hour the sun is in the west.
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The Gemara questions: If so, in the sixth hour also, let us eat chametz! For only at the

beginning of the seventh hour does the sun begin to tilt towards the western side.

The Gemara replies: Rav Ada bar Ahava said: In the sixth hour, the day appears as if it
is standing still in a corner. The sun stands in the middle of the sky, close to leaning
towards the east and close to leaning towards the west. Therefore, it is impossible to tell
towards which side it leans and thus one could be mistaken between the sixth and seventh

hours.

The Gemara poses a further difficulty: And for Rava—according to his understanding
of Rabbi Yehudah, who said that a person is mistaken by three hours less a small
amount—from the beginning of the fourth hour, let us not eat chametz. This would be
in order to distance ourselves from the time of Torah prohibition by three hours. What

was the reason that Rabbi Yehudah permitted one to eat chametz in the fourth hour?

The Gemara replies: Rabbi Yehudah himself holds that people are not generally mistaken
between the fifth and seventh hours, because in the fifth hour the sun is in the east, and
in the seventh hour the sun is in the west. And all the more so one would not be

mistaken between the fourth hour and the seventh hour.

The Gemara questions: If so, in the fifth hour also, let us eat chametz, given that a

person will not be mistaken between the fifth and seventh hours.

Abaye explained the view of Rabbi Yehudah according to what Rava would answer:
Only in the case of witnesses would a person not be mistaken between the fifth and
seventh hours, because testimony is the province of the zealous. However, in the case
of chametz, which is the province of all, a person is liable to be mistaken by a greater

margin.
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Nonetheless, people will not be mistaken between the fourth and seventh hours, given
that in the fourth hour the sun is still far from the west side, and only in the fifth hour

does it become difficult to discern whether it is in the east or the west.

And Rava himself said, in order to resolve the difficulty posed by the Gemara: In truth,
even in the case of chametz, which is the province of all, Rabbi Yehudah holds that a
person will not be mistaken between the fifth and seventh hours. Because in the fifth hour
the sun is in the east and in the seventh hour it is in the west. Though he prohibited one
from eating chametz in the fifth hour, this was not the reason of Rabbi Yehudah. His
reasoning was not, as we previously thought, because a person is liable to be mistaken by

this amount of time.

Rather, Rabbi Yehudah goes according to his reasoning elsewhere, for he said on daf
21a: The only proper method of eradication of chametz is burning. He disagrees with
the view of the Rabbis there, who hold that one may eradicate it using any method that

one wishes.

And this is the reason that we may not eat chametz in the fifth hour. It is because the
Rabbis gave him one hour, in order for him to be free to collect wood to burn the
chametz in the sixth hour. Had he been permitted to eat chametz he would not have
remembered to prepare firewood, however now that the Rabbis prohibited its

consumption he will pay attention to the need to collect wood.

Ravina contradicted Rava, from the following Baraita: Rabbi Yehudah said: When
did I say that the only method to eradicate chametz is by burning? Specifically when it is

not at the time for imminent eradication of chametz, i.e. it is still in the sixth hour, thus
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the Torah prohibition of possessing chametz has not yet begun. But at the time for its
imminent eradication, i.e. at the beginning of the seventh hour when it is prohibited by

Torah law, it may be eradicated in any way.

If so, why would one have to go to the effort of collecting firewood? If he did not have
any prepared, he could wait until the beginning of the seventh hour and destroy the

chametz in any way that he wished.

Rather, Rava said: The reason for the prohibition according to Rabbi Yehudah was a
decree made by the Rabbis because of a concern that arises on a cloudy day. On such a
day the sun would not be visible and one would not be able to discern the time so well. In
such a circumstance, one could be mistaken between the fifth and seventh hours.
Therefore the Rabbis made a cautionary decree, prohibiting one from eating chametz on

any Erev Pesach, even if it is a sunny day, from the fifth hour onwards.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: If so, even in the fourth hour, let him also not eat.
Given that according to Rabbi Yehudah, a person could be mistaken by three hours in a

circumstance where he cannot determine the time using the sun.
The Gemara replies: Rav Papa said: Everyone is capable of determining when the

fourth hour falls, because it is a mealtime for all. Therefore there is no concern that one

would be mistaken between the fourth and seventh hours.

The Rabbis taught in a Baraita: The first hour is the time that Lodim eat. The Lodim

were cannibals who were constantly hungry and would thus eat early in the day.
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The second hour is the time that bandits eat. Although they are always hungry, given

that they are away for the entire night they are not awake to eat until the second hour.

The third hour is the time that inheritors eat. People who have inherited a large sum of

money do not have to be concerned about their livelihood and thus may eat early.

The fourth hour is the time that laborers eat.

The fifth hour is the time that scholars eat.

And the sixth hour is the time that all other people eat.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: Surely Rav Pappa said above: The fourth hour is the
meal-time for all, whereas the above Baraita stated that average people eat in the sixth
hour.

The Gemara replies: Rather, reverse the text of the Baraita: The fourth hour is the time
that all ordinary people eat, the fifth is the time that laborers eat and the sixth is the

time that scholars eat.

The above Baraita concludes: If one eats from here onwards, it is as if one threw a
stone into a bag. Meaning to say that after this time, the food will be detrimental a

person’s body.

Abaye said: We only said that it would be like throwing a stone into a bag when one
had not eaten anything in the morning. But if one had eaten something in the
morning, there is no problem with it. If he were to eat later on it would still be
beneficial to the body.
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Rav Ashi said: Just as the disagreement is regarding testimony, where Rabbi Yehudah
holds that a person is liable to be mistaken about the time by a greater margin than does
Rabbi Meir, so too is the disagreement is regarding chametz. Thus in the case of
chametz, Rabbi Yehudah is also concerned that one will be mistaken by a greater margin,

and he prohibits one from eating chametz one hour before Rabbi Meir.

The Gemara is puzzled: This is obvious! Surely this is the same as that which we said
above, in order to resolve the apparent contradiction between the laws concerning

testimony and those concerning chametz.

The Gemara replies: This is to inform us that the answer that we answered was a valid
answer for resolving the contradiction. All of the explanations that the Gemara said

above are valid in Halachah.

And therefore, do not say the alternative resolution: that it is the subject of a Tannaic
dispute. l.e. that the later Tannaim disagree as to the true views of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi
Yehudah.®?

Therefore Rav Ashi informs us that there is no disagreement between the two Mishnayot,

rather there is a difference between testimony and chametz, as was explained above.

8 Because one may have said that the Tanna of our Mishnah holds that according to Rabbi Meir, a person is
only liable to be mistaken by one hour, and according to Rabbi Yehudah a person may be mistaken by two
hours. And regarding the Mishnah in Sanhedrin concerning testimony, one may have said that the Tanna of
that Mishnah holds that according to Rabbi Meir, a person is liable to be mistaken by two hours, and Rabbi

Yehudah holds that one may be mistaken by three hours (according to the explanation of Rava).
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: They only taught what was said above concerning testimony,
when the contradiction concerns the hour. l.e. if witnesses contradict each other
regarding the time of an incident, we explain it as a mere error in determining the time,
and still validate their testimony. For example in a case where one witness said that the
incident took place in the third hour and the other said it took place in the fifth hour. But
if one says that the incident took place before sunrise, and one says that it was after
sunrise, their testimony is invalid, given that a person is not likely to be mistaken

between these two times.

The Gemara poses a difficulty: This is obvious!

The Gemara replies: Rather, this is what Rav Shimi actually said: If one said that the
incident took place before sunrise and one said that it took place during sunrise, their

testimony is invalid.

The Gemara questions: This is also obvious, because a person is not likely to be

mistaken between these two times.

The Gemara replies: What would you say, were it not for the statement of Rav Shimi?
That in truth, both of them were saying one thing, i.e. referring to the same time. The
incident took place a short time before sunrise. And the fact that one of them said [that

the incident took place “during the sunrise”...]
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[The Gemara replies: What would you say, were it not for the statement of Rav Shimi?
That in truth, both of them were saying one thing, i.e. referring to the same time. The
incident took place a short time before sunrise. And the fact that one of them said] that
the incident took place “during the sunrise”, was because he was standing in the open
and it was a mere shining of the sun from behind the horizon that he saw. Therefore,
we would have thought that the two testimonies are not contradictory, because he

mistook the rays of the sun for the sunrise itself.

That is why Rav Shimi bar Ashi informs us that a person is not likely to be mistaken in

this matter, and thus their testimony is judged as contradictory and invalid.

Rav Nachman said in the name of Rav: The Halachah is in accordance with the view
of Rabbi Yehudah, who said that one may eat chametz in the fourth hour, suspend its

status in the fifth, and burn it at the beginning of the sixth hour.

Rava said to Rav Nachman: And let the master say: The Halachah is in accordance
with the view of Rabbi Meir, who permits one to eat chametz in the fifth hour. Because
a Mishnah was taught in an unnamed way in accordance with his Rabbi Meir’s view.

And generally, an unnamed statement in a Mishnah reflects the normative view.

For it was taught in a Mishnah at the beginning of the second perek: All the time that it

is permitted to eat chametz, one may feed it to one’s animals.

And it follows that once one is forbidden to eat chametz, one may not feed it to one’s

animals, i.e. it is forbidden to derive any benefit from it. This would be in accordance
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with the view of Rabbi Meir, who permitted one to eat chametz until the beginning of the
sixth hour, and from this time on, benefit from it is forbidden. Whereas according to the
view of Rabbi Yehudah, although in the fifth hour one is forbidden to eating chametz,

one may nonetheless derive benefit from it.

Thus, Rav Nachman should have ruled according to the view of Rabbi Meir.

Rav Nachman replied: That is not a Mishnah that was taught in an unnamed way in

accordance with the view of Rabbi Meir.

Because if it were in accordance with the view of Rabbi Meir, the word “permitted”
would pose a difficulty. If according to Rabbi Meir, the Mishnah should have read: “All
the time that one eats chametz, one may feed it to one’s animals”. When the Mishnah said
“All the time that one is permitted to eat, one may feed his animals”, this phrasing refers
to a second person. The Mishnah is saying that all the time that one person is permitted to
eat chametz, a second person—who was already forbidden from eating chametz—may

still feed it to his animals.

Because of this phrasing, the Gemara on that Mishnah interprets it as going according to
the view of Rabban Gamliel. For Rabban Gamliel holds, as stated in our Mishnah, that
chametz of chulin (ordinary, non-consecrated food) may be eaten for the entire fourth

hour. But chametz of trumah® may be eaten even in the fifth hour.
This is what the Mishnah means: all the time that it is permitted for a cohen to eat

chametz of trumah, a non-cohen may feed his animals chametz of chulin. But the non-

cohen himself would be forbidden from eating the chametz.
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Rava questioned Rav Nachman again: And let the master say that the Halachah is in
accordance with the view of Rabban Gamliel, for he has decided the issue in the
disagreement between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehudah. Rabban Gamliel rules like Rabbi
Yehudah in the case of chulin chametz, and like Rabbi Meir in the case of trumah
chametz. Therefore we should apply the principle: “Any place where you find two views
disagreeing, and another view decides the issue between them, the Halachah follows the

deciding view”?.

Rav Nachman said to him: Rabban Gamliel is not deciding between the two views.

Rather, he said a reason of his own that is independent of the other two views.

Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehudah did not make mention of a difference between chulin and

trumah chametz. Thus Rabban Gamliel is considered as a third, unconnected view.

And if you wish, | could say a different answer: Rav (whose teaching Rav Nachman
cited) ruled in favor of Rabbi Yehudah because he Rav said that the Halachah is in

accordance with the view of this Tanna:

For it was taught in a Baraita: Concerning the Fourteenth of the month of Nissan,
which fell on Shabbat, one must eradicate all of one’s chametz before Shabbat. And
one must burn trumah chametz, whether it is impure, whether it is suspended

(doubtfully impure), or whether it is pure.

And one leaves aside from the pure trumah, enough food for two meals, in order to eat

from them until four hours of the Shabbat day have passed. These are the words of

! A small portion separated from agricultural produce in the Land of Israel, and given to cohanim for their
personal consumption. It may be eaten only in purity.
¢ Shabbat 31b
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Rabbi Elazar ben Yehudah Ish Bartuta, who said them in the name of Rabbi

Yehoshua.

They said to him: One should not burn pure trumah at all prior to Shabbat, given that
the time for eradication of chametz has not yet arrived. This is because one is not
permitted to destroy trumah directly so long as it is still fit to eat. This would be true even
if a cohen had sufficient trumah for his household to eat on Shabbat, because perhaps he
would find other cohanim to eat it before the chametz became prohibited. If he did not
find any other cohanim, he would then be able to feed the chametz trumah to the dogs of
a cohen, or simply annul its ownership mentally (which would satisfy the requirements of
Torah law regarding chametz, yet avoid the Torah prohibition of destroying pure

trumah).

Rabbi Elazar said to them: We are referring to a case where he had already searched
for other cohanim to eat the trumah, and not found anyone else. If the owner of the
trumah had already distributed chametz trumah to all of the cohanim in the town, he
could be sure that no one else would come on Shabbat. If so, why should he not be

permitted to burn the rest of the chametz?

They said to him: Even if this were the case, he should still wait, and not burn the pure
trumah. Because perhaps they slept outside the wall of the town. Other cohanim who
were outside the town itself, but still within its Shabbat boundary, might arrive on

Shabbat. In such a case he would be able to give his surplus chametz trumah to them.

Rabbi Elazar said to them: According to your words, that you take into account these
unexpected possibilities, even suspended trumah should not be burned prior to Shabbat.
Because perhaps Eliyahu® will come before the time for eradication arrives on Shabbat

morning, and render it pure by saying that the trumah was never contacted by a source

® The Prophet Elijah
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of impurity. For we have a tradition that Eliyahu will come in the end of days and clarify

such uncertainties in Halachabh.

Rather, we do not take such unexpected possibilities into account, and neither do we

expect that other cohanim will arrive on Shabbat.

They said to him: It has already been assured to the people of Israel that Eliyahu will
not come on Erev Shabbat or on Erev Yom Tov, because of the effort that people are
engaged in then in preparing for the coming holy day. If he were to come in the middle of
preparations, everyone would leave that aside in order to greet him, resulting in a lack of

honor of the holy day.

But we may still suspect that other cohanim might arrive from outside the town.

They said: They did not move from there until they had established the Halachah as
going according to the view of Rabbi Elazar ben Yehudah Ish Bartuta, in that

halachah which he said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua.

The Gemara brings out the point: Is it not that the Halachah they established includes the
time that it is permitted to eat chametz? For note that Rabbi Elazar ben Yehudah Ish
Bartuta had said that one may only eat trumah chametz until the fourth hour. His view is
thus in accordance with Rabbi Yehudah, and not with Rabban Gamliel (who permitted

one to eat trumah chametz until the fifth hour).

And that is why Rav ruled that the Halachah is in accordance with the view of Rabbi
Yehudah.
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The Gemara rejects this answer: Rav Papa said in the name of Rava: There is no proof
from that Baraita that the Halachah follows Rabbi Yehudah regarding the time of eating
chametz. Because they only established the Halachah in accordance with Rabbi Elazar
ben Yehudah Ish Bartuta in the matter that one must also eliminate trumah chametz
before Shabbat, against the view of his colleagues who said that it must be eliminated on
Shabbat itself. However in the matter of the time for eradication of chametz it is possible

that the Halachah does not follow him.

And even Rabbi i.e. Rabbi Yehudah HaNasi holds like that statement which Rav
Nachman said, that the Halachah follows Rabbi Yehudah.

For Ravin bar Rav Ada said: In incident once took place with a certain person who
deposited two leather sacks full of chametz with Yochanan Chakoka. And mice made
holes in the sacks and the chametz was coming out of them. The incident took place on
Erev Pesach.

And Yochanan came before Rabbi to ask whether he should immediately sell the
chametz, given that it was going to waste, or whether he should wait, given that he would

not be able to sell it for its normal worth on Erev Pesach.

In the first hour of the day Rabbi said to him: Wait! Perhaps the owner of the chametz

will come and eat the chametz before it becomes forbidden.

In the second hour he said to him: Wait!

In the third hour he said to him: Wait!

In the fourth hour he said to him: Wait!
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In the fifth hour he said to him: Go and sell it in the market.

The Gemara infers: Is it not that Rabbi was instructing him to sell it to gentiles, because
in the fifth hour, Jews are already forbidden to eat chametz? For this reason, Rabbi only
told Yochanan to sell the chametz after the owner would not have been able to eat it
himself, even if he were to have returned. Nonetheless, at this time a Jew could still sell it
to a gentile, thereby deriving benefit from it. Thus we see that Rabbi rules according to
the view of Rabbi Yehudah.

The Gemara rejects this proof. Rav Yosef said: No, Rabbi told him to sell it to a Jew,
and he holds that a Jew may eat chametz even in the fifth hour, like Rabbi Meir rules.
Rabbi was thus instructing him to sell the chametz now, while there were still Jews who

would buy it.

Abaye said to him, to Rav Yosef: If you say that Rabbi was instructing Yochanan to sell
the chametz to a Jew, why did Rabbi make him go to the effort of selling it in the
market? Given that he was permitted to sell the chametz to a Jew, he should have been

able to take it for himself and eat it, later paying its worth to the owner of the chametz.

Rav Yosef replied: If is forbidden for one who is safeguarding an item to acquire it for
himself without the permission of the owners. This is because of suspicion, i.e. people
would suspect him of having bought it at a lower price than the market value. Thus he

must sell it to others.
For it was taught in a Baraita: Concerning charity treasurers who have copper coins in

their charge, but who do not have any paupers to whom to distribute the money in that

season. If they are concerned that over time the coins will corrode, and lose value, they

CHAVRUTA 7




PEREK 1 — 13A

may exchange them for silver coins, with others. l.e. they must give the copper coins to
other people, and take silver coins from them in exchange. However, they may not

exchange them with coins that they themselves possess.

The treasurers of the tomchoi, food that was collected from the residents of a town and
distributed to the poor, who do not have any paupers to whom to distribute the food,

may sell it to others but may not sell it to themselves.

Because it was stated in the Torah?, “And you shall be clean from HaShem and from
Israel”, meaning that you should not do something that will cause members of the people

of Israel to suspect you of wrongdoing.

So too if one were safeguarding an item, he would not be permitted to buy it himself, for

the same reason.

Rav Ada bar Matna said to Rav Yosef: It was explicitly said to us that Rabbi
instructed Yochanan to “go out and sell it to gentiles”. Thus Rabbi was ruling
according to the view of Rabbi Yehudah, not as you suggested, that he instructed him

to sell it to Jews, according to the view of Rabbi Meir.

At a certain stage in his life, Rav Yosef fell ill and forgot his learning. When he recovered
he would often err and rule differently than he had previously. If this happened his

disciples would remind him: “This is how you originally taught us”.

Rav Yosef said: According to whom does this statement of Rabbi go, where he
instructed Yochanan to sell the chametz? According to the view of Rabbi Shimon ben

Gamliel.

4 Bamidbar 32:22
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For it was taught in a Mishnah in Tractate Bava Metzia: One who deposits produce
with his friend, even if they are going to waste, the friend may not touch them i.e. he
may not sell them. The Gemara there explains that this is because a person has a special

affinity for his own produce, preferring it to even a greater amount from someone else.

Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: He may sell them in front of the Rabbinical Court,
because of the mitzvah of returning lost property. If he were to save the owner from
the loss caused by the rotting of his produce, this is included in the mitzvah of returning

lost property.

Similarly regarding chametz, the Sages (the first Tanna) would have ruled that Yochanan
would have been forbidden to sell it without the permission of its owner, despite the loss
involved. Only according to Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel would he have been permitted to
sell the chametz. Thus it emerges that Rabbi ruled according to the view of Rabbi Shimon

ben Gamliel.

Abaye said to him, to Rav Yosef: Rabbi’s ruling was not dependent on any Tannaic
disagreement. For was it not said as follows, in a statement of Amoraim about this
Mishnah? It was said: Rabbah bar bar Channah said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan:
The Sages only taught that one may not touch the deposited produce when the level of

its depreciation is...

Ammud Bet

...within its normal order of loss. The Gemara there sets normal levels of depreciation.
However if the produce were to depreciate more than its normal order of loss, even the

Sages would agree that one sells them in front of the Rabbinical Court.
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And all the more so here in the case of chametz on Erev Pesach, this would certainly be
permitted, for it would be totally wasted. If one did not sell the chametz, it would

become forever forbidden to benefit from, even after Pesach.

5 5 F R ®R

We learned in the Mishnah: And Rabbi Yehudah also said: Two loaves of chametz
from a thanksgiving (Todah) offering, which are invalid for eating (for a reason that the
Gemara will explain), were resting on top of the raised platform on the Temple Mount,

where they served as a sign for the people.

A ‘tanna’, i.e. someone who used to recite Baraitot, taught this Mishnah before Rav

Yehudah as saying that the loaves were placed *““on top of the raised platform”.

Rav Yehudah said to him: And does one need to hide them? The loaves were placed
there in order that people should see them, but on top of the platform they would not be

visible.

Rather, teach the Mishnah as saying “on the roof of the platform”. There was a roof

that would shelter it from the rain, and there the loaves would be visible to all.

Rachavah said in the name of Rabbi Yehudah: On the Temple Mount there was a
double row of platforms. There were two rows of platforms, one inside the other,

surrounding the Temple Mount.
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Similar to this, it was also taught in a Baraita: On the Temple Mount there was a

double row of platforms.

Rabbi Yehudah says: This double row of platforms was called an “Istivnit” because it

comprised a row of platforms (stiv) within another row of platforms.

5 5 R ®R

We learned in the Mishnah: Two loaves of chametz from a thanksgiving (Todah)

offering, which are invalid.

The Gemara asks: Why did they become invalid?

The Gemara replies: Rabbi Chanina said: Because on the day before Erev Pesach,
people would bring many thanksgiving offerings to the Temple (as will be explained
shortly). And because there were many loaves which were brought to accompany these
offerings, there was not sufficient time to eat all of them. Therefore the surplus loaves
became invalid through lying uneaten until the following morning, because a
thanksgiving offering and its loaves may only be eaten on the day that they are brought,

or the following night.

The reason that such a number of thanksgiving offerings were brought on the thirteenth
of Nissan was as it was taught in a Baraita: One may not bring a thanksgiving offering
on the Festival of Matzot, because of the chametz loaves that were brought with it.
Forty loaves were brought with the thanksgiving offering, thirty of these were matzot and

ten were chametz.
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The Gemara asks: What is the point this Baraita is coming to make? Is it not obvious that

one may not bring chametz on Pesach?

The Gemara answers: Rav Ada bar Ahavah said: Here we are dealing with the
fourteenth day of Nissan, not Pesach itself, when it is still possible for one to eat
chametz. Nonetheless, the Baraita still ruled that one may not bring thanksgiving
offerings, because this Tanna holds that one may not bring offerings for them to
become invalid. One may not bring an offering on a day such as this, where it is
impossible for one to eat it for the whole time that the Torah would normally allow.
Because if one were to do so, there would be a danger of it becoming notar, an offering
which becomes invalid through having been left beyond its prescribed time of eating.
Therefore, here on Erev Pesach one may not bring a thanksgiving offering, because one

would only be permitted to eat its loaves for the first hours of the day.

And since it is thus forbidden to bring thanksgiving offerings on the Fourteenth of
Nissan, everyone who came to the Temple for Pesach and wanted to bring a thanksgiving
offering, had to bring it on the thirteenth of Nissan. And since there were many
thanksgiving loaves on this day, they were unable to eat them all, and they became

invalid through lying uneaten until the following morning.

The only reason that the loaves were placed on the platform was because they were
invalid. If they had been valid they would not have been left there, since this prevents

their being eaten before the time for eradication of chametz.

They said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: They were two loaves that were indeed fit to
be eaten. They were not invalid due to a reason such as notar, in which case they would

have already been set aside to be burned. Rather, one could not eat them for a side reason,
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to be explained. And only when the time for eradication of chametz arrived would one

have to burn them.

Rabbi Yannai explains: And why did the Mishnah call them “invalid”, which implies

that one may no longer eat them?

Because the sacrifice had not been slaughtered for them. So long as the thanksgiving
sacrifice has not been slaughtered, and its blood thrown on the Altar, one may not eat the

loaves that are brought along with it.

The Gemara is puzzled: If so, slaughter the sacrifice, and eat the loaves! Why leave them

until a time when one is forced to burn them?

The Gemara replies: Here we are dealing with a case where one lost the sacrifice. Thus

the loaves are “orphaned”.

The Gemara questions again: And bring a different thanksgiving sacrifice in its place,

and slaughter it, in order to permit eating these loaves.

The Gemara replies: Here we are dealing with a case where the owners of the sacrifice
said: “This is my thanksgiving sacrifice, and these are its loaves”. In such a

circumstance one would not be permitted to bring a different sacrifice for these loaves.

And this would go according to the view of Rabbah, for Rabbah said: If one were to
say “This is my thanksgiving sacrifice and these are its loaves”, if he lost the loaves, he
may bring other loaves in their place. However, if one lost the thanksgiving sacrifice

itself, one may not bring another thanksgiving sacrifice in its place. Rather, one would
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have to redeem the loaves with money, and they would then return to their original status

of chulin.

Rabbah explains: What is the reason to differentiate losing the loaves and losing the

sacrifice itself?

Because the loaves come on account of the thanksgiving sacrifice, and are considered
secondary to it. Therefore, since the person offering the sacrifice said: “This is my
thanksgiving sacrifice and these are its loaves”, he has designated the loaves for this

sacrifice, and they are invalid for any other sacrifice that he may wish to offer in its place.

And the sacrifice does not come on account of the loaves, given that the sacrifice is the
primary constituent of the offering. Therefore the sacrifice does not become designated

for these loaves and one may replace them with others.

The Gemara still questions: And let us redeem them, these loaves, given that they only
have the status of kedushat damim®. And let us thereby take them out of their sanctity,
into a status of chulin. Since we can save these loaves, why do we allow them to go to

waste?

The Gemara replies: Rather, in truth we are referring to a case where the sacrifice had
been sacrificed for them, and the loaves have become sanctified with kedushat haguf,®
therefore they may not be redeemed. However, here the blood of the sacrifice was
spilled before it was thrown on the Altar. Thus in practice, the loaves will never be eaten,
yet they are not invalidated at this point. They are merely “waiting” for something that

will not take place.

> Consecration as regards their monetary value.
® Consecration as regards themselves.
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Rabbi Yannai teaches us that in such a circumstance, one may treat the loaves relatively
lightly, by placing them on the platform, given that there is no way of making them fit to

eat.

And when Rabbi Yannai said that the loaves attain the status of kedushat haguf once the
sacrifice has been slaughtered, thus they may no longer be redeemed on money,

according to whose view was he ruling? According to the view of Rabbi.

For Rabbi said: In a case where two things permit one to eat a certain offering, such as
here, where one requires both the sacrifice of the animal and the throwing of the blood,
nonetheless this thing raises its status without that thing. Only one of the two acts is

required to raise the offering to a status of kedushat haguf.

For it was taught in a Baraita: The lambs of the Shavu’ot offering only consecrate the
loaves by their slaughter. However, the ‘waving service’ of the live lambs together with

the loaves does not consecrate them.

How is this so?

If one slaughtered them for the sake’ of the Shavu’ot offering and threw their blood
for the sake of the Shavu’ot offering, then this would consecrate the loaves entirely.
The loaves would attain a status of kedushat haguf, and one would not be able to redeem
them. Since the sacrifice had been slaughtered and its blood had been thrown, one would

be permitted to eat the loaves.

However, if one slaughtered the two lambs, but this was not done for the sake of the

Shavu’ot offering, and threw their blood on the Altar, but this was not done for the
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sake of the offering, then this does not consecrate the loaves at all. Given that the
service was performed improperly, the loaves would not attain kedushat haguf, but would

remain with kedushat damim.

If one slaughtered them for the sake of the offering, but threw their blood not for the
sake of the offering, then the loaves are consecrated and at the same time they are not
consecrated. They attain a status of kedushat haguf, given that the slaughter was
performed properly. But the loaves may not be eaten, because the throwing of the blood

on the Altar was not done for the sake of the offering; these are the words of Rabbi.

Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon says: In truth, the loaves are not consecrated
with kedushat haguf, until one both slaughters the lambs for the sake of the offering

and one also throws their blood on the Altar for the sake of the offering.

Rabbi Elazar one requires both proper slaughter and throwing of the blood in order for
the loaves to attain the status of kedushat haguf; thus Rabbi Yannai’s statement would

only be true according to Rabbi.

The Gemara rejects this assertion: You may even say that Rabbi Yannai holds like Rabbi
Elazar son of Shimon, in that he agrees that the loaves of the thanksgiving offering
would not be consecrated without proper throwing of the blood on the Altar. Here, with
what case are we dealing, that the loaves of the thanksgiving offering were placed on the
platform in the Temple on Erev Pesach, since they could no longer be redeemed on
money? For example, where the blood of the thanksgiving sacrifice was indeed

received in a vessel, and subsequently was spilled.

"It is a requirement concerning these offerings that their service must be performed with the specific
intention of bringing that offering - Lishmah.
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And Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon holds like Rabbi Shimon his father, who
said: Concerning all blood that is standing and waiting to be thrown, it is as if it were

already thrown on the Altar.

So here, given that the blood was ready to be thrown, even though ultimately it was not,
the loaves attained the status of kedushat haguf.

But to eat the loaves, this would not be sufficient. Therefore, the loaves were left on the

platform, given that they were not fit to be eaten, and also could not be redeemed.

5 50 ®R ®

It was taught: In the name of Rabbi Elazar they said: The two loaves of the

thanksgiving offering that were placed on the platform were valid for consumption.

All the time that both of them were placed on the platform, all of the people ate

chametz.
When one of them was taken away at the beginning of the fifth hour, this was a sign that
from now on, one must suspend the status of one’s chametz, meaning that one would not

eat it and also not burn it, since one was still permitted to derive benefit from it.

When both of them were taken away, at the beginning of the sixth hour, everyone

began to burn their chametz.

It was taught in a Baraita: Abba Shaul says: There was a different sign.
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[It was taught in a Baraita: Abba Shaul says: There was a different sign.] Two cows

used to plow on the Mount of Olives.

All the time that both plowed, all the nation ate chametz.

When one of them was taken away, they suspended the status of chametz, and did not

eat and did not burn.

When both were taken away, all the nation began burning their chametz.

Mishnah

Introduction:

Impurity, Tum’ah, divides into various levels. Principle impurity (av hatum’ah) refers the
original source of the impurity. A typical example of this is the carcass of a sheretz (one
of the six types of crawling creatures, among them a mouse, specified by the Torah as
imparting impurity). Something that touches the principle impurity is termed a subsidiary
(toldah), and has a lower level of impurity. A subsidiary that directly touched the
principle impurity will be classified as a rishon (1%) level of subsidiary. Whereas a

subsidiary that touched only the rishon is classified as a lower level of subsidiary, called
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sheni (2"), and so forth with shlishi (3") etc. The 3" level applies to terumah® but not to
ordinary objects; and the 4™, only to kodoshim (consecrated items) but neither to terumah

nor ordinary objects. Thus the various levels are: Av, then 1% level, then 2" level, etc.

The lowest level of terumah and kodoshim is not called tum’ah (which infers that it can

make something else impure), rather it is called pasul (invalidated).

A human corpse has an especially high status of impurity: it is called Avi avot hatum’ah,
“the premier principle impurity”, and whatever touches it is classified as principle

impurity.

Normally, it is forbidden to cause impurity to terumah and kodoshim. What happens if
the terumah and kodoshim are already impure but with a low level of impurity—for
instance, 3" level? Is it permitted to cause them a higher level of impurity? This is the

subject of our Mishnah and the ensuing discussion in the Gemara.

Rabbi Chanina, the sgan-Cohen-Gadol? of the Cohanim, says: In all the days of the
Cohanim, they did not refrain from burning meat of kodoshim® that became impure
through having touched subsidiary impurity*, together with meat® that became

impure through having touched principle impurity®.

! A small portion given to a Cohen from agricultural produce in the land of Israel. It is forbidden to cause it
impurity because the Torah writes that it must be guarded: “mishmeret terumotai” (the guarding of My
terumah).

2 Deputy High Priest

® To be subsequently referred to as meat #1

*Velad hatum’ah — see above introduction

> To be subsequently referred to as meat #2

® Av hatum’ah — see above introduction
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This is true even though they were adding a higher level of impurity to its present
impurity (of meat #1). This was permitted because anyway it was impure, and thus had

to be burnt.

Rabbi Akiva added and said: All the days of the Cohanim, they did not refrain from
lighting oil of terumah that became invalidated (pasul) by the touch of a tevul yom’, in
a lamp that had become impure by touching something impure from a corpse. Even

though they were adding impurity to its impurity (of the oil).

Said Rabbi Meir: From their words, we learnt that one may burn pure chametz of
terumah with impure chametz of terumah on Pesach, even though the pure terumah

now becomes impure. This is permitted since we have to destroy the chametz anyway.
Said Rabbi Yosi: This is not the same, and we cannot learn this from their words!

Rabbi Yosi continues: And even though Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua elsewhere
sometimes disagree whether one may burn pure terumah with impure terumah, Rabbi
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua agree that in this case of chametz, we burn this - the pure
terumah - by itself, and that - the impure terumah - by itself.

About what do they differ?

Only about when there is doubtfully impure terumah and certainly impure terumah.

" Tevul yom means “an impure person who has immersed himself in a mikveh, but it is still before
nightfall.” Although such a person is now pure enough to touch and eat regular food without rendering it

CHAVRUTA 3




PEREK 1 — 14A

That Rabbi Eliezer says: One must burn this, the doubtfully impure terumah, by itself,

and that, the certainly impure terumah, by itself.

And Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may burn them both like one, i.e. together. Because

the doubtful terumah cannot be eaten in any case, we are not commanded to guard its

purity.

But both of them agree that pure terumah may never be burnt with impure terumah.

Gemara

Note:

First, the Gemara will clarify the primary point made in the Mishnah. Then the Gemara
devotes two daf to discussing Rabbi Meir’s source for the law that one may burn pure and
impure terumah together (because there are three Tannaim in the Mishnah who are
lenient concerning this — Rabbi Chanina, Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer). Then, for the
following four daf, the Gemara discusses a tangential topic: mainly the laws of purity as

they affect liquids. On daf 20 the Gemara returns to discussing the Mishnah.

In our Mishnah, Rabbi Chanina says that Cohanim burnt meat of kodoshim that became
impure through touching subsidiary impurity (meat #1), with meat that became impure
through touching principle impurity (meat #2), although this makes the meat #1 more

impure than before.

impure, he is not allowed to touch and eat terumah until nightfall. If he does, he gives the terumah 3rd level
impurity (see above introduction).
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But this will not add any impurity to meat #1 at all!

Because indeed, meat (#1) that was made impure with subsidiary impurity (1% level
impurity), what is it? 2" level (sheni) impurity.

And meat #2, as well, is only 1% level impurity (rishon).

So when one burns it, meat #1, with that meat #2 that was made impure with

principle (av) impurity, what does it meat #1 become?
2" Jevel.
So it turns out that meat #1 is 2" level before, and 2™ level afterwards,

And what “adding impurity to its impurity” is there?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty:

Said Rav Yehudah: Here, meat #1 is not 2" level impurity as we thought, but 3" level
impurity. It became impure from a subsidiary impurity that became impure from a
subsidiary impurity (velad divlad). That gave this meat #1 a 3" level impurity, as
follows:

Principle impurity — 1% — 2" — 3",

And now, when he burns this third level meat with the first level meat, it hecomes ond

level, as follows:
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Meat #2 (1% level) touches meat #1 (3" level) and makes meat #1 2" level.

And he Rabbi Chanina holds that it is permitted to make it meat #1 that was 3" level

into 2" level.

The Gemara raises another difficulty:

When the Cohen burns meat #1 with meat #2, how can meat #1 become more impure

than before?

But the rule is that food cannot impart impurity to food!

Because it was taught in a Baraita: One may have thought that food imparts
impurity to food. However, the verse says: “And when water is placed on seed, and

from their carcasses fall on it, it is impure.”

This verse teaches that “it” the seed (a kind of food) is impure, but it cannot make

other food like it to be impure.

Liquids can indeed impart impurity to food and vice versa, but food cannot impart

impurity to food.

The Gemara explains that this question of how meat #2 (a food) can make meat #1 (a

food) impure, is only problematic according to certain Amoraim:
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It is all right according to Abaye, who said: They only taught that food does not
impart impurity to food concerning chulin (regular food). But concerning terumah
and consecrated items (kodoshim), it (food) does make that which is like it (other

food) impure.

And it is also not a problem according to Rav Ada bar Ahava in the name of Rava,

who said:
They only taught that food does not impart impurity to food concerning regular food
(chulin) and terumah. But concerning consecrated items (kodoshim), it does make

that which is like it impure.

The above question is not problematic, because both meat #1 and meat #2 are sacrifices,

which are consecrated items.

But according to Ravina in the name of Rava, it is problematic. He said:

The verse is speaking of every case, it makes no difference whether it is regular food,
it makes difference if it is terumah, it makes no difference if is consecrated items. In

all cases, it does not make that which is like it impure. According to this view, what

can one say to explain our Mishnah?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty even according to Ravina:

Here, what are dealing with? That there are liquids with that meat #2, and the liquid

became impure from the principle impurity.

Thus, the case is that it meat #1 now becomes impure from the liquid on meat #2.
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The Gemara rejects this answer:

If so, this statement of the Mishnah—that meat #1 is being burnt with the meat #2 that

became impure with principle impurity (av hatum’ah)—is inaccurate.

Because it should have said: “With the meat #2 and the liquids on meat #2.

The Gemara thus gives another answer:

Rather, even though food does not impart impurity to food from the law of the

Torah, Rabbinically it does impart impurity.

And Rabbi Chanina is telling us that the Cohanim were not concerned about imparting

added Rabbinical impurity from meat #2 to meat #1.

5 D FE®R®R

Our Mishnah says: Rabbi Akiva added and said: All the days of the Cohanim, they
did not refrain from lighting oil of terumah that became invalidated (pasul) by the
touch of a tevul yom, in a lamp that had become impure by touching something impure

from a corpse.

The Gemara objects that Rabbi Akiva is adding nothing to what Rabbi Chanina already

said before:

Indeed, oil that became invalidated from a tevul yom, what level of impurity is it?
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3" Jevel B

If so, when he the Cohen lights the oil which is 3" level in the lamp that became
impure from something that became impure from a corpse, what level does it the oil
become?

2" level °

What is he Rabbi Akiva telling us?

That it is permitted to make 3™ level into 2™ level?

That is the same as what Rabbi Chanina already told us!

The Gemara answers:

Said Rav Yehudah: Here we are dealing with a lamp made of metal.

& When terumah is touched by a tevul yom, it becomes 3" level impurity.
® Because the object that touched a corpse becomes primary, thus the lamp touched by this object becomes
1% level, and the lamp then renders the oil 2™ level.

CHAVRUTA 9




PEREK 1 — 14B

Ammud Bet

For the Torah said concerning metal: “And anything that touches... a corpse of the

sword or a carcass.”

The juxtaposition of corpse and sword teaches that a sword is like a corpse.

This verse tells us that metal is an exception to the rule that whatever touches a source of
impurity receives a lower level of impurity. Instead, metal stays on the same level of
impurity as what it touched.

Because, as said above, the juxtaposition of corpse and sword teaches that a sword is like
a corpse, and therefore, it the metal sword that touched an av hatum’ah (principle

impurity), becomes av hatum’ah.

Similarly, the metal lamp of our Mishnah which touched an av also becomes an av, and

the oil burnt in it (which previously was 3" level) now gets 1% level impurity.

And therefore, he Rabbi Akiva holds that it is permitted to make 3™ level (the oil) into

a 1% level, by burning in the metal lamp which is an av.

Whereas Rabbi Chanina only allowed making a 3" level into a 2" level.

The Gemara raises a difficulty:

And what forced him Rav Yehudah to set him Rabbi Akiva up as speaking about a

lamp of metal?
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Instead, set him up as speaking about a lamp of earthenware that is only 1% level and

makes the oil 2" level.

And nevertheless, regarding what you asked: “What does Rabbi Akiva add more than
Rabbi Chanina?”, this is not a difficulty.

Because there in the case of Rabbi Chanina, it (meat #1, which was 3" level, and can
impart 4™ level to other sacrifices) was impure (in the full sense, i.e. it could make
something else impure). This is the case even before it touched meat #2. And it was
similarly impure after it touched meat #2 (although it became 2™ level, this was merely a

higher level of impurity).

But here regarding the terumah of Rabbi Akiva, the 3" level oil was not impure in the
full sense, because it could not render other terumah impure (see above introduction).
Rather, it had a status termed merely as “invalidated”, due to its inability to transfer
further impurity. And when it is burnt in the lamp and becomes 2™ level, it acquires the

term “impure.”

This being a plausible explanation of the Mishnah, what brought Rav Yehudah to the

forced conclusion that Rabbi Akiva is speaking about a metal lamp?

The Gemara resolves the difficulty:
Said Rava: The wording of the Mishnah was problematic to him Rav Yehudah.

What case is it speaking of, that Rabbi Akiva should say: “A lamp that had become

impure by touching something made impure from a corpse?”
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The Mishnah should simply say: “A lamp that became impure”, and it would be
understood that it was now a 1% level impurity through touching an av (for example, a
sheretz’®). This is because a valad (subsidiary impurity) cannot confer impurity to
utensils, and a lamp is a utensil. Thus it is obvious that the lamp touched an av. Why does

Rabbi Akiva specifically mention a corpse?
Rather, it must bear a special meaning. Let us consider:

What object is there, that there is a difference in its impurity between when the

impurity comes from a corpse and when it comes from a sheretz?

One would say: This object must be a metal utensil that becomes an avi avot if it is

touched by a corpse, and an av if touched by a sheretz.

This is why Rav Yehudah said that Rabbi Akiva is sspeaking about a metal lamp that

touched someone who was impure from a corpse.

5 D FE®R®R

We said before that something is impure in the full sense only when it can render other
things impure. Whereas a level of impurity not strong enough to do this is termed

“invalidated.”

All “invalidated” foods are regarded as equally impure (because none of them can impart
impurity to something else). It makes no difference in this respect whether they have 1%,

2" or 3" level impurity.

10 Crawling creature
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Therefore, said Rava: Because the Mishnah says that Rabbi Akiva added to Rabbi

Chanina’s statement—

Hear from this a proof that Rabbi Akiva holds the view: The ability of impure liquids
to render other things impure is Torah-mandated. (This point is subject to a

disagreement later).

Because if you think that impure liquids only render other things impure Rabbinically,
but according to Torah law, impure liquid is merely termed “invalidated” and not

“impure” in the full sense —
If so, indeed, how does this lamp affect that oil?

If to invalidate the oil itself, it is already invalidated if there is no such thing as an
“impure” liquid according to Torah law.

And even though the oil was 3" level, and now it is 1% level, as regards to “invalidate”
things, this makes no difference—because in any case they cannot make other things

impure.
Therefore you must say that according to Rabbi Akiva, impure liquids can impart

impurity to other things, according to Torah law. And that is why burning the oil in the

lamp is raising its level of impurity.

The Gemara raises an objection to Rava’s proof that Rabbi Akiva must hold that liquids

impart impurity to other things, according to Torah law:
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From where do you see that liquids impart impurity to other things, according to Torah

law?

Perhaps what makes the oil a higher level of impurity after being put in the impure lamp

is as regards to make other things impure Rabbinically.

The Gemara answers the objection:

If the added impurity is only Rabbinical, what is it speaking of, that Rabbi Akiva
commented on a case of oil becoming impure with the primary impurity (av hatum’ah)
of a lamp, in order that the oil will thereby receive 1% level impurity?

Even if the oil is burnt with something that has just 1% or 2" level also, it would
become 1% level, and impart 2" level impurity to other things. This is because the Rabbis
decreed a special stringency regarding liquids: every liquid that touches even 2" degree
impurity goes to a level of 1% degree impurity.

Because it was taught in a Mishnah:

Rabbinically, every 2™ level impurity that invalidates terumah, also makes liquids

impure, to be 1% level impurity.™
Except for the impurity of tevul yom®?, which does not make liquids to be 1% level.

Rather, because Rabbi Akiva does not speak of a case of 1% or 2" level impurity making

the oil 1% level, but specifically speaks of a lamp which is an av making the oil 1% level,

1 The Rabbis made this decree because, unlike food that can only become impure after it becomes wet,
liquids are always capable of contracting impurity. Therefore the Rabbis added stringencies to liquids so
that Cohanim would be careful to guard liquid terumah and sacrificial liquids more carefully.

12 Rashi explains here that tevul yom makes liquids 2™ level according to Torah law, and therefore the
Rabbis did not have to add stringencies to it that these liquids are considered 1% level.
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hear from this a proof that the impurity imparted to the oil in his case is from the
Torah.

5 D FE®R®R

The Gemara now begins the discussion of Rabbi Meir’s source. From which Tanna did
Rabbi Meir learn that one may burn pure chametz with impure chametz? There are three
possibilities. He learned either from: 1) Rabbi Chanina, or from 2) Rabbi Akiva, or from
3) Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Eliezer mentioned at the end of the Mishnah.

Our Mishnah states: Said Rabbi Meir: From their words we learnt that one may burn

pure chametz terumah, together with impure chametz terumah, before Pesach.

The Gemara inquires: From the words of whom?

If you say from the words of Rabbi Chanina the sgan-Cohen-Gadol of the Cohanim,
who said that they burned meat #2 that was impure from principle impurity with meat #1
that was only impure from subsidiary impurity—

What is the comparison?

There, meat #1 is already impure. And after it touches meat #2 it is similarly impure,

albeit on a slightly higher level.

But here in the case of chametz terumah, before it is burnt, it is absolutely pure. And

after it touches the impure terumah it becomes impure!

CHAVRUTA 15




PEREK 1 — 14B

Rather, Rabbi Meir must be learning from the words of Rabbi Akiva.

Because Rabbi Meir allows us to take the oil that was termed only “invalidated” (since it
was 3" level), and render it “impure” by making it 1% level. Therefore, just as Rabbi
Akiva allows one to make “invalidated” terumah to become “impure,” so Rabbi Meir
allows one to make pure terumah of chametz to become impure.

The Gemara objects: What is the comparison?

There, the oil was “invalidated”. Thus Rabbi Akiva says that one may make it

“impure.”

But here, the chametz of terumah is pure, and you want to make it impure!

The Gemara gives a tentative answer:

Let us say that Rabbi Meir holds that the Mishnah (i.e. Rabbi Chanina’s statement) is
speaking about taking meat #2 that was impure with primary impurity (av hatum’ah),
and burning it with meat #1 that was impure with subsidiary impurity (velad hatum’ah)

that was only Rabbinical®.

For according to the Torah, it meat #1 is absolutely pure.

And Rabbi Chanina is telling us that we may burn meat #1 with meat #2, even though

meat #2 has 1% level impurity by Torah law. This is because the added impurity, too, will

3 For example, meat #1 became impure by touching a utensil that touched impure liquids. According to
Torah law, impure liquids cannot make a utensil impure. But the Rabbis decreed that impure liquids do
make a utensil impure. They made this decree because there is a type of liquid that does make utensils
impure according to Torah law — the discharge of a zav, which imparts impurity to utensils.
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be only Rabbinical (as said earlier on the first ammud). For according to Torah law, food

cannot impart impurity to food.
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And what is Rabbi Meir referring to when he said, “From their words we learnt?’

He means, “From the words of Rabbi Chanina the Sgan Cohen Gadol' of the

Cohanim.”
Because just as one may add Rabbinical impurity2 to meat that already has a lower level

of Rabbinical impurity, so may one add Rabbinical impurity to ferumah that is

Rabbinically forbidden to eat in the sixth hour, through burning it with impure terumah.

The Gemara rejects the above explanation of the Mishnah:

Said Reish Lakish in the name of Bar Kafra: This is not the correct explanation of the

Mishnah.
Rather, Rabbi Chanina in the Mishnah is dealing with a case of burning meat #2 that
became impure with a principle (av) impurity from the Torah, with meat #1 that

became impure from subsidiary (velad) impurity from the Torah.

And if you ask: if so, how can Rabbi Meir learn from here that one may impart impurity

to pure terumah by burning it with impure terumah?

The answer is: What does “from their words” mean?

! Deputy High Priest
2 Burning the terumah of chametz with impure ferumah makes it impure only Rabbinically, because
according to Torah law, food cannot impart impurity to food.
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Rabbi Meir is learning not from Rabbi Chanina nor from Rabbi Akiva, but from the
words of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua mentioned at the end of the Mishnah.

The Gemara inquires: Which case of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua is Rabbi Meir

learning from?

[f you say this case of Rabbi Yehoshua, which was taught in a Mishnah elsewhere:

If a doubt of impurity arises concerning a barrel of ferumah, for example, if an impure
person entered the room where the barrel was kept and there is a doubt whether he

touched the barrel or not—

Rabbi Eliezer says: If it the barrel was lying in an exposed place, one should lay it in
a protected place, and if it was exposed one should cover it. In other words, even
though the possibly impure ferumah may not be eaten, and may only be used for lighting
purposes (if it is flammable), one is still commanded to guard it from acquiring certain

impurity.3

But Rabbi Yehoshua says: Not only is there no mitzvah to positively protect this
terumah, but on the contrary: even if it was lying in a protected place, one may put it

in an exposed place, and if it was covered one may uncover it.*

Similarly, Rabbi Meir in our Mishnah learns that Rabbi Yehoshua would allow one to

impart impurity to ferumah in the sixth hour, when it in any case has to be burnt.

® Rabbi Eliezer’s rationale is that the Torah writes that one must guard “mishmeret terumati,” which is
single tense, but the words are read “mishemeret terumotai,” which is plural and includes that one must
guard even ferumah that is impure and only suitable for lighting. Rabbi Eliezer holds the principle of “Yesh
eim lamikra,” that the way one reads the verse is most important. Therefore the Torah is telling us to guard
terumah in two situations, when it is pure and when it is impure.

* See previous footnote. Rabbi Yehoshua holds the principle of “Yesh eim lamessoret,” and the way the
verse is written is most important. Therefore the Torah is telling us to make only one guarding of terumah,
when it is pure and may be eaten.
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The Gemara rejects this explanation of Rabbi Meir:

How is it comparable?

There, Rabbi Yehoshua does not allow one to actually render the terumah impure, he
only allows one to make it more vulnerable to impurity, by leaving it unprotected. And

that is merely an indirect cause (grama) of impurity.

But here, Rabbi Meir is allowing one to render the terumah impure during the sixth hour

with a direct action.

Rather, the Gemara concludes that Rabbi Meir is making his comparison to that other

statement of Rabbi Yehoshua in another Mishnah.

That it was taught in a Mishnah: A barrel of pure terumah that broke in the upper
basin of a winepress, and in the lower basin towards where the terumah is flowing, there
is wine of impure chulin®. |f the terumah wine falls into the lower basin it will make the
terumah impure, and result in the chulin wine being forbidden as well, due to the mixture

of the two.

Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua agree that if one can save a revi’it (1 2 egg
volume) of ferumah wine in purity, i.e. catch it in a pure container before it flows down
to the bottom basin, one must save it even if this prevents him from quickly pulling out

the regular wine before it becomes impure.

® Regular, non-consecrated
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And if not, if he cannot save even a revi'it of terumah wine because he has no readily

available pure container, but only an impure container—

Rabbi Eliezer says: The terumah should go down by itself and become impure, and

one should not make it impure directly by collecting it in the impure container.

And Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may even make it impure directly. This does not
transgress the mitzvah to guard terumah in purity (mishmeret terumati), because the

terumah is going to become impure in any case when it reaches the bottom basin.

And similarly, Rabbi Meir in our Mishnah holds that Rabbi Y ehoshua would allow one to
burn pure terumah with impure ferumah in the sixth hour before Pesach, because in any
case it has to be burnt. And the rule is that we rule like Rabbi Meir in matters of taharot

(laws of purity).

The Gemara raises an objection to this last interpretation of Rabbi Meir:
If so, this statement of Rabbi Meir which says: “From their words we learnt” is
inaccurate, because he is only deriving his rule from Rabbi Yehoshua. Therefore he

should say, “From his words”!

The Gemara answers: This is what he Rabbi Meir said: From their disagreement

between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, we learnt.”
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The Gemara demonstrates that one can indeed infer a proof from the Mishnah for the last-

mentioned interpretation of Rabbi Meir:

One can also infer it, because the Mishnah says, in Rabbi Yosi’s rejoinder to Rabbi
Meir:

Rabbi Eliezer and Yehoshua agree that one would burn the two kinds of chametz

separately.

Thus we see that Rabbi Meir was indeed referring to Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Y ehoshua.

The Gemara concludes: One can indeed hear from this a proof, as you said.

The Gemara repeats the last interpretation of Rabbi Meir, in the name of another Amora,

Rav Nachman:

And so said Rav Nachman said Rabbah bar Avuha: Rabbi Chanina the sgan of the
cohanim of the Mishnah is talking about burning meat #2 that became impure from a
principle (av) impurity of the Torah with meat #1 that became impure from a
secondary (valad) impurity of the Torah. Therefore Rabbi Meir did not learn from

Rabbi Chanina the rule of burning chametz of terumah, which is not impure at all.

Rather, what is the meaning of “From their words we learnt”, which Rabbi Meir said?

From the words of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, as explained before.
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The Gemara now brings a Baraita that seems to refute this interpretation of Rabbi Meir.
The Baraita says that Rabbi Meir’s proof is from Rabbi Chanina or Rabbi Akiva, and not
from Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Y ehoshua.

Rava contradicted Rav Nachman, who stated this interpretation of Rabbi Meir, from

the following Baraita:

Said Rabbi Yosi to Rabbi Meir: The subject you are trying to prove is not similar to

the proof you are citing.

(The Baraita now repeats the objections our Gemara itself mentioned earlier):

Because when our Rabbis (Rabbi Chanina and Rabbi Akiva) testified, on what did
they testify?

If concerning meat #1 that became impure from subsidiary impurity, that one burns
it with meat #2 that became impure from principle impurity, this meat #1 is already

impure and this meat #2 is impure.

If concerning the oil of ferumah that became disqualified through a tevul yom, that
one burns it in a lamp that became impure with the impurity of a corpse, this oil is

already disqualified and this lamp is impure.

Rabbi Yosi continues his objection: We, too, agree concerning ferumah that became
impure from subsidiary impurity and received 39 level impurity, that one may burn it
with ferumah that became impure from principle impurity, making it 2™ level,

because it is already impure.

But how can we burn doubtfully impure terumah with certainly impure terumah?
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Perhaps Eliyahu the prophet will come and rule that it the doubtful terumah is pure!6

And how much greater is the prohibition to burn totally pure terumah with impure

terumah!

Ammud Bet

Rabbi Yosi continues by citing another case where it is allowed to burn kodoshim’ that
has low-level impurity, with kodoshim that has higher-level impurity, pointing out that

here, too, it is only allowed because both are impure to begin with:

Pigul,8 notar® and impure sacrificial meat,

Beit Shammai say: They are not burnt together, because even though the Sages
decreed that pigul and notar render one’s hands impure upon contact, these invalidated

sacrifices will get a higher level of impurity from the impure sacrificial meat.

And Beit Hillel say: They are all burnt together, because the pigul and notar already

have Rabbinical impurity.

But even Beit Hillel will agree that one may not burn pure terumah of chametz with

impure terumah of chametz, even if it has to burnt anyway.

® Later (20b) the Gemara asks that at the end of our Mishnah, Rabbi Y osi seems to agree that one can burn
doubtfully impure terumah with impure terumah.

7 Consecrated items, such as sacrifices.

8 That a Cohen disqualified the sacrifice by thinking at the time he slaughtered that he would eat it beyond
its regulation time when it can be eaten.

® Sacrificial meat that was actually left beyond the time when it is supposed to be eaten or burnt.
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Rava now explains why this Baraita refutes Rav Nachman’s interpretation of Rabbi Meir:

And if you think that Rabbi Meir is saying i.e. deriving his ruling from the words of
Rabbi Yehoshua, why does Rabbi Yosi reply to him from the words of Rabbi

Chanina the sgan of the Cohanim?

According to Rav Nachman’s interpretation, Rabbi Meir was never referring to Rabbi

Chanina at all, only to Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Y ehoshua!

Rav Nachman answers Rava’s contradiction against him:

Rav Nachman said to him Rava: Regarding Rabbi Yosi—it was not known to him

what Rabbi Meir’s source was.

Because he Rabbi Yosi thought that Rabbi Meir was saying i.e. deriving his ruling
from the words of Rabbi Chanina the sgan of the Cohanim, and that is why Rabbi

Y osi mentions Rabbi Chanina.

But he Rabbi Meir “said” to him (this sentence is not written in the Baraita or Mishnah):
| did not learn from Rabbi Chanina. | said my rule from that statement of Rabbi

Yehoshua, who allows one to render pure terumah to be impure.

And he, Rabbi Yosi, then said to him (this sentence comes from our Mishnah): Even
according to Rabbi Yehoshua it is not comparable. Because Rabbi Eliezer and
Rabbi Yehoshua agree that one burns this (pure chametz of terumah) by itself, and

that (impure chametz of terumah) by itself.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: And why is it not comparable? It is certainly
comparable! Because Rabbi Yehoshua indeed allows one to render pure terumah to be

impure.

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: It is different there, in the case Rabbi Ychoshua
ruled on, where he allows one to collect the pure terumah in an impure container. For this
is specifically in order to prevent it from falling down into the impure regular wine,
because there is the loss of the chulin wine if one doesn’t stop the ferumah from falling

into it and becoming impure.

The Gemara raises a difficulty with the above answer: Rav Yirmeyah challenged it: In
our Mishnah also (i.e. the case of Rabbi Meir), there is loss of wood if one has to make

a separated fire to burn the pure terumah.

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: A certain old man said to him, to Rav Yirmeyah:
They the Sages were concerned about a big loss, i.e. the regular wine in the lower
basin. But they were not concerned about a small loss of firewood to burn the pure

terumah separately.

So far, the Gemara has discussed the view that Rabbi Meir learnt his rule from Rabbi
Y ehoshua mentioned at the end of the Mishnah. Now the Gemara brings a conflicting

view, that Rabbi Meir learns his rule from Rabbi Chanina the sgan of the Cohanim after

all:
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Said Rabbi Asi said Rabbi Yochanan: The disagreement between Rabbi Meir and

Rabbi Y osi is in the sixth hour, when it is only forbidden to eat chametz Rabbinically.

But in the seventh hour, everyone agrees that one may burn pure and impure ferumah

of chametz together.

The Gemara notes that Rabbi Asi speaks about Rabbi Meir allowing the burning of pure
terumah with impure terumah only during the sixth hour, when it is already Rabbinically

forbidden to eat it, but not before.

Said Rabbi Zeira to Rabbi Asi: Should we say, on the basis of what you said in the
name of Rabbi Yochanan, that Rabbi Yochanan holds that the case in the Mishnah of
Rabbi Chanina the sgan of Cohanim concerns burning meat that is impure with a
principle impurity of the Torah, and i.e. together with, meat that is impure with

subsidiary Rabbinical impurity?

And what is the meaning of: “From their words we learnt” that Rabbi Meir said?

From the words of Rabbi Chanina the sgan of the Cohanim.

And that is why Rabbi Y ochanan only allows one to burn the pure terumah with impure
terumah during the sixth hour, when it is then Rabbinically forbidden. Because before the
sixth hour when there is not yet any Rabbinic restriction, Rabbi Chanina would agree that

it is forbidden.

He Rabbi Asi said to him: Yes! Rabbi Yochanan means as you said.
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It was also stated as Rabbi Asi just said:
Said Rabbi Yochanan: The Mishnah concerns burning meat that is impure with a
principle impurity of the Torah, and i.e. together with meat that is impure with

subsidiary Rabbinical impurity.

And the disagreement is in the sixth hour. But in the seventh hour, everyone agrees

that one may burn the pure terumah with impure terumah.
But before six hours, even Rabbi Meir agrees that one may not burn the two together.
(However, if Rabbi Meir’s proof was from Rabbi Yehoshua, one could burn the ferumot

together even before the sixth hour—because Rabbi Eliezer allows one to render impurity

to terumah that has no impurity whatsoever.)

Let us say that he Rabbi Yochanan is supported by the previous Baraita, where Rabbi
Y osi said to Rabbi Meir:

Pigul, notar and impure sacrificial meat—
Beit Shammai say. They are not burnt together, because even though the Sages
decreed that pigul and notar make one’s hands impure, they will now get a higher level of

impurity from the impure sacrificial meat.

And Beit Hillel say: They are all burnt together.
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Assumedly, the reason of Beit Hillel is that the Torah forbids one to eat pigul and notar,
and therefore they are like chametz in the seventh hour (when it forbidden by the Torah),

where even Rabbi Y osi agrees to Rabbi Meir.
The Gemara rejects the support: It is different there, because they pigul and notar
already have Rabbinic impurity, and that is why Beit Hillel allows one to make them

more impure.

Because it was taught in a Mishnah: Pigul and notar make the hands impure, such

that whatever one’s hands subsequently touch becomes impure.'°

The Gemara attempts to find another support for Rabbi Y ochanan:

L et us say that he is supported from this Baraita:

Impure bread that rotted and became unfit to be eaten by man, but a dog can eat it,

can still impart the impurity of food to other items, if it the bread is an egg volume.

Because it is already impure, its impurity only leaves if it becomes unfit for even a dog to

eat.
And if this rotten bread is pure terumah, it is burnt with impure terumah on Pesach.
This Baraita must be Rabbi Y osi, because Rabbi Meir permits burning even fully edible

terumah with impure terumah. Thus this Baraita seems to say like Rabbi Y ochanan: Just

as Rabbi Yosi allows the burning of humanly inedible terumah with impure terumah, so

19 The Rabbis made this decree to discourage Cohanim from negligently leaving sacrificial meat uneaten
beyond its permitted time.
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will he permit the burning of terumah that is humanly inedible because it is forbidden by

the Torah’s prohibition on chametz, with impure terumah.

The Gemara refutes this support:

It is different there, because it the rotted bread is considered as plain dust of the earth

and cannot be compared to chametz in the seventh hour, which is edible.

The Gemara now tries to contradict Rabbi Yochanan’s view, that Rabbi Meir’s support

was from Rabbi Chanina the sgan of the Cohanim:

If so, why does Rabbi Yosi reply in the Baraita: “Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Y ehoshua

agree...” Rabbi Meir’s proof was not from them, but from Rabbi Chanina!

The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Yosi was saying to Rabbi Meir:

Even according to Rabbi Yehoshua, who is lenient and allows one to catch terumah
wine in an impure utensil and thereby impart impurity to it directly, before it mixes with
the wine in the lower basin—

Even he, when he is lenient in burning two ferumot together, will only be lenient with
doubtfully impure terumah. This is because we saw in his first disagreement with Rabbi
Eliezer (on daf 15a) that he allows one to indirectly cause impurity to doubtfully impure

terumah.

But concerning burning pure terumah and impure terumah, no! He is not lenient.
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The Gemara brings another objection to Rabbi Yochanan’s way of learning Rabbi Meir:

If so, that the case of Rabbi Chanina in the Mishnah is that meat #1 had Rabbinical
subsidiary impurity—why is it (the burning of pure and impure chametz of tferumah in

the sixth hour) “not comparable” to it?

It is certainly comparable, because just as one may add impurity to the meat of a
sacrifice that is already Rabbinically impure, so may one add impurity to terumah that is

Rabbinically forbidden in the sixth hour.

The Gemara’s following answer to the above question gives rise to a discussion about

impure liquids that continues until daf 20:

Said Rabbi Yirmeyah: Here in the Mishnah, Rabbi Chanina is dealing with meat that
became impure from liquids that touched a utensil*’ that became impure from a

sheretz"?, which is principal impurity.

And Rabbi Meir goes according to his rationale, and Rabbi Yosi according to his

rationale.

Rabbi Meir according to his rationale, that he said: The impurity of liquids to
render other things (food or drink) impure is Rabbinical. Therefore he proves from

Rabbi Chanina that just as one may burn meat #1, which is only Rabbinically impure,

1 Rashi explains that if the liquid became impure directly from a sheretz, the liquid would be 1st level and
meat #1 would be 2" level, and would become no more impure when it is burnt with meat #2 that is only
1% level.

12 One of the six types of crawling creatures listed in the Torah that impart impurity.
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together with meat #2—and thereby make meat #1 impure according to Torah law," so
may one take pure terumah in the sixth hour when it is Rabbinically forbidden, and make

it impure according to Torah law by burning it with impure terumah.

And Rabbi Yosi goes according to his rationale, that he said: | mpurity of liquids to

make other things impure is from the Torah.

And therefore the case of Rabbi Chanina, where meat #1 is already impure by Torah law,

cannot be compared to ferumah of chametz in the sixth hour when it is only Rabbinically

forbidden.

13 This will only work according to Rabbi Yirmeyah or Rav Ada bar Ahava who said above (daf 14a) that
concerning kodoshim, food can impart impurity to other food. It will not work according to the view of
Ravina in the name of Rava there.
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The Gemara now further discusses the disagreement between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Y osi

concerning whether liquids can make other things impure according to Torah law.

For it was taught in a Baraita: When there are doubtfully impure liquids®, the law is

as follows—

Concerning its own impurity, it a doubtfully impure liquid is considered impure,

because liquids can become impure according to Torah? law.?

But to render other things impure,4 it the doubtful liquid is considered pure, because
liquid’s ability to render other things impure is only Rabbinical, and in Rabbinic law we
are lenient in doubtful cases.

This is according to Rabbi Meir.

And so Rabbi Eliezer used to say like his words.

Rabbi Yehudah says: It a liquid renders other things impure in every doubtful case,

. . 1 5. 6
even if the doubt concerns rendering food or utensils” impure.

! For example, an impure person put his leg in a place where there is pure liquid and there is a doubt
whether he touched it or not.

2 Rabbi Meir learns that liquid can become impure by Torah law, from the verse, “And every liquid that is
drunk in every utensil will be impure (yitma).”

% |f the incident that gave rise to the doubt occurs in a private domain.

* For example, it there was impure liquid at the end of stick and one threw it among loaves of bread and
one is unsure whether it touched the loaves or not.

5 See footnote 2. Because the verse mentions the word “utensil,” Rabbi Y ehudah understands that liquids
make even utensils impure according to Torah law.
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Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon say: Concerning food, liquid makes it impure in a
situation of doubt. But concerning utensils it does not, because we hold that liquid

makes utensils impure only Rabbinically.

In conclusion, this Baraita demonstrates that according to Rabbi Meir, liquid renders food
impure only Rabbinically, while according to Rabbi Yehudah, it makes food impure

according to Torah law.

The Gemara now discusses the various views in the above Baraita:

And does Rabbi Eliezer really hold that liquid has any Torah-ordained impurity

whatsoever?

But it was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: According to Torah law, there is no

impurity for liquid at all!

You can know that this is true, because Yosi ben Yoezer of Tzereida testified,
concerning a species of locust called eil kamtza, that it is pure (i.e. kosher). And he also
testified, concerning the liquids (blood and water) of the slaughtering area of the
Temple Courtyard, that they are pure even from Rabbinic impurity, because the Rabbis
waived Rabbinic impurity in the Temple Courtyard in order to save sacrificial meat from

becoming impure.

® See footnote 2. Rabbi Yehudah considers it as if the verse says yetamei — that the liquid will make other
things impure.
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We see that Rabbi Eliezer holds that liquid cannot become impure according to Torah

law, so how can the previous Baraita say that he holds like Rabbi Meir?

The Gemara now defines the previous question more narrowly, thus explaining that this

question only arises according to certain views:

It is all right according to Shmuel, who said that Rabbi Eliezer meant that the liquids
of the courtyard slaughtering area are pure as regards rendering other things impure,

but they do have Torah impurity themselves.

But according to Rav, who said: They are absolutely pure even in themselves, what

can one say to resolve the contradiction?

The Gemara now resolves the contradiction between the various citations of Rabbi

Eliezer’s view:

Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: When it says that Rabbi Eliezer said like Rabbi
Meir’s words, he was only referring to one thing that Rabbi Meir said: that in a case of

doubt, liquid does not render other things impure.

But in a case of doubt whether the liquid itself became impure, Rabbi Eliezer disagrees

with Rabbi Meir, and holds that the liquid is pure.
The Gemara disproves this answer: But it the Baraita said, “And so Rabbi Eliezer used to

say like his words”, plural, and that implies that he agreed to many (i.e. at least two)

things that Rabbi Meir said, and not only to one thing.
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And also, another difficulty is that the Baraita says: “And so Rabbi Eliezer used to
say,” which implies that he agreed to everything that Rabbi Meir said.

The Gemara concludes: This is indeed a difficulty, and no answer is provided by the

Gemara.

The Gemara now discusses the disagreement between Rav and Shmuel (concerning the

statement of Y osi ben Y oezer), mentioned before:

Regarding the above-mentioned statement itself:

Rav said: Liquids of the slaughtering area are absolutely pure even in themselves.

And Shmuel said: They are pure from rendering other things impure, but they do

have Torah impurity themselves.

The Gemara explains: Rav said: Absolutely pure, because he holds that (according to

Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer) the impurity of liquids is only Rabbinical.

And when the Rabbis decreed impurity, they did so concerning liquids in general. But
concerning the liquids of the slaughtering area, they did not decree, in order that

sacrificial meat should not become impure from these liquids.

And Shmuel said: They are pure from rendering other things impure, but they do

have Torah impurity themselves. For he holds that (according to Rabbi Yosi ben
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Yoezer) impurity of liquids themselves is from the Torah, and only to render other

things impure is it Rabbinic.

And therefore, when the Rabbis did not decree impurity on liquid in the slaughtering
area of the Temple Courtyard, that was regarding to render other things impure. But
the impurity of themselves, they do have, in every place. This is because it is a Torah

law.

The Gemara now points out that Shmuel’s view (of Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer) seems to

contradict certain verses:

Said Rav Huna bar Chinena to his son: When you go up before Rav Pappa, pose to
him the following contradiction: How could Shmuel say that the liquids in the Temple
Courtyard are pure from rendering other things impure, but they do have Torah

impurity themselves?

Even if it is true that impure liquid does not render regular, unconsecrated food impure,
nevertheless it should make kodoshim7, such as sacrificial meat, impure. This is because
we should read here, i.e. apply here, the verse: “And the meat [of kodoshim] that
touches any impurity, do not eat.” This implies that even if the meat touches impure

liquid, it becomes impure and may not be eaten.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Sheisha: This above verse is not all-inclusive. Because
it impure liquid may be compared to the 4™ level impurity of kodoshim. This low level
of impurity cannot impart 5" level impurity to something else, although it is impure in

and of itself. If the meat of kodoshim would touch it, the meat is still eaten, since it

" Consecrated items
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remains pure. This proves that the rule stated in the above verse has exceptions. Thus we

may say that impure liquid, too, is an exception to the rule.

Rav Ashi challenged Rav Sheisha’s answer: This approach is incorrect, for something
impure will always render kodoshim impure. And 4™ level impurity of kodoshim is
different: it is not called “impure” in the full sense, for the very reason that it cannot

impart impurity to other things. It is merely termed “invalid.”®

But this impure liquid is indeed called “impure” in the verse: “And every liquid that is
drunk in every utensil will be impure (yitma).” And this is the source from which Shmuel

learns that liquids can become impure according to the Torah.

The Gemara concludes: This is indeed a difficulty, and the Gemara provides no answer.

The Gemara now brings a series of contradictions to Rav, who disagrees with Shmuel and
holds that according to Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer liquid itself never becomes impure
according to Torah law, and therefore the Sages altogether waived its Rabbinical impurity

in the Temple Courtyard.
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Contradiction #1:

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: It is written
concerning an earthenware utensil that became impure from a sheretz’. “Everything
inside will be impure, and you shall break it. Including all food that is eaten, that water
came on it, shall be impure. And every liquid that is drunk in every utensil shall be

impure.”
We see that liquid becomes impure, according to Torah law.

The Gemara answers: The whole verse is speaking about food. And what does it mean

that “liquid... shall be impure?’

It means that when liquid wets food, it makes it (the food) susceptible to become
impure. But food that never became wet cannot become impure. And the verse reads as
follows: “Everything inside will be impure and you shall break it. Including all food that
is eaten, that water came on it, shall be impure. And (all food that) every liquid that is

drunk in every container (came on it), shall be impure.”

The Gemara raises a difficulty: The law that liquid is required to make food susceptible

to impurity, we already heard it from the beginning of the verse, which says:
“From all food that is eaten, that water came on it shall be impure.”

The Gemara answers: The verse is teaching us that two different kinds of liquids make

food susceptible to impurity. The first half of the verse teaches about water that is

8 This point was discussed earlier (daf 14).
® One of the six types of crawling creatures mentioned by the Torah as having impurity.
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detached from the ground and put in a utensil, and the second half of the verse teaches

about water that is still connected to the ground.

And one needs to be taught both cases.

Because if we were told only about detached water, | would say that specifically this
type of water makes food susceptible to impurity, because one gave it significance by
putting it in a utensil.

But liquids connected to the ground, | would say that no, they do not make the food
susceptible to impurity. This is because one did not do something to show that they have

significance.

And if we were only taught about connected water, one would say that it makes food

susceptible because it is standing in its natural place, and that gives it significance.

But detached water, | would say that no, it does not make the food susceptible to

impurity.

Therefore we need both parts of the verse.

Contradiction #2:

The Gemara cites another verse that seems to disprove Rav’s view (as explaining Rabbi

Y osi ben Yoezer), that liquids never become impure according to Torah law.

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: “But a spring, a

well, a pool of water shall be pure”. This is because water that is connected to the
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ground cannot become impure. This implies, unlike Rav’s view, that water that is not

connected to the ground can become impure.

The Gemara answers: What does “shall be pure” mean? A person who immerses in it
shall become pure from his impurity, but the verse is not talking about the impurity of

the water at all.

The Gemara goes back to the earlier discussion where, to answer a question on Rav, we
said that the Torah has to tell us that both “detached” and “connected” water makes food

susceptible to impurity.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: How could we say that the first half of the verse is telling

us that “detached” liquid makes food susceptible to impurity?

But does “detached” liquid make things susceptible to become impure?

But Rabbi Yosi ben Rabbi Chanina said, regarding liquids of the slaughtering area in
the Temple Courtyard: not only are they pure, but they do not even make food

susceptible to become impure.

The Gemara assumes that this is because according to Torah law, detached liquids do not

make food susceptible to impurity. And in the Courtyard, the Rabbinical law was waived.
The Gemara answers: We may explain it, that these liquids do not create susceptibility to
impurity, as referring to blood of sacrifices. But other detached liquids will indeed make

food susceptible to impurity.

And why is blood different?
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Because Rabbi Chiya bar Abba said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: From where do
we know that the blood of sacrifices does not make food susceptible to become

impure?

Because it says concerning regular animal blood, “On the earth you shall pour it, like

water.”

This teaches: Regular blood, which is poured on the earth like water, makes food

susceptible to impurity.

Ammud Bet

But blood of sacrifices, which is not poured on the earth like water, does not make

food susceptible to impurity.

The Gemara questions the above answer:
Rav Shmuel bar Ami challenges it: But what about oozing (tamtzit) blood, i.e. the
blood that flows out after the animal is already dead, which is spilt like water because it

is not fit to be thrown on the Altar?*°

And nevertheless, it does not make food susceptible to impurity!

10 Because only life-blood, that which comes out at the moment of slaughtering, is fit for the Altar, as it
says: “Ki hadam hu banefesh yechapeir,” “Because the blood atones with the life (nefesh).”
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When Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina said that the liquids (i.e. the blood) of the slaughtering

area do not make food susceptible, this includes even oozing blood.

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Zeira said to him: L eave oozing blood aside. It does not
pose a difficulty, because even concerning chulin (i.e. the blood of regular, non-
consecrated animals) also, it does not make food susceptible. This is because it is not

considered blood at all.'

The Gemara concludes: Rav Shmuel bar Ami accepted this answer from him, because
the Torah says: “Only be strong to not eat the blood, because the blood is the life.”
This implies that blood on which life is not dependent is not called blood.

Thus we derive the following law: Blood that the animal’s life leaves with at the
moment of slaughtering, it is called blood. Blood that the life does not leave with, it is

not called blood.

Contradiction #3 to Rav, who holds (in expaining Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer) that according
to Torah law, blood cannot become impure, and therefore Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer meant

that the Rabbinic impurity of liquids in the courtyard is waived altogether.

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: The Baraita
says: Regarding blood that became impure, and someone i.c. a Cohen threw it on the

Altar.

1 And if it is not called blood, it is not considered a liquid, because the source of blood being considered a
liquid is the verse: “He will drink the blood of corpses”.
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If he threw it inadvertently, it the sacrifice is accepted on High. Those who brought it
attain the requisite atonement, and the Cohanim may eat the meat. This is because the
tzitz (gold frontlet) worn by the Cohen Gadol renders impure sacrificial blood acceptable

on High, when this blood is thrown on the Altar inadvertently.

But if the Cohen who threw it knew that the blood was impure, and threw it
intentionally, the Sages imposed a penalty that the fzizz will not be effective. The

sacrifice is not considered accepted on High, and the meat may not be caten.™

We see that sacrificial blood indeed has impurity, and when Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer said
that blood in the Courtyard has no impurity, he must mean that it does not render other
things impure. This contradicts Rav, who says that even the blood itself does not become

impure.

The Gemara answers: The impurity spoken of in this Baraita is Rabbinical, and the
Baraita is not in accordance with the view of Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer of Tzereida, °
who said on ammud alef that the Sages did not decree Rabbinical impurity on liquids in

the Temple Courtyard.

Contradiction #4 to Rav, who says (that Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer’s opinon is) that

according to Torah law, liquids cannot become impure:

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: What types of

improper things does the #zitz render acceptable on High?

2 However, the person who brought the sacrifice attains the requisite atonement, and does not have to bring
another sacrifice. For according to Torah law, the sacrifice is indeed accepted on High.

3 Tosafot point out that if we are already saying that the Baraita is not like Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer, we
could have also said that the Baraita simply holds like the Tannaic view that blood does become impure
according to Torah law.
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For blood that became impure and was thrown on the Altar inadvertently,

And for meat that became impure before the blood was thrown.*

And for cheilev, the fat meant to be burnt on the Altar, that became impure. And thanks

to the #zitz, it may be burnt on the Altar.

And the #zitz makes them acceptable, whether they were rendered impure inadvertently
(i.e. the Cohen did not know that it is forbidden to make them impure), whether
intentionally, whether by force and whether willingly, whether concerning a sacrifice

of a private person, and whether concerning the sacrifice of the public.

We see here that blood contracts impurity according to Torah law, and the Sages did not

waive its impurity in the Temple Courtyard. This contradicts Rav.

The Gemara answers as before: The impurity of the blood here is only Rabbinic, and it
the Baraita is not in accordance with Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer of Tzereida who says

that the Sages decreed no impurity on liquids in the Temple Courtyard.

Contradiction #5 to Rav:

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: The verse says
concerning the #zitz: “It shall be on Aharon’s™ forehead, and Aharon shall bear the

transgression of the kodoshim.”

14 The rule (according to Rabbi Y ehoshua) is that if the meat of the sacrifice became invalid or lost, one no
longer throws its blood on the Altar. This results in the sacrifice being totally invalid. However, this is only
if the meat went out of its regulation precincts or got lost. But if it became impure, the #ztiz makes it
acceptable (as far as atonement goes), and its blood can be thrown on the Altar, rendering the sacrifice
acceptable on High.

> Aaron’s
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And what transgression does he bear, i.e. neutralize, in order that the sacrifice will be

acceptable on High?

If it is the transgression of pigul, that while slaughtering, the Cohen had in mind to eat
the meat outside its regulation time, this cannot be. For it already says about this, “It

shall not be accepted.”

And if it is the transgression of notar, that the meat was actually left over, beyond its

regulation time, it already says about this, “It shall not be considered.”

Rather, we must say that it only bears i.e. neutralizes the transgression of impurity.
There is good reason to apply the leniency created by the #zitz to the case of impurity,
because we see that it impurity is sometimes permitted, in the case of a public

sacrifice®®.

The Gemara asks: What does the Baraita mean by “transgression of impurity?”

Does it not mean impurity of blood?

And this contradicts Rav, who says that liquid has no impurity according to Torah law,

and that the Sages waived its Rabbinical impurity altogether in the Temple Courtyard.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Pappa: No, it refers to impurity of kematzim — the
handful of the flour-offering that is burnt on the Altar and thereby effects atonement for
that type of offering.

18 That a public sacrifice is brought even if all Cohanim are impure.
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Contradiction #6 to Rav:

Come and hear a proof that liquid has impurity according to the Torah: In the second
year of the rule of Daryavesh,” when the Jews were building the Second Temple, the
Prophet Chaggai tested the Cohanim’s knowledge of the laws of impurity which they had
partially forgotten during the exile, when they were not dealing with sacrifices. As it

says: “So says Hashem of H-sts: ‘Please ask the Cohanim the law, saying:

“If a man carries the flesh of a shererz in the corner of his garment, and [the sheretz]
in the garment touches bread, and porridge, and wine, and oil, and any food, will it

[the food] be impure?’” All the foods listed are kodoshim.

This verse is to be interpreted as the sheretz touching the first food item, and then the first
food item touching the second, and so forth. Thus we have sheretz (principle impurity) —
bread (1% level) — porridge (2" level) — wine (3" level) — oil and any food (4™ level). And
Chaggai was asking them if impurity of kodoshim reaches the 4™ level.

And the verse writes afterwards: “And the Cohanim answered and said, ‘No!’”

They mistakenly said that 4™ level in kodoshim does not become impure.

¥ Darius
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And Rav said: The Cohanim erred. Because there is 4™ level impurity in kodoshim®.

However, according to Rav, liquids like wine and oil do not become impure at all. So

why did he say that the Cohanim erred when they said that the oil was not impure?

The Gemara answers that the Prophet Chaggai was not asking the Cohanim about Torah

impurity, but about Rabbinical impurity.

And indeed, the reason this posed a difficulty to Rav is only according to the statement
of Rav that Yosi ben Yoezer said that liquids in the courtyard are “absolutely pure” and

do not have impurity at all, even Rabbinically.
Therefore there is no contradiction, because Rav learnt that Y osi ben Y oezer said that in
the Temple Courtyard, “the liquids of the slaughtering place (beit mitbachaya)” do not

become impure. And that only includes water and blood.

But the Rabbis indeed decreed impurity on such liquids as wine and oil, which are

brought to the place of the Altar (beit midbachaya).?

Therefore Rav was correct in saying that the Cohanim erred.

1 Consecrated items, such as sacrifices.

21f you ask, how can Rav say that the Cohanim erred? They were correct in saying that the oil had no
Torah impurity! The answer is that it is obvious that Chaggai’s question was about Rabbinic impurity,
because his list of food included bread making porridge impure, and wine making oil impure, and
according to Torah law, food cannot make other food impure, and liquid cannot make other liquid impure.
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The Gemara continues discussing Chaggai’s test of the Cohanim.

Regarding the above-mentioned statement itself: Rav said: The Cohanim erred.
And Shmuel said: The Cohanim did not err.
The Gemara explains their disagreement:

Rav says the Cohanim erred, because he asked them the law of 4™ level impurity

concerning kodoshim (as explained on the previous daf).
And they incorrectly said that it is pure.

And Shmuel said the Cohanim did not err, because he Chaggai asked them about 5™

level impurity concerning kodoshim.
And they correctly told him that it is pure.

The Gemara inquires: |t is all right for Rav - that is why four things are written in the
verse: Bread, and porridge, and wine, and oil or any food, because he asked them

about 4™ level impurity.

But according to Shmuel who says that he asked them about 5" level impurity, from

where does he have five things in the verse?

The Gemara answers: Shmuel will say to you: |s it written, “and his garment touches
the bread?” That would indeed suggest that the sheretz® in the garment touched the bread

and made it 1% level.

% One of the six crawling creatures mentioned in the Torah as having impurity.
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However, it is written, “And that in his garment (bichnafo) touches the bread.”

This suggests that the sheretz in the garment first touched something else, and that item
touched the bread. Thus the item is 1% level, the bread is 2" level, the porridge 3 the

wine 4" and the oil or food 5%,

The Gemara contradicts Rav, who says that the Cohanim did not make a mistake.

Come and hear a proof they did not err: The verse says afterwards: “And Chaggai said:
‘If a person impure from a corpse (temei nefesh) touches all these, will it (the last on

the list) be impure?’ And the Cohanim answered and said: ‘It will be impure!””

The Gemara presumes that the order was the same as that with the sheretz. (The person
who was impure from a corpse has principle impurity, since the corpse has prime
principle impurity.) This person touched bread, the bread (1% level) touched porridge, the
porridge (2" level) touched wine, and the wine (3 level) touched oil. Thus the oil of

kodoshim is 4™ level and will be impure.

This is all right for Shmuel, because just as here regarding a corpse, they the Cohanim
did not err, having answered this time: “It will be impure”, there in the earlier question
about a sheretz, too, they did not err. Since the questions are basically identical, there is

no reason that they would err in one and answer correctly in the other.

But according to Rav, why is it different here concerning the sheretz that they erred,

and why is it different there concerning a corpse that they did not err?
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The Gemara answers: Said Rav Nachman said Rabbah bar Avuha: They the Cohanim
were knowledgeable about impurity of a corpse, but they were not knowledgeable

about the impurity of a sheretz. Therefore they made a mistake in the latter.

Ravina gives a different answer to the difficulty posed to Rav, and says: There in the

case of sheretz, the impurity of the oil (the last on the list) was 4™ level.
But here in the case of a corpse, the impurity of the oil was 3™ level.

This is because Ravina understands temei nefesh in the verse differently. It does not mean
“a person impure from a corpse” as we understood until now, rather “the impurity of a

corpse” itself.

Therefore the bread that touches the corpse (which is avi avot) becomes an av, the

porridge becomes 1% level, the wine 2*® and the oil 3",

And the Cohanim erred in the first question about sheretz, because they thought that there

is only 34 level impurity with kodoshim.

The Gemara contradicts Shmuel who says that the Cohanim answered both questions

correctly:

Come and hear a proof that the Cohanim erred in at least one of their answers : The
verse says afterwards: “And Chaggai announced and said: So is this nation and so is
this people before me, says Hashem, and so are all the work of their hands and that

which they sacrifice there. It is impure!”
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This is all right according to Rav who says that the Cohanim made a mistake

concerning sheretz. That is why it is written that the work of their hands is impure.

But according to Shmuel, who said that the Cohanim made no mistake, why was the

work of their hands impure?

The Gemara answers: He Chaggai said it rhetorically: Since they are expert, is it

possible that the work of their hands is impure? No, it is impossible.

The Gemara rejects this answer: But it is written: “And so is all the work of their

hands,” which is not a rhetorical phrase.

Therefore the Gemara gives another answer: Said M ar Zutra, and if you want to say, it

was Rav Ashi who said it:

Because they corrupted the work of their hands later during the time of the Second

Temple with other sins, the verse considers it as if they sacrificed in impurity as well.

The Gemara continues to discuss Chaggai’s test to the Cohanim.

Regarding the above-mentioned statement itself: Rav taught that Rabbi Y osi ben Y oezer
said that the liquids (water and blood) of the slaughtering area in the Temple courtyard

are pure.

And Levi taught that Yosi ben Yoezer said that liquids of the Altar area (this includes

water, blood, and also wine and oil) are pure.

According to Levi, it is all right if he holds like Shmuel, who said: “These liquids are
pure as regards making other things impure, but they have impurity of themselves.”

According to this, the Cohanim gave the correct answer to Chaggai’s first question when
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they said that the oil (last on the list) was pure, because the oil was touched by wine, and

wine cannot impart impurity in the Temple.

And when he asked them the second question about the corpse, a way can be found to
explain that they answered correctly. For unlike the first question where the foods
touched one another in successive order, in this second question they all (the bread,
porridge, wine and oil) touched the first thing on the list. They touched the person
impure from a corpse, and that is why they all became impure. (Note: This is different

than the way the Gemara explained this verse before).

But if he Levi holds like Rav who said that these liquids are “absolutely pure” and do
not receive impurity at all, how can a way be found to explain that the wine and oil in
the second question became impure? It would seem that the Cohanim made a mistake
there by declaring the liquids impure, yet we saw earlier that all views agree that the

Cohanim did not err in the second question!

The Gemara concludes: Indeed, you are forced to say that he Levi holds like Shmuel.

The Gemara now questions whether Shmuel can hold like Levi.

And according to Shmuel, who says that the Cohanim did not err when they answered

the first question—

It is all right if he holds like Rav in what he taught that the liquids of the slaughtering
area are pure, but liquids of the Altar area (including oil and wine) make even other
things impure. That is why the wine that was 4™ level could not make the oil into 5

level, because there is no such thing as 57 level impurity.
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But theoretically, 3" level wine would make the oil to be 4™ level, because liquids of

the Altar area can render other things impure.

But if he Shmuel holds like L evi, who taught that “liquids of the Altar area (including
wine and oil) are pure,” then a difficulty arises: Why did Chaggai deal with a case that
4™ level wine does not make oil into 5™ level? Even 2" level wine, too, cannot make

wine into 3" level?

The Gemara concludes: Indeed, you are forced to say that he Shmuel holds like Rav,

that only the liquids of the slaughtering area have no impurity.

The Gemara now brings support from Baraitot for both Rav (who says that only
slaughtering area liquids are pure) and for Levi (who says that even liquids of the Altar

area are pure):

It is taught in a Baraita in accordance with Rav. And it is taught in a Baraita in

accordance with L evi.

It is taught in a Baraita in accordance with Levi: Regarding blood and wine and oil
and water, which are liquids of the Altar®, that they came in contact with impurity

while inside the Temple Courtyard:

If one took them outside the area permitted to them, and they thereby became
invalidated as kodoshim, they remain pure. This is because at the time they came into
contact with impurity, they were inside the Temple Courtyard—where the Rabbinic

decree about liquid’s impurity does not apply.
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But if they were made impure outside the Courtyard, and one brought them inside,
they are impure, because once they become impure outside, the impurity does not leave

them.

The Gemara contradicts the law stated in the Baraita:

I's this so, that the liquids will be pure even after leaving the Courtyard? Rather the law
is to the contrary. For Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Regarding the liquids of the
Altar area, they the Sages only said that they are pure while still in their place in the
Courtyard.

I's this not to exclude liquids of the Altar that came into contact with impurity inside,

and one took them outside?

The Gemara answers: No, it comes to exclude liquids of the Altar area that became
impure outside, and one brought them inside. And the Baraita agrees that they are

impure.

The Gemara challenges this answer: But it the Baraita said: “They only said that liquids
are pure while still in their place”. This clearly implies that they become impure when

they are out of their place.

4 Blood is thrown on the Altar, wine and water come as libation offerings, and oil is burnt with the handful
(kometz) taken from the flour offerings.

Chavruta 8




Perekl1l —-17a

The Gemara responds: This is what it the Baraita is saying: They only said that the
liquids are pure if they contacted impurity in their place, and then they remain pure

even after going out the Courtyard.
In conclusion, we see that the Baraita states that the special exemption from impurity

applies to “liquids of the Altar area”, like Levi says. (Unlike Rav who says that this

exemption applies only to liquids of the slaughtering area).

Now the Gemara brings support for Rav’s view.

It is taught in a Baraita in accordance with Rav, who says the exemption applies to

“liquids of the slaughtering area:”

Regarding blood and water, which are liquids of the slaughtering area, that came into

contact with impurity:

Whether they were in utensils or whether they were in a depression in the ground,

they are pure.

Ammud Bet

Rabbi Shimon says: In utensils they are impure. Only in the ground are they pure.
This accords with his view earlier (16a) that liquids become impure according to Torah
law, and there is no room for leniency. (The reason why liquids in the ground are pure

will be explained later.)
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In conclusion, the Baraita states that the special exemption from impurity applies to
“liquids of the slaughtering area”, like Rav says. Whereas Levi says that this exemption

applies even to liquids of the Altar area.

The Gemara quotes an unusual view of Rav Papa concerning liquids, and then disproves

it

Said Rav Papa: Even the one who says that impurity of liquids is Torah mandated,
nevertheless, liquids of the slaughtering area are pure. This is because it is learnt as an
orally transmitted halachah from Sinai. This differs from what the Gemara until now,

that liquids in the Courtyard can only be pure if the impurity of liquids is Rabbinic.

Rav Huna the son Rav Natan said to Rav Papa: But according to you, how shall we
understand that statement which Rabbi Elazar said on daf 16a? For there he said:
Liquids have no impurity at all according to the Torah. And we may know that this is
so, because Yosi ben Yoezer of Tzereida testified concerning the liquids of the
slaughtering place that they are pure. This shows that the impurity of liquids is

Rabbinic, because otherwise the Sages could not waive Torah impurity.

And if it is as you say, that it (the purity of liquids in the Courtyard) is learnt as a
halachah from Sinai, how can we derive from it (Rabbi Yosi ben Yoezer’s rule) that
impurity of liquids is Rabbinic?

Said Ravina to Rav Ashi: One can raise yet another contradiction to Rav Papa.

For note that Rabbi Shimon is the one who says that impurity of liquids is Torah

mandated, as it was taught in a Baraita (16a): Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon say: If
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there is a doubt whether liquid imparted impurity to utensils, they the utensils are pure,

because liquids only make utensils impure Rabbinically.

But if the doubt is whether liquid imparted impurity to foods, they the foods are impure

because liquid makes food impure according to the Torah.

And here, Rabbi Shimon said that liquid in the Courtyard that is in utensils is impure,

and in the ground it is pure.

But if Rav Papa was right in saying that there is an orally transmitted halachah from
Sinai that liquids in the Courtyard are pure, what difference is it to me if the liquid is in

utensils, and what difference to me if it is in the ground? It should always be pure!

The Gemara concludes: This is indeed a difficulty to Rav Papa, and the Gemara provides

no ansSwer.

The Gemara now explains why Rabbi Shimon holds that liquid in the ground is pure in

the Temple Courtyard.

Said Rav Papa: That which you said, that Rabbi Shimon says that liquid in the ground
is pure, we only teach this concerning water. Because when it is connected to the

ground, it is considered like a mikveh, a purifying pool, which cannot contract impurity.
But Rabbi Shimon was net talking about blood, which will indeed contract impurity in

the Courtyard, even on the ground. This is because Rabbi Shimon holds that impurity of

liquids is Torah mandated.
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And even concerning water, too, we only say that water on the ground is pure when it is
a revi’it’ (volume of an egg and a half). For then it is fitting to immerse in it needles
and forks.® Such water becomes impure only Rabbinically, when it is outside the
Temple, because according to Torah law it constitutes a type of mikveh. And in the

Courtyard of the Temple, this Rabbinic impurity was waived.

But if it is not a revi ’it,7 even water is impure.

The Gemara continues discussing the views in the Baraita brought on daf 16a, whether

liquids have impurity or not.

One master said in that Baraita:

(Rabbi Meir holds the view: Doubtfully impure liquids in a private domain are considered
impure, because liquids become impure according to Torah law. But in a situation of
doubt, an impure liquid does not render other things impure, because liquids render other

things impure only Rabbinically, and Rabbinic law is lenient in doubtful cases.)

But Rabbi Yehudah says: It a liquid renders other things impure in every doubtful

case, even if the doubt concerns rendering food or utensils impure.

The Gemara objects: Does that mean to say that Rabbi Yehudah holds that the

impurity of liquids to make utensils impure is Torah mandated?

SA person needs 40 se ‘ah of water only because the Torah writes, “He shall wash his whole flesh,” and the
Sages learn from there that the water must be enough to contain one’s whole body. This does not apply to
utensils.

® Small forks used to spin gold.

" Rashi points out that even though a revi’it of liquid is required for the liquid to render something else
impure, to become impure itself is possible with the tiniest amount of liquid.
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But it was taught otherwise in a Mishnah: Regarding all utensils that have an inside
and an outside, both of which can be used, like pillows and covers and sacks and
leather sacks. |f the inside was made impure by touching something impure, the

outside also becomes impure.
But if the outside became impure, the inside does not become impure.

And said Rabbi Yehudah: When do we say this, that the inside does not become

impure?
When it the utensil in question became impure from liquids.

But if it became impure from a shererz, then if the inside became impure, the outside

is surely impure, and if the outside became impure, the inside also becomes impure.

The assumption behind Rav Yehudah’s ruling is that impurity imparted from liquid to
utensils is only Rabbinic®, whereas that imparted by a sheretz is by Torah law. The Sages
wanted to treat impurity imparted by liquid more leniently, to differentiate between the

two.9

But if you think that Rabbi Yehudah holds that “the impurity of liquids to make
utensils impure is Torah mandated,” what is the difference to me if these utensils
were made impure from liquids, what is the difference to me if they were made

impure from a sheretz?

8 The reason the Sages decreed impurity on liquids is because the discharge and urine (liquids) of a zav
impart impurity according to the Torah.

® This is so that people don’t burn terumah and kodoshim that came into contact with impure liquids. For
burning pure ferumah is a Torah prohibition, and if the impurity it contracted is only Rabbinic, burning the
terumah is forbidden.
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The Gemara answers: Said Rav Yehudah said Shmuel: Rabbi Yehudah retracted
from his view as cited in the Baraita of daf 16a. He no longer holds that impure liquids

render utensils impure in a doubtful situation.

Another answer:

Ravina said: In truth, he Rabbi Yehudah did not retract. That which he says in the
second Baraita is dealing with liquids whose impurity came from touching an ordinary
person’s hands. This is because regarding hands, the Sages made a special decree, over
and above the regular laws of impurity. They decreed that even a pure person’s hands are
considered impure, unless they were washed as prescribed by Halachah and subsequently

guarded.

Furthermore, if someone’s unwashed hands touch liquid, the Sages decreed that the hands
impart to the liquid 1% level impurity. Yet they differentiated between the 1% level
impurity coming from hands, and the 1% level impurity coming from a sheretz. The 1%
level impurity coming from hands is treated more leniently. As the second Baraita rules

regarding utensils: “if the outside became impure, the inside does not become impure”.

And that which Rabbi Yehudah rules stringently in the earlier Baraita is dealing with
liquids whose impurity came from a sheretz. This liquid renders utensils impure

according to Torah law.

The Gemara disproves Ravina’s answer:
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If so, a problem arises: when he Rabbi Yehudah teaches in the second Baraita: “When
do we say this, that the inside remains impure? When it the utensil in question became
impure from liquids. But if it became impure from a sheretz,” the utensil always

becomes completely impure.

Instead of contrasting impure liquids to sheretz, he Rabbi Y ehudah should rather make a
distinction between the two types of impure liquids. And he should teach a case that

shows the distinction in it liquid itself.

I.e. he should say as follows:

When do we say this, that the inside of the utensil remains pure? With liquid whose

impurity came from touching hands.

But if the utensil became impure from liquids whose impurity came from touching a
sheretz, then if the inside becomes impure, the outside also becomes impure. And if

the outside becomes impure, the inside also becomes impure.
The fact that Rabbi Yehudah does not make this distinction proves that he was not
speaking of liquid that touched ordinary hands. Rather, he holds that even liquid that is

impure from a sheretz cannot make something impure according to the Torah.

Therefore the Gemara concludes: Rather, it is correct as we answered in the

beginning—that Rabbi Yehudah retracted from his view in the first Baraita.

The Gemara now inquires whether Rabbi Y ehudah retracted completely, or only partially

(concernng the ability of liquid to make things impure).
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They the scholars of the study hall posed an inquiry:

Did he Rabbi Yehudah retract only from the ruling that liquids make utensils impure,
but concerning impurity of food he still holds like Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon
(16a), that liquid renders food impure by Torah law?

Or perhaps, he retracted completely and holds like Rabbi Meir that liquid does not

even render food impure.

Said Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak: Come and hear a proof that Rabbi Yehudah
retracted completely, from a Baraita: Regarding a cow that drank the purifying water
1.e. water into which was mixed the ashes of the Parah Adumah, the Red Heifer. This

water has the impurity of an av hatum 'ah (principle impurity).

A live cow cannot become impure. But after the cow is slaughtered...

Chavruta 16




Chavruta
Pesachim — Daf Yud Chet

Translated by: Chavruta staff of scholars
Edited by: R. Shmuel Globus

Rabbi Yehudah says: The water is nullified in its the cow’s innards® and no longer

renders anything impure.

And if you think that Rabbi Yehudah only retracted from his ruling that liquids render
utensils impure, but concerning liquids rendering food impure he did not retract, thus he
holds like Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon, that liquids render food impure according to

Torah law—

Why is it the water completely nullified in its the cow’s innards?

Even though it the water will not make things like people and utensils impure with
severe impurity (i.e. the water will not act as an av hatumah), nevertheless, it should
make things like food impure with light impurity (i.e. the water should act as 1* level

impurity).

This is because the water is viewed as “touching itself”. l.e. it has contact with its
previous status of primary impurity (av hatum’ah), and should receive 1% level impurity

due to its contact with its former status. Yet, we see that it fails to impart impurity to

food.

This proves that Rabbi Yehudah retracted completely, and now holds that liquids do not

even make food impure according to Torah law.?

! Since the water can no longer be used for sprinkling on people to purify them, it no longer renders
anything impure.
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The Gemara rejects the above proof that Rabbi Y ehudah retracted completely:

One can argue that what does Rabbi Yehudah indeed mean when he says the water is
“nullified in its innards?” That it is nullified from severe impurity and is no longer an
av hatum’ah. But it does make food impure with light impurity because it has 1% level

impurity.

The Gemara replies: According to that, the first Tanna who differs with Rabbi
Y ehudah must hold that it the water makes even people and utensils impure with severe

impurity.

But that is impossible, because he the first Tanna teaches merely that the water renders
“jts meat impure.” Thus, he holds that the water has only 1% level impurity. And it is not
plausible that Rabbi Yehudah, who differs with the first Tanna, is saying essentially the

same thing as the first Tanna did.

Therefore we have proved that Rabbi Y ehudah retracted completely.

The Gemara now rejects the above proof that Rabbi Y ehudah retracted completely, based

on a different approach:

We could say that the whole Mishnah is Rabbi Yehudah, and it is missing words, and

this is how it teaches:

A cow that drank the purifying water of the red heifer, its flesh is impure.

2 Even though everyone agrees that liquids do impart impurity Rabbinically, the case of a cow drinking the
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When do we say this? Concerning light impurity, that the water makes the flesh

impure.

But regarding severe impurity, to render people and utensils impure, the water does not

do this. Because Rabbi Yehudah says: |t the water is nullified in its innards.

Therefore, we have refuted the proof that Rabbi Y ehudah retracted completely.

The Gemara now suggests a totally different way to refute the proof that Rabbi Y ehudah

retracted completely:

Rav Ashi said: In truth, Rabbi Yehudah means that it the water is completely nullified

in the cow’s innards, and does not even render food impure.

And why does it not render food impure, if Rabbi Yehudah did not completely retract and

he still holds that liquids can render food impure according to Torah?

Because it is spoiled liquid and therefore is not regarded as impure at all. But ordinary

impure liquids indeed render other things impure (see footnote).

The Gemara now discusses which verse in the Torah teaches that impure liquids render

food impure.

water of the red heifer is unusual, and the Rabbis did not decree in such a rare case.
% Because it says in Torat Cohanim concerning impure liquids: “And every liquid that is drunk in every
utensil,” this excludes spoiled liquid.
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We learnt earlier (Baraita on daf 16a): Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon say: When there
is a doubt if impure liquids touched something, concerning rendering food impure, we
say that the foods are impure. But concerning rendering utensils impure, we say that

the utensils are pure.

Said Rabbah bar bar Channah said Reish L akish: Rabbi Yosi said this according to
the view of Rabbi Akiva his master, because he Rabbi Akiva expounded a verse that
says “will be impure” (tamei) as meaning “will make something else impure”

(vetamei).

For it was taught in a Mishnah: On that day that they appointed Rabbi Elazar ben
Azaria as head of the Sanhedrin, Rabbi Akiva expounded: It is written concerning
sheratzim,® “And every earthenware utensil that one of them [sheratzim] falls into it,
whatever is in it will be impure, and you shall break it, including all food that water came

on it will be impure (yitma), and all liquid that is drunk in any utensil will be impure.”

The verse does not say tamei (is impure) but yitma (will be impure). Because of the
added letter yud we read it as if says yetamei, that the food in the pot will render other

things impure.

This teaches concerning a loaf in the utensil that is 2" level impurity (because the
utensil itself became 1% level from the sheretz), that it makes something else 3" Jevel

impurity regarding chulin (regular, unconsecrated food).

And Rabbi Yosi, how does he expound, i.e. in what way does he say the same as Rabbi

Akiva concerning liquids?

“ One of the six types of crawling creatures mentioned by the Torah as having impurity.
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Because the verse continues: “And all liquid that is drunk in any utensil will be

impure (yitma).”

And Rabbi Yosi understands that here too, yitma is read as yetamei — to make food that

was touched by impure liquid impure with the impurity of food.

And, continues Rabbi Yosi in his explication of the verse, if you would object to me,

saying as follows:

You Rabbi Yosi say that it (yitma) means for liquid to make food impure with the

impurity of food—

Or maybe it does not mean that, rather the verse comes to make other /iquids (and not

food) touched by impure liquid to be impure with the impurity of liquid!

To answer that objection, you should say as follows: |t was not like this elsewhere (this
phrase will be explained in next section). Therefore we must understand the verse as

saying that liquids render food impure— not that liquids render other liquids impure.

The Gemara inquires: What does Rabbi Yosi mean when he answers: |t was not like

this elsewhere?
Said Rav Papa: It means that elsewhere (later on ammud bet) too, we do not find that

an impure thing makes something that is the same as it to be impure. Thus the liquid

must be imparting impurity to something different, i.e. food.
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Ravina said: From the text of the verse, too, we see that you cannot say that yitma

means for a liquid to make other liquid impure with the impurity of liquids.

Because if you think that yitma of the end of the verse means for a liquid to make other

liquid impure with the impurity of liquids—

That would not make sense, because yitma of the beginning of the verse (concerning
impure food) is also saying the same. It is teaching that impure food makes liquid
impure with impurity of liquids.” So it would emerge that the whole verse is speaking

about making liquids impure.

If so, why does the verse split in two, and first speak about impure food and then about

impure liquids?

It should rather combine them and write them together as follows: “Any food that is
eaten, that water came on, and every drink that is drunk in every utensil, will be
impure (yitma).”

Why do | need to write the word “yitma” twice?

Rather, we are forced to say that the yitma of the beginning, regarding impure foods, is

for food to make liquid impure with the impurity of liquids.

And the yitma of the end is for liquid to make food impure with the impurity of foods.

After explaining that Rabbi Y osi derives that liquids make food impure because the verse

writes “yitma,” the Gemara raises a difficulty:

® Tosafot objects that the reason Rashi gives to explain this point here is inadequate.
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And why not say that yitma comes to say that liquids have the ability to impart
impurity even to utensils? Yet, Rabbi Yosi says that a doubtfully impure liquid does not

render utensils impure, implying that liquid renders utensils impure only Rabbinically.

The Gemara answers: |s it not learned from a kal vachomere, that liquids do not render

utensils impure according to Torah law?

The reasoning is as follows: |f an utensil, which makes liquid impure, cannot make

another utensil impure, as we will learn later—

Liquids, whose impurity comes from a utensil (this is the case in the verse under

discussion), is it not logical that they will not make utensils impure?

This is because liquid cannot be more severe than the utensil that made it impure.

The Gemara tries to refute this kal vachomer: And say that when they liquids do not
make utensils impure, that is if they are liquids that came to their impurity because of

touching a utensil.

But liquids that come to impurity because of directly touching a sheretz, here too, they
should make utensils impure. This is because there is no longer a kal vachomer to say
otherwise. So why is Rabbi Yosi lenient in the case of every impure liquid touching

utensils?

The Gemara answers: Are liquids that come to impurity because of touching a sheretz

written in any verse?

® A fortiori reasoning.
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Ammud Bet

Do they not themselves come from a kal vachomer? |.e. the source that such liquids
become impure is the following kal vachomer:. If liquids, which come to impurity
because of touching a utensil, make other items impure, liquids that come to impurity
because of contact with a shererz, how much more so. The kal vachomer is that a
sheretz is principle impurity, whereas the utensil spoken of in the verse in merely 1% level

impurity.

And therefore we apply the principle of dayo’, “it is sufficient to say™ It is sufficient to
say that the matter that was derived from the kal vachomer should be like and no

stronger than the subject from which it was derived.

In this case, the matter of “liquid that became impure from a sheretz” was derived from
the subject of “liquid that became impure from a utensil”. Just as the latter cannot render

utensils impure, so the former cannot render utensils impure.

The Gemara returns to examining the statement of Rabbi Akiva: that impure food renders

other things impure, as derived from the word yitma:

How does he Rabbi Akiva expound the word yitma at the beginning of the verse? It
says: “And every earthenware utensil that one of them [sheratzim] falls into it, whatever
is in it will be impure, and you shall break it, including all food that water came on it

will be impure (yitma), and all liquid that is drunk in any utensil will be impure.”
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And Rabbi Akiva understands that yitma is read yetamei, to teach that it food makes

liquids impure.

The reasoning is as follows: You say that it means to make liquids impure—or perhaps

you will argue that it means otherwise: it only imparts impurity to a utensil.

To refute such an argument, you can say a kal vachomer. |f liquid, which makes food
impure, but cannot make an utensil impure8, then it follows that food, which cannot
even make food impureg, is it not logical to say that it will not make an utensil

impure?

Therefore, what do | do with the word yitma written about food? | use it to make
liquids impure from contacting food. Because they liquids are always susceptible to

accepting impurity, unlike food that can only become impure after it becomes wet.

The Gemara questions the last sentence of the above discussion:

Why say to explain why liquid receives impurity from food: “because they liquids are

always susceptible to accepting impurity”?

Even without saying that, we may infer it—the law that food renders liquids impure—
simply because there is nothing else that we can say is rendered impure by food, other
than liquid. This is because we have already said that food and utensils do not contract

impurity from food.

” Similar to the philosophical rule called “Occam’s razor”, this Talmudic principle requires that a
conclusion from a kal vachomer not be applied in an unnecessarily broad way.
8 As said on ammud alef
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The Gemara answers: This is what he (Rabbi Akiva) was saying: We said earlier that
food cannot render an utensil impure, because of the kal vachomer that liquids cannot

make utensils impure.

And if you say that the ka/ vachomer is mistaken, because food is more severe than
liquids since it makes liquids impure, whereas liquids cannot make liquids impure, and

therefore it food should indeed make a utensil impure—

That argument is incorrect. Because that law that food renders liquids impure is not
because food is more severe. Rather, it is actually a severity of liquids. It is because they

liquids are susceptible to accepting impurity, more than food is.

And what is their susceptibility? That they accept impurity without being rendered
susceptible by anything else. Whereas food first has to be rendered susceptible to

impurity by becoming wet from a liquid.

Ravina said earlier that we know that liquid does not make liquid impure, because the
word yitma is written twice, to teach that it (impure food or liquid) does not make its

like (other food or liquid) impure.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Do we learn that from here? We learn it from there,
from somewhere else. Because it is written a few verses later, “And if water is put on

seed [i.e. food], and their carcasses [of sheratzim] fall on it, it is impure.”

And we learn from there: 17 (the food) is impure. But it does not make something like

itself (other food) impure; it only makes liquid impure.

® Because something cannot impart impurity to a like thing
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The Gemara answers: One verse (the one just quoted) is to teach about liquids10 that
come to their state of impurity from contact with a sheretz, that they do not make other
liquid impure. And one verse (the earlier one) teaches about liquids that came to their

state of impurity from contact with a utensil, that they do not make other liquid impure.

And one needs both verses. Because if we were only told about liquids that come to
impurity from contact with a utensil, we may have thought that they do not make other

utensils impure because they are not severe. Such liquids only have 2" level impurity.

But liquids that come to impurity from contact with a sheretz that their impurity is
severe because they have 1% level impurity, | would say that they make something like

themselves (other liquids) impure.

The Gemara raises a difficulty with this answer:

And let the verse tell us concerning liquids that come to impurity from contact with a
sheretz, that they do not make other liquids impure—and how much more so would we
know that liquids that come to impurity from contact with a mere utensil do not make

other liquids impure!

The Gemara answers: There are cases where something that could be derived through
a kal vachomer, the verse takes the trouble to write it nevertheless, even though it is

technically unnecessary to do so.

19 Rashi points out that even though the verse is talking about food, the same law is inferred for liquids.
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The Gemara now returns to the very beginning of the discussion where the Gemara said
that Rabbi Yosi derives the law that liquids make food impure from the verse’s mention
of the word yitma concerning liquids, just as Rabbi Akiva learns that food makes liquids
impure from the verse’s mention of the word yifma concerning foods. The Gemara

objects that this is impossible.

Said Ravina to Rav Ashi: How could you say that Rabbi Y osi derives his law similarly
to Rabbi Akiva’s?

But Rava said: Rabbi Yosi does not hold like Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Akiva does
not hold like Rabbi Yosi! (Proof of this will be brought later).

Rav Ashi said to him Ravina: He Rabbi Y osi said it this law according to the view of

Rabbi Akiva his master, but he himself, i.e. Rabbi Y osi, does not hold of it this law.

The Gemara now explains from where we know that Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Akiva

disagree.
Said Rav Ashi to Rav Kahana: It is all right, i.e. it is true, what Rava said—that Rabbi
Yosi does not hold like Rabbi Akiva. For it is taught in a Baraita: Said Rabbi Yosi:

From where do we know that 4™ level by kodoshim (consecrated items) is invalid?

Itis a kal vachomer.
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Introduction:

The rule is that after someone becomes impure and 1) goes to mikveh, he is considered
pure regarding chulin (regular food) but still invalidates terumah™ by touching it. (During
this time he is called a fevul yom — a person who immersed today). 2) At night he is
considered pure enough to eat ferumah but still invalidates kodoshim (consecrated
things), until he brings a sacrifice the next day. This is assuming he had a type of severe
impurity that requires a sacrifice. (During this time before he brings the sacrifice he is
called a mechusar kippurim - a person who still lacks atonement). 3) After bringing a

sacrifice the next day he is pure for kodoshim as well.

From this we make a kal vachomer. If a tevul yom, who is pure regarding chulin, still
invalidates ferumah—how much more so will 2™ level impurity, which is relevant even
to chulin, make terumah invalid (by giving it 34 level impurity). From here we learn that

3 level exists in terumah.

And from where do we know that there is 4™ level impurity in kodoshim?

Because if a mechusar kippurim, who is permitted regarding eating terumah, is still
invalid regarding kodoshim (and invalidates it), we will say that 3" level impurity,
which is invalid even regarding terumah, is it not logical that it should invalidate

kodoshim and make it 4™ level?

And if you argue that we should apply here the principle of dayo (“it is sufficient to
say”), thus we cannot learn 4™ level impurity in kodoshim from terumah that only has 3

level impurity—

" This is learnt from a woman who gives birth. After going to mikveh, until her days of purity end (which is
regarded as one long day before sunset) she invalidates terumah, as it says, “Every holy thing she shall not
touch.
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The answer is that we already learnt 3™ level impurity regarding kodoshim explicitly
from the Torah. And there is a principle that if a kal vachomer will end up teaching us

nothing that we did not know already, we do not apply the rule of dayo.

Therefore, we learn 4th level in kodoshim, from the kal vachomer from terumah.

Chavruta 14




Chavruta
Pesachim — Daf Yud Tet

Translated by: Chavruta staff of scholars
Edited by: R. Shmuel Globus

And where do we find a Torah verse expressly stating that kodoshim (consecrated items,

such as sacrifices) reach at least 3" level impurity?
Because it is written: “The flesh that touches any impure [thing] shall not be eaten.”

The verse states “any impure thing”. Thus the Gemara asks rhetorically: Are we not
dealing also with a case that it the meat touched 2" level impurity, and thereby became

34 Jevel?

It has already been established that 2" level is called impure, because the verse says: “All
that is in it [a utensil that received 1% level impurity from a sheretz'] will be impure”

Thus, whatever food is in the utensil becomes 2" Jevel.

In conclusion, we have verses teaching us about 2 and 3" level impurity, and we learn

4™ level in kodoshim from a kal vachomerz, as we said on daf 18b.

The Gemara now brings out the point of the present discussion: a proof that Rabbi Y osi

disagrees with Rabbi Akiva.

And if you think that he Rabbi Yosi holds like Rabbi Akiva who said “2' Jevel

impurity makes 3" level in chulin®” * he Rabbi Yosi should teach also 4™ level

! One of the six types of crawling creatures mentioned by the Torah as having impurity.

2 A fortiori reasoning

3 Regular, non-consecrated food

“ Because Rabbi Akiva learns from yitma that 2™ level regular food gives 3 level impurity to liquids.
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regarding ferumah. |.¢. he should teach that ferumah reaches 4™ level, and becomes

invalidated. Rabbi Y osi should derive this through a kal vachomer from tevul yom®:

The reasoning is as follows: If a fevul yom who is pure regarding chulin invalidates
terumah, how much more will 39 level impurity that is impure regarding chulin

invalidate terumah and make it 4™ level.

And then we could derive that there is even 5™ level regarding kodoshim.

Because if a mechusar kippurim® who is permitted to eat terumah invalidates kodoshim,
how much more will 4" level which is invalid regarding terumah invalidate kodoshim

and make it 5" level.

Yet, Rabbi Yosi does not say that there is 4™ level in terumah or 5" level in kodoshim.
This proves that he disagrees with Rabbi Akiva over the interpretation of the verse about
a utensil rendered impure by a sheretz. More specifically, Rabbi Y osi does not agree that

yitma means that the 2" level food and liquid can render another item impure.”

Having proved this key point, the Gemara now picks up the discussion on the end of the
previous daf: “Said Ravina to Rav Ashi: How could you say that Rabbi Yosi derives his

law similarly to Rabbi Akiva’s?

“But Rava said: Rabbi Yosi does not hold like Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Akiva does not
hold like Rabbi Y osi!

® An impure person who immersed himself in a mikveh and is not allowed to eat ferumah until night.

® An impure person who immersed himself in a mikveh and waited until night, but has not yet brought an
atoning sacrifice (this applies in those cases of severe impurity that require a sacrifice).

” According to this, it is unknown to us from where Rabbi Y osi will know that food can make anything
impure. Also, according to Rabbi Y osi, there is no known Torah source for 4™ level impurity of kodoshim.
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“Rav Ashi said to Ravina: Rabbi Yosi said it this law according to the view of Rabbi

Akiva his master, but he himself, i.e. Rabbi Y osi, does not hold of this law.”

Rav Ashi now continues by saying: We have just seen that Rabbi Yosi indeed disagrees
with Rabbi Akiva. But the fact that Rabbi Akiva does not hold of this kal vachomer of
Rabbi Yosi that we just mentioned, from where do we know it? Perhaps Rabbi Akiva
agrees with it, and indeed holds that there is 4™ level impurity in ferumah and 5™ level

impurity in kodoshim?

He Rav Cahana said to him Rav Ashi: This is implausible, because no Tanna mentions
and teaches such a thing as 4™ level in terumah and 5™ level in kodoshim ® And if they

did, we would say: This is the view of Rabbi Akiva.’

The Gemara is puzzled: And should we go and rely on this weak proof (that the law

was not expressly mentioned until now) as if it were an established fact?

Because of this objection, Rav Ashi, and if you want to say, it was Rav Cahana, went
and examined and found this following proof. For was taught expressly in the
following Mishnah that Rabbi Akiva does not hold of the kal vachomer of Rabbi Y osi,

and does not rule that there is 4™ level terumah and 5% level kodoshim:

The Mishnah says: A utensil combines all that is in it, concerning kodoshim.

8 In fact, Rabbi Akiva’s view is that not only terumah but also chulin has 3 level impurity, contrary to the
more prevalent view expressed in the Gemara . See Rashi.

° Rabbi Akiva disagrees with Rabbi Yosi’s kal vachomers because they have a disproof: A tevul yom is
essentially an av hatuma (primary impurity) whose original level of impurity has been somewhat alleviated.
Therefore it cannot be compared to true 2 level impurity which is only subsidiary.
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If an impure person touches kodoshim at one side of a utensil, we consider it as if he also
touched the kodoshim on the other side of the utensil, even if the two kodoshim are not

touching each other.

But a utensil does not combine all that is in it, concerning terumah.

And another severity of kodoshim over terumah is that the 4™ level in kodoshim is

invalid, and only the 3" Jevel for terumah is invalid.

And said Rabbi Chiya bar Abba said Rabbi Yochanan: This Mishnah was taught
from the testimony of Rabbi Akiva, because we see (from the following source) that it

was he who taught the first law, of a utensil combining the kodoshim inside it.

As it was taught in a Mishnah: Rabbi Akiva added a further testimony, about the fine
flour of flour offerings, and the incense, and the frankincense (levonah) of flour
offerings and the golden Table, and the Altar coals, that if they are in one utensil—not
even touching each other—and a tevul yom (who invalidates kodoshim) touched part of

them, he invalidated them all.

Therefore we say that Rabbi Akiva’s view was also expressed in the second part of the
previous Mishnah. Thus we see that he holds that 4™ level in kodoshim, yes, there is such
a level. But 5™ level, no, there is not. And 3 level in terumah, yes, there is such a level.

But 4™ level, no, there is not.

The Gemara now discusses the last Mishnah quoted above, where Rabbi Akiva said that a

utensil combines coals, frankincense and suchlike.
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We see from that Mishnah that he Rabbi Akiva holds that a utensil combining its
contents is only a Rabbinical law. For included in that list are frankincense and coals,

which are not food items, and whose impurity could only be only Rabbinical 1 1

And he Rabbi Akiva thus disagrees with Rabbi Chanina who said: Combining of a
utensil is Torah mandated. For it says, “One spoon, ten [measures of] gold [in weight],
full of incense.” In this verse, Scripture makes everything that is in the spoon

considered as one!

Because the Gemara just quoted a Mishnah from Tractate Eiduyot, it now discusses

another Mishnah from there, connected with the impurity of foods and liquids.

It was taught in a Mishnah there: Rabbi Chanina the sgan Cohen Gadol™ testified
concerning a needle that is suspected to be impure, that was found in meat of kodoshim.
The Halachah in such case is that the knife and hands that touched the needle are pure,

and the meat is impure.

And if it the needle was found in dung inside the animal, it is all pure because the

needle did not touch the meat.

The Gemara raises a difficulty. The above Mishnah contradicts the following statement of

Rabbi Akiva:

9 Dye to fondness for kodoshim, these items are given extra significance as if they were food. But this is a
Rabbinical law.

™ This explanation, from Rashi, raises difficulties. See Tosafot for an alternative explanation.

2 Deputy High Priest
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Said Rabbi Akiva: We merited to establish the Halachah that there is no Rabbinical

impurity of hands in the Temple.

Even though the Sages decreed that ordinary hands, even of a pure person, are regarded
as having 2" level impurity, and they invalidate kodoshim™ and terumah™ upon touch,

this decree was not instituted in the Temple.

Ammud Bet

Y et according to the above Mishnah which states that the knife that touched the needle is
pure, Rabbi Akiva should have said: “We merited that there is no impurity of hands
or of utensils in the Temple”! For the liquids on the meat should have become impure

from the needle, and imparted impurity to the knife.

Thus we see that according to this Mishnah, the Rabbinical decree that utensils become

impure if they touch impure liquids™ does not apply in the Temple.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Yehudah said Rav, and if you wish, say that it was said
by Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina: The teaching of Rabbi Akiva, about hands, was taught
before the decree was enacted by the Sages regarding utensils, that utensils become
impure from liquids. That is why Rabbi Akiva didn’t mention anything about the decree

of utensils.

Said Rava: This is impossible, because they decreed both decrees on the same day.'®

3 Unless they were washed according to the requirements of Halachah, and were subsequently guarded.
¥ Unless they were immersed in a mikveh or the equivalent, and were subsequently guarded.

> They made this decree because the liquids of a zav (his saliva and urine, for example) have principle
impurity and make utensils impure by Torah law.

18 When the 18 decrees were made in the upper story room of Chananyah ben Chizkiyah ben Garon.
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For it was taught in a Mishnah: On that day they decreed on all scrolls of the Tanach

that they have 2" level impurity, and invalidate terumah*—

And they decreed that unwashed hands invalidate terumah—

And that a tevul yom invalidates terumah™—

And on foods and utensils that they become impure from impure liquids.

So we see that the decrees concerning hands and liquids were made on the same day. This
disproves the above solution to the difficulty of why Rabbi Akiva did not mention the

impurity of utensils that comes from impure liquids.

The Gemara offers another answer: Rather, said Rava: Leave impurity of a Kknife
alone, for even regarding chulin®® outside the Temple it would not become impure.
Thus Rabbi Akiva couldn’t prove from the Mishnah that utensils do not become impure

from liquid in the Temple.

Because this knife that touched, what did it touch to make it impure?

If you say it touched the impure meat, this is not plausible, for food cannot make a
utensil impure. Rather, you must say that it touched the impure needle. But a utensil
cannot make another utensil impure.20 And we are now assuming that the meat was

dry, thus the knife could not become impure from liquids.

7 Because Cohanim used to keep their ferumah next to their holy books (both being holy), and mice came
and damaged the books.

18 The Gemara there removes this from the list, because fevul yom invalidates terumah according to Torah
law.

. Ordinary, unconsecrated items.

% Because the Rabbis only decreed that liquids make utensils impure because of liquids of a zav (which
have primary impurity, by Torah law) make utensils impure.
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Therefore the difficulty to Rabbi Akiva is answered.

The Gemara now discusses why the needle found in the meat is suspected of being

impure in the first place:

The Gemara inquires: This needle, what happened to it to give rise to its uncertain

status?

I f we say that it is a needle of doubtful ownership and thus we do not know if it is pure
or impure, and it is included in the Rabbinical decree of “the uncertainty of found

utensils”, which are Rabbinically impure because of their doubtful status—

This cannot be the case here. Because it was said in an Amoraic statement: Rabbi

Eliezer and Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina:

One of them said: They the Sages did not decree on doubtful saliva that was found on

the ground in a public place in Jerusalem.

Even though the Rabbis decreed that saliva of unknown source, when found on the
ground, is considered impure since it might have come from a zav or nidah (whose saliva

has principle impurity), they did not make this decree in Jerusalem.
And the other one of them said: They did not decree impurity on utensils of doubtful

ownership that are found in Jerusalem, even though they did decree impurity on such

utensils elsewhere.
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Therefore we cannot say that this needle in the sacrificial meat, which is in the Temple in

Jerusalem, is impure because it is of doubtful ownership.

The Gemara offers another reason why the needle is impure:

Said Rav Yehudah said Rav: Here we are dealing with a case that he lost a needle that
had become impure from a corpse, and he recognized it in the meat. And it is a case
of certain impurity.

Another answer:

Rabbi Yosi bar Avin said: We are talking about a needle of doubtful ownership, and
even though no impurity was decreed on such utensils in Jerusalem, the case here is that

the cow was muzzled for all the while since it came from outside Jerusalem, and

therefore the decree applies, since the needle was not from Jerusalem.

Regarding the above-mentioned statement itself:

Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina:

One of them said: They the Sages did not decree on doubtful saliva that was found on

the ground in a public place in Jerusalem.
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And the other one of them said: They did not decree impurity on utensils of doubtful

ownership that are found in Jerusalem.

The Gemara objects that this was already taught elsewhere in a Mishnah:

The halachah regarding saliva has already been taught in a Mishnah. And the halachah

regarding utensils has already been taught in a Mishnah.

The Gemara first discusses the halachah regarding saliva:

The halachah regarding saliva has already been taught, for it was taught in a Mishnah:
All the salivas that are found in Jerusalem are pure, except of the upper market,

because that is where impure people gather so as not to make other people impure.

The Gemara answers: We only need to repeat it here, in order to teach that even when a
zav was known to have been in a certain place in Jerusalem, since he walked through

that place, we still consider the saliva found there as pure.

Now the Gemara addresses the halachah of utensils, which was already taught elsewhere:

The halachah of utensils is already taught, for it is taught in a Mishnah: All the utensils
that are found in Jerusalem, on the path leading down to the immersing place, are

impure.

There was a special path leading down to the mikveh, and a special path leading up.
Things found on the former are presumed to be impure, since their owners must have
been on their way to immerse them in the mikveh, and the utensils fell before they were

purified.
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From this we can infer: but in general, utensils found in Jerusalem are pure.

The Gemara answers: And according to your rationale, look at the end of the

Mishnah, which says: In the path going up, they the utensils found there are pure.

Y ou can infer from there: but utensils in general in the rest of Jerusalem will be impure.

Rather, there is no proof from that Mishnah, due to the contradictory inferences that may
be drawn from it. Therefore Rabbi Eliezer or Rabbi Chanina had to teach us that the first
inference is correct, because the first clause of the Mishnah is stated in an exact way.

Thus we may correctly infer that the utensils in the whole of Jerusalem are pure.

And the latter clause of the Mishnah is not stated in an exact way. Thus one may not

draw an inference from it.

And why does the Mishnah have to state the latter clause at all? Its purpose is to exclude,
by inference, the small alleys near the mikveh, which were sometimes used to go down to
the mikveh and sometimes to return from the mikveh. Utensils found there are impure,

because they might have fallen from people going to the mikveh.

Earlier, when the Gemara discussed how the needle under suspicion might have become
impure, Rav said that it became impure from a corpse. The Gemara finds this

problematic.

And according to Rav who said, “That he lost a needle impure from a corpse and

recognized it in the meat” —
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This is problematic, because the master said: Regarding the verse that speaks of
someone touching “a corpse of the sword”. This juxtaposition “corpse” and “sword”
teaches that a metal sword is like a corpse, i.e. when it touches the corpse it acquires the
same level of impurity that the corpse itself possesses. It acquires avi avot impurity,

prime principal impurity.

Thus, regarding the metal needle that is impure from a corpse, we should say that a
person and utensils, too, should become impure from it. Yet the Mishnah states that

only the meat is impure, not the knife and hands.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Ashi: The case is that we are unsure whether the needle
actually touched hands or a knife, although it certainly touched the meat. And this ruling
tells us that the Temple Courtyard is regarded as a public domain, and it—the case of
the impure needle that might have touched hands or a knife—is judged as a doubt of
impurity that took place in the public domain. And every doubt of impurity in the

public domain, its doubt is ruled as being pure.”>

This is a general rule, independent of Rabbi Akiva’s teaching. Whereas Rabbi Akiva’s
specific teaching, “there is no Rabbinical impurity of hands in the Temple”, tells us that
the meat, although it surely became impure from the needle, does not impart impurity to

hands that touched the meat. (Rabbeinu Peretz)

2L This rule is learnt from the Sotah, who is called “impure” by the Torah, after her seclusion with a
suspected adulterer. The place that gave rise to this doubt is perforce a private domain, since she was in
seclusion with him. From there we deduce that a doubtful case of impurity that took place in a private
domain is judged as certainly impure, whereas in a public domain it is regarded as certainly pure.

%2 The Temple Courtyard is regarded public because in this matter of doubtful impurity, any place with
more than two people is regarded as public.

Chavruta 12




Perek1 —-—19B

The Gemara raises a difficulty with Rav Ashi’s inference that this proves that the Temple

Courtyard is a public domain:

But according to Rav Ashi, if it was in a private domain, then its doubt (i.e. the knife

that might have touched the impure needle) would be regarded as impure?

But indeed, this knife which might have touched the needle is something that has no
intelligence to be asked what happened to it. And everything that has no intelligence
to be asked, whether in the public domain and whether in the private domain, its

doubt is pure!23

The Gemara answers that the case of the knife is in fact a situation where someone has

intelligence to be asked.

Because it is a case of doubtful impurity that came through a person, since a person

was holding the knife when it might have touched the needle.

And Rabbi Yochanan said: Doubtful impurity that comes about through a person is

considered as a case where there is intelligence to be asked about it.**

% Because it cannot be compared to the Sotak, who has intelligence to be asked what her status is.
# Rashi offers a second explanation, which he prefers: “Doubtful impurity that comes about through a

person,” “we,” the beis din “are asked about it” because the involvement of the person makes the situation
one where there is an intelligent person who can be asked.
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[And Rabbi Yochanan said: Doubtful impurity that comes about through a person

is considered as a case where there is intelligence to be asked about it.’]

And this applies not just when the utensil that might have contracted impurity is held in a
person’s hands. Rather, even concerning an utensil now lying on the ground, and we
have a doubt whether a person had touched it to a source of impurity, this too is
considered as an item that has intelligence to be asked, because a person was originally

involved.

The previous daf quoted the Mishnah that says: Rabbi Chanina the sgan Cohen Gadol?
testified concerning a needle that is suspected to be impure, that was found in meat of
kodoshim (sacrifices). The Halachah in such case is that the knife and hands that touched

the needle are pure, and the meat is impure.

Y et there is a rule that food is not susceptible to impurity unless it became wet. Therefore

the Gemara asks:
And this meat, what made it susceptible to impurity?

Answer #1) |f you say that it was made susceptible with blood—

! Rashi offers a second explanation, which he prefers: “Doubtful impurity that comes about through a
person,” “we,” the beis din “are asked about it” because the involvement of the person makes the situation
one where there is an intelligent person who can be asked.

% Deputy High Priest
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That is implausible. For note that Rav Chiya bar Abba said in the name of Rabbi
Yochanan: From where do we know concerning the blood of sacrifices that it does

not make food susceptible to impurity?

Because it says regarding blood: “Do not eat it; spill it on the ground, like water.”
This teaches that blood which is spilt like water makes food susceptible, and that
which is not spilt like water is not counted as a liquid and does not make food
susceptible. This excludes the blood of sacrifices, which is caught in a vessel to be

thrown on the Altar.

Answer #2) Rather, we could say that it the meat became susceptible from the water

of the slaughtering area.
That too is implausible.

For said Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina: The liquids of the slaughtering area, not only are

they pure, but they also do not make food susceptible to impurity.’

Answer #3) Rather, we could say that it became susceptible through the fondness of
consecrated items. Consecrated items possess a special significance, and they are treated
as no less than proper food. Thus they are automatically susceptible to impurity, as food

normally is after its preparation. For this reason, consecrated items need not become wet.

% Because he holds that only water that is connected to the ground makes food susceptible to impurity, and
detached water makes it susceptible only Rabbinically. And in the Temple slaughtering area they waived
this Rabbinic law.
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(The Commentators discuss whether the principle of “the fondness of consecrated items”

is Torah mandated or Rabbinical).

The Gemara rejects this anwer because if it was correct, it would resolve a question that

we find earlier Sages could not resolve:

That too cannot be the reason why the meat is susceptible to impurity. For | will say to
you that the fondness of consecrated items is effective to make it (the sacrifice) itself

invalid.

But to impart impurity to other items, i.c. to count because of it 1% level and 2" level
impurity, who says that “the fondness of consecrated items” is effective also regarding
this? (The Mishnah under discussion states that the meat that touched the needle is
“impure”, not merely that it is “invalid”. This implies that the meat is indeed capable of

imparting impurity to other items.)

If “the fondness of consecrated items” is effective also in this regard, a difficulty arises.
For there is an unresolved issue regarding this point. And if the suggested answer is true,
then you should have resolved the issue from it. |.e. based on this Mishnah which says
the meat is “impure”, you should have resolved that inquiry which Reish L akish

posed:
Dry flour of flour offerings that became susceptible to impurity only because of the
fondness of consecrated items, and the flour touched a source of impurity. Do we count

1% level and 2" level concerning it, if the flour touches something else?

Or maybe not, and only the flour itself is invalid.
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Since Reish Lakish did not use this Mishnah to resolve his inquiry, we see that he did not
interpret the Mishnah as suggested, that the meat is able to impart impurity to other items

merely because of the fondness of consecrated items.

Answer #4) Said Rav Yehudah said Shmuel: The meat mentioned in the Mishnah got
wet from ordinary water, and for this reason is susceptible to impurity. For the cow was
a peace offering” (shelamim) sacrifice, and he the owner passed it through a river and

then slaughtered it, and the water was still dripping on it and this wet the meat.

The same Mishnah discussed above says further: If it the needle was found in the dung

inside the animal, instead of in its flesh, then everything is pure, including the meat.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Since people commonly give an animal to drink before
slaughtering, to facilitate skinning, the dung in the animal’s innards should become
impure, because it is soft and considered a liquid. And then the dung should go and

make the meat impure.

The Gemara answers: Said Rav Adda bar Ahava: The Mishnah is speaking about thick
dung that is not liquid.

Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that the Mishnah is talking about soft, liquid dung, it

still will not become impure, because it is spoiled liquid which is not considered a liquid

* With the peace offering, the skin of the animal as well as much of its meat belongs to the one who brought
it. Thus it is reasonable to assume that he went to efforts to prepare the animal before its slaughter, so that
the meat and skin will be in good shape. This fulfills the requirement that for the item to become
susceptible to impurity, the liquid must come on it for its owner’s benefit. (Rashi, Ketzot HaChoshen)

Chavruta 4




Perek 1 —20a

as regards the laws of impurity. For the verse writes: “And all liquid that is drunk [will be

impure].”

The following section of Gemara initially contradicts many conclusions held by the
Gemara until now. Afterwards the Gemara retracts from its initial contradicting

statements.

A “tanna” i.e. a reciter of Tannaic sources taught in front of Rav Sheshet: A sheret?”
makes liquids impure, based on the following kal vachomer. If an utensil made impure
from a sheretz makes liquid impure, how much more so will the sheretz make the liquid

impure directly!

And those liquids that became impure from a sheretz, and are 1% level, make a utensil

impure.

At present, the Gemara assumes that this is like the view of Rabbi Yehudah as stated in
the Baraita at the top of daf 16a, that liquids make utensils impure. (Rabbi Y ehudah later

retracted from that view, as mentioned on daf'17.)

And that utensil (which is 2 level) makes food impure. For the verse writes,
“Whatever is in it [a utensil] shall be impure,” referring to the food that is in the utensil.
And the Gemara assumes that this will include even a utensil that became impure from

liquid that became impure from a sheretz.

® One of the six types of crawling creatures mentioned in the Torah as being impure.
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And the foods which are 3 level make liquids impure to become 4™ level, because

Rabbi Akiva (on daf 18a) learns from the word “yirma’ that food makes liquid impure.®

So we have sheretz (principal impurity) ® liquid (1*) ® utensil (2) ® food (3) ®
liquid (4™).

Therefore we have learnt that there are three impurities concerning a sheretz, i.c. the
impurity of a sheretz can reach until 3" level impurity (counting the sheretz), and still

invalidate something else that it touches.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But these that were just mentioned come out to be four

levels, since the final thing to become impure from the sheretz has 4™ level impurity!

The Gemara answers: Remove the case of liquids of the beginning, and the list will now

comprise:

Sheretz (principal impurity) ® utensil (1"Y) ® food (2) ® liquid (3M).

The Gemara objects: On the contrary, remove the liquids of the end and have this

order:

Sheretz (principal impurity) ® liquid (1) ® utensil (2"*) ® food (3'%).

The Gemara replies: The first “liquid” in the list, which allegedly makes a utensil impure,
is surely a mistake. For no Tanna is found who said that liquids make a utensil
impure, except for Rabbi Yehudah, and he retracted! Thus there is no such view in

Halachah.

® Actually, Rabbi Akiva learns only that second level food can make liquids impure, not third level, as we
saw on daf 18. The Gemara here refrains from raising a difficulty based on this fact, because there is an
even bigger difficulty to be raised.
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To remember the order of the list of the three levels after sheretz, your mnemonical sign
is: Nezaita — beer producers. They first prepare a utensil (utensil), then they put in barley

(food), and then they add water (liquid).

The Gemara now discusses how a utensil makes items inside it impure, without touching

them:

It was taught in a Mishnah there: A sheretz that was found in an earthenware oven
renders the oven impure. The bread in it is 2nd level, because the oven itself is 1%

level.

Said Rav Adda bar Ahava to Rava: If a sheretz is present in an earthenware utensil,
such as an oven, everything inside becomes impure without touching either the sheretz or
the utensil. This being the case, it seems as if we view the utensil as if it was full of
impurity. Therefore:

L et us view this oven as if it is full of impurity, and this bread should be 1* level.

He Rava said to him: Do not think that.

For it was taught in a Baraita: You may have thought that all utensils become impure

from merely being in the air inside an earthenware utensil that contains a dead sheretz.

Ammud Bet
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So that you should not think that, the verse says: “Whatever is in it [the earthenware

utensil] will be impure,” and next to this it writes, “from all the food that is eaten.”

From this juxtaposition we learn: Food becomes impure from the air of an

earthenware utensil.

But a utensil does not become impure from the air of an earthenware utensil.

This verse is telling us that we do not consider the earthenware utensil as being filled
with the source of impurity. For it was, it should be as if the sheretz (which has primary
impurity) touched the utensil that is inside the earthenware utensil, and the utensil should
become impure from the sheretz. Rather, the impurity is transferred through the medium
of the earthenware utensil, and goes down one level. Thus it can only affect food, and not

utensils.

The Gemara now poses a series of contradictions resulting from the last few daf, and

answers them:
Contradiction #1: Rav Chisda poses a contradiction between what Rabbi Y ehoshua

says in one place concerning Pesach, and what he said in another place concerning

Pesach, and he resolves it:
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Does Rabbi Yehoshua indeed say that one may burn doubtfully impure (teluyah)
terumah, together with certainly impure ferumah, as Rabbi Y osi quotes in his name in the

Mishnah on daf 14a?

And they posed a contradiction to this. Because in a Baraita on daf 15a Rabbi Y osi
says that according to Rabbi Y ehoshua one may not burn doubtfully impure terumah with

certainly impure terumah.

The Baraita there says: Said Rabbi Yosi to Rabbi Meir, who allows burning chametz of

pure terumah with chametz of impure terumah:

The subject you are trying to prove is not similar to the proof you are citing.

Because when our Rabbis (Rabbi Chanina and Rabbi Akiva in the Mishnah of 14a)
testified, on what did they testify?

[f concerning meat that became impure from subsidiary impurity, that one burns it
with meat that became impure from principle impurity, this meat is already impure

and that meat is impure.

If concerning the oil of terumah that became disqualified through a tevul yom,” that
one burns it in a lamp that became impure with the impurity of a corpse, this oil is

already disqualified and that lamp is impure.

<A person who immersed this day.” Someone who immersed in a mikveh that day, to purify himself, is not
fully pure until the evening. Thus he invalidates terumah if he touches it before nightfall.
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Rabbi Yosi continues his objection: We, too, agree concerning ferumah that became
impure from subsidiary impurity and received 3" level impurity, that one may burn it
with terumah that became impure from principle impurity, thereby raising it to 2™

level, because it is already impure.
But how can we burn doubtfully impure terumah with certainly impure terumah?
Perhaps Eliyahu8 the prophet will come and rule that it the doubtful terumah is pure!

And it goes without saying that we may not burn totally pure terumah with impure

terumah!

This contradicts the Mishnah where Rabbi Y osi quotes Rabbi Y ehoshua as permitting the

burning of doubtfully impure terumah with impure terumah.

He Rav Chisda resolved his contradiction:

This statement of Rabbi Yosi in the Mishnah (14a) is said by Rabbi Shimon according
to his way of understanding Rabbi Yehoshua. (Later the Gemara asks how can Rabbi

Y osi be quoting a view that he disagrees with.)

And that contradicting statement of Rabbi Yosi in the Baraita is said by Rabbi Yosi

himself according to his way of understanding Rabbi Yehoshua.

8 Elijah
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The Gemara brings a Baraita where we find these two views of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi

Y osi:

For it was taught in a Baraita: The 14™ of Nissan that fell on Shabbat, one burns
everything (all chametz) before Shabbat, and one may burn together various terumot
that are definitely impure, doubtfully impure, and pure — according to Rabbi M eir

(as we saw in the Mishnah 14a).
Rabbi Yosi says: We burn pure terumah by itself, and doubtfully impure terumah by
itself, and impure ferumah by itself. The doubtfully impure terumah cannot be burned

with pure terumah because it may make it impure.

Rabbi Shimon said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon do not differ about pure and

impure ferumah. For one may not burn them together.

And similarly, they do not differ about doubtfully impure terumah and pure terumah.

For one may burn them together.’

About what do they differ?

About doubtfully impure and impure terumah.

That Rabbi Eliezer says: L et this be burnt by itself and that by itself.

And Rabbi Yehoshua says: Burn both of them together.

® Because the doubtful ferumah is not certainly impure, it does not look as if one is causing impurity to
terumah.
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Thus we see from this Baraita that, as we said, Rabbi Yosi and Rabbi Shimon disagree
whether Rabbi Yehoshua allows burning doubtfully impure and definitely impure

terumah together.

The Gemara objects that it is implausible that Rabbi Yosi in the Mishnah on daf 14a is
explaining Rabbi Yehoshua according to the view of Rabbi Shimon, whom he disagrees

with.

But the Mishnah (14a) is Rabbi Yosi himself speaking!

The Gemara answers by interpreting Rabbi Yosi’s statement in a certain light: This is

what Rabbi Yosi was saying to Rabbi Meir on daf 14a.

Even Rabbi Shimon according to his interpretation of Rabbi Yehoshua’s view, who is
more lenient than | am according to my interpretation of Rabbi Y ehoshua’s view, would
say that it is forbidden to burn pure and impure terumah together.

Because when he Rabbi Yehoshua (even according to Rabbi Shimon’s lenient

interpretation) is lenient, he is only lenient in a case of burning doubtfully impure and

impure terumah together. But not in burning pure and impure terumah together!

Contradiction #2:
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Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina poses a contradiction between what Rabbi Yehoshua says
about ferumah in general and what Rabbi Yehoshua says about ferumah on Erev'?

Pesach, and he resolves it.

Did Rabbi Yehoshua really say that one may burn doubtful and impure terumah
together as one, on Erev Pesach, as Rabbi Yosi says in his name (in the Mishnah of daf

14a)?
They posed a contradiction to this, from the Baraita on daf 15a:

If a doubt of impurity arises concerning a barrel of ferumah, for example, if an impure
person entered the room where the barrel was kept and there is a doubt whether he

touched the barrel or not—

Rabbi Eliezer says: |f it the barrel was lying in an exposed place, one should lay it in
a protected place, and if it was exposed one should cover it. In other words, even
though the possibly impure terumah may not be eaten, and may only be used for lighting
purposes (if it is flammable), one is still commanded to guard it from contacting certain

impurity.**

But Rabbi Yehoshua says: Not only is there no mitzvah to positively protect this
terumah, but on the contrary: even if it was lying in a protected place, one may put it

. g s eg 12
in an exposed place, and if it was covered one may uncover it.

9 The Eve of

" Rabbi Eliezer’s rationale is that the Torah writes that one must guard “mishmeret terumati,” which is
single tense, but the words are read “mishemeret terumotai,” which is plural and includes that one must
guard even ferumah that is impure and only suitable for lighting. Rabbi Eliezer holds the principle of “Yesh
eim lamikra,” that the way one reads the verse is most important. Therefore the Torah is telling us to guard
terumah in two situations, when it is pure and when it is impure.

12 See previous footnote. Rabbi Yehoshua holds the principle of “Yesh eim lamessoret,” and the way the
verse is written is most important. Therefore the Torah is telling us to make only one guarding of terumah,
when it is pure and may be eaten.
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We see that even according to Rabbi Yehoshua, to cause impurity indirectly to terumah,

yes, it is permitted. But to directly make it impure, no, it is forbidden.

As before, the Gemara answers that this too is subject to a disagreement between

Tannaim:

That which Rabbi Yosi says in Rabbi Yehoshua’s name in the Mishnah of daf 14a is not

his own view, but what Rabbi Shimon says according to Rabbi Yehoshua.

And that of the Baraita of daf 15a is what Rabbi Yosi himself says according to Rabbi
Yehoshua.

And the source for this disagreement, found in a Baraita, was quoted in the previous

section.

Contradiction #3:

Rabbi Elazar poses a contradiction between terumah and terumah, and resolves it.
Did Rabbi Yehoshua really say, in the Baraita just quoted above: “To cause impurity

indirectly to terumah, yes, it is permitted—but to directly make it impure, no, it is

forbidden”?
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And they posed a contradiction to this, from another Baraita (also quoted on daf 15a)

that says:

A barrel of pure terumah that broke in the upper basin of a winepress, and in the
lower basin towards where the terumah is flowing, there is wine of impure chulin®. |f
the terumah wine falls into the lower basin, the chulin wine there will make the terumah
impure, and furthermore, the chulin wine will become forbidden, due to the mixture of

the two.

Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua agree that if one can save a revi’it (1 2 egg
volume) of ferumah wine in purity, i.e. catch it in a pure utensil before it flows down to
the bottom basin, one must save it, even if this prevents him from quickly pulling out the

chulin wine before it becomes impure.

And if not, if he cannot save even a revi’it of terumah wine because he has no readily

available pure utensil, but only an impure utensil—

Rabbi Eliezer says: The terumah should go down by itself and become impure, and
one should not make it impure directly by collecting it in an impure utensil in order to

protect the chulin wine.

And Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may even make it impure directly. This does not
transgress the mitzvah to guard terumah in purity (mishmeret terumati), because the
terumah is anyway going to become impure when it reaches the bottom basin, and then it

will have to be destroyed in any case. Therefore there is no mitzvah to guard its purity.

13 Regular, non-consecrated
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This ruling of Rabbi Yehoshua about terumah wine may be compared to the case of
doubtfully impure terumah, which also cannot be used and has to be destroyed. So why is

it forbidden to make it impure directly?

Rabbi Elazar resolves the contradiction: It is different there, in the case of pure terumah
wine, where Rabbi Y ehoshua allows collecting the pure ferumah in an impure utensil. For
this is specifically in order to prevent it from flowing down into the impure chulin wine,
because there is the loss of the chulin wine if one doesn’t protect it from mixing with
the terumah wine. But in the first Baraita, where Rabbi Yehoshua was stringent, there

was no potential loss involved.

The Gemara raises a difficulty with the above answer: Rava challenged it: In our
Mishnah (of daf 14a, i.e. the case of Rabbi Meir, concerning which Rabbi Yehoshua
rules stringently), there too there is a loss of wood if one has to make a separate fire to

burn the pure terumah.
The Gemara resolves the difficulty: Abaye said to him, to Rava: They the Sages were

concerned about a large loss, i.e. the chulin wine in the lower basin. But they were not

concerned about a small loss of firewood to burn the pure terumah separately.

The Gemara now proves that there is indeed a difference between a large loss and a small

loss:

And from where do you say that they were concerned about a large loss and not

concerned about a small loss?
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Because it was taught in a Baraita: A barrel of terumah oil that broke in the upper
basin, and in the lower basin is regular impure oil, Rabbi Eliezer agrees to Rabbi
Yehoshua that if he can save from it a revi’it (volume of egg and a half) in purity he

should save.

And no matter what, one may not make it the ferumah oil impure directly, because it is

only a small loss.

This is unlike the case involving wine, where Rabbi Yehoshua allows one to make the

terumah wine impure directly, to prevent a large loss.

The Gemara inquires: Why is oil different, that letting it become impure is considered

only a small loss?

Because it impure terumah oil is fitting to light with.

The Gemara objects: But impure wine, too, is fitting to sprinkle around in order to

produce a pleasant odor. So it too is only a small loss.

And if you say, in reply, that sprinkling is a relatively insignificant use—

But we see otherwise, because Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi Chiya: One should
drink cheap wine sold for one log for a sela, and one should sprinkle with expensive
wine sold for one log for two selas.

So we see that sprinkling wine is regarded as an important use.

The Gemara answers: The Mishnah is talking about new, unfermented wine that cannot

be used for sprinkling.
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The Gemara replies: But it is fitting to age it. So why is there a large loss if the wine

becomes impure?

The Gemara answers: Because this is a case of ferumah wine mixed with regular impure

wine, we are concerned that if he keeps it to age it, he may come to drink it by accident.

The Gemara asks: If so, with eil, too, that one keeps for lighting, perhaps one will come

to eat it by accident!
The Gemara answers: One puts it the oil in a disgusting utensil, thus one won’t eat it.
This is because oil designated for lighting purposes would be kept in a simple clay

container that lends an unpleasant taste to the oil.

The Gemara counters: If so, wine too, he would put it in a disgusting utensil while it is

aging, since he has no intention to eat it.

The Gemara answers: |f one wants it for sprinkling, and is interested in its pleasant

fragrance, does one put it in a disgusting utensil?

In conclusion, the Gemara has proved that there is a difference between a large loss

(impure wine) and a small loss (impure oil).

The Gemara now says that whether we are concerned that a person might eat terumah by

accident is the subject of a disagreement between the Tannaim.
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Because it was taught in a Baraita: Concerning a barrel of wine of ferumah that

became impure:

Beit Shammai say: L et it all be spilt as one bundle and do not use it for sprinkling.

And Beit Hillel say: Do sprinkling with it, and we are not concerned that a person will

accidentally eat it in the mean time.

Said Rabbi Yishmael son of Rabbi Yosi, who lived in a later generation than Beit Hillel

and Beit Shammai: | will settle between these two views.

If the wine becomes impure in a field, let it be spilt as one bundle because one may

accidentally drink it while bringing it home to sprinkle it.

If it became impure in a house, one may make sprinkling with it.

Some say that Rabbi Yishmael’s settlement is as follows: With new wine, spill it

because one may drink it while it is aging until it is fit for sprinkling.

With old wine that is fit for sprinkling immediately, one may do sprinkling even if it

takes a short time to bring it from the field.
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When Rabbi Yishmael son of Rabbi Y osi stated his ruling that settled between the views
of Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, they his colleagues said to him: A third view, i.c. a

new view that stands on its own, does not settle a disagreement between Tannaim.

The distinction made by Rabbi Yishmael, to determine whether someone is likely to
accidentally use the impure terumah or not, is not mentioned by Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel. It is an independent view. Therefore it does not settle between the two earlier

views.

In conclusion, this Baraita demonstrates that there is a disagreement between Rabbi

Yishmael and the Sages whether we are concerned that one might come to eat terumah.

On the previous daf there was a disagreement in a Baraita concerning a barrel of pure
terumah wine that breaks and the wine begins flowing towards impure chulin (regular)
wine below. Rabbi Y ehoshua permits collecting the ferumah wine in an impure container
in order to save the regular wine below, although this will render the terumah impure, and

Rabbi Eliezer does not permit this.

Said Rabbi Yosi bar Chanina: The disagreement is when it a single se'ah of terumah

will fall into less than 100 se'ah of impure chulin.
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But if it will fall into 100 se'ah of chulin, everyone (even Rabbi Yehoshua) agrees that
it should be allowed to go down into the lower basin and mix with the impure chulin
wine below. And one should not make it impure directly. This is because the terumah
will be nullified in the chulin wine, and the resulting mixture will be permitted. Thus, no

loss is involved.

It was also taught like this in a Baraita: A barrel that broke in the upper basin, and
underneath it is 100 se'ah of impure chullin, Rabbi Eliezer agrees to Rabbi
Yehoshua that if one can save a revi'it of the terumah wine in purity, i.e. with a pure
container, one should save it. And if not, it should be allowed to go down and become
impure in the chulin below, and one should not make it impure directly. For there is

no loss, as explained before.
The Gemara objects that the names are reversed. The Baraita should say that Rabbi
Y ehoshua, who is generally lenient and allows one to make the terumah impure in order

to save the chullin wine, is stringent here—because there is no loss.

Said Rava: You are correct. Switch around the names.

Another answer to the transposition of the names:
Rav Huna the son of Rav Yehoshua said: In truth, do not switch around the names,

because Rabbi Eliezer is not referring to the end of the Baraita, but to the beginning,

where it says: “if one can save a revi'it in purity, one should save.”
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Here, what kind of container are we dealing with to save the terumah? With a

container that its inside is pure and its outside is impure.’

You may have said: We should decree not to save ferumah in this container because

maybe its outside will touch the ferumah and make it impure.

So it, the Baraita, tells us that we do not make such a decree.

Hadran Alach Ohr Le’Arba’ah Asar

We Will Return to You
Perek Ohr Le’Arba’ah Asar

! Even though normally, a container is made impure both inside and out, the case here is that it was made
impure by liquids that only make utensils impure Rabbinically. Therefore, to show that this impurity is only
Rabbinic so that people don't burn terumah and kodoshim (sacrifices) that touched such utensils, the Sages
differentiated and said that if the outside of a container is made impure by liquids, the inside will remain
pure.
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Perek Kol Sha’ah

Mishnah

Whenever it is permitted for a man to eat chametz on Erev? Pesach, he may feed it to a
domesticated animal, a wild animal, and to birds. However, once it is forbidden for
him to eat it himself, he is also forbidden to feed it to his animals. For if he did, he would
be deriving an economic benefit from it, and it has already become forbidden to derive

any benefit from the chametz.

And he may also sell the chametz to a gentile during the time that he may eat it himself.
But afterwards, he may not, since selling it would also involve deriving economic benefit
from it.

He is also permitted to benefit from it. The Gemara will discuss what this line adds.

However, when the time that it is permitted to eat chametz has passed, from the sixth

hour of the day, he is forbidden to derive benefit from it.
And he may not even burn it as fuel in his stove or in his oven.

Rabbi Yehudah says: Chametz may only be eradicated through burning.

2 The Eve of
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And the Sages say: A man may fulfill the obligation of eradicating chametz even by

crumbling it up and casting it to the wind or by dropping it into the sea.

Gemara

It was stated in the Mishnah: Whenever it is permitted to eat chametz, it is also

permitted to feed it to animals...

The Gemara deduces: Whenever it is not permitted to eat chametz, he also may not

feed it to animals.

The Gemara analyzes the Mishnah: Let us say that our Mishnah does not follow the
view of Rabbi Yehudah. For if it did follow the view of Rabbi Yehudah, there is the

fifth hour of the day, when he may not eat chametz, but he may still feed it to animals.

For it was taught in a Mishnah: Rabbi Meir says: People may eat chametz on Erev
Pesach throughout the entire first five hours of the day, and they must burn it at the
beginning of the sixth hour. Although by Torah law chametz does not become
forbidden till the end of the sixth hour, which is the beginning of the seventh hour, Rabbi
Meir holds that it is Rabbinically forbidden to eat it from the beginning of the sixth hour,

and that one must eradicate it then.

But Rabbi Yehudah says: People may eat chametz throughout the entire first four
hours of the day, and they suspend the status of the chametz throughout the entire fifth
hour of the day, neither eating it nor burning it, and they must burn it at the beginning

of the sixth hour of the day.
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It appears that our Mishnah is not according to Rabbi Y ehudah, who holds that during the
fifth hour of the day it is forbidden to eat chametz, but it is permitted to keep it, and one

may still feed it to his animals.

The Gemara is puzzled: And rather, what do you wish to say? That our Mishnah
follows the view of Rabbi Meir? |f the Mishnah follows his view, what is the meaning
of this phrase: “Whenever it is permitted to eat chametz, he feeds it to animals?’ |t
should instead say: “Whenever he eats chametz, he feeds it to animals.” The language
as it stands seems to imply that during the time that one man may eat chametz, there is a
second man who may feed it to animals. |f the Mishnah follows the view of Rabbi Meir,

it should say that the same man who is eating may also feed his chametz to animals.

Said Rabbah the son of Ula: Our Mishnah follows the view of Rabban Gamliel.

For it was taught in a Mishnah: Rabban Gamliel says: Chametz that is chulin, i.e.
ordinary and non-consecrated, may be eaten through the entire first four hours of the
day. But after the end of the fourth hour, it may not be eaten. Chametz that is terumah®
may be eaten through the entire first five hours of the day. One may have economic
benefit from both types of chametz till the end of the fifth hour, and we must burn both
types at the beginning of the sixth hour.

Our Mishnah follows Rabban Gamliel. And this is what our Mishnah is saying: So

long as a cohen may eat ferumah, a non-cohen may feed chulin chametz to a

domesticated animal, a wild animal, or to a bird.

ccodd

3 A small portion separated from agricultural produce in the land of Israel and given to Cohanim to be
consumed by them in purity. It is considered sacred.
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It was stated in the Mishnah: He may feed chametz to a domesticated animal, a wild

animal, or a bird.

The Gemara analyzes the Mishnah: Why must it teach that he may feed chametz to a

domesticated animal, and also that he may feed it to a wild animal?

The Gemara answers: Both are needed.

For if it had only taught that he may feed it to a domesticated animal, | would think that
a domesticated animal may be fed because if it leaves over some of the chametz, it will
not hide it, and the owner will see it and be able to dispose of it. But a wild animal, if it
leaves over some of the chametz, it hides it. As a result, the owner might not
successfully dispose of all of his chametz. Therefore, | would say that it is not permitted

to feed chametz to a wild animal so close to Pesach.

And if it had taught only that he may feed the chametz to a wild animal, | would think
that a wild animal may be fed because if it leaves over some of the chametz, it will hide
it, at least, and the owner will include it when he nullifies all the chametz that he did not

find. (Rabbeinu David)

But | would think that one may not feed chametz to a domesticated animal, because
sometimes it leaves over some of the chametz, and it will not occur to the owner that
his animal may have left some over. As a result, he will violate the prohibitions of “it
shall not be seen” and “it shall not be found”. Therefore, | would say that he may not

feed chametz to his domesticated animal.
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Therefore, the Mishnah teaches us that until the time that chametz becomes generally

prohibited, he may feed it to either a domesticated or a wild animal.

It was stated in the Mishnah: And he may sell it to a gentile.

The Gemara is puzzled: That is obvious. Why did the Mishnah need to mention that

before the chametz becomes prohibited, its owner may sell it to a non-Jew?

The Gemara answers. |t needed to mention this, in order to exclude the view of this
Tanna mentioned in the following Baraita, who indeed forbade selling chametz to a non-

Jew at this time.

For it was taught in a Baraita: Beit Shammai say: A man may not sell his chametz to
a gentile before Pesach, even while he is still permitted to benefit from the chametz,
unless he the Jew knows about him, the gentile, that he will destroy the chametz, by
consuming it or otherwise, before Pesach. Beit Shammai hold that since the Jew has an
obligation to destroy the chametz, it is not sufficient to merely transfer it to non-Jewish

ownership, unless it will actually be destroyed.
And Beit Hillel says: So long as it is permitted to eat the chametz, it is permitted to

sell it to a gentile, and there is no need to know whether or not he will destroy it before

Pesach.
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Ammud Bet

Rabbi Yehudah the son of Beteira says: Kutach® and all types of kutach are
forbidden to sell within thirty days before Pesach. Rabbi Yehudah rules like Beit
Shammai does. Therefore, since one must make sure that his chametz be destroyed
before Pesach, one should not sell kutach to a gentile within the thirty days before
Pesach. This is because it takes a long time to use up, since it is eaten as a dip. However,
the obligation to be concerned that chametz be destroyed begins only from thirty days
prior to Pesach, with the beginning of the obligation to study the laws of Pesach.

It was stated in the Mishnah that whenever he may feed it to animals or sell it to a gentile,

he also is permitted to benefit from it.

The Gemara is puzzled: That is obvious. Since the Mishnah has already taught us that
he may feed it to his animals or sell it to a non-Jew, what is added by informing us that he

may benefit from it?

The Gemara answers: No, it is not obvious. Rather, the Mishnah needed to teach this, in
order to hint to an additional permitted benefit: that of benefiting from the chametz
during Pesach itself, provided that he charred it before the time of the prohibition. This

is in accordance with that which Rabbah said.

4A dip made of bread crumbs, fermented milk and salt.
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For Rabbah said: If he charred it before the time of the prohibition, so that the
chametz lost its taste and its appearance, it is permitted to benefit from it even after the
time of the prohibition. Once it has been well charred, it is no longer considered to be

chametz, and the prohibition against benefiting from chametz does not apply to it.

It was stated in the Mishnah: If its time passed, it is forbidden to benefit from it.
The Gemara is puzzled: This is obvious. Why did the Tanna need to mention it?

The Gemara answers: The Mishnah is teaching us that it is forbidden to benefit from
chametz even during the time that eating it is only prohibited by Rabbinic decree. For
Rav Gidel said a Halachah in the name of Rav Chiya the son of Yosef in the name of

Rabbi Yochanan, which demonstrates this point:

One who betroths® a woman on Erev Pesach after the beginning of the sixth hour of
the day—a time when Torah law does not yet forbid benefit from chametz—even if he
betrothed her through a gift of hard wheat® (which does not turn into fully fermented
chametz) we are not even concerned about the betrothal, for it has no Halachic validity

at all.

For in this hour it is forbidden to derive economic benefit from chametz, by Rabbinic
decree. Thus the chametz wheat is not considered to be in his ownership, since ownership
is a function of one’s ability to derive benefit from the said object. For this reason the

betrothal is surely invalid, since he did not give her something that belongs to him.

> Makes kiddushin to
® Kiddushin is effected by the man giving an item of worth to the woman.
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It was stated in the Mishnah: Once it is forbidden to benefit from the chametz, he may

not even burn it as fuel in his stove or in his oven.

The Gemara is puzzled: This is obvious. Since it is forbidden to benefit from the
chametz in any way, of course it is also forbidden to use it as fuel. Why does the Mishnah

need to mention this?

The Gemara answers: No, it is not obvious. The Mishnah needed to mention it to clarify
the view of Rabbi Yehudah, who said that the only valid way to destroy chametz is by

burning.

If not for the Mishnah, | would think that while he is burning the chametz, he may
benefit from it. Since the benefit is derived from the heat emitted by the already charred
sections of the fuel, | might have argued that one may use the chametz for fuel. For it is
permitted to derive benefit from the ashes of something that it is a mitzvah to burn it,

such as chametz according to Rabbi Y ehudah.

The Mishnah informs us that this is forbidden even to his view. For the chametz emits

heat before it becomes ashes.’

” According to the Sages who disagree with Rabbi Y ehudah and permit one to bury the chametz, it is
obvious that one may not use the chametz for fuel, since the ashes of something that may be destroyed by
burial may not be benefited from. (Tosafof)
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Said Chizkiyah: From where in the Torah do we see that it is forbidden to benefit

from chametz during Pesach?

For the verse says: “Chametz shall not be eaten,” which is interpreted to mean: “there
shall be no permission to derive benefit in a way that facilitates one to eat chametz.” |f
it were permitted to sell chametz, which is a normal way to benefit from chametz, the
seller would be likely to use the money to buy some other food. This verse tells us that he

may not benefit in such a way.

The Gemara analyzes this statement: The reason that it is forbidden to benefit from
chametz is that the Torah wrote “shall not be eaten.” That implies that if it had not
written “shall not be eaten,” but instead “you shall not eat”, | would say that only a
prohibition against eating chametz is implied, but a prohibition against benefiting
from it is not implied. And if so, then Chizkiyah must disagree with that statement of

Rabbi Abahu.

For Rabbi Abahu said: Wherever a verse says: “Shall not be eaten”, “You singular
shall not eat”, or “You plural shall not eat”, both a prohibition against eating and a
prohibition against benefit are implied. This is true unless Scripture specifies that it is
permitted to benefit, in the way it specified that it is permitted to benefit regarding a

carcass (neveilah)®.

As we shall soon see, in discussing carcasses, the Torah said “you shall not eat,” and then
specifically permitted deriving other benefit from a carcass, such as feeding it to dogs.
Since the Torah saw it necessary to specifically permit other benefits, we see that “you

shall not eat” by itself would forbid having other benefit.

8] .e. an animal of a kosher species that died through a means other than kosher slaughter.
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For it was taught in a Baraita: The verse says “You plural shall not eat any carcass,
you may give it to the stranger in your gates and he may eat it, or sell it to a
foreigner...” The stranger referred to is a non-Jewish resident of the land of Israel who
has accepted the Seven Noachide Commandments but has not converted to Judaism. He

is permitted to eat non-kosher meat.

| have only a source that a carcass may be given to a stranger or sold to a foreigner.

From where can | derive that it may be sold to a stranger?

Perhaps, since there is a mitzvah to sustain such a stranger in his time of need, the Torah

requires us to give him such a carcass as a gift.

So that we will not think this, the Torah teaches: “...you may give it to the stranger in
your gates...or sell it...” The juxtaposition of “or sell it” enables us to interpret it as
referring also to the stranger mentioned earlier in the verse, permitting us to sell it to him

as well.

From where can | derive that it is permitted to give the carcass to a foreigner?

Perhaps we may only sell it to them for money, since the Torah says about pagans: “Do

not show them favor.”

So that we will not think this, the Torah teaches: “...you may give it and he may eat
it, or you may sell it to a foreigner.” The juxtaposition of “you may give it” enables us
to interpret it as referring also to the foreigner mentioned at the end of the verse,

permitting us to give it to him as well.
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You must say that in reference to both a stranger and foreigner, it is permitted to give

or sell the carcass—the words of Rabbi M eir.

Rabbi Yehudah says: The words are meant to be interpreted as they are written,
without resort to juxtaposition. To a stranger, it is permitted only to give the carcass. To

a foreigner, it is permitted only to sell the carcass.

The Gemara analyzes the Baraita: What is Rabbi Yehudah’s reason?

The Gemara answers: |f you would think that the law is in accordance with that
intepretation of Rabbi Meir, the Torah should have written instead: “To the stranger
that is in your gates you may give it and he may eat it and selling it to a foreigner.”
Had the verse been written in this way, we could well read both “giving” and “selling”
the carcass as referring to both the stranger and the foreigner.

If so, why did the Torah write “or?”

We hear from this a proof to Rabbi Yehudah’s interpretation, that “the words are as

they are written.

And according to Rabbi Meir, why did the Torah write “or?”
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The Gemara answers: To give precedence to giving the carcass to a stranger, over
selling it to a foreigner. If one has the option of giving it as a gift to a stranger, one

should do so, rather than selling it to a foreigner for money.

And how does Rabbi Yehudah derive that we are to prefer a gift to a stranger? He
would respond that for this law, no verse is needed to derive it. Since you are
commanded to sustain the stranger in his time of need, and you are not commanded
to sustain the foreigner, no verse is needed to tell us this preference. Rather, it may be

understood on the basis of reasoning.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: It is all right according to Rabbi Meir, who said that
to both a stranger and foreigner, it is permitted to give or sell the carcass. For
according to Rabbi Meir, no problem arises from Rabbi Abahu’s rule that wherever the

Torah says “you shall not eat,” it also means to forbid other benefit.

Since the verse needed to permit having benefit from a carcass, we understand that all
other prohibitions in the Torah, unless similar permission is stated, are forbidden both

to eat and to have benefit from.

If we do not apply Rabbi Abahu’s rule, the permission stated by the Torah would be

superfluous, as benefit would anyway be permitted.
But according to Rabbi Yehudah, who says that the verse comes to teach us only “the

words are as they are written”, from where does Rabbi Abahu derive that all other

prohibitions in the Torah are forbidden even to benefit from?
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According to Rabbi Yehudah’s understanding of the verse, the verse needs to be written
to teach that it is forbidden to sell it to a stranger or give it to a foreigner—and this
teaching is needed whether or not benefit is permitted. That being so, what is the source

for Rabbi Abahu’s rule? For there is no otherwise superfluous verse.

The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yehudah, Rabbi Abahu assumedly derives it

from the verse that says: “To a dog you may throw itz.” This is explicated as follows:

[You may throw it, a carcass, to the dogs. But you may not throw other things which
the Torah forbids the eating of to the dogs. Whatever object the Torah said “you may not
eat” in reference to, it is also forbidden to use it for other forms of benefit, exemplified by

feeding it to animals. ]
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[The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yehudah, Rabbi Abahu assumedly derives it

from the verse that says: “To a dog you may throw iz.” This is explicated as follows:]

You may throw if, meat of treifuh’, to the dogs. But you may not throw to the dogs all
other things that the Torah forbids the eating of. Whatever the Torah says “you may
not eat” in reference to, you are forbidden to use it for other forms of benefit. (Feeding it

to animals is the example given by the Torah of forbidden benefit.)

This is learned from the extra word “it,” and not from the simple fact that the Torah
spoke of giving treifah meat to dogs. Because this fact teaches us that Hashem does not
deny any creature, even a dog, its due reward. The dogs are rewarded with this food for

not barking at the Jews during the Exodus from Egypt.

And according to Rabbi Meir, who learns from the verse mentioned on the previous daf
that whatever the Torah forbids us to eat, it also forbids us to benefit from, what does the

word “it” in this verse teach us?

The Gemara answers: |t teaches us that you may throw “it”—a treifah—to the dogs,
but you may not throw chulin i.e. ordinary, non-consecrated meat that was

slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard to the dogs.2

! An animal that, upon being slaughtered, is discovered to have suffered from a disease or injury that
renders it non-kosher.

% There is a general prohibition against slaughtering any animal in the Temple Courtyard unless it is a
sacrifice. The meat of an animal so slaughtered is forbidden.
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And the other one, i.e. Rabbi Y ehudah, where does he derive this halachah from? Since
he uses the word “it” to teach us the prohibition of deriving benefit from what is
forbidden to eat, what is his source for the prohibition against giving chulin meat

slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard to a dog?

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehudah holds that chulin meat slaughtered in the
Temple Courtyard is not prohibited to be eaten by Torah law. The prohibition is only

Rabbinic. Therefore, the Torah in fact does not forbid us to use it for dog food.

Rav Yitzchak Nafcha contradicted Rabbi Abahu, who earlier stated the principle that
whatever the Torah forbids to eat, it also forbids to derive benefit from. The contradiction
is from a verse and a Mishnah: Note that in the passage of gid hanasheh®, the M erciful
One i.e. the Torah said: “Therefore, the Children of Israel do not eat the gid
hanasheh.” And yet, it was taught in a Mishnah: A man may send the hind leg of an
animal to a gentile, and he may even include the gid hanasheh within it, and we are not
concerned that another Jew may see him give it to the gentile and then eat it, including
the gid hanasheh, thinking that everything is kosher. It is permitted to send it because its

place within the leg is recognizable.

From here we see that even something that the Torah forbids us to eat, we may

nevertheless benefit from, by sending it as a gift.

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Abahu held the view that just as the Torah permitted us to
benefit from a carcass of neveilah®, by selling it or giving it to a gentile, the Torah
permitted also the benefit from it, its fats, and its sinews. This includes the gid hanasheh
of kosher meat as well. Therefore, the Torah specifically permitted us to benefit from gid

hanasheh, and it poses no contradiction to the general rule.

3 The sciatic nerve. A sinew in the hind legs of kosher animals that the Torah forbids us to eat, and which
therefore must be carefully removed if a Jew is to eat meat from the hind quarters of the animal.
# An animal of a kosher species that died by some means other than kosher slaughter.
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That is all right according to the one who says that sinews give a flavor. Therefore
they are considered as part of the meat of the neveilah, and it is included in the Torah's
permission to have benefit from a carcass of neveilah. (There is a disagreement among
the Sages whether these sinews have flavor, which has repercussions if the gid hanasheh

is cooked with kosher meat.)

But according to the one that says that sinews do not give a flavor, what is there to
be said, to explain why we may drive benefit from them? For they are like dry bones,

and are not included in the Torah’s statement regarding the meat of neveilah.

The Gemara answers: Who have you heard to say that sinews do not give a flavor?
Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in a Baraita. Someone who eats from the gid
hanasheh of a non-kosher species of animal, Rabbi Yehudah holds him liable to
undergo two sets of lashes—one for eating meat of a non-kosher species, and one for

eating gid hanasheh. And Rabbi Shimon exempts him completely.

Rabbi Shimon exempts him for eating gid hanasheh because he rules that the Torah's
prohibition against eating gid hanasheh only applies to a kosher species. And he exempts
him for eating meat of a non-kosher species because he holds that sinews do not give a
flavor, and are not considered food at all. Eating them is like chewing dry bones, not like

eating meat.

Rabbi Shimon also forbids us to benefit from the gid hanasheh, thus we do not need to

find a source to permit its benefit, according to his view.
For it was taught in a Baraita: The gid hanasheh is permitted to benefit from, these

are the words of Rabbi Yehudah. And Rabbi Shimon forbids us to benefit from the
gid hanasheh. According to Rabbi Yehudah, who holds that the gid hanasheh is
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considered to be meat, it is included in the general permission to derive benefit from a
carcass. Whereas according to Rabbi Shimon, who holds that it is not considered meat, it

is in fact forbidden to benefit from it.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that blood may be benefited from, although it
is forbidden to eat it. This contradicts Rabbi Abbahu’s principle. For the Merciful One
1.e. the Torah said: “Each one of you shall not eat blood,” and it was taught in a
Mishnah: These and those i.e. the leftover bloods of sin-offerings whose blood is
sprinkled in the Holy of Holies or outside of it are poured out on the southern side of the

foundation of the Altar.

The bloods descend from there to the ground through two small pipes, and they mix in
the water canal that passes through the Temple Courtyard, and they exit to the Kidron
stream. They are sold to gardeners for fertilizer, with the money accruing to the
Temple treasury. And if someone unintentionally used them without paying for them, he

has transgressed the prohibition of me'ilah®.

The Mishnah has taught us that it is permitted to benefit from blood, by using it for
fertilizer, despite the fact that it is forbidden to eat it.

The Gemara answers: Blood is different, because it is compared to water. For it is
written in a verse: “You shall spill it out on the ground like water.” Just as water is

permitted to derive benefit from, blood is also permitted to derive benefit from.

® Me'ilah is the prohibition of using, for personal purposes, something belonging to the Temple.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: | will say that the comparison between blood and water
teaches only that blood is like the water that is poured out upon the Altar, which one
may not benefit from, as it became holy by being contained in the Temple utensils. If so,

why may we benefit from blood?

Said Rabbi Abahu: The verse says “like water,” meaning to compare it to most water.
It is more reasonable to understand the verse as giving blood the laws that govern most

water, rather than the laws that govern the minority that is brought upon the Altar.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: |s “most water” written? The fact that most
water is not brought upon the Altar is not a proof that the verse is speaking of this type of

water.

Rather, said Rav Ashi a different answer: Since the verse says, “You shall spill it out
on the ground like water,” it means like water that is spilled out, and not like water

that is poured upon the Altar.

The Gemara challenges the above answer: | will say that blood is like the water that is
spilled out before an idol, as part of idolatrous rites. This water may not be benefited

from.
The Gemara answers: There, with the water used for idolatrous worship, it is also called

“pouring,” not “spilling”. Only ordinary water is “spilt” out. For it is written, “They

drink the wine of their pouring”, referring to idolatry. Therefore, blood is compared to

Chavruta 5




Perek 2 —22B

ordinary water. That is why its benefit is permitted, and it does not pose a difficulty to

Rabbi Abahu’s principle.

Ammud Bet

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to Chizkiyah, that holds that wherever
the Torah says “You shall not eat,” it only means to forbid eating, but not to forbid
deriving benefit, for what halachah is blood compared to water? According to his

approach, the comparison is not needed to teach us that it is permitted to benefit from

blood.

The Gemara answers: Blood is compared to water to teach us that halachah that Rabbi
Chiya the son of Abba said. (As discussed by the Gemara on the last Mishnah of the
previous chapter, food can only become impure if it was first wetted, and thereby made

susceptible to receive impurity. It must become wet from one of the seven liquids®.)

Rabbi Chiya the son of Abba said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: From where in
the Torah do we learn that the blood of sacrifices does not prepare food to become
impure? For it says about blood, “Do not eat it, you shall spill it on the ground like
water.” The Sages expounded that only blood that may be spilled like water prepares
foods to become impure. Whereas the blood of sacrifices, which may not be spilled like
water since it must be caught in a vessel and thrown on the Altar, does not prepare food

to become impure. This we learn from the comparison of blood to water.

® Water, dew, blood, milk, oil, wine, and honey.
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The Gemara raises another difficulty: But note that a limb severed from a living
animal (eiver min hachai) may be benefited from, although it is forbidden to eat it. This
contradicts Rabbi Abahu’s principle. For it is written, “Do not eat the life with the

meat,” i.e. do not eat from a limb that was cut from an animal that is alive.

Nevertheless, it is permitted to benefit from it, as it was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi
Natan says: From where in the Torah do we learn that one may not extend a cup of
wine to a Nazirite’, and that one may not extend a limb severed from a living animal
to a descendant of Noah, i.c. to a gentile®? The Torah teaches: “Do not place a

stumbling-block before the blind.”

The Baraita implies that the only reason one may not give a gentile such meat is the
prohibition of causing someone to sin. This implies that it is permitted to give it to dogs,

and thereby benefit from it®,
This appears to contradict Rabbi Abahu's principle.

The Gemara answers: A limb severed from a living animal is different, because it is
compared to blood. For it is written, “Only be strong not to eat the blood, for the
blood is the life.” The Gemara understands the “life” mentioned here to refer to a limb
severed from a live animal, since the earlier verse also used the word “life” in discussing
it. Thus, the comparison between the two teaches that it is permitted to benefit from a

limb severed from a living animal, just as it is permitted to benefit from blood.

"Who is forbidden by the Torah to drink wine.

8 Who, as a descendant of Noah, is obligated to observe the seven Noahide Laws, which includes this
prohibition.

° Though there is no actual financial benefit in giving the meat to a non-Jew, Tosafot explains that the non-
Jew's gratitude is also considered to be a benefit.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to Chizkiyah, for what halachah is a
limb severed from a living animal compared to blood? According to his approach, we

had no reason to think that it is forbidden to benefit from such a limb.

The Gemara answers: Chizkiyah would say to you that in fact it is the other way around:
blood is compared to a limb severed from a living animal. Just as a limb severed
from a living animal is forbidden, so too is blood taken from a living animal

forbidden, and punishable by karer™.

If not for the comparison, | would think that only blood that spurts out at the moment of
the animal’s slaughter is forbidden and punishable by karet, since the previous verse
says: “And you shall slaughter some of your cattle and your small livestock.” The
comparison of blood to a limb severed from a living animal teaches us that even blood

removed from a live animal is forbidden and punishable by karet.

The Gemara asks: And which type of blood from a living animal is in fact forbidden on

pain of karet?

The Gemara answers: This is blood of a wound that potentially takes away the
animal’s life. The blood that spurts out, if it is not stopped, is fatal. That blood is
forbidden to be eaten and punishable by karet, even when it comes from a living animal
(i.e. the wound was quickly bandaged before the animal lost too much blood). The blood
that comes before and after the spurting is also forbidden, but is punishable merely as an

ordinary prohibition, without the severity of karet.

19 Spiritual excision.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about a bull that is to be stoned for goring a man. For the
Merciful One i.e. the Torah said about it: “Its flesh shall not be eaten,” and it was
taught in a Baraita: From the implication of the verse that is said, “He shall stone the
bull,” do | not know that it is a carcass (neveilah), and it is forbidden to eat a

carcass? What did the Torah seek to teach us by saying “Its flesh shall not be eaten?’

The verse is telling you that even if it was slaughtered in a kosher way immediately

after being condemned to stoning, it is nevertheless forbidden to eat the meat.

| only know from this verse that it is forbidden for eating. From where in the Torah do
we learn that it is forbidden to benefit from it? The Torah teaches us, “And the owner

of the bull shall be clean.”

What is the meaning of this verse? Shimon ben Zoma says: “Clean” here means to
say that he may not have any benefit from the bull. The expression is comparable to a
man who says to his friend, “So-and-so went clean of his property, i.e. he lost

everything, and he has no benefit from them whatsoever.”

The Gemara brings out the point: This Baraita implies that if we learn only from the
verse that says “shall not be eaten,” then only a prohibition of eating is meant, but a
prohibition of any other benefit is not meant. This appears to contradict both
Chizkiyah's principle (that only a phrasing of “shall not be eaten” implies a prohibition on
benefit) and Rabbi Abahu's principle (that a phrasing of “shall not be eaten”, of “You

[singular] shall not eat” or of “You [plural] shall not eat”) implies such a prohibition.
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The Gemara answers: |n truth, “shall not be eaten” does imply both a prohibition of
eating and a prohibition of benefit. In the case of the goring bull, the verse of “And the
owner of the bull shall be clean” comes to teach us that it is forbidden even to have
benefit from the skin. Whereas benefit from its meat was already included in the verse of

“shall not be eaten”.

The verse needed to specifically forbid benefit from the skin, because you would think
that since “Its flesh shall not be eaten” is what is written, then the flesh, yes, it is

forbidden to benefit from. But the skin, no, it is not.

The verse informs us that there is a prohibition on benefiting even from the skin.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to those Tannaim that use this verse to
teach a different law, namely, to exempt the owner from paying half-atonement
(chatzi-kofer'™). This is in the case of a bull that is not a known gorer, and unexpectedly
killed someone. Or, the verse is interpreted to exempt the owner from the payment of
causing the loss of offspring, in the case that such a bull lightly gored a pregnant woman,
resulting only in miscarriage. From where in the Torah do they, those Tannaim, learn
that it is forbidden to benefit from the skin of a bull sentenced to stoning for goring

someone?

Since “Its flesh shall not be eaten” speaks only about the meat of the animal, this is not a

source for the prohibition on benefiting from its skin.

"MWhen a bull that is a known gorer kills someone, the owner must pay a sum of money known as kofer, to
the heirs of the victim. Those Tannaim learn from this verse that if the animal is not a known gorer, the
owner is exempt from paying any of the amount, despite the fact that generally he would have to pay half
of any damages it causes.

Chavruta 10




Perek 2 —22B

The Gemara answers: They learn the prohibition of benefiting from its skin from the
words “et besaro” (et its flesh). The word et, which is superfluous, refers to something

aside from the meat. “E#” refers to that which is secondary to its flesh, namely, the skin.

And the other Tanna, who learns the prohibition on benefiting from the skin from “The
owner of the bull shall be clean,” how does he interpret the word et? The Gemara
answers: He does not interpret an instance of “e” in the Torah as implying a new
Halachah, since this word bears enough of a grammatical significance to justify its

inclusion in the verse.

For it was taught in a Baraita: Shimon the Amsoni—and some say it was
Nechemiyah the Amsoni—used to interpret every “er” in the Torah. Wherever the

Torah uses the word “et,” he would explain what it meant to include.

When he arrived at “Ef Hashem your G-d, you shall fear,” he forsook his system of
intepretation. This is because the Torah could not mean for us to fear something else
together with Hashem. Therefore, he regarded this verse as proof that “er” is not to be

interpreted as an inclusion of an additional factor.

His disciples said to him: Master, what will be with all the “efim” that you

interpreted?

He said to them: Just as | received reward for the interpretation, so too shall |
receive reward for the forsaking of my former interpretations. Since my intention all
along was to come to the truth of the Torah, | received reward for my former
interpretations. Since | now realize that it was a mistake, | shall also receive reward for

regarding them all as refuted.
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Thus the interpretation of et was forsaken until Rabbi Akiva came and interpreted:
“Et Hashem your G-d, you shall fear” comes to include Torah scholars. One must

fear Torah scholars as one fears Heaven, as taught in Pirkei Avot.

In conclusion, this Tanna who does not interpret the word “ef” to include the skin, holds

as did Nechemyah or Shimon the Amsoni when he forsake interpreting et.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about orlah™. For the Merciful One i.c. the Torah said:
“Orlah shall not be eaten”. And it is taught in a Baraita: “Orlah shall not be eaten”—

| only have a source for the prohibition to eat it.

From where do we learn that one may not benefit from it, and one may not paint
with it by manufacturing dyes from it, and one may not light a lamp with it i.e. with its
0il? The Torah teaches: “And you shall treat as orlah its orlah, three years it shall be
orlah for you, it shall not be eaten.” Why does this verse use the word “orlah” three

times? To include all of them i.e. to teach each of these three prohibitions.

Although manufacturing dyes or fuel-oil is a type of benefit, the Torah needed to
specifically forbid this. Because otherwise one would have assumed that these specific
benefits should be permitted. In using the fruit to dye something, a mere coloration is
being added, which might be thought to be an unsubstantial benefit. In burning the oil,
the fruits are being burnt as the Torah requires to be done with something forbidden to

benefit from. Thus one could assume that gaining light incidentally is not considered a

forbidden benefit.
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The Gemara brings out the point: The only reason that it is forbidden to benefit from
orlah is that the Torah wrote “treat as orlah,” “its orlah,” and “orlah”, all in one

VErse.

That implies that if it were not so, | would have said that only a prohibition of eating
is meant in the verse, but a prohibition of benefiting is not meant. Again, this appears

to contradict the principles of both Chizkiyah and Rabbi Abbahu mentioned earlier.

The Gemara answers: In truth, wherever the Torah says “It shall not be eaten,” it
implies both a prohibition of eating and of benefiting. But it is different there, in the

” And for that reason it was

case of orlah, because it is written about it “for you.
necessary to write the word “orlah” three times in one verse. For | would have said that
since the Torah wrote “for you,” it means to teach us that the orlah shall be yours to
benefit from. The verse therefore informs us otherwise, by saying “orlah” three times in

succession.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if so, once those three words of Scripture are
written, why do | need for the Torah to write “for you?” l.e. what do we learn from
this phrase? Since in fact it is forbidden to benefit from orlah, “for you” seems to be

meaningless.

The Gemara answers: The phrase is to teach us like that which was taught in a Baraita:

“For you” means to include a tree planted for the [public.]

12 The fruit of a tree within the first three years of its planting. It is forbidden to eat such fruit.
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[The phrase is to teach us like that which was taught in a Baraita: “For you” means to
include a tree planted for the]| public, such as fruit trees planted in the middle of the
street for the benefit of passerby. | would have assumed that such trees are exempt from

the laws of orlah. The word “for you,” plural, teaches us otherwise.

Rabbi Yehudah says the opposite: The words “For you” are intended to exclude a tree
planted for the public. The Gemara will soon explain the disagreement between the

first Tanna and Rabbi Y ehudah.

What is the reason of the first Tanna? Since it is written earlier in the verse: “And
you shall plant every type of fruit-bearing tree, this verse means to apply to the
individual, but it does not mean to apply to the public. A public does not usually plant
trees; individuals plant trees. And since the Torah wrote “For you” plural, it must be to

include trees planted for the public in the prohibition of orlah.

And Rabbi Yehudah? He holds that the phrase “you shall plant” means to apply to
both the public and to individuals. And “for you” also means to be applied to both the
public and individuals. And consequently, that is regarded as an inclusion following
an inclusion. And an inclusion following an inclusion is interpreted as meaning to
exclude something. Therefore, Rabbi Y ehudah excludes trees planted for the public from

the prohibition on orlah.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about terumah®. For the M erciful One i.c. the Torah said,
“And any non-Cohen shall not eat of the sacred,” i.e. the terumah. And it was taught
in a Mishnah: “One may make an eiruy techumin® for a Nazirite with wine, and for
an |sraelite i.c. a non-Cohen with terumah. Though a Nazirite is not presently permitted
to drink wine, theoretically he could ask a Sage to annul his Nazirite vow, in which case

he would be permitted to drink it.

Likewise, though a non-Cohen may not eat terumah, theoretically he could ask a Sage to
annul his designation of this particular portion as terumah, and then designate other
portion in its stead, in which case he would be allowed to eat the first portion. This

possibility is sufficient to validate the eiruv.

In any event, we see from this Mishnah that it is permitted for a non-Cohen to benefit
from terumah, even though it is forbidden for him to eat it. This contradicts Rabbi

Abahu’s principle.

Said Rav Papa: It is different there, in the case of terumah, because the verse said:

“Your terumah.” This implies that it shall be yours to benefit from.

And the other one, i.e. Chizkiyah? Why, according to him, did the Torah need to say
“your” terumah? Since the verse did not say “It shall not be eaten,” there is no reason to

think that the terumah is forbidden to benefit from.

! A small portion given to Cohanim from agricultural produce in the land of Israel, to be eaten by them in a
state of purity.
2 A quantity of food placed at a certain location in order to establish one’s Shabbat residence there.
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The Gemara answers: |t the verse is simply saying: “your [plural] terumah,” meaning
the terumah of all Israel. This is in line with the way of Biblical Hebrew, and does not

call for a special interpretation.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about a Nazirite. For the Merciful One i.e. the Torah
said, “He shall not eat of the seeds or the skin [of grapes]”, and he certainly may not
drink wine. And it was taught in a Mishnah: One may make an eiruv for a Nazirite
with wine. Thus, although he may not drink the wine, he may benefit from it. This

contradicts Rabbi Abahu’s principle.

Said Mar Zutra: |t is different there, in the case of the Nazirite, because the verse
said: “All the days of his Nazirite vow.” This implies that it shall be his to benefit

from.

Rav Ashi said: The source for a Nazirite's permission to benefit from wine is in a
different verse: “He shall be holy, he shall grow the growth of hair of his head.” This
is interpreted to mean: His growth i.e. his hair is holy, and it is forbidden to benefit from
it, for example, by using it to stuff a pillow. However, the verse implies that there is
nothing else holy and prohibited to benefit from, as far as the laws of a Nazirite are

concerned.

The Gemara is puzzled: How can Rav Ashi explain the verse in that way? |s “nothing

else is holy” written? There is little grounds for drawing this implication.

The Gemara concludes: Rather, the correct explanation is like M ar Zutra said.

Chavruta 3




Perek 2 —23a

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about mew grain, prior to the bringing of the Omer
offering? For the Merciful One i.c. the Torah said: “You shall not eat bread or
roasted kernels or plump kernels until this very day,” i.e. the day of the bringing of
the Omer offering. Nevertheless, we see that it is permitted to benefit from the new grains

even before the Omer is brought.

For it was taught in a Mishnah: Although it is forbidden to harvest the crop prior to the
harvesting of the Omer, one may harvest immature grains, or pluck mature grains, and
feed them to an animal. The immature grains are not considered “grains,” but rather
“grasses,” and one may therefore harvest them. As for the mature grains, they may be
plucked by hand, but not harvested properly. Both may be done in order to use them for

animal fodder.

Thus we see that it is permitted to benefit (as animal fodder) even from mature grains,

before the bringing of the Omer offering. This contradicts Rabbi Abahu’s principle.

Said Rav Shmayah: [t is different there, in the case of the grains being used for animal

fodder, because the verse said: “your harvest”—it shall be yours to benefit from.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And the other one, Chizkiyah, what does he learn from
the verse of “your harvest?’ According to his approach, there was no reason to think that

the new grain is forbidden to benefit from, thus there is no need for the verse to permit it.

The Gemara answers: “Your harvest” simply means that it belongs to all Israel. It

does not mean to teach us a new law, but is simply the way of Biblical Hebrew.

3t is forbidden to eat from the new crop of grain until the bringing of a special offering called the Omer,
which is brought once a year on the second day of Pesach.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about sheratzim®. For the Merciful One i.c. the Torah said
about them: “It is loathsome, it shall not be eaten”. And it was taught in a Mishnah:
Although one may not deliberately trap non-kosher animals in order to sell them,
nevertheless, trappers of wild animals, birds, or fish, that had non-kosher types of

animals happen to get caught in their nets are permitted to sell them to gentiles.

Thus, although it is forbidden to eat a sheretz, it is permitted to benefit from it. This
contradicts both Rabbi Abahu and Chizkiyah, since it is phrased as “shall not be eaten”.

The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of the sheratzim, because the
verse also said “they shall be detestable to you,” meaning, it shall be yours to benefit

from.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, it should even be permitted to catch them in the
first place. Why is it not permitted to trap them deliberately, in order to sell them to non-

Jews?

The Gemara answers: |t is different here, in the matter of catching them deliberately,
because the verse said “they shall be detestable.” This implies that they shall be as

they are, i.e., one must not intentionally set out to trap them.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to Chizkiyah, who holds that whenever

2

the Torah says “It shall not be eaten,” it means to forbid benefiting from the item in
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question, why did the Torah need to write “It shall not be eaten” and then bring i.c.

write “to you”, to permit benefiting from them?

Let the Merciful One i.e. the Torah not write “It shall not be eaten,” and then it

would not require the verse, “to you.”

This does not constitute a difficulty to Rabbi Abahu, since he holds that any way of
expressing a prohibition on eating automatically includes a prohibition against benefiting,
until the Torah specifies otherwise. Whereas according to Chizkiyah, only the phrasing of

“shall not be eaten” includes a prohibition on benefiting.

The Gemara answers: Chizkiyah would say to you, “My reason, too, is from here.”
l.e. it is from this very verse that he derives his principle that the phrase “it shall not be
eaten” automatically implies a prohibition on benefiting. Since the Torah could have
chosen a different phrase but chose to use this one, and then expressly permitted deriving
benefit from sheratzim, this teaches us the principle. Thus, it was needed for the sake of

revealing this principle.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: But note that a contradiction to Rabbi Abahu’s principle
emerges from what is written about chametz. For the Merciful One i.c. the Torah said,
“chametz shall not be eaten.” And it was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi Yosi Hagelili
says: This is puzzling! How could chametz be forbidden to benefit from all seven
days of Pesach? |.e. Rabbi Yosi Haglili holds that even during Pesach, it is permitted to

benefit from chametz. It is only forbidden to eat it.

This contradicts both Rabbi Abahu and Chizkiyah, since both agree that “It shall not be

eaten” includes a prohibition on benefiting.

* The six types of crawling creatures mentioned by the Torah as having impurity.
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The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of chametz, because the verse
said about it, “sourdough shall not be seen in your possession.” This implies that it

shall be yours to benefit from.

And the Rabbis, who differ with Rabbi Yosi, explain as follows: sourdough that is in
your possession, you shall not see. But you may see chametz that belongs to others,
i.e., gentiles, or that belongs to Hashem, i.e., chametz that belongs to the Temple

treasury.

The Gemara asks: And the other one, Rabbi Yosi Hagelili, from where does he learn
that it is only forbidden to have chametz that belongs to you, but not that which belongs

to gentiles or to the Temple?
The Gemara answers: “In your possession” is written twice. One teaches that it is

permitted to benefit from chametz, and the other teaches that it is forbidden only to have

chametz that is in your own possession.

And the other ones, i.c. the Rabbis who differ with Rabbi Y osi Hagelili? How do they

explain the fact that “in your possession” is written twice?

The Gemara answers: One refers to a gentile that you have subjugated, i.c. that

accepts Jewish rule, and one refers to a gentile that you have not subjugated.

If it had been written only once, | would think that you are allowed only have the

chametz of a gentile who does not accept Jewish rule, since his property is completely
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separate from yours. But otherwise | would assume that it is forbidden to have his
chametz during Pesach, since his property is like yours. Therefore, it needs to be written

twice, to teach that in all cases, it is permitted to have gentile chametz during Pesach.

And the other one, Rabbi Yosi Hagelili? How does he learn that it is permitted to have

chametz that belongs even to a subjugated gentile?

The Gemara answers: “In your possession” is written three times.

And the other ones, the Rabbis? How do they explain the third time the Torah says “In

your possession?”’

One refers to sourdough and one refers to chametz. And both are necessary. Had
only gentile sourdough been permitted, we could say that this is because sourdough is not
fit for human consumption as is. (Its primary purpose is to be used as a leavening agent in

bread dough.) Thus there is no need for concern that one might accidentally eat it.
On the other hand, had only gentile chametz been permitted, we could say that this is

because sourdough, which is strong enough to cause other things to become chametz,

remains forbidden. The third instance of “in your possession” thus imparts this teaching.
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the disagreement between Rabbi Abahu and
Chizkiyah as to whether the phrase “You shall not eat” forbids benefit or not is like a

Tannaic dispute.

For it was taught in a Baraita: The verse says, “The forbidden fat of a carcass (neveilah)
and the forbidden fat of a torn animal (treifah) may be used for all work, but you must
not eat it.” What does the Torah mean to say by “For all work?” Had the Torah not
permitted all work, one could have interpreted it as meaning that it only permitted
forbidden fat for work of the Most High. |.e. these fats may be used for work in the
Temple, such as greasing skins. But it would be forbidden for the work of an

ordinary person, such as using it to fuel a lamp.

This interpretation (which is negated by the word “all”) is based on the premise that “you

must not eat it” implies a prohibition on benefit.

Thus the Torah says: “For all work,” to teach otherwise—the words of Rabbi Yosi

Hagelili.

Rabbi Akiva says: The verse does not need to permit benefit from forbidden fat, since
there is no reason we should think it to be forbidden. Rather, it means to exempt
forbidden fat from the impurity of neveilah, which applies to the meat of an animal that
died through means other than kosher slaughtering. For one could have thought that
only for the work of ordinary people is the forbidden fat considered pure, and skins

greased with will not impart impurity.
But regarding the work of the Most High, i.e. the Temple service, | would say that it is

regarded as impure, because the laws of impurity applying to sacrifices are stricter. Thus

it will impart impurity to consecrated items of the Temple.
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This interpretation (which is negated by the word “all”) is based on the premise that “you

must not eat it” does not imply a prohibition on benefit.

The Torah therefore says “For all work,” meaning that it is pure even in regards to

Temple work.

The Gemara brings out the point: According to Rabbi Yosi Hagelili, the verse did not
need to mention the status of forbidden fat in regards to the laws of impurity and purity.
It is obvious that it is not impure, because it is different from the rest of the meat. What
did the verse need to tell us about it? Its status as regards forbidden or permitted. |.c.

to tell us that although it may not be eaten, it may be used for work.

And Rabbi Akiva held that the verse did not need to mention the status of forbidden fat
as regards forbidden or permitted. There is no question whether it is permitted to
benefit from it by using it for work. What did the verse need to tell us about it? Its

status in regards to the laws of impurity and purity.

Ammud Bet

Why not say that this is the underlying point that they are differing about:

Rabbi Yosi Hagelili holds that when the Torah states “You must not eat it” in reference
to forbidden fat, it means both a prohibition against eating it and a prohibition
against benefiting from it, like Rabbi Abahu. Therefore, when the verse of “all work”

comes, it comes to permit it in the matter of benefiting from it.
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And Rabbi Akiva holds that “You must not eat it” means only a prohibition against
eating it, but it does not mean a prohibition against benefiting from it, like Chizkiyah.
Therefore, when the verse comes, it comes to teach us its status in matters of impurity

and purity.

The Gemara rejects this: No, this is not the point of disagreement between Rabbi Y osi

Hagelili and Rabbi Akiva.

Rather, everyone (Rabbi Yosi Hagelili and Rabbi Akiva) agrees that “You shall not
eat” means both a prohibition against eating and a prohibition against benefiting,
like Rabbi Abahu. However, regarding a carcass (neveilah), the Torah has already
permitted us to benefit from it, as it says: “To the stranger that is in your gates you may

give it and he shall eat it, or sell it to the foreigner.”

Here, they are differing about this point:

Rabbi Yosi Hagelili holds that when carcasses were permitted, only it i.e. the meat of
the carcass was permitted. But its forbidden fat and its gid hanasheh® were not
permitted together with the meat. Since they are not part of the edible meat, they were
not included in the permission to give or sell the carcass (i.e. the permission to benefit
from it). For the same reason, not being food, the Torah did not need to tell us that
impurity applying to the meat does not apply to them. Therefore, when the verse was

needed, it came to say that it is permitted to benefit from the forbidden fat of a carcass.

And Rabbi Akiva holds that the verse did not need to tell us that it is permitted to
benefit from such forbidden fat. For when the carcass was permitted to benefit from,

its forbidden fat and sinews were also permitted. When the verse was needed, it was

® The sciatic nerve, part of the hind quarters of the animal, which the Torah forbids us to eat.
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to teach us about impurity and purity. Since Rabbi Akiva considers the forbidden fat
to be a full-fledged part of the carcass, even though it is not ordinary food, it would be

impure if the Torah did not specifically inform us otherwise.

The Gemara analyzes the Baraita: According to Rabbi Yosi Hagelili, who holds that
forbidden fat and sinews were not included in the Torah’s permission to benefit from the
carcass, we have found in the verse of “all work™ that the Torah permitted its benefit.

But perhaps we should say that the gid hanasheh remains forbidden to benefit from?

The Gemara answers: |f you wish, | could say that it is true. It is actually forbidden to

derive benefit from the gid hanasheh.

If you wish, | could say as an alternative answer that even according to Rabbi Yosi
Haglili it is permitted to benefit from the gid hanasheh. And he brings proof to its

permissibility from the reasoning of a kal vachomer®:

What is true about forbidden fat? That whoever eats it is punished with karet7, but it
is nevertheless permitted to benefit from it. If so, then gid hanasheh, that someone
who eats it is not punished with karet, how much more so should it be permitted to

benefit from it!

And Rabbi Shimon, who forbade benefiting from the gid hanasheh, does not agree with
this kal vachomer. For it is possible to refute it: What is true about forbidden fat?
That it is permitted altogether, in wild animals. There is no prohibition on eating any
fat of wild animals such as deer. If so, forbidden fat has a leniency not shared by gid

hanasheh, and perhaps that leniency is connected to the other leniency, of permission to

® A fortiori reasoning
" Spiritual excision
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benefit from the forbidden fat. Thus, how can you say that gid hanasheh, which is not

permitted altogether in wild animals, is surely permitted to benefit from?

And the other one, Rabbi Yosi Hagelili? How does he answer Rabbi Shimon's
refutation? He would answer that the leniency mentioned by Rabbi Shimon is unrelated
to the issue at hand. For we are speaking about domesticated animals, and in

domesticated animals, at any rate, forbidden fat is not permitted.

The Gemara approaches the topic from a different perspective: Since we have already
contradicted Rabbi Abahu from all these verses, and we have already resolved these
contradictions, explaining how Rabbi Abahu can hold his position despite them, about
what case are Chizkiyah and Rabbi Abahu differing, in practical Halachah? It seems
that Rabbi Abahu’s principle has no practical application, since there is always another

verse that permits benefit.

We only find them to differ about chametz during Pesach, according to the view of the
Rabbis who hold that it is forbidden to benefit from (against Rabbi Y osi Hagelili’s view).
Also, they differ about a goring bull that was sentenced to stoning, according to
everyone i.c. according to all the Tannaim (for here, there is no view that permits

benefit).

For Chizkiyah learns it, the prohibition to benefit from these items, from “It shall not
be eaten”. And Rabbi Abahu learns it from what the Torah said about a carcass
(neveilah). |.e. since the Torah specifically permitted benefit from a carcass, this implies

that in other cases, what is forbidden to eat is also forbidden to benefit from.
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The Gemara brings out the point: Since, according to both views, these items are
forbidden to benefit from—what, then, is the practical difference between them,

between Chizkiyah and Rabbi Abahu?

The Gemara answers: Chulin i.e. ordinary, non-consecrated meat that was slaughtered

in the Temple Courtyard is the case of practical disagreement between them.

Chizkiyah, who holds that “I t shall not be eaten” excludes i.c. forbids benefit in these
cases (chametz and the goring bull), he therefore derives from the word “it” of the verse
“You shall throw it [treifah® meat] to a dog” to exclude chulin meat that was
slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard. |.e. from “it” in this verse, he derives that meat
so slaughtered is forbidden to benefit from, according to Torah law. (This verse and its

various interpretations was discussed at the beginning of the previous daf.)

But Rabbi Abahu, who holds that the word “it” of the above-mentioned verse is the
source to exclude i.e. forbid benefit in these cases (chametz and the goring bull), he
perforce concludes that chulin meat that was slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard is

not forbidden to benefit from by Torah law.

A certain scholar sat down before Rabbi Shmuel the son of Nachmani. He sat and
said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: From where do we learn that
anything that the Torah forbids us to eat, just as they are forbidden to eat of it, so

too they are forbidden to benefit from it?

® An animal that, upon being slaughtered, is discovered to have suffered from a disease or injury that
renders it non-kosher.
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The Gemara asks: What are they? What prohibited items was Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi referring to? It must be that he meant chametz during Pesach and a goring bull
that was sentenced to stoning. He could not have meant anything else, for, as we saw
above, everything else that the Torah forbids us to eat, it specifically permits us to benefit

from.

If so, what was Rabbi Y ehoshua's question? L et him derive it the general prohibition on

benefit from “It shall not be eaten”!

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehoshua differed with Chizkiyah. To him Rabbi
Y ehoshua, “It shall not be eaten” means only a prohibition against eating, but it does

not mean a prohibition against benefiting.

The Gemara further asks: Let him derive it the general prohibition on benefit from the
law of a carcass (neveilah). Since in that case, the Torah specifically permitted us to
benefit from it, we see that in other cases, if something is forbidden to eat, it is also

forbidden to benefit from it.

The Gemara answers: He Rabbi Yehoshua holds like Rabbi Yehudah, who said that
the words are meant to be understood simply, as they are written. Thus, the verse that
says “To the stranger in your gates ...” teaches us that the carcass may be given as a gift
to a stranger, or sold to a foreigner, but not the other way around. We therefore learn no

general rule from there.
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The Gemara asks: |f Rabbi Yehoshua holds like Rabbi Yehudah, let him Rabbi
Y ehoshua derive it the general prohibition on benefit from the source from which Rabbi
Abahu derived it, according to Rabbi Yehudah. Namely, from the verse that says
“You may throw it to the dogs.” “It” you may throw to the dogs, but other things that

the Torah forbade you to eat, you may not throw to the dogs.

The Gemara answers: He held that chulin meat slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard
is forbidden to benefit from by Torah law. And he uses the word “it” in the above verse

to derive specifically this law,? not a general principle.

The Gemara returns to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's question: From where do we learn
the general rule that whatever the Torah forbids us to eat, it also forbids us to benefit

from 1t?

He answered: We learn it from the verse that is written, “Any sin-offering, of which
some of its blood is brought into the Tent of Testimony (Ohel Mo 'ed) to atone in the
holy place, shall not be eaten. Y ou shall burn it in fire.” The verse states that the blood of
ordinary sin-offerings, which must be placed specifically upon the outer Altar,

disqualifies the offering if it is placed upon the inner Altar.

Yet, this law was already stated in the Torah passage dealing with the eighth day of the
dedication of the Ohel Mo ’ed: “The blood was not brought inside, to the Holy place; you
should have eaten it in the holy place, as | commanded.” We see from this verse that if
the blood had been brought to the inner Altar, the sacrifice would indeed have been

disqualified, and the meat would not have to be eaten.

® He interprets the verse of “you may throw it to the dogs” as follows: if a pregnant animal is being
slaughtered, and, while it is being slaughtered, the fetus sticks a foot outside the mother, then although it is
forbidden to eat the meat of that foot, it is nevertheless permitted to benefit from it. However, a chulin
animal slaughtered in the Temple Courtyard, which is also prohibited because of its location when it was
slaughtered, may not even be benefited from.
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If so, the first verse appears to be redundant, and must mean to teach us some other law.

If it does not teach us about itself, i.c. about the topic it apparently discusses, for it is
already written in reference to the sin-offering of the second verse: “And behold, it was
burnt”, thus teaching us the law of its disqualification. Then you must give it a place to

teach about, i.e. regarding all the prohibitions of the Torah.

This method of explication is one of the principles of Torah explication that were

revealed to Moshe at Mt. Sinai.
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And if this verse — “Any sin-offering, of which some of its blood is brought into the
Tent of Testimony (Ohel Mo ’ed) to atone in the holy place, shall not be eaten” — does
not teach us about eating, i.e. about food prohibitions in the Torah generally, which we
have already learned from other verses, you must give it a place to teach about, i.c. the

prohibition on benefiting from that which you may not eat.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: |f this verse indeed teaches that whatever is forbidden to
eat is also forbidden to benefit from, then just as here, in the case of the sin-offering, it
must be burnt, so too in all the prohibitions of the Torah, whatever may not be eaten
must be burnt. Yet there are many items that their benefit is prohibited, while there is no

obligation to burn them. They may be disposed of in other ways.

The Gemara answers: For the verse said, “In the holy place... it shall be burnt with
fire.” Only prohibited items of the holy place must be burnt, but all the prohibitions of
the Torah do not need to be burnt.

Rabbi Shmuel ben Nachmani questioned the scholar who told him of Rabbi Yehoshua's
source for the general prohibition on benefit: And did this verse of “In the holy place...
it shall be burnt with fire” come for this, to teach us that whatever you may not eat,

you must not benefit from?

But this verse is needed to teach us about the sin-offering itself, to inform us that it must

be burnt in the Temple Courtyard, as Rabbi Shimon said.
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For it was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: The verse of “In the holy place...
it shall be burnt with fire” has taught that a regular sin-offering which had its blood
improperly placed on the inner Altar, instead of the outer Altar, must be burnt in the
holy place, i.e. the Temple Courtyard. | only have a source for this alone, i.c. an
invalidated sin-offering. When it comes to other highly consecrated items (kodshei
kodoshim) that became invalidated, and the innards® of lightly consecrated items
(kodoshim kalim) that became invalidated, from where do we learn that they also are to

be burnt in the Temple Courtyard?

The Torah teaches us: “In the holy place... it shall be burnt with fire.”

The scholar said to him: Your master, Rabbi Yonatan, said it the general prohibition
on benefit from this other verse: “And if some of the meat of the dedication-offerings
shall be left over, or some of the bread, till morning, you should burn the leftovers in
fire. It shall not be eaten, for it is holy.” It was not necessary to write “It shall not be
eaten,” for the verse has already told us that it must be burnt. Therefore, it appears

redundant.

[f it does not teach us about itself, for it is already written, “And you shall burn the

leftovers in fire,” give it a place to teach about, i.e. all the prohibitions in the Torah.

And if it does not teach us about the prohibition on eating, give it another place to

teach about, i.e. the prohibition against benefiting from them.

1| .e. what is burnt upon the Altar, rather than eaten.
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: |f this verse indeed teaches that whatever is forbidden to
eat is also forbidden to benefit from, then just as here, in the case of leftover portions of
the sacrifices, they must be burnt, so too all the prohibitions of the Torah must be
burnt. Yet there are many items that their benefit is prohibited, while there is no
obligation to burn them. They may be disposed of in other ways.

The Gemara answers: The verse has said, “And you shall burn the leftovers”—which
means only leftover portions of the sacrifices need to be burnt, but all the prohibitions

of the Torah do not need to be burnt.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And does this verse of “It shall not be eaten” come to

teach us this? This verse is needed for that teaching of Rabbi Elazar.

For Rabbi Elazar said: The verse that says “It shall not be eaten, for it is holy”
teaches the following: Any consecrated item that is invalidated, the verse comes to
place a prohibition on eating it. For if this verse had not been written, and we only
knew the verse of “You shall burn it,” we would not know that there is a negative Torah

prohibition on eating it, punishable by lashes.

Said Abaye to answer the above difficulty: In truth, the general prohibition on
benefiting is learned from the first verse, the one presented at the beginning of this daf
as Rabbi Yehoshua’s source: “Any sin-offering that some of its blood is brought within
the Ohel Mo ’ed to atone in the holy place, shall not be eaten...” Until now we thought
that Rabbi Y ehoshua derived it from the end of the verse: “...it shall be burnt in fire”. But
to answer the difficulty raised earlier, we shall now reverse the order of the explication,

as follows:
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L et the Torah write “it shall be burnt in fire,” and it would not need to write “it shall

not be eaten”.

What does the Torah teach by saying “it shall not be eaten?”

If it does not teach about itself, for the prohibition on eating it is derived from the
source of Rabbi Elazar quoted above?, give it another place to teach, i.e. regarding all

the prohibitions in the Torah.

And if it does not teach about the prohibition against eating them, for that is learned
from their various verses, give it another place to teach, i.e. about the prohibition on

benefiting from them.

If you would argue that just as here, that the invalidated sin-offering must be burnt, so
too all the prohibitions of the Torah must be burnt®, about this the verse said: “You
shall burn the leftovers”, which is the verse earlier utilized Rabbi Yonatan. This verse
teaches that the leftovers of the sacrifices must be burnt, but all the prohibitions of the

Torah do not need to be burnt.

Said Rav Papa to Abaye: | will say that the phrase of “Shall not be eaten”, from which
you are attempting to derive the general prohibition on benefit, is not redundant at all. It

comes to designate a specific prohibition for itself.

For if not so, and we would instead derive the prohibition on eating the invalid sin-
offering from the source of Rabbi Elazar, it would merely be part of a generalized

prohibition including all kinds of invalidated consecrated items. And there are no lashes

2 For Rabbi Elazar said: The verse that says “It shall not be eaten, for it is holy” teaches the following:
Any consecrated item that is invalidated, the verse comes to place a prohibition on eating it.
3 And this premise in untrue, as explained previously.
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for violating a general prohibition. Therefore, the Torah wished to give this sin-offering

a specific prohibition, so that someone who eats it will indeed be liable for lashes.

Rather, said Rav Papa an alternative answer. From here we can learn the general
prohibition on benefit: The verse says, “And the meat that touches anything impure

shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt in fire.”

The Torah did not need to say “It shall not be eaten,” for, as we shall soon see, that

would be learned from ma'aser sheni’.

What did the Torah mean to say by teaching that It shall not be eaten?”

If it does not teach about itself, that impure sacrificial meat may not be eaten, for that
could be learned from a kal vachomer® from ma' aser sheni which is more lenient. The
reasoning is as follows: Just as with ma'aser, which is lenient, the Torah said that a
Jew should declare: “l have not eaten it in impurity,” implying that it is forbidden to
eat ma'aser sheni while in a state of impurity. How much more so should this be true

regarding sacrificial meat, which is more severe in its laws than is ma aser sheni.

Thus we already have a kal vachomer forbidding us to eat sacrificial meat in impurity,
and the verse telling us not to eat such meat may be interpreted as a source for the general

prohibition on benefit.

And if you would say that the Torah does not prohibit something based upon the logic
of a kal vachomer alone, therefore the verse is not superfluous as | claimed, | would

answer that the law | derived from the kal vachomer may also be derived from a hekeish,

* An agricultural tithe which must be brought to Jerusalem, and there eaten in a state of ritual purity, either
by the owner or by whomever he gives the tithe to.
> A fortiori reasoning
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a comparison of similar wording in Scriptural verses. Thus it is not based on kal
vachomer alone. For it is written, “You cannot eat ma'aser of your wheat, wine, or
oil, or the firstborn of your cattle, in your towns.” Since the Torah has compared the
ma'aser sheni of wheat to firstborn cattle, which is the sacrifice of bechor, we derive as
follows: just as it is forbidden to eat impure ma'aser sheni, so is it forbidden to eat impure

sacrifices.

If so, what does the Torah teach us by saying “It shall not be eaten” in reference to

impure sacrificial meat?

If it does not teach about itself, give it another place to teach, i.e. regarding all the

prohibitions of the Torah.

And if it does not teach you about the prohibition against eating them, give it another

place to teach, i.e. regarding the prohibition on benefiting from them.

If you would argue that if so, then just as here, in the case of impure sacrifices, they
must be burnt, so too there, in all the prohibitions of the Torah, they must be burnt—
regarding this, the verse said “the leftovers”, meaning that the leftovers must be burnt,

but all the prohibitions of the Torah do not need to be burnt.

Said Ravina to Rav Ashi: | will say that the reason the Torah wrote “shall not be
eaten”, in the verse presented by Rav Papa above, was not to teach us the general
prohibition on benefit, rather it was to cause one who eats impure sacrificial meat to

violate two prohibitions.
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As a result, he shall be liable for two sets of lashes. For did not Abaye say: “One who
eats a potita6 is lashed four times”, i.e. is liable for four sets of lashes? Since the Torah
twice forbids to eat water sheratzim, once in Vayikra’, and once in Devarim®, and also
gives two general prohibitions in Vayikra, “Do not make your souls disgusting with any
sort of sheretz,” and “Do not make yourselves impure with them,” he has violated four

separate prohibitions, and is liable for four sets of lashes.

The Gemara continues quoting Abaye’s statement: And if he ate an ant, which is a
sheretz of the ground, he is lashed five times. For in addition to the two general
prohibitions mentioned above, there are three prohibitions specific to eating ground
sheratzim. They are “And any sheretz upon the ground is abominable, it shall not be
eaten, “ “You shall not eat any sheretz that creeps upon the ground, for they are
disgusting,” and “Do not make yourselves impure with any sheretz that creeps upon the

ground.”

Ammud Bet

And if he ate a forbidden species of locust, which is an air sheretz, he is lashed six times,
for there is one specific prohibition regarding air sheratzim, in addition to the two general
ones and the three applicable to ground sheratzim. Since no sheretz spends all the time in

the air, but rather, they must rest on the ground, air sheratzim are included in the

® A sheretz that lives in the water.
" Leviticus
8 Deuteronomy
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prohibitions against ground sheratzim. The new prohibition is “And any flying sheretz is

impure for you,; do not eat it.”

Similar to what we see in Abaye’s statement, Ravina here says regarding our subject that
perhaps the Torah's intention is to make the person who eats impure sacrificial meat

liable for two prohibitions, and two sets of lashes.

Rav Ashi said to him: Wherever it is possible to interpret a prohibition as referring to
something else, we interpret it in that fashion, and we do not set it up as merely

referring to extra prohibitions on the same action.

Thus, Rav Papa’s answer is plausible.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: In reference to the verse “And the meat that touches
any impure thing shall not be eaten,” granted that “shall not be eaten” was already
interpreted, but why do | need the Torah to have written the words “and the meat” at the
beginning of the verse? Since the whole passage is speaking of sacrificial meat, it was

unnecessary for the Torah to have restated the subject.

The Gemara answers: It is meant to include wood and frankincense, used for the
sacrificial service, amongst the category of things that can become impure. Although
these items are not food, they contract impurity like food does, as derived from this

phrase.
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The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Why do | need the phrase “and the [pure] meat,
any pure person may eat [the] meat,” that appears at the end of the verse?® Note that
the word “meat” appears twice. The Gemara is asking about the first time that the verse

says “meat.” What is that word teaching us?

The Gemara answers: We learn from that word to include the innards that became
impure. This part of the sacrifice is burnt on the Altar. If the blood of a given sacrifice
was properly sprinkled, and then the innards that were meant to be burnt upon the Altar
became impure, | might think that if someone ate them, he would not be liable for eating
sacrificial meat while it is impure—for even when they were pure, it was never permitted

for anyone to eat them.

This first instance of “meat” teaches us that he would be liable for the prohibition of
eating sacrificial meat while it is impure, in addition to the more general prohibition

against Cohanim eating portions that are meant to go upon the Altar.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: |s the prohibition against eating impure innards learned

from this verse? It is derived from there, i.c., from a different verse.

For it was taught in a Baraita: The verse said, “And the soul that eats meat from the
peace-offering (zevach shelamim) that is Hashem's, and his impurity is upon him, that
soul shall be cut off from its people.” The words “that is Hashem's,” are interpreted to

include the innards in the prohibition against eating sacrificial meat while impure.

The Gemara answers: There, the Torah teaches us that it is forbidden to eat the meat of

pure innards, while the person himself is impure, and that one who does so is liable for

® The Gemara is not asking about the statement that any pure person may eat the meat, for that teaches us
that one is liable only if, himself being impure, he eats pure sacrificial meat. However, he is not liable if he
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karet'™®. The earlier verse, on the other hand, teaches us that it is forbidden to eat it when
the meat i.e. the innards is impure, and the person is pure. Someone who does so has

merely transgressed a prohibition, without becoming liable for karet.

Said Rabbi Abbahu in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: With all prohibitions in the
Torah, one is only liable for lashes for eating them if he ate them in the normal

fashion.
The Gemara asks: What is this meant to exclude?
Said Rav Simi bar Ashi: It is meant to exclude the following: if someone ate raw

forbidden fat, he is exempt from karet. Since people normally cook fats before eating

them, someone who eats them raw is exempt from punishment.

Some say: Rabbi Abahu said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: With all prohibitions
in the Torah, one is only liable for lashes for benefiting from them if his benefit is

derived in the normal fashion.

The Gemara asks: What is this meant to exclude?

Said Rav Simi bar Ashi: It is meant to exclude the following; if someone put, upon a

wound, forbidden fat of a goring bull sentenced to stoning, as a sort of compress, he is

is eating impure meat that became impure before its blood was sprinkled on the Altar, and was never any
permitted to any person.
19 gpiritual excision
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exempt from punishment. Since the fat is normally used for fuel or to grease tools, when

he uses it for medicinal purposes, he is exempt from punishment.

And how much more so is it true that if he eats raw forbidden fat, that he is exempt

from punishment.

It was also said in a statement of Amoraim: Said Rav Acha the son of Rav |vyah in
the name of Rav Asi in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: |f someone put, upon his
wound, forbidden fat of a goring bull that was sentenced to stoning, as a compress, he
is exempt from punishment. This is because with all of the prohibitions in the Torah,
one is only liable for lashes for benefiting from them if his benefit is derived in the

normal fashion.

Said Rabbi Zeira: We, too, learned this in a Baraita: Regarding fruit juice, one only
receives forty lashes because of the prohibition on orlah™ if he consumed the juices

that come out of olives and grapes.

The Gemara analyzes the Baraita: Whereas juices that come out of strawberries, figs,
or pomegranates, he does not receive forty lashes. Why? Is it not because he did not
eat them in the normal fashion? Since these fruits are not normally turned into juice,
someone who does make them into juice, and then consumes it, is not be liable for forty

lashes.

Abaye said to him: That is not a valid proof. It is all right i.e. the proof would be valid

if we heard about the fruit itself that he does not receive lashes if he did not eat them
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in the normal fashion—then the proof would be fine. But here, in the case of juices,
we can explain the exemption from lashes differently: because the juice is merely
exuded liquid. Aside from olive oil and grape juice, fruit juices are not considered to be
the primary products of the fruit. Thus, he is not judged as having consumed the

forbidden fruits.

Said Abaye: Everyone agrees that regarding wheat that grew mixed in a vineyard
(kil’ei hakerem)™, we lash someone who benefits from them, even if he benefited from
them not in the normal fashion. Why? Because the word “eating” is not written
regarding them, i.e. in the passages that discuss them We learn the prohibition on
benefiting from them otherwise. Since the Torah does not specify “eating,” they do not

have the rule of “in the normal fashion.”

They contradicted him, from a Baraita: |si the son of Yehudah says: The Torah does
not expressly tell us that it is prohibited to eat mixtures of meat and milk, but only that we
may not cook them together. From where do we learn about meat and milk that it is
forbidden to eat them, if they were cooked together? It says here, in one verse, “For
you are a holy nation to Hashem your G-d, do not cook a kid in its mother's milk.” And
it says there, in another verse, “You shall be holy men for me, and meat torn (treifah)

in the field you shall not eat.”

™ The Torah forbids us to eat the fruits of a tree within the first three years of its planting, when such fruits
are called orlah.

12 The Torah forbids one to plant wheat and grapes too close together, and if they were grown in that way,
they may not be eaten.
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The Gemara is pointing out that there is a gezeirah shavah™, formed by the word “holy”

appearing in both verses.

Just as there, in the passage dealing with treifah, it is forbidden to eat, so too here, in

the passage dealing with a mixture of meat with milk, it is forbidden to eat.

But | only have a source that such a mixture is forbidden to eat. From where do we

learn that it is forbidden to benefit from it?

You may say it is learned through a kal vachomer from orlah.

Just as orlah, that no sin was done through its planting™®, yet it is forbidden to benefit
from—it follows that a mixture of meat with milk, that a sin was done through its

cooking, is it not logical that it should be forbidden to benefit from?

3] e. when different verses have a similar wording, they are often connected. This is gezeirah shavah, one
of the means by which Scriptural verses are interpreted. There are many verses with similar wording, and a
gezeirah shavah interpretation is only made when there is a tradition of the Oral Torah (as handed down
from Mt. Sinai) that these two verses are indeed linked.

1 Every tree is orlah for the first three years of its growth
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The Baraita questions the kal vachomer': How can you compare the two? What is true
about orlah?? That it never had a time of permissibility. From the very moment the
orlah fruit come into existence, it was forbidden to benefit from. If so, then shall you
say that we should apply the prohibition on its benefit to a mixture of meat and milk,
which did have a time of permissibility? Before being mixed together, it was perfectly
permitted to eat the meat and drink the milk.

It could be that the prohibition on benefit from orlah is connected to orlah’s other

stringency.

The Baraita responds. Chametz during Pesach proves it, for it had a time of

permissibility, before Pesach, and nevertheless it is forbidden to benefit fromiit.

Thus, we see that the prohibition on benefit is unconnected to the unique stringency of
orlah.

The Baraita challenges the above answer: What is true about chametz during Pesach?
That it is punishable by karet®, i.e. eating chametz during Pesach is punishable by karet.
If so, shall you say that we should apply the prohibition on its benefit to a mixture of
meat and milk, which isnot punishable by karet?

! Afortiori reasoning
2 Fruit from atree during the first three years since it was planted. Thisfruit is forbidden by Torah law.
3 Spiritual excision
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It could be that the prohibition on benefit from chametz is connected to chametz's other

stringency.

The Baraita responds:. Grain grown in a mixture in avineyard (kil’e hakerem) proves
it, for it isnot punishable by karet, and nevertheless it isforbidden to benefit from.

Thus, we see that the prohibition on benefit is unconnected to the unique stringency of
kil’el hakerem.

The Gemara brings out the point: And if it is true that someone who benefits in an
unusual fashion from grain of kil’el hakerem is liable for lashes, as Abaye stated at the
end of the last daf, they should have refuted the kal vachomer of the Baraita in the
following way: What is true about grains grown in a mixture in avineyard? That the
Court administers lashes for benefiting from them, even if the benefit was derived in an

unusual fashion.

If so, shall you say that we should apply the prohibition on its benefit to a mixture of
meat and milk, where the Court does not administer lashes except to someone who eats it
in the usual fashion?

The Gemara answers. And Abaye, that you wish to say a refutation to his statement,
how shall you refute him? If you say that a mixture of meat and milk is different,
because the Court does not administer lashes for eating it in an unusual fashion, thisis
not a refutation. Is the word “eating” written in reference to a mixture of meat and

milk? Since the word “eating” is not written, even if someone were to eat the mixture in
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an unusual fashion, he would indeed be liable for lashes. Therefore, we can learn from

kil’el hakerem that it is forbidden to benefit from a mixture of meat and milk.

And the other one, the scholar who objected to Abaye's statement? Why did he think
that someone who eats a mixture of meat and milk in an unusual fashion would not be
liable for lashes?

The Gemara answers. He learned this from the passage of treifah (torn meat), by
means of the gezeirah shavah of the word “holy” appearing in both passages. What is
true about treifah? That someone who eats it is only liable for lashes if he does it in the
normal fashion. So too, with a mixture of meat and milk, someone who eats it is only
liable for lashes if he does so in the normal fashion.

And Abaye held that thisis why “eating” was not written in the passage of a mixture
of meat and milk itself. It is to say that the Court administers lashes to someone for
eating it even in an unusual fashion. Therefore, we should not understand the gezeirah

shavah to be teaching us otherwise.

It was taught in the Baraita mentioned above: Grain of kil’ei hakerem proves it, for it is
not punishable by karet, and neverthelessit is forbidden to benefit from.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Let them refute the kal vachomer as follows. What is

true about grain grown in a mixture in avineyard? That it never had a moment of

permissibility. Assoon asthe grain came into existence, it was forbidden.
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If so, how can we apply the prohibition on its benefit to a mixture of meat and milk,
where the meat and milk were permitted for consumption until they were mixed?

At this point, the Gemara is assuming that only the shoots of kil’ ei hakerem are forbidden
for consumption, but the kernels of wheat from which the shoots sprouted remain
permitted, just as they were permitted before their being planted adjacent to grapevines.

Said Rav Ada bar Ahavah: This Baraita is telling us that with grains grown in a
mixture in a vineyard, even their roots, i.e. the kernels originally planted, become
forbidden. Now we may say that kil’ei hakerem is indeed comparable to a mixture of
meat and milk. Since the wheat kernels were once permitted, then become forbidden to
benefit from when they are planted adjacent to a grapevine, we can derive that meat and
milk, which also was once permitted, become forbidden when they are mixed together.

Rav Shemayah contradicted him Rav Ada bar Ahavah, from a Mishnah: If someone
takes a flowerpot, planted with shoots of grains, which has holes in its bottom,* and he
carries it slowly through a vineyard: if the shoots continue to grow, and add 1/200 to
their previous size while they are passing through the vineyard, then they become grain of
ki'el hakerem and are forbidden. For the grain is regarded as having taken root
immediately, and since it grew so much that the new growth is not nullified in the
original size, it becomes forbidden. (Unlike most prohibitions, which are nullified in 60
timestheir size, kil ei hakerem requires 200 times its size to be nullified.)

And because it is impossible to isolate the forbidden growth from the rest of the plant, we
regard it all as forbidden.
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The Gemara brings out the point: This implies that if they add 1/200 of the total size,
then yes, they become forbidden, but if they do not add that 1/200, then no, they do not
become forbidden. From this we can see that only the portions of the plant that actualy
grow in proximity to the vineyard are forbidden, but not the original kernels, although
they are regarded as having taken root in the vineyard.

The Gemara answers. Said Rava, two Scriptural statements are written about
forbidden mixtures. One says. “Do not plant your vineyard [as a mixture, lest the
growth of the seed that you plant become forbidden, [along with] the produce of the
vineyard.” The word “seed” implies that the seeds that are planted become forbidden
themselves. And the other onethat iswritten says*“the growth,” implying that only that
which grows in a mixture is forbidden, but not the seeds that were planted.

How is this to be reconciled? The answer is that the seed that is planted from the
beginning in the vineyard becomes forbidden when it takes root. But a seed that was
already planted before being brought into the vineyard, if the plant adds 1/200 of its
total size while it iswithin the vineyard, then yes, it becomes forbidden, but if it does not
add so much, then no, it does not become forbidden.

This answers Rav Shemayah'’s contradiction to Rav Ada bar Ahavah.

* Thusit is considered connected to the ground, because the moisture rising from the ground promotes the
plants growth.
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Said Rabbi Yaakov in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: With every item that is
generally forbidden to benefit from, we may use it to heal ourselves. Medicinal usage is
not forbidden as benefit. The exception isasheirah trees’.

The Gemara asks. How is this? l.e, to what case are Rabbi Yaakov and Rabbi
Yochanan referring? |f we shall say that they are referring to a case where there is
danger to the life of the patient, then it should even be permitted to use asheirah trees
for medicinal purposes. And if they are referring to a case where there is no danger to
the life of the patient, then it should even be forbidden to make medicinal use of any
itemsthat the Torah prohibits us to benefit from.

The Gemara answers. In truth, they are referring to a case where there is danger to the
life of the patient. And nevertheless, we may not use asheirah trees for medicina
purposes. ldolatry itself, and even benefiting from objects of its worship, is forbidden
even to save a Jewish life.

Asit wastaught in an Amoraic statement on the following Baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says:
The verse says “You shall love Hashem your G-d with all your heart, with all your soul,
and with all your might.” “Your soul” refers to your life, and means that one must be
prepared to sacrifice his life for Hashem's sake. “Your might” refersto your wealth, and
means that one must be prepared to sacrifice his entire fortune for Hashem's sake. If it
said “with all your soul,” why did it need to say “with all your might?” If we are
already obliged to give up even our lives for Hashem's sake, surely we must give up our
wealth for Hashem's sake.

® Trees that were planted to be worshipped as idols.

Chavruta 6




Perek 2 — 25B

Rather, it isto tell you that if thereisa man whose lifeis more precious to him than
hiswealth, he must be prepared to give up even his life for Hashem. Therefore, it says,
“with all your soul.” And if there is a man whose wealth is more precious to him
than hislife, he must be prepared to give up even his wealth for Hashem. Therefore, it
says, “with all your might.”

When Ravin came, he said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: With use of everything
that the Torah prohibits, we may heal a sick person—except for idolatry, illicit

relations...

Ammud Bet

...and murder. It isnot permitted to transgress these three commandments even to save
one'slife. For example, if gentilestold him: “Kill that Jew or we shall kill you,” he is not
permitted to murder a Jew in order to save his own life.

What is the reason that one may not commit idolatry in order to save his life, nor use
objects of its worship to save his life? For that reason that we said, because of the verse

of “with all your soul.”
What is the reason that illicit relations and murder are in this category?
Because it wastaught in a Baraita: Rabbi i.e. Rabbi Yehudah HaNasi says, regarding

the verse speaking of one who seeks to rape a betrothed® young woman: “ For like a man

that attacks his friend to murder him, so is this matter.” What is the connection

® Betrothal, called eirusin or kiddushin, is tantamount to a full marriage bond and thus entails the
prohibition of adultery.
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between murder and forbidden relations with a betrothed young woman, that the verse

intends to teach us?

It cannot be simply to exempt her from punishment, for it is already written, “And to the
young woman you shall not do anything.” Rather, this—the laws of a murderer—
ostensibly comes to teach us about the laws of illicit relations, yet we find that in truth,
it learns from the laws of illicit relations. |.e we learn a law from illicit relations, and
apply it to murderers. What is true regarding a betrothed young woman? It is
permitted to save her from the would-be rapist through taking hislife, i.e. one may kill
him to save her. So too, in the case of a murderer, it is permitted to save the victim
through taking the life of the would-be murderer.

And now we may learn a law of the betrothed young woman from the murderer.
What is true with a murderer? If gentiles should tell someone, “Kill this Jew or we
shall kill you,” he must allow himself to be killed, and not transgress the prohibition on
murder. So too in the matter of the betrothed young woman. If gentiles should tell a
married woman to transgress the prohibition of adultery, at the pain of death, she must
allow herself to be killed, and not transgress.

The Gemara asks: And from wher e do we know that the prohibition on murder isitself

not waived, even at pain of death?
The Gemara answers. It ssandsto reason. For a certain man came before Rava, and
said to him: The ruler of my city said to me, “ Go kill so-and-so, and if not, | shall

kill you.” What should | do?

Rava said to him: Let him the ruler kill you, and do not kill your fellow Jew. How do
you know that your blood is redder than that of your fellow Jew? Perhaps his blood
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isredder. Since there is no way to determine whose life is more precious to Hashem,

you may not kill him in order to save your own life.

Mar bar Rav Ashi once found Ravina anointing his daughter, for medical purposes,

with olive oil squeezed from unripeorlah’ fruits.

He Mar bar Rav Ashi said to him: | would say that the permission which the Rabbis
said, concerning medical purposes, is only at a time of danger, i.e. when the patient
might otherwise die. But not during a time of danger, when the patient is not o ill,

did they say it?

Ravinasaid to him: Thisfever that my daughter is suffering fromisalso like a time of

danger.

Some say that Ravina said to him: Am | using it in the normal fashion? Normally,
people anoint with oil from ripe olives, that were squeezed in an olive press—not with oil

from unripe olives, that were hand pressed.

" Within the first three years of the planting of a fruit tree, itsfruitsare called arlah. It isforbidden to use
them for any purpose.
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It was said in a statement of Amoraim: When a person is in a situation where he will
benefit unintentionally from some forbidden thing—for example, he is standing in a place
where he can smell the aroma of idolatrous incense—this is called a benefit that comes
to a man against hiswill. Isit permitted or forbidden?

Abaye said: It ispermitted, and he does not need to leave.

And Rava said: It isforbidden, and he needsto leave.

The Gemaraexplains: If it ispossible for him to avoid having the benefit, but he intends

to have the benefit anyway, then everyone agreesthat it isforbidden.

And if it isimpossible for him to avoid having the benefit, yet he intendsto have it, then,

too, everyone agreesthat it isforbidden.

And if it is impossible for him to avoid having the benefit, and he does not intend to

have the benefit, everyone agreesthat it is permitted.

When do they disagree? When it is possible for him to avoid the benefit, but he does
not intend to have it.

There is a general disagreement between Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi Shimon, which is
related to this issue. If a man does an action, as a result of which, something forbidden
will likely occur, but he did not intend that result, is he permitted to do the original
action? This principle is called davar she’'eino mitkavein, something which is
unintended. For example, on Shabbat he drags a bench. This is likely to make afurrow in
the ground, which is the form of work called Ploughing.
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And according to the view of Rabbi Yehudah, who says that something which is
unintended is forbidden, everyone agrees that benefit that comes to a man against his
will isforbidden.

When do they disagree? Only according to the view of Rabbi Shimon, who said that

something which isunintended is permitted.

Abaye said: When he could move away from the area, but he does not intend to benefit,
it is permitted, like Rabbi Shimon said.

And Rava said: Rabbi Shimon did not say hisview in thiscase. Rather, he only held
his view where it isimpossible to do otherwise, for instance where the bench that must
be carried on Shabbat istoo heavy to pick up. In this case it may be dragged at the risk of
making a furrow. But if it isalight object, it must be picked up.

But whereit is possible to avoid the forbidden result, for instance the bench is light and
may be carried on one’s shoulder, he does not hold that it is permitted.

Consequently, even Rabbi Shimon would forbid the case of benefit that comes to a man
against hiswill.

Some say that the disagreement between Abaye and Rava is different: If it is possible to
avoid the forbidden benefit, and he does not intend to benefit, everyone agreesthat it is
dependent on the disagreement between Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi Shimon.

Where it isimpossible to avoid the benefit and he does not intend to benefit, everyone
agreesthat both Rabbi Y ehudah and Rabbi Shimon hold