NOTES

Uncertainty with regard to taking and uncertainty with
regard to finding – יאה
ָ ִיחה וְ ָס ֵפק ְמצ
ָ ס ֵפק ְל ִק:ָ The diﬀerence
between the two cases, in which one either bought meat from
one of the ten stores or found meat outside the ten stores, is
based on the principle: Any uncertainty with regard to an item
fixed in its place is that of an equally balanced uncertainty. This
principle establishes that the majority does not determine
halakhic status if the uncertainty is with regard to a case that
does not involve a mixture. The reason for this is that reliance
on a majority is established by means of statistical certainty
based on a fair sample. With regard to an object fixed in place
this statistical certainty is no longer pertinent, and therefore the
uncertainty remains. However, once an item is no longer fixed
in place, it can be attributed to the majority.
As I say – אוֹמר
ֵ ש ֲאנִי:
ֶ ׁ The assumption that each type of produce
fell into the pile containing the same type is based on the
principle that the ruling is lenient in cases of uncertainty with
regard to halakhot decreed by rabbinic law. Since the produce
is not definitely prohibited, even though there is an equally
balanced uncertainty whether or not that is the case, the ruling
is that it is permitted, even though there is no clear proof of
what actually occurred.
HALAKHA

Two piles – יבו ִּרים
ּ ִשנֵי צ:
ְ ׁ With regard to two piles, one of leaven
and the other of matza, positioned before two houses, in one
of which a search for leaven was conducted and in the other
of which no search was conducted, and two mice each took a
morsel from one of these piles into one of the houses, and we
do not know into which house each mouse took the morsel,
nor from which pile, if the owner renders his leaven null and
void he is not required to conduct an additional search (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 2:11; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 439:2).
Two baskets – ש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת:
ְ ׁ In the case of two baskets, one filled
with non-sacred produce and the other containing teruma,
before which there are two vessels, one filled with non-sacred
produce and the other with teruma, if the contents of each
basket fall each one into a separate vessel but it is not known
which produce fell into which vessel, all the produce may be
eaten. The presumption is that the teruma fell into the teruma
and the non-sacred produce fell into the non-sacred produce,
in accordance with the Tosefta cited here (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 111:1).

. ו ַּב ִּנ ְמצָ א ַה ֵּלךְ ַא ַחר ָהרוֹבThis baraita continues: And in the case of meat found outside,
follow the majority. If most stores in the city sell kosher meat
one can assume that the meat he found is kosher, based on the
principle: Any item separated, i.e., not fixed in its place, is presumed to have been separated from the majority. By the same
token, if most stores in that city sell non-kosher meat, the meat
found is presumed to be non-kosher.N These two principles can
be applied to the cases involving piles of matza and leaven: If
the morsel was separated from the piles when taken by the
mouse, follow the majority. However, if the mouse took the
morsel from one of the piles, the legal status of the morsel is that
of an equally balanced uncertainty concerning whether it was
taken from a pile of matza or a pile of leaven, and the owner is
required to conduct an additional search.
ּ ִׁ ְשנֵי צ
 ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָ ּצה וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשל,יבו ִּרין
ֶ ָח ֵמץ וְ ִל ְפ
 ֶא ָחד ָ ּבדוּק,נֵיהם ׁ ְשנֵי ָ ּב ִּתים
 וַ ֲאת ּו ׁ ְשנֵי ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּב ִרים,וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבדוּק
 וְ ָלא,ֶא ָחד ׁ ְש ַקל ַמ ָ ּצה וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ְש ַקל ָח ֵמץ
– יָ ְד ִﬠינַן ֵהי ְל ַהאי ַﬠיֵּ יל וְ ֵהי ְל ַהאי ַﬠיֵּ יל
.ַהיְ ינ ּו ׁ ְש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת

The Gemara discusses another case: There are two piles,H one
of matza and one of leavened bread, and before them there
are two houses, one which was searched and one which was
not searched, and two mice came, and in our presence one
took matza and one took leavened bread. Each mouse went
into a diﬀerent house, and we do not know which mouse entered this house and which mouse entered that house. It is
unclear whether or not the mouse that took the leaven entered
the house that was searched. This situation is akin to the case of
two baskets.

 ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין, ׁ ְש ֵּתי קו ּּפוֹת:דִּ ְתנַ ן
,נֵיהם ׁ ְשנֵי ְס ִאין
ֶ וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה וְ ִל ְפ
ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה וְ נָ ְפל ּו
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ֵאלּ ּו ְלתוֹךְ ֵאלּ ּו – מו ָּּת ִרין
ְ ו ְּתרו ָּמה ְלתוֹך,ּחו ִּּלין ְלתוֹךְ חו ִּּלין נָ ְפלו
.ְּתרו ָּמה נָ ְפ ָלה

As we learned in the Tosefta: There are two baskets,H one filled
with non-sacred produce and the other one filled with teruma,
and before them are two vessels each containing a se’a of produce, one filled with non-sacred produce and the other one
filled with teruma. And these, the contents of each of the baskets, fell into those, each of the se’a vessels. It is possible that
the teruma fell into the non-sacred produce, and it is prohibited
for non-priests to eat a mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce. Nevertheless, the contents of the se’a vessel containing the
non-sacred produce is permitted, as I sayN that the non-sacred
produce fell into the non-sacred produce and the teruma fell
into the teruma. Likewise, with regard to leaven, presumably
the mouse took the leaven into the house that had not been
searched, and there is no need to conduct an additional search
of the house that was already searched.

אוֹמר״
ֵ ״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ : ֵאימוּר דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַןThe Gemara rejects this comparison: Say that we state and apply
the principle: As I say, and assume that everything occurred in
a way that preserves the produce in its permitted state

Perek I
Daf 10 Amud a
יתא ִמי
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ ְ ּב ָח ֵמץ ד,ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
!?אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְָּא ְמ ִרינַן? ַא ּט ּו ְ ּב ִד ַיקת ָח ֵמץ ד
ּ יתא ְ ּב ִב
יטוּל
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ִהיא! דְּ ִמד
.יה
ּ ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא ַס ִ ּגי ֵל
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only with regard to teruma that in modern times is sacred by
rabbinic law, as the Torah obligation to separate teruma was
abrogated after the destruction of the First Temple. However,
with regard to leavened bread, which is prohibited by Torah
law, do we say that this principle applies? The Gemara responds:
Is that to say that the search for leavened bread is required by
Torah law? It is a rabbinic ordinance, as by Torah law, mere
nullification is suﬃcient. Since the issue at hand is not the
Torah prohibition of leaven but the rabbinic ordinance to search
one’s house, this halakha is comparable to the case of baskets of
teruma and non-sacred produce.

 ו ְּל ָפנָיו ׁ ְשנֵי ָ ּב ִּתים,צִ ּבוּר ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשל ָח ֵמץ
 וְ ָלא, וַ ֲא ָתא ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ּו ׁ ְש ַקל,ְ ּבד ּו ִקין
– יָ ְד ִﬠינַ ן ִאי ְל ַהאי ַﬠל ִאי ְל ַהאי ַﬠל
, ׁ ְשנֵי ׁ ְש ִב ִילין: דִּ ְתנַן.ַהיְ ינ ּו ׁ ְשנֵי ׁ ְש ִב ִילין
 וְ ָה ַלךְ ְ ּב ֶא ָחד,ֶא ָחד ָט ֵמא וְ ֶא ָחד ָטהוֹר
ְ ו ָּבא ֲח ֵבירוֹ וְ ָה ַלך,ֵמ ֶהן וְ ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ְט ָהרוֹת
.ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי וְ ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ְט ָהרוֹת

נִש ֲאל ּו זֶ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי
ְ ׁ  ִאם:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
נֵיהן
ֶ  ׁ ְש,הוֹרין
ִ ַﬠצְ מוֹ וְ זֶ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ מוֹ – ְט
:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת – ְט ֵמ ִאין
.ֵ ּבין ָּכךְ ו ֵּבין ָּכךְ ְט ֵמ ִאין

 ְ ּב ַבת:יוֹחנָן
ָ ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ית
ֵ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא וְ ִא
 ְ ּבזֶ ה ַא ַחר,ַא ַחת – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ְט ֵמ ִאין
 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו.הוֹרין
ִ זֶ ה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ְט
.ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ָ ּבא ְל ִה ׁ ּ ָש ֵאל ָﬠ ָליו וְ ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי,יה ְל ַבת ַא ַחת
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יוֹסי ְמ ַד ֵּמי ֵל
.יה ְלזֶ ה ַא ַחר זֶ ה
ּ יְ הו ָּדה ְמ ַד ֵּמי ֵל

The Gemara presents another situation: In a case where there is
one pile of leavened bread and before it there are two housesH
that were searched, and a mouse came and took a morsel from
the pile, and we do not know if it entered this house or if it entered that house, this is akin to the case of two paths, as we
learned in a mishna: There were two paths,H one of which was
ritually impure due to a corpse buried there, and one of which
was ritually pure. And someone walked on one of them, but he
does not remember which, and afterward he engaged in handling
items of ritual purity, e.g., teruma or consecrated items; and another person came and walked on the second path, and he too
does not remember which path it was, and he also engaged in
handling items of ritual purity.
Rabbi Yehuda says: If this one asked a Sage by himself, and that
one asked a Sage by himself, they are both pure.N When considered separately, each person retains his presumptive status of ritual purity. However, if they both came to ask at the same time,
they are both ritually impure. Since one of the two certainly
passed on the impure path, even though it is uncertain which,
both are deemed impure due to that uncertainty. Rabbi Yosei
says: One way or another they are both ritually impure.
Rava said, and some say it was Rabbi Yoĥanan who said: If they
came at the same time, everyone agrees that they are ritually
impure, as even Rabbi Yehuda concedes that this is the halakha.
If they came independently, one after the other, everyone agrees
that they are ritually pure. They disagree only with regard to a
case where one comes to ask about himself and about the
other.N Rabbi Yosei likens this case to one where they come to
ask at the same time, and Rabbi Yehuda likens it to a case where
they come one after the other.

, ָס ֵפק ַﬠל ָס ֵפק ל ֹא ַﬠל – ַהיְ ינ ּו ִ ּב ְק ָﬠהThe Gemara addresses another case: If one saw a mouse take
.יﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
ֶ  ו ִּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלleaven and there is uncertainty whether the mouse entered a
house that was already searched and uncertainty whether the
mouse did not enter that house, that is akin to the halakha of
ritual impurity in a valley,N and is subject to the dispute between
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis.
 ַה ִּנ ְכנָס ַל ִ ּב ְק ָﬠה ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים:דִּ ְתנַן
: וְ ָא ַמר ֶא ָחד,וְ טו ְּמ ָאה ְ ּב ָ ׂש ֶדה ּ ְפלוֹנִית
ﬠ יוֹד
ֵ  וְ ֵאינִי,ָה ַל ְכ ִּתי ַ ּב ָּמקוֹם ַה ָּלז
אוֹת ּה ָ ׂש ֶדה וְ ִאם ל ֹא
ָ ִאם נִ ְכנַ ְס ִּתי ְ ּב
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,יﬠזֶ ר ְמ ַט ֵהר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.נַס ִּתי
ְ נִ ְכ
.ְמ ַט ְּמ ִאין

As we learned in a mishna with regard to one who enters a valley
during the rainy season,H when seeds are sprouting, people do
not have permission to wander in the field of another, as they
might harm the plants. For the purpose of this halakha a valley in
the rainy season is considered a private domain, and there is a
general principle that in the case of uncertainty concerning
whether or not one contracted ritual impurity in a private domain
he is ritually impure. And if there was ritual impurity in a certain
field, and one person said: I walked in that place, in the valley,
and I do not know whether I entered that field or whether I did
not enter, Rabbi Eliezer deems him pure, and the Rabbis deem
him impure.

 ְס ֵפ ק:אוֹמר
ֵ
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ׁ ֶש ָה יָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלRabbi Eliezer deems him pure, as Rabbi Eliezer would say: Con–  ְס ֵפק ַמ ַ ּגע טו ְּמ ָאה,יאה – ָטהוֹר
ָ  ִ ּבcerning uncertainty with regard to entry, i.e., whether or not he
. ָט ֵמאentered the place, he is ritually pure; however, if one certainly
entered the place and the uncertainty is with regard to contact
with ritual impurity, he is ritually impure. According to this
opinion, the principle with regard to uncertain impurity in the
private domain applies only in a case where the uncertainty is with
regard to contact. The Rabbis, however, do not distinguish between these situations, as they maintain he is impure regardless
of whether the uncertainty is with regard to entry or with regard
to contact. This dispute applies to the case of whether or not one
is required to conduct an additional search for leaven in a case
where there is uncertainty whether or not leaven was taken into
the house.

HALAKHA

One pile of leavened bread and before it two houses – צִ ּבוּר
א ָחד ׁ ֶשל ָח ֵמץ ו ְּל ָפנָיו ׁ ְשנֵי ָ ּב ִּתים:ֶ With regard to a pile of leaven in
front of two houses in both of which a search was already
conducted, if a mouse took leaven into one of the houses but
we do not know which, some authorities rule that there is no
need to conduct an additional search (Shulĥan Arukh, based
on Rambam), while others rule that one must conduct an
additional search (Rema, in accordance with most authorities;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 439:2).
Two paths – שנֵי ׁ ְש ִב ִילין:
ְ ׁ With regard to two paths, one ritually
pure and the other impure, if one person walked along one of
them before engaging in an activity that requires ritual purity,
and another person walked on the other path and engaged
in a similar activity, and neither is certain which path he took,
if each came separately for a ruling with regard to his status,
each one and the pure objects that he handled are deemed
ritually pure. If they came together or if one came to inquire
about both of them, they are both deemed ritually impure.
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei,
as the halakha is usually ruled in accordance with his opinion
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 19:2).
A valley during the rainy reason – ב ְק ָﬠה ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים:ּ ִ With
regard to one who, during the rainy season, enters a valley
containing multiple fields, at least one of which is ritually
impure, and he states that he definitely went into the valley
but is uncertain whether or not he entered the impure field,
he is impure. This is because the legal status of a valley during
the rainy season is that of a private domain, and in cases of
uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity in a private domain,
the person is deemed impure. The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
She’ar Avot HaTumot 20:9).
NOTES

If each one asked on his own – נִש ָאל ּכֹל ֶא ָחד ְל ַﬠצְ מוֹ:
ְ ׁ This
ruling is based on the consideration that although both paths
were traversed, each by one of the individuals, each person
was previously presumed to be ritually pure. Given this presumption, a doubt of this nature is inadequate to negate the
purity of each separate individual (Tosefot of Rabbi Shimshon
of Saens).
About himself and about the other – ﬠ ָליו וְ ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ:ָ Some
commentaries explain that he first asked with regard to himself before returning to inquire about his friend who walked
on the other path (Tosafot in tractate Ketubot).
That is akin to a valley – היְ ינ ּו ִ ּב ְק ָﬠה:ַ It can be argued that
these two situations are not at all similar because the case
of the valley involves a compound uncertainty, i.e., there are
two doubts at play. First, it is uncertain whether the person in
question entered the field, and even if he did so, it remains
uncertain as to whether he became ritually impure through
contact with the impurity. With regard to leaven there is apparently only one doubt, whether or not the mouse brought
the leaven into the house. To resolve this discrepancy, some
commentaries explain that the case of leaven should also be
understood as involving a compound uncertainty. That is, it
is unclear whether the mouse entered either of the houses,
and even if it did, it is uncertain which house it entered (Rabbi
Zeraĥya HaLevi). According to the Ra’avad, the case of leaven
admittedly includes only one doubt, but as the search for
leaven involves a rabbinic obligation, this is comparable to a
compound uncertainty involving Torah law.
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HALAKHA

Any object that has the presumptive status of ritual
impurity – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ֶחזְ ַקת טו ְּמ ָאה: With regard to a place
whose presumptive status is that there is a corpse buried
there, but during excavation no grave was found, if the
field was excavated until the diggers reached bedrock or
virgin soil and no grave was found, the field’s presumptive
status becomes one of ritual purity, in accordance with
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Met 9:10).
Searched and found leaven – ב ַדק ו ָּמצָ א ָח ֵמץ:ּ ָ If a mouse
went into a house with leaven in its mouth and a person
then entered, searched, and found leaven, he need not
continue his search. Others disagree and rule that he must
continue his search (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 439:2,
and in the comment of the Rema).
Placed nine and found ten – ִיח ִּת ׁ ְש ָﬠה ו ָּמצָ א ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ה ּנ:ִ If a
person placed nine crumbs of leaven and found ten, or if
he placed ten and found nine, he is required to conduct
an additional search. Some authorities rule that he is required to search until he finds all of the crumbs only if
they were connected and one of them disappeared; otherwise, he must search only until he finds the crumb that
disappeared (Tosafot). Most authorities rule in accordance
with that opinion, and one may rely upon this lenient
ruling provided that he rendered his leaven null and void
(Mishna Berura; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 439:3).
Placed a maneh and found two hundred dinars – ִיח ִה ּנ
אתיִ ם
ַ מנֶ ה ו ָּמצָ א ָמ:ָ If a person placed a maneh of secondtithe money and found two hundred dinars there, or if he
placed two hundred dinars and found a maneh, even if
each maneh was in a separate bag, the assumption is that
it is all non-sacred money (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Ma’aser Sheni 6:3).

ַﬠל ו ְּב ַדק וְ ָלא ַא ׁ ְש ַּכח – ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
 ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר, דִּ ְתנַ ן.ֵמ ִאיר וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
–  ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ֶחזְ ַקת טו ְּמ ָאה:אוֹמר
ֵ
עוֹלם הוּא ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאתוֹ ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ָּו ַדע
ָ ְל
.יכן ִהיא
ָ ְלךָ ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה ֵה

יﬠ  ּב ֵוֹדק ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִ ּג:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis say in this case: He continues searching until he
. ְל ֶס ַלע אוֹ ְל ַק ְר ַקע ְ ּבתו ָּלהreaches bedrock or virgin soil, under which there is certainly no
ritual impurity. If he searched that extensively and failed to discover
any impurity, it is apparently no longer there. This dispute applies to
the aforementioned case involving leaven.
 ַﬠל ו ְּב ַדק וְ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכח – ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara analyzes yet another case: If one saw a mouse enter
.יאל
ֵ  וְ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלa house with leaven in its mouth and one searched and found a
crumb of leavenH there, but there is uncertainty whether or not the
crumb that he found is the crumb that the mouse took into the house,
this would be akin to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel.
–  ָ ׂש ֶדה ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַבד ָ ּב ּה ֶק ֶבר:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
–  נִ ְמצָ א ָ ּב ּה ֶק ֶבר.תוֹכ ּה ָט ֵמא
ָ ַה ִּנ ְכנָס ְל
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,תוֹכ ּה ָטהוֹר
ָ ַה ִּנ ְכנָ ס ְל
,ֶק ֶבר ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד – הוּא ֶק ֶבר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצָ א
יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי
.יב ֵדק ָּכל ַה ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה ּכו ָּּל ּה
ּ ָ  ִּת:אוֹמר
ֵ

As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a field in which a grave
was lost, i.e., there is certainly a grave located in the field but its precise
location is unknown, one who enters the field is ritually impure, as
he might have stepped on the grave. If a grave was later found and
marked in the field, one who enters and walks on the other parts of
the field is ritually pure, as I say: The grave that was previously lost
is the grave that was subsequently found. This is the statement of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The entire field must be searched, as perhaps the grave discovered is not
the one that was lost. This dispute applies to the above case of leaven.

ִיח ֵּת ׁ ַשע ו ָּמצָ א ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר – ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא ִה ּנ
ִיח ָמנֶ ה ו ָּמצָ א  ִה ּנ: דְּ ַתנְיָא.דְּ ַר ִ ּבי וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
עוֹר ִבין
ָ אתיִ ם – חו ִּּלין ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי ְמ
ַ ָמ
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,זֶ ה ָ ּבזֶ ה

The Gemara discusses another situation: If a person placed nine
crumbs of leaven and found ten,HN indicating that mice had added at
least one crumb, this is akin to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi and the Rabbis. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to
a person who placed a maneh, one hundred dinars, of second tithe,
and found two hundredH dinars: Since it is evident that someone
came and placed at least one extra maneh there whose status is unclear,
the pile is presumed to contain non-sacred money and second-tithe
money intermingled with each other. The assumption is that the
additional money is non-sacred, and it is impossible to determine
which is the non-sacred money and which is the second-tithe money.
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

NOTES

Placed nine and found ten – ִיח ֵּת ׁ ַשע ו ָּמצָ א ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ה ּנ:ִ In
tractate Beitza, Rashi and Tosafot explain that this dispute
depends on the question of whether or not one is permitted to leave non-sacred produce near second-tithe food
(see Rashash).

The Gemara discusses another case: If one saw a mouse enter a house
with leaven in its mouth and someone searched and did not find any
leaven there, this is akin to the dispute between Rabbi Meir and the
Rabbis. As we learned in a mishna, Rabbi Meir would say: Any
object that has the presumptive status of ritual impurity,H i.e., it is
certain that an impure object was buried in a particular place, that
place forever remains in its ritual impurity, even if it was excavated
and the source of impurity was not found, until it becomes known
to you where the ritual impurity is. The assumption is that the impurity was not found because the search was not conducted properly.

. ַה ּכֹל חו ִּּלין:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis say: It is all non-sacred money. Since someone else
was clearly involved, it is possible that he took the maneh and left
behind two hundred other dinars. Consequently, it is impossible to
identify any of this money as the original maneh. This same reasoning
can be applied to the case of leaven. Since there were undoubtedly
mice present, it is possible that the mice took the crumbs, moved
them, and replaced them with other crumbs. As a result, the entire
house must be searched again.
,ִיח ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ו ָּמצָ א ֵּת ׁ ַשע – ַהיְ ינ ּו ֵס ָיפא  ִה ּנThe Gemara raises the reverse situation. If one placed ten crumbs and
– אתיִ ם ו ָּמצָ א ָמנֶ ה
ַ ִיח ָמ  ִה ּנ: דְּ ַתנְיָאfound nine, this is comparable to the case mentioned in the latter
, דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי, ָמנֶ ה מו ָּּנח ו ָּמנֶ ה מו ָּּטלclause of that same baraita, as it was taught in the baraita: If one left
two hundred dinars of second-tithe money and found a maneh,
presumably, one maneh from the initial two hundred remains placed,
and the other maneh is taken and missing. This is the statement of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
. ַה ּכֹל חו ִּּלין:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis say, in keeping with their aforementioned opinion:
It is all non-sacred money, as the assumption is that whoever took
part of the money actually took it all, and this is a diﬀerent maneh.
Since it is diﬀerent money, it is presumably non-sacred money, not
second-tithe money. This dispute applies to the case where one finds
fewer crumbs of leaven than he left.
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– ִיח ְ ּבזָ וִ ית זוֹ ו ָּמצָ א ְ ּבזָ וִ ית ַא ֶח ֶרת ִה ּנ
.יאל וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
ֵ ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
 ַק ְרדּ וֹם ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת – ַה ַ ּביִ ת:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
 ָא ָדם ָט ֵמא נִ ְכנַס ְל ׁ ָשם:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ָט ֵמא
:אוֹמר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.וּנְ ָטלוֹ
 ִה ׁ ְש ִאילוֹ ְל ַא ֵחר:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ַה ַ ּביִ ת ָטהוֹר
ִיח ַ ּבזָּ וִ ית  אוֹ ׁ ֶש ּנ ְָטלוֹ ִמזָּ וִ ית זוֹ וְ ִה ּנ,וְ ׁ ָש ַכח
.ָה ַא ֶח ֶרת וְ ׁ ָש ַכח

The Gemara addresses yet another case: If one placed leaven in
this corner and found it in another corner,H this is akin to the
dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis,
as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to an axeB that was lost
in a house,NH the house is impure, as I say that a ritually impure
person entered the house and took the axe, touching other items
in the process. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The house is
ritually pure, as I say that he lent the axe to another person and
forgot, or that he took it from this corner and placed it in the
other corner and forgot.

?יה
ּ  זָ וִ ית ַמאן דְּ ַכר ׁ ְש ֵמThe Gemara asks: A corner, who mentioned anything about it?
The baraita was referring to an axe that was lost, not one that was
in a diﬀerent corner.
 ַק ְרדּ וֹם ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד:ַח ּס ֵוֹרי ְמ ַח ְּס ָרא וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
 ָא ָדם:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי,ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת – ַה ַ ּביִ ת ָט ֵמא
ּנְטלוֹ; אוֹ ׁ ֶש ִה ּנִיחוֹ ְ ּבזָ וִ ית
ָ ָט ֵמא נִ ְכנַס ְל ׁ ָשם ו
,זוֹ ו ְּמצָ אוֹ ְ ּבזָ וִ ית ַא ֶח ֶרת – ַה ַ ּביִ ת ָט ֵמא
ּנְטלוֹ
ָ  ָא ָדם ָט ֵמא נִ ְכנַס ְל ׁ ָשם ו:אוֹמר
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
 ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן.ִמזָּ וִ ית זוֹ וְ ִה ּנִיחוֹ ְ ּבזָ וִ ית ַא ֶח ֶרת
 ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי, ַה ַ ּביִ ת ָטהוֹר:אוֹמר
ֵ יאל
ֵ ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
 אוֹ ׁ ֶש ּנ ְָטלוֹ, ִה ׁ ְש ִאילוֹ ְל ַא ֵחר וְ ׁ ָש ַכח:אוֹמר
ֵ
.ִיח ְ ּבזָ וִ ית זוֹ וְ ׁ ָש ַכח ִמזָּ וִ ית זוֹ וְ ִה ּנ

The Gemara answers: The baraita is incomplete, and is teaching
the following: With regard to an axe that was lost in a house, the
house is ritually impure, as I say that an impure person entered
the house and took the axe, or, if the owner placed it in this
corner and later found it in another corner, the house is likewise
ritually impure, as I say that an impure person entered the
house and took the axe from this corner and placed in another
corner. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The house is ritually pure, as I say that he lent it to another person and forgot, or
that he took it from this corner and placed it in that corner and
forgot about it. When the baraita is interpreted in this manner,
the dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis
applies to the question about leaven.

 וְ נִ ְכנַס, ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר נִ ְכנַס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,ַא ֲח ָריו ו ָּמצָ א ּ ֵפירו ִּרין – צָ ִריךְ ְ ּב ִד ָיקה
: וְ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא.ׁ ֶש ֵאין דַּ ְר ּכוֹ ׁ ֶשל ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ְל ָפ ֵרר
 וְ נִ ְכנַ ס ַא ֲח ָריו,ִּתינוֹק נִ ְכנַ ס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּביָ דוֹ
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,יך ְ ּב ִד ָיקה
ְ ו ָּמצָ א ּ ֵפירו ִּרין – ֵאין צָ ִר
.ׁ ֶשדַּ ְר ּכוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִּתינוֹק ְל ָפ ֵרר

Rava said: If one saw a mouseB enter a house with a loaf of bread
in its mouth, and he entered after the mouse and found crumbs,
the house requires additional searching, due to the fact that a
mouse does not typically generate crumbs.N Therefore, it cannot
be assumed that these crumbs are from the loaf snatched by the
mouse. And Rava also said: If one saw a child enter with a loaf
in his hand, and he entered after the child and found crumbs,
the house does not require additional searching, because a child
typically generates crumbs, and one can therefore assume that
the crumbs are from that loaf.H

HALAKHA

A mouse and a child who left crumbs – ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר וְ ִתינוֹק ׁ ֶש ִה ּנִיח ּו
פירו ִּרים:ֵ ּ If one saw a mouse with a loaf of bread in its mouth
enter a house that had already been searched for leaven,
and he then finds crumbs in the house, even if they together
constitute the volume of the original loaf, he must search the
entire house again. However, if he saw a child bring a piece
of bread into a house that was already searched, and he then
An axe that was lost in a house – ק ְרדּ וֹם ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת:ַ If one lost found crumbs, he is not required to search the house again.
an axe in his house, or he left it in one corner and found it in an- Some authorities rule that if the crumbs together constitute
other corner, the contents of the entire house are deemed ritu- the volume of the original loaf, he must search the house again
ally impure. This is due to the suspicion that an impure person (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Gershom; and others). The ruling is stringent,
entered his house and moved the axe, in accordance with the in accordance with the second opinion in a case where one
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei did not render his leaven null and void (Mishna Berura; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 438:1).
Mishkav UMoshav 12:16).

One placed leaven in this corner and found it in another
corner – ִיח ְ ּבזָ וִ ית זוֹ ו ָּמצָ א ְ ּבזָ וִ ית ַא ֶח ֶרת ה ּנ:ִ If one placed leaven in
one corner of his house and found it in another corner, he must
conduct an additional search. This halakha can be inferred from
the Gemara’s analogy between this case and that of an axe. The
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 439:4).

BACKGROUND

Axe – ק ְרדּ וֹם:ַ

Roman axes known as dolabras
Mouse – ﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר:ַ The mouse mentioned here is apparently
the domestic mouse, Mus musculus, a small gray rodent
with a white belly that can grow to 8 cm. This mouse eats
various types of food found in most houses, and is sustained primarily by bread crumbs or similar scraps.

Domestic mouse
NOTES

An axe that was lost in a house – ק ְרדּ וֹם ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת:ַ See
Tosafot, who ask: Why is the assumption with regard to
the axe that the person who moved it was ritually impure,
whereas with regard to a loaf of bread there is no such assumption? The Rambam explains in his responsa that one
who borrows an axe without permission is a thief, with
regard to whom there is suspicion that he is not scrupulous
about ritual impurity either. In contrast, one who borrows a
loaf of bread and returns another, maintains the presumptive status of an upright person, as the owner loses nothing
in the process.
A mouse does not typically generate crumbs – ֵאין דַּ ְר ּכוֹ
של ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ְל ָפ ֵרר:
ֶ ׁ The commentaries disagree over the meaning of this statement. Some explain that a mouse does not
ordinarily crumble its bread at all; therefore any crumbs
found, even if they do not together constitute the size of
the original loaf, must certainly be from some other bread
and one is required to conduct an additional search to find
the loaf taken by the mouse (Maharam Ĥalawa, citing the
Rif ). Others explain that a mouse does not crumble food
and leave all the crumbs behind, which means that if one
finds crumbs that together constitute the size of the original loaf they are certainly not from the bread taken by the
mouse. Had the mouse generated crumbs, it would have
taken them. Therefore, one must conduct an additional
search as these crumbs are clearly not from the original
loaf. However, if the crumbs found constitute less than
the size of the original loaf, one need not conduct an additional search, as evidently the mouse ate the rest of that
loaf (Ramban).
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A mouse enter…and a mouse leave – ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר נִ ְכנַס
וְ יוֹצֵ א: If one saw a mouse enter a house with a loaf
in its mouth and he then saw a mouse leave with a
loaf in its mouth, the assumption is that he saw the
same mouse on both occasions. If one mouse was
black and the other white, he is required to conduct
an additional search, in keeping with the Rambam’s
principle that the halakha is ruled in accordance
with any suggestion introduced by the phrase: If you
say. Likewise, if one saw mouse enter a house with
a loaf in its mouth and a marten leave with a loaf in
its mouth, he is required to conduct an additional
search. If he saw the marten leaving with both a
mouse and a loaf in its mouth he is not required
to conduct an additional search, as here too the
Rambam accepts the suggestion introduced by the
phrase: And if you say (Maggid Mishne). The Shulĥan
Arukh does not cite these halakhot, as these cases
are very uncommon (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 2:13).
Leavened bread on a beam and in a pit – ָח ֵמץ ַﬠל
קוֹרה ו ַּב ּבוֹר:
ָ If one sees a loaf resting on a beam in
his ceiling he is required to bring a ladder to remove
it. If there is a loaf in a pit one is not required to remove it; it is suﬃcient to render it null and void in his
heart, in accordance with the suggestion introduced
by the phrase: And if you say (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 438:2).
A loaf that was in the mouth of a snake – ִּכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפי
נָ ָח ׁש: One who finds a loaf in a snake’s mouth is not
required to hire an expert to remove it. The ruling in
this case is lenient, as the issue, which involves a rabbinic ordinance, is not resolved in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 2:13).
NOTES

With regard to his money the Sages do not obligate one to exert himself – מוֹנֵיה ָלא ַא ְט ַרחוּה ּו
ְ ּב ָמ
ּ
ר ָ ּבנַן:ַ See Tosafot, who question this explanation in
light of the accepted principle that a person seeks
to perform a mitzva with his own money. Tosafot
explain that one seeks to perform mitzvot with one’s
money only in cases where the person has both
the obligation and capacity to perform the action
himself. In that case he is willing to pay another
person to act in his stead. However, if he entirely
lacks the capacity to perform the mitzva himself
he is unwilling to pay another to perform it on his
behalf (Maharshal).

 וְ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר, ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר נִ ְכנַס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו:ָ ּב ֵﬠי ָר ָבא
 ַהיְ ינ ּו:יוֹצֵ א וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו ַמהוּ? ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַן
: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא. וְ ַהיְ ינ ּו ַהאי דִּ נְ ַפק,ַהאי דְּ ַﬠל
?ַא ֲח ִרינָ א הוּא

Although the rulings in these cases were clear to Rava, Rava raised
a dilemma with regard to a related case: If one saw a mouse enter
with a loaf in its mouth, and he saw a mouse leaveH with a loaf in its
mouth, what is the halakha? The Gemara elaborates: Do we say that
this mouse that entered is that same mouse that left and there is no
more leaven left in the house? Or perhaps it is a diﬀerent mouse.

 ַהיְ ינ ּו ַהאי דְּ ַﬠל וְ ַהיְ ינ ּו:לוֹמר
ַ ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
, ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ָל ָבן נִ ְכנַס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו,ַהאי דִּ נְ ַפק
וְ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ׁ ָשחוֹר יוֹצֵ א וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו ַמהוּ? ַהאי
 אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא ַא ְרמוּיֵ י,וַ דַּ אי ַא ֲח ִרינָ א הוּא
?ֵיה
ּ יה ִמ ּינ
ּ ַא ְר ֵמ

The Gemara adds: If you say that this mouse that entered was this one
that left, another dilemma arises: If one saw a white mouse enter with
a loaf of bread in its mouth and a black mouse leave with a loaf of
bread in its mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say this is certainly a
diﬀerent mouse, or perhaps the black mouse took the loaf from the
white mouse?

 ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּב ִרים ָלא ׁ ָש ְק ִלי:לוֹמר
ַ וְ ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
 וְ חו ְּלדָּ ה, ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר נִ ְכנַס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו,ֵמ ֲה ָד ֵדי
יה ַמהוּ? חו ְּלדָּ ה וַ דַּ אי
ָ יוֹצְ ָאה וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפ
 ַא ֲח ִרינָ א: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא,יה
ּ ֵמ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ׁ ְש ַק ְל ֵּת
– יה
ָ  דְּ ִאם ִא,הוּא
ּ יתא דְּ ֵמ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ׁ ְש ַק ְל ֵּת
,יה ֲהוָ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּכח
ָ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ְ ּב ִפ

The Gemara continues to suggest variations on this case: And if you say
that mice do not take from each other, as one mouse is generally not
significantly stronger than another, if one saw a mouse enter with a loaf
of bread in its mouth and a marten leave with a loaf of bread in its
mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say that the marten certainly took
it from the mouse, as it is larger and stronger? Or perhaps it is a diﬀerent loaf, for if it is so, that the marten took the loaf from the mouse,
the mouse itself would also be found in its mouth, as the marten would
presumably take not only the loaf of bread but the mouse as well.

יתא דְּ ֵמ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר
ָ  ִאם ִא:לוֹמר
ַ וְ ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
– יה ֲהוָ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּכח
ָ יה ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ְ ּב ִפ
ּ ׁ ְש ַק ְל ֵּת
 וְ חו ְּלדָּ ה יוֹצְ ָאה,ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר נִ ְכנַס וְ ִכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפיו
 ַמהוּ? ָה ָכא,וְ ִכ ָּכר וְ ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ְ ּב ִפי חו ְּלדָּ ה
יתא
ָ  ִאם ִא: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא,וַ דַּ אי ִאיה ּו הוּא
דְּ ִאיה ּו נִיה ּו – ִּכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפי ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּבר ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּכח
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא.וֹחי
ֵ יש ַּת ּכ
ְ ׁ ֲהוָ ה ָ ּב ֵﬠי ִא
.ּיה? ֵּתיקו
ֲ ִ ּב
ּ  ו ׁ ְּש ַק ְל ֵּת,יﬠתו ָּתא הוּא נָ ַפל

And if you say that we accept the contention that if it is so, that if the
marten took it from the mouse the mouse itself would be in its mouth,
in regard to a case where one saw a mouse enter with a loaf of bread in
its mouth and a marten leave with both a loaf of bread and a mouse
in its mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say that this is certainly the
same mouse and loaf, or perhaps even this conclusion can be disputed:
If it is so, that this is the same mouse, the loaf would have been found
in the mouse’s mouth rather than in the marten’s mouth. Consequently, this must be a diﬀerent loaf of bread. Or perhaps the loaf of bread
fell from the mouse’s mouth due to its fear and the marten took it
separately. No satisfactory answer was found for these dilemmas and
the Gemara concludes: Let them stand unresolved.

קוֹרה צָ ִריךְ סו ָּּלם
ָ  ִּכ ָּכר ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵמי:ָ ּב ֵﬠי ָר ָבא
הוֹר ָיד ּה אוֹ ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ? ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַן ּכו ֵּּלי
ִ ְל
ַהאי ָלא ַא ְט ַרחוּה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא נָ ֵחית
: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא,יה – ָלא ָא ֵתי ְל ֵמ ְיכ ָל ּה
ּ ִמ ַּנ ְפ ׁ ֵש
.יכ ָל ּה
ְ ימנִין דְּ נָ ַפל וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ֵמ
ְ ִז

Rava raised a dilemma: If there was a loaf of bread on a high beam in
the ceiling, does one need to climb a ladder to take it down or is this
eﬀort not necessary? Do we say: The Sages did not obligate one to
exert himself that much in his search for leaven, and since the loaf of
bread will not fall on its own he will not come to eat it? Or perhaps
it can be claimed that sometimes the loaf may fall and he will come to
eat it, as objects placed high up occasionally drop.

ימנִין דְּ נָ ַפל וְ ָא ֵתי
ְ ִלוֹמר ז
ַ וְ ִאם ִּת ְמצֵ י
יך סו ָּּלם
ְ יכ ָל ּה – ִּכ ָּכר ַ ּב ּבוֹר צָ ִר
ְ ְל ֵמ
לוֹת ּה אוֹ ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ? ָה ָכא וַ דַּ אי דְּ ָלא
ָ ְל ַה ֲﬠ
: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא,ֲﬠ ִב ָידא דְּ ָס ְל ָקה ִמ ַּנ ְפ ׁ ָש ּה
 וְ ָא ֵתי,יה
ְ ימנִין דְּ נָ ֵחית ְל ֶמ ֱﬠ ַבד
ְ ִז
ּ צוֹר ֵּכ
.יה
ְ ְל ִמ
ּ יכ ֵל

And if you say with regard to a loaf of bread on a beam, sometimes it
will fall and he will come to eat it, in a case where the loaf was in a pit,
does one need to use a ladder to bring it up, or is this eﬀort not necessary? The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Here the loaf
will certainly not come up on its own, and one can therefore let it remain where it is; or perhaps there is still a concern that sometimes he
might go down into the pit to perform some requirement of his, and
he will come to eat it.H

יה
ְ ימנִין דְּ נָ ֵחית ְל
ְ ִ ז:לוֹמר
ַ  ִאם ִּת ְמצָ אThe Gemara continues to discuss the various permutations of this case.
ּ צוֹר ֵּכ
 ִּכ ָּכר ְ ּב ִפי נָ ָח ׁש צָ ִריךְ ַח ָ ּבר, וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ִמ ְיכ ָל ּהAnd if you say that sometimes one goes down into the pit for some
to eat it, with regard to a loaf
? ְ ְלהוֹצִ יא אוֹ ֵאין צָ ִריךrequirement of his, and he will come
that was in the mouth of a snake,H is it necessary for him to bring a
snake charmer to take the loaf out of the snake’s mouth, or is this eﬀort
not necessary?
מוֹנֵיה ָלא
 ְ ּב ָמ,יה ַא ְט ַרחוּה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ּ
ּ  ְ ּבגו ֵּפOnce again the Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Do I say
? אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א, ַא ְט ַרחוּה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ןthat with regard to his own body the Sages obligate one to exert him.ּ ֵּתיקוself and search everywhere, but withNregard to his money the Sages do
not obligate one to exert himself, i.e., he is not required to spend
money in order to destroy leaven? Or perhaps, the legal status of his
money is no diﬀerent than that of his body, as one must remove leaven
wherever he finds it, in any way he can? This series of dilemmas is also
left answered and the Gemara concludes: Let them stand unresolved.
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 ּב ְוֹד ִקין אוֹר:אוֹמר
ֵ מתני׳ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
, ו ְּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ׁ ַש ֲח ִרית,ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר
 ל ֹא:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.ו ִּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ִ ּביעוּר
ָ ּב ַדק אוֹר ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר – ְיִבדּ וֹק ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
,ָﬠ ָ ׂשר
ְל ֹא ָ ּב ַדק ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר – ְיִבדּ וֹק ְ ּבתוֹך
וֹﬠד ְיִבדּ וֹק
ֵ תוֹך ַה ּמ
ְ  ל ֹא ָ ּב ַדק ְ ּב,וֹﬠד
ֵ ַה ּמ
ִיחנּ ּו
ֶ  ּו ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ְּמ ׁ ַשיֵּ יר יַ ּנ.וֹﬠד
ֵ ְל ַא ַחר ַה ּמ
יך ְ ּב ִד ָיקה
ְ  ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ֵהא צָ ִר,ינְﬠא
ָ ְִ ּבצ
.ַא ֲח ָריו

mishna

Rabbi Yehuda says: One searches for leaven on
the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan, and on
the fourteenth in the morning, and at the time of the removal of
leaven. And the Rabbis say: that is not the case; however, if one did
not search on the evening of the fourteenth he should search on the
fourteenth during the day.

If he did not search on the fourteenth, he should search during the
festival of Passover. If he did not search during the Festival, he should
search after the Festival, as any leaven that remained in his possession
during the Festival is classified as leaven owned by a Jew during Passover,
which one is obligated to remove.H And the principle is: With regard to
the leaven that one leaves after the search,H he should place it in a
concealed location where it will most likely be left untouched, so that
it will not require searching after it if it goes missing.

gemara

גמ׳ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה? ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
 ְּכנֶ גֶ ד:ּוְ ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
ָ ״ל ֹא יֵ ָר ֶאה ְלך:ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַה ׁ ְש ָ ּבתוֹת ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
״ש ְב ַﬠת יָ ִמים
ִ ׁ ,ָח ֵמץ וְ ל ֹא יֵ ָר ֶאה ְלךָ ְ ׂשאֹר״
״א ְך ַ ּביּוֹם
ַ ,יכם״
ֶ ְ ׂשאֹר ל ֹא יִ ָּמצֵ א ְ ּב ָב ֵּת
.יכם״
ֶ אשוֹן ַּת ׁ ְש ִ ּבית ּו ְ ׂשאֹר ִמ ָ ּב ֵּת
ׁ ָה ִר

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the
statement of Rabbi Yehuda that one must conduct a search three times? The Gemara answers: It is Rav Ĥisda and
Rabba bar Rav Huna who both say: The requirement to conduct three
searches corresponds to the three times that the removal of leaven is
mentioned in the Torah. One verse says: “Matzot shall be eaten for
seven days, and no leavened bread shall be seen with you, neither
shall there be leaven seen with you, in all your borders” (Exodus : ),
and another verse states: “Seven days shall there be no leaven found
in your houses” (Exodus : ), while a third verse says: “Seven days
shall you eat matzot, yet on the first day you shall remove leaven from
your houses” (Exodus : ).

 ּכֹל:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,יוֹסף
ֵ ְמ ִתיב ַרב
ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּב ַדק ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ּ ְפ ָר ִקים ַה ָּלל ּו – ׁשוּב
 ְ ּב ִמ ָּכאן וְ ֵא ָילךְ הוּא: ַא ְל ָמא.ֵאינוֹ ּב ֵוֹדק
!דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י

Rav Yosef raised an objection to this explanation, seeking to prove that
even according to Rabbi Yehuda one need not conduct three searches
for leaven. He explained that Rabbi Yehuda lists the three times when
one may conduct a search for leaven. It was taught in a baraita that
Rabbi Yehuda says: Anyone who did not search at these three times
may no longer search. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does not hold that
one must conduct three searches. Rather, in regard to whether or not
one may conduct a search for leaven if he failed to conduct a search at
one of those three opportunities, it is from this point forward that they
disagree. The Rabbis hold that one may conduct the search even after
the time of the removal of leaven, and Rabbi Yehuda disagrees.

,יוֹסף
ֵ ָמר זו ְּט ָרא ַמ ְתנֵי ָה ִכי; ְמ ִתיב ַרב
 ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָ ּב ַדק ְ ּב ֶא ָחד:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
.ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ּ ְפ ָר ִקים ַה ָּלל ּו – ׁשוּב ֵאינוֹ ּב ֵוֹדק
! ְ ּב ׁשוּב ֵאינוֹ ּב ֵוֹדק הוּא דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י:ַא ְל ָמא

Mar Zutra taughtN Rav Yosef ’s statement in this manner: Rav Yosef
raised an objection from that which Rabbi Yehuda says: Anyone who
did not search at one of these three times may no longer search.
In Mar Zutra’s version, Rabbi Yehuda explicitly states: One of these
three times, which reinforces the claim that he obligates one to conduct
only one search. The Gemara similarly concludes: Apparently, it is with
regard to whether or not one may no longer search that they disagree.

HALAKHA

One who did not search for leaven at the proper
time – מי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּב ַדק ִ ּבזְ ַמנּ וֹ:ִ One who did not search
for leaven on the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan should do so the next day, and if he did not
conduct the search then he should do so during
Passover itself. If he did not conduct the search by
the conclusion of the Festival, he should do so even
after Passover, in accordance with the opinion of
the Rabbis, as explained by Tosafot (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim, 435).
Leaven that one leaves after the search – ַמה
ש ְמ ׁ ַשיֵ יר ְל ַא ַחר ְ ּב ִד ָיקה:
ֶ ׁ Any leaven that one retains for
use after he searched for leaven should be placed
in a concealed location so that it will remain untouched, in order that he will not be required to
conduct an additional search (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 434:1).
NOTES

Mar Zutra taught – מר זו ְּט ָרא ַמ ְתנֵי:ָ The diﬀerence
between the first version of Rav Yosef’s statement
and Mar Zutra’s version of it is that according to the
first version the possibility exists that Rabbi Yehuda
and the Rabbis disagree about both the number
of times one must conduct the search and when
it may be performed. According to Mar Zutra’s version, it is clear that Rabbi Yehuda requires one to
search for leaven only once (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Omer – עוֹמר:
ֶ A measure of grain, one-tenth of an
ephah. This term is used to refer to the measure of
barley oﬀered in the Temple on the sixteenth of
Nisan, the day following the first day of Passover.
Once the omer had been oﬀered, grain from the
new harvest could be eaten.
The prohibition of the new crop – יסוּר ָח ָד ׁש
ּ א:
ִ
The prohibition against eating grain from the new
crop before the omer oﬀering is sacrificed is based
on the verse: “And you shall eat neither bread, nor
toasted grain, nor fresh stalks, until this day, until
you have brought the oﬀering of your God; it is
a statute forever throughout your generations in
all your dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). The details of
this halakha appear in tractate Menaĥot, where
the Gemara discusses in detail the types of grain
included in this halakha, its application in Eretz Yisrael and in the Diaspora, and its practical halakhic
implementation, both when the Temple stood and
after its destruction.

 ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה נַ ִמי ִאם ל ֹא ָ ּב ַד ק: ֶא ָּלאRather, the Gemara concludes that Rabbi Yehuda also said: If one did
. ָק ָא ַמרnot search for leaven bread at the first opportunity, he may do so at the
second or third opportunities; however, he may not search for leaven
after these three times have passed.
 ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי: ָמר ָס ַבר,יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה, ָ ּב ַתר ִא ּיסו ָּרא – ָלא,ִא ּיסו ָּרא – ִאין
: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ָס ְב ִרי.ֵיה
ַ דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ֵמ
ּ יכל ִמ ּינ
.ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן

And here, in the mishna, it is about this that they disagree: One Sage,
Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that before the prohibition against eating
leaven takes eﬀect, yes, one may conduct a search; after the prohibition
against eating leaven takes eﬀect, no, one may no longer conduct a
search, due to a rabbinic decree lest one come to eat from the leaven
while searching for it. And the Rabbis maintain: We do not issue a
decree lest one come to eat from the leaven, and he may therefore
conduct a search even after the prohibition against eating leaven has
taken eﬀect.

יכל
ַ ו ִּמי ָ ּגזַ ר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ֵמ
עוֹמר יוֹצְ ִאין
ֶ  ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָ ּק ַרב ָה:ֵיה? וְ ָהא ְּתנַן
ּ ִמ ּינ
וּמוֹצְ ִאין ׁשו ֵּקי יְ ר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם ׁ ֶש ֵהם ְמ ֵל ִאים
.ֶק ַמח וְ ָק ִלי

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: And does Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree
lest one come to eat from the leaven in whose removal he is engaged?
But didn’t we learn in a mishna: Once the omerN oﬀering was sacrificed, people would go out and find the markets of Jerusalem filled
with flour and toasted grain, all from the new crop. This grain was
undoubtedly harvested and processed when the Torah prohibition
against eating from the new cropN was still in eﬀect.
: פרק א׳ דף י. Perek I . 10b
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