HALAKHA

Before sunrise…during sunrise – נֵץ…בתוֹךְ ָהנֵץ
ְּ
קוֹדם ָה:
ֶ With
regard to two witnesses who testify about an incident, and
one of them says it occurred before sunrise while the other
says it took place during sunrise, their testimony is rejected.
This is because the diﬀerence between their statements
cannot be attributed to error, and therefore their accounts
are considered contradictory testimonies (Rambam Sefer
Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 2:5).

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו:ימי ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ּ ִשי
ִ ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ִש
קוֹדם
ֶ אוֹמר
ֵ  ֲא ָבל ֶא ָחד,ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ׁ ָשעוֹת
אוֹמר ַא ַחר ָהנֵץ
ֵ  וְ ֶא ָחד,ָהנֵץ ַה ַח ָּמה
!יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ַה ַח ָּמה – ֵﬠדו ָּתן ְ ּב ֵט ָילה

Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: They taught that the court does not
reject testimony due to a discrepancy over time only with regard
to testimony ascribed to diﬀerent hours of the day. However, if
one witness says that the incident occurred before sunrise and
the other one says it occurred after sunrise, their testimony is
void. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that this is the case, as a
blatant contradiction of this kind could not possibly be the result
of miscalculation.

,קוֹדם ָהנֵץ ַה ַח ָּמה
ֶ אוֹמר
ֵ  ֶא ָחד:ֶא ָּלא
– תוֹך ָהנֵץ ַה ַח ָּמה
ְ אוֹמר ְ ּב
ֵ
וְ ֶא ָחד
יטא! ַמה ּו
ָ  ָהא נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ֵﬠדו ָּתן ְ ּב ֵט ָילה
ְּ  ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו ֲח ָד א ִמ:ימא
יל ָתא
ָ דְּ ֵת
 וְ ָהא דְּ ָק ָא ַמר,ָק ָא ְמ ִרי

Rather, emend the previous statement: If one witness says the
incident occurred before sunrise and one says it occurred during
sunrise,H their testimony is void. The Gemara asks: That too
is obvious, as the diﬀerence between those times is similarly
conspicuous. The Gemara answers: It is necessary to teach this
halakha, lest you say that both of the witnesses are saying one
matter, and the fact that one witness says
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Rabban Gamliel is not a decisor – יﬠ יאל ָלאו ַמ ְכ ִר
ֵ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
הוּא: These two principles, that the halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of the decisor, and the counterclaim that
this is not a compromise opinion, are expressions of the
same basic concept. When two Sages disagree with regard
to the details of an issue and a third Sage agrees with one
of them with regard to certain details and with the other
with regard to other details, this third opinion is that of the
decisor. The reason is that there is a majority with regard to
certain details in accordance with the first opinion, and a
diﬀerent majority with regard to the other details in accordance with the second opinion. However, this principle applies only if the opinion of the third Sage actually addresses
details of the first two rulings. When the third Sage expresses
an independent opinion, not dependent on the previous
dispute, it is merely considered to be a third opinion, even
if the actual ruling is an intermediate opinion.

ּ ִתוֹך ָהנֵץ ַה ַח ָּמה – ְ ּבג
ילוּיָ יא ֲהוָ ה
ְ  ְ ּבthat the incident occurred during sunrise is because he was
 ָקא, וְ זַ ֲהרו ֵּרי ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא דַּ ֲחזָ א, ָק ֵאיstanding out in the open and they were mere rays of light that
. ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןhe saw which he mistook for sunrise. In actuality, he too is testifying to an incident that occurred before sunrise, and the testimony
of the two witnesses is therefore compatible testimony. Rav Shimi
bar Ashi therefore teaches us that there is no concern that it
transpired in that manner.
 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַרב
:יה ָר ָבא ְל ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יְ הו ָּדה
 דְּ ָס ַתם,נֵימא ָמר ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ ְו
!יה
ֵ ָָלן ַּת ָּנא ְּכו
ּ ות

Rav Naĥman said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rava said to Rav Naĥman:
And let the Master say that the halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains that one may eat during the entire fifth hour, as the tanna taught an unattributed
mishna in accordance with his opinion, indicating that this is the
halakha.

–  ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל: דִּ ְתנַ ןAs we learned in a mishna: For the entire time that one is permit. ַמ ֲא ִכילted to eat leaven himself, he feeds it to his animal. It can be inferred from this mishna that there is no intermediate period when
it is prohibited for a person to eat leaven but he may feed it to his
animal. This unattributed mishna must be in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Yehuda maintains that during the
fifth hour it is prohibited to eat leaven but one may feed it to an
animal.
 ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם, ַה ִה יא ָלאו ְס ָת ָמא ה ּואThe Gemara rejects this contention: That mishna is not classified
. דְּ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ״מו ָּּתר״as unattributed, as it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban
Gamliel, due to the fact that had the mishna been in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, the term: Permitted, is diﬃcult.
Instead, the mishna should have been formulated: When one eats
he may feed.
 דַּ ֲהוָ ה,יאל
ֵ נֵימא ָמר ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ָ ְו
יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל:יה
ּ יﬠ! ֲא ַמר ֵל יה ַמ ְכ ִר
ּ ֵל
יה
ּ  ַט ַﬠם דְּ נַ ְפ ׁ ֵש,יﬠ הוּא ָלאו ַמ ְכ ִר
.ָק ָא ַמר
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Rava raised an additional diﬃculty to Rav Naĥman: And let the
Master say that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabban Gamliel, as he is the decisor in this dispute, and there
is a general principle that the halakha is always in accordance with
the decisor who states an opinion that compromises between two
opinions cited previously. He said to him: Rabban Gamliel is not
a decisor;N he is stating a reason of his own. Rabbi Yehuda and
Rabbi Meir disagree with regard to consumption of any type of
leaven; they do not distinguish between teruma and non-sacred
food. Since Rabban Gamliel distinguishes between the time one
must desist from eating teruma and the latest time that one may
eat non-sacred food, his is evidently an unrelated opinion that is
in no way a compromise between the other two rulings.

 ַרב דְּ ָא ַמר ִּכי ַהאי:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ָחל: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,ַּת ָּנא
ִל ְהיוֹת ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ְמ ַב ֲﬠ ִרין ֶאת ַה ּכֹל
 וְ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין ְּתר ּו מוֹת,ִמ ִּל ְפ נֵ י ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 ו ְּמ ׁ ַשיְּ ִירין,ְט ֵמאוֹת ְּתלוּיוֹת ו ְּטהוֹרוֹת
 ְּכ ֵדי,ִמן ַה ְּטהוֹרוֹת ְמזוֹן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדּ וֹת
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,ֶל ֱאכוֹל ַﬠד ַא ְר ַ ּבע ׁ ָשעוֹת
ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן יְהו ָּדה ִא ׁיש ַ ּב ְר ּת ָוֹתא ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי י

And if you wish, say instead: When Rav said that the halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he ruled in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in a
baraita: With regard to the fourteenth of Nisan that occurs on
Shabbat, one does not remove leaven on Passover eve in the
usual manner.H Rather, one removes everything leavened before
Shabbat, and one burns ritually impure teruma: Teruma in abeyance, whose purity is uncertain, and even any pure teruma that
he does not require for his Shabbat meals. And one leaves from
the pure leavenN food for two meals, the meal at night and the
one in the morning, in order to eat and finish until four hours of
Shabbat morning. This is the statement of Rabbi Elazar ben
Yehuda of Bartota, who said it in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua.

 ׁ ֶש ָּמא,ּ ְטהוֹרוֹת ל ֹא יִ ּ ָ ׂש ְרפו:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
 ְּכ ָבר: ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן.אוֹכ ִלין
ְ יִ ָּמצְ א ּו ָל ֶהן
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא חוּץ: ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ.ִּ ּב ְּק ׁש ּו וְ ל ֹא ָמצְ או
?ּחוֹמה ָלנו
ָ ַל

The Sages said to him: One should not burn pure teruma, as
perhaps those who can eat it will be found on Shabbat, and he
will have retroactively violated a Torah prohibition by burning
pure teruma unnecessarily. Instead, one places the teruma aside,
and if no one is found to eat it, he feeds it to the dogs or renders
it null and void in his heart. He said to them: They already sought
people to eat the teruma and they did not find any other priests
in the city to eat it. They said to him: Perhaps those priests who
could eat the teruma on that Shabbat slept outside the wall of the
city and will enter the city on Shabbat morning, at which point
they could eat the teruma.

 ַאף ְּתלוּיוֹת ל ֹא,יכם
ֶ  ְל ִד ְב ֵר:ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
.יט ֲה ֵרם
ַ ִיִ ּ ָ ׂש ְרפ ּו – ׁ ֶש ָּמא יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו ו
 ְּכ ָבר מו ְּב ָטח ָל ֶהן ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו ָ ּבא ל ֹא ְ ּב ַﬠ ְר ֵבי ׁ ַש ָ ּבתוֹת
.טוֹבים ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַה ּט ַוֹרח
ִ וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַﬠ ְר ֵבי יָ ִמים

He said to the Sages: According to your statement, that you take
into account this unlikely scenario, one should not even burn
teruma in abeyance, as perhaps Elijah the Prophet will comeN
on Shabbat and establish prophetically that the teruma is not ritually impure, and render it ritually pure. They said to him: That
possibility is no source of concern, as the Jewish people have
already been assured that Elijah will come neither on a Friday
nor on the eve of a Festival, due to the exertion involved preparing for the upcoming holy day. Consequently, Elijah will certainly come neither on Friday, nor on Shabbat itself, which is
Passover eve.

 ל ֹא זָ ז ּו ִמ ׁ ּ ָשם ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְבע ּו ֲה ָל ָכה:ּ ָא ְמרוThey said: They did not move from there until the Sages voted
וֹתא
ָ  ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן יְ הו ָּדה ִא ׁיש ַ ּב ְר ּתand they established the halakha in accordance with the opin.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יion of Rabbi Elazar ben Yehuda of Bartota, who said it in the
name of Rabbi Yehoshua.

HALAKHA

Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat – ֶﬠ ֶרב ּ ֶפ ַסח ׁ ֶש ָחל ִל ְהיוֹת
ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ַ When Passover begins at the conclusion of Shabbat,
one removes the leaven before Shabbat, leaving enough
food for two meals, in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi
Elazar ben Yehuda of Bartota and Rabbi Eliezer bar Tzadok
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 444:1).
A deposit of leavened bread – פ ָ ּקדוֹן ׁ ֶשל ָח ֵמץ:ִ ּ With regard
to one who has in his possession on Passover eve a deposit
of leaven that belongs to a Jew, he should wait until the
beginning of the fifth hour before selling it to a gentile. This is
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara and Rabbi
Yehuda’s opinion cited here (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
443:2).
NOTES

And one leaves from the pure leaven – ו ְּמ ׁ ַשיְּ ִירין ִמן ַה ְּטהוֹרוֹת:
The early commentaries discuss the halakha of non-sacred
food, which is not addressed by the Gemara. Some say that if
one removes teruma before Shabbat, all the more so should
he remove non-sacred food before Shabbat. This is because
there is no prohibition against destroying non-sacred food,
whereas the destruction of teruma is prohibited (Tosafot; Rif;
Rambam; Ra’avad; and others). Others claim to the contrary,
that since teruma is eaten only by the few, it makes sense to
remove it the day before. In contrast, one is likely to find people to eat non-sacred food, and therefore this leaven should
not be removed prematurely (Tosefot of Rabbi Shimshon of
Saens; Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi).
Perhaps Elijah the Prophet will come – ש ָּמא יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּה ּו:
ֶ ׁ This
teruma in abeyance is teruma with regard to which there is
uncertainty whether or not it is ritually impure. This uncertainty could be the result of uncertain contact with an object
or a person that is definitely impure, or definite contact with
an item or a person whose ritual purity status is uncertain.
These issues can be resolved only by means of the principles
of resolving uncertainties, as there is no way to reveal what
actually happened. Consequently, the arrival of Elijah could
resolve the uncertainty; although he will not issue new halakhic rulings, he will reveal facts that were hitherto unknown.
LANGUAGE

Saddlebag [disakkayya] – יס ַ ּקיָּ א
ַ ִּד: From the Greek
δισάκκιον, disakkiyon, meaning double bag.

 ַמאי ָלאו ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֶל ֱאכוֹל? ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאApropos the previous statement that the halakha is in accordance
. ְל ַב ֵﬠר, ל ֹא:יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ּ  ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמwith the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, what, is it not that the halakha
is in accordance with his opinion even with regard to eating?
Rav’s ruling indicates that one may eat leaven until the end of the
fourth hour, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rav
Pappa said in the name of Rava: No, the aforementioned ruling
applies only to the obligation to remove leaven, i.e., the Sages
agreed that it is permitted to remove pure teruma on Friday only
if there is no one available to eat it.
 דְּ ָא ַמר,וְ ַאף ַר ִ ּבי ָס ַבר ְל ָהא דְּ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ָא ָדם ֶא ָחד:ָר ִבין ַ ּבר ַרב ַאדָּ א
יס ַ ּקיָּ א ְמ ֵל ָאה ָח ֵמץ ֵאצֶ ל
ַ ִּׁ ֶש ִה ְפ ִקיד ד
 וְ נִ ְּקב ו ָּה ַﬠ ְכ ָ ּב ִרים,יוֹח נָ ן ֲח ק ּו ָק ָאה
ָ
 ו ָּבא ִל ְפנֵי,וְ ָהיָ ה ָח ֵמץ ְמ ַבצְ ֵ ּבץ וְ יוֹצֵ א
, ַה ְמ ֵּתן:אשוֹנָ ה ָא ַמר לוֹ
ׁ  ׁ ָש ָﬠה ִר.ַר ִ ּבי
– ישית
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל, ַה ְמ ֵּתן:ׁ ְשנִ יָּ ה – ָא ַמר לוֹ
:יﬠית – ָא ַמר לוֹ
ִ  ְר ִב, ַה ְמ ֵּתן:ָא ַמר לוֹ
ּמוֹכ ָר ּה
ְ  צֵ א ו:ישית – ָא ַמר לוֹ
ִ ׁ  ֲח ִמ,ַה ְמ ֵּתן
.ַ ּב ׁ ּשוּק

The Gemara notes: And even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in
accordance with this statement of Rav Naĥman, and rules that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.
As Ravin bar Rav Adda said: There was an incident that occurred
involving a certain person who deposited a saddlebag [disakkayya]L filled with leavened breadH with Yoĥanan Ĥakuka’a,
and mice bore a hole in the bag, and leavened bread was spilling
out of the sack. And he came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi on
Passover eve to ask what he should do. In the first hour of the day
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: Wait, as the owner of the bag
might yet return to take it from you and eat the leaven. 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. In the fifth
hour, concluding that the person was not coming, he said to him:
Go and sell it in the market.
. פרק א׳ דף יג. Perek I . 13a
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The practice of collectors of charity – מנְ ַהג ַ ּג ָ ּב ֵאי צְ ָד ָקה:ִ
Charity collectors who gathered food or money but
find no poor people available to whom they can deliver
the items may change the money with other people
or sell them the food. However, they may not change
the charity coins themselves, nor may they purchase
the food for themselves, in order to be clear before
both God and the Jewish people (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 257:2).
A deposit that decreases in value – פ ָ ּקדוֹן ַה ִּמ ְת ַמ ֵﬠט:ִ ּ
If a person deposits produce or a similar item with
another and the deposit deteriorates at the standard
rate, the bailee may not touch it. If it begins to lose its
value at an accelerated rate, he should sell it in court.
This is in accordance with the statement of the Rabbis,
as explained by Rabbi Yoĥanan (Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen
Mishpat 292:16).
NOTES

They change the money with other people – ּפ ְוֹר ִטין
ל ֲא ֵח ִרים:ַ In this context, changing the money refers to
the exchange of smaller perutot for larger coins, e.g.,
dinars, as copper perutot tarnish and lose their value,
or for reasons of convenience. Some commentaries
add that one who changes perutot for dinars would
ordinarily be oﬀered a good exchange rate, as perutot
were in greater demand. Consequently, by making this
exchange, the charity collector could profit. However,
as it is prohibited for one who collected charity to benefit from this money he is required to change it with
other people (Me’iri).

? ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה,ַמאי ָלאו? ְלגוֹיִ ם
 ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי, ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל, ל ֹא:יוֹסף
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַרב
–  ִאי ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ֵמ ִאיר
!יה
ְׁ
ּ יה ְלנַ ְפ ׁ ֵש
ּ נִיש ְק ֵל

What, did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi not mean that Yoĥanan Ĥakuka’a
should sell this leaven to gentiles, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda, who says that it is prohibited for a Jew to eat leaven
during the fifth hour? Rav Yosef said: No, it could be that he meant to
sell it to a Jew, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir that one
may eat leaven during the fifth hour. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was simply
advising him to sell the leaven quickly before the sixth hour begins, at
which point it would be prohibited for Jews to eat it. Abaye said to him:
If it is permitted for a Jew to eat leaven, let him take it for himself and
pay the owner back later. Why trouble him to sell it to someone else?

 ַ ּג ָ ּב ֵאי צְ ָד ָקה: דְּ ַתנְיָא. ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֲח ׁ ָש ָדאThe Gemara responds: Eating it himself is not an option due to the
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָל ֶהם ֲﬠנִיִּ ים ְל ַח ֵּלק – ּפ ְוֹר ִטיןpotential of suspicion. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to a
H
. ַל ֲא ֵח ִרים וְ ֵאין ּפ ְוֹר ִטין ְל ַﬠצְ ָמןsimilar situation: Collectors of charity who have no poor people to
whom they can distribute the money, change the money with other
peopleN and do not change it themselves, i.e., with their own coins.
ַ ּג ָ ּב ֵא י ַּת ְמח ּו י ׁ ֶש ֵא ין ָל ֶה ם ֲﬠנִ יִּ ים
מוֹכ ִרין
ְ מוֹכ ִרין ַל ֲא ֵח ִרים וְ ֵאין
ְ – ְל ַח ֵּלק
יתם
ֶ ִ ״וִ ְהי: ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ְל ַﬠצְ ָמן
.נְ ִקיִּ ים ֵמה׳ ו ִּמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״

Likewise, collectors of food for the charity plate, who would collect
food in large vessels for the poor to eat, who do not have poor people
to whom to distribute the food, sell the food to others and do not sell
it to themselves, as it is stated: “And you shall be clear before God
and before Israel” (Numbers : ). It is not suﬃcient that a person is
without sin in the eyes of God. He must also appear upright in the eyes
of other people so that they will not suspect him of wrongdoing.

יה ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַמ ָּתנָ ה ְל ַרב
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Adda bar Mattana said to Rav Yosef: You told us explicitly that
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi meant: Go and sell it to gentiles, in accordance
ֵ
ּמוֹכ ָרן
ְ  צֵ א ו: ְ ּב ֵפירו ּׁש ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן:יוֹסף
. ְלגוֹיִ ם ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהwith the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rav Yosef took ill late in life and
forgot his studies, and therefore his student would remind him that he
also agreed with that version of the incident.
 ְּכ ַמאן ָאזְ ָלא ָהא:יוֹסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי – ְּכ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן
 ַה ַּמ ְפ ִקיד ּ ֵפירוֹת: דִּ ְתנַ ן.יא ל
ֵ ַ ּג ְמ ִל
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵהן ֲאבו ִּדין – ל ֹא,ֵאצֶ ל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.יִ ַ ּגע ָ ּב ֶהן
מוֹכ ָרן ְ ּב ֵבית דִּ ין ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ֲה ׁ ָש ַבת
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ
.ֲא ֵב ָידה

Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion, i.e., the opinion of
which tanna, is that halakha which was taught by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, that one should sell leaven deposited with him in order to prevent
the depositor from losing his possession?H Rav Yosef explains: It is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as we
learned in a mishna: With regard to one who deposits produce with
another, even if the produce will be ruined by insects or mold, he
should not touch them. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He should
sell them in court, due to the obligation to restore lost property. Just
as one is required to return a lost item, he is likewise required to prevent
loss of another’s property for which he assumed responsibility.

,ית ַמר ֲﬠ ָל ּה
ְּ  וְ ָלאו ִא:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: Wasn’t it stated with regard to that mishna that
:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה ָא ַמר ַרבRabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The Rabbis taught
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלאthat one may not touch them only if

Perek I
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NOTES

On the roof of the colonnade – ﬠל ַ ּגג ָה ִאיצְ ַט ָ ּבא:ַ The
parallel discussion in tractate Sukka cites the exchange
of opinions in reverse. The tanna initially says: On the
roof of [al gag] the colonnade, which is corrected to: On
[al gav] the bench (Tosafot of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens).

יוֹתר ִמ ְּכ ֵד י
ֵ  ֲא ָבל, ִ ּב ְכ ֵד י ֶח ְסרוֹנָ ןtheir decrease in value is at the standard rate of stored produce, due
 וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן,מוֹכ ָרן ְ ּב ֵבית דִּ ין
ְ –  ֶח ְסרוֹנָןto rot and rodents. However, if their decrease in value is beyond the
. ָה ָכא דְּ ָהא ּ ְפ ִס ִידי ְלגַ ְמ ִריstandard rate, everyone agrees that one sells them in court; and all the
more so in the case here, with regard to leavened bread, as the bread
will be entirely lost. Once the leaven is prohibited, it remains prohibited even after Passover. Consequently, everyone agrees that one is
obligated to sell the leaven.
״וְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ּלוֹת
 ַﬠל:יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ  ָּתנֵי ַּת ָּנא ַק ֵּמ.כו׳״
נִיﬠן
ָ ְ וְ ִכי ְל ַהצ:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ַ ּגב ָה ִאיצְ ַט ָ ּבא
 ַﬠל ַ ּגג ָה ִאיצְ ַט ָ ּבא:הוּא צָ ִריךְ ?! ְּתנֵי
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We learned in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: Two
disqualified loaves of a thanks-oﬀering are placed on the pillars surrounding the Temple as an indicator. The tanna who recited mishnayot
in the study hall taught a baraita before Rav Yehuda: The loaves were
placed on [al gav] the bench in the Temple. He said to him: And does
he need to conceal them? No one would see them if they were placed
there. Rather, teach the baraita: On the roof of [al gag] the colonnade,N1
where everyone could see them.

 ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת ְס ָטיו.ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת ְס ָטיו: ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי.ָּכפוּל ָהיָ ה
יס ְטוָ ונִית
ְ  ִא:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ָּכפוּל ָהיָ ה
. ְס ָטיו ִל ְפנִים ִמ ְּס ָטיו,ָהיְ ָתה נִ ְק ֵראת

Raĥava said that Rabbi Yehuda said:N The Temple Mount
was a double colonnade, i.e., surrounded by two rows of
columns. That was also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda
says it was called an istevanitL and it was a colonnade within
a colonnade.HB

 ַא ַּמאי ּ ְפסוּלוֹת? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.״פסוּלוֹת וכו׳״
ְּ
וֹך ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ְמרו ּּבוֹת – נִ ְפ ָסלוֹת
ְ  ִמ ּת:ֲחנִינָ א
יאין ּת ָוֹדה ְ ּב ַח ג
ִ  ֵאין ְמ ִב: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,ְ ּב ִלינָ ה
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָח ֵמץ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ּה,ַה ַּמ ּצוֹת

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says these two
loaves placed outside were disqualified. The Gemara asks:
Why were they disqualified? What caused their disqualification? Rabbi Ĥanina said: Since the thanks-oﬀerings brought
that day are numerous, and the priests are unable to eat their
portions from the loaves of all the oﬀerings, the remaining
loaves are disqualified by virtue of their being left overnight.
The Gemara explains that so many loaves were brought that
day, as it was taught in a baraita: One may not bring a thanksoﬀering on the festival of Passover due to the leavened
bread included with it, as ten of the forty loaves brought with
a thanks-oﬀering are loaves of leavened bread.

 ָה ָכא:יטא! ָא ַמר ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: It is obvious that one may
יאין
ִ  ֵאין ְמ ִב: וְ ָק ָס ַבר, ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ָﬠ ְס ִקינַןnot bring this oﬀering on Passover, as it contains leaven. Rav
. ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ְל ֵבית ַה ּ ְפסוּלAdda bar Ahava said: Here this baraita is not referring to the
prohibition against bringing the oﬀering on Passover itself.
Rather, we are dealing with the issue of sacrificing a thanksoﬀering on the fourteenth of Nisan,H and this tanna maintains: One may not bring consecrated oﬀerings to a situation where the time that they may be eaten is restricted, thereby increasing the likelihood of disqualification. Although it
is permitted to eat leavened bread until the sixth hour of the
fourteenth of Nisan, one may not bring a thanks-oﬀering on
Passover eve. The reason is that a thanks-oﬀering may be
eaten for one full day and the following night, and if it is
brought on the eve of Passover, the time available before disqualification is reduced.
,יתי ְלה ּו
ִ ְ וְ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ַמיAnd therefore, everyone who ascended on the pilgrimage to
. ו ִּמ ּתוֹךְ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְמרו ּּבוֹת – נִ ְפ ָסלוֹת ְ ּב ִלינָ הJerusalem and were obligated to bring thanks-offerings
brought them on the thirteenth of Nisan. And since these
thanks-oﬀerings are numerous, they are disqualified by virtue of their being left overnight, as priests are unable to eat
their portions from the loaves of all the oﬀerings brought that
day.
 וְ ֶא ָּלא,ּ ְּכ ׁ ֵשירוֹת ָהיו:ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי ָא ְמרוThey said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: The loaves placed as
N
נִש ַחט ֲﬠ ֵל ֶיהן
ְ ׁ  ַא ַּמאי ָק ֵרי ְלה ּו ּ ְפסוּלוֹת – ׁ ֶשלּ ֹאan indicator were not disqualified by being left overnight.
Rather,
why
did
the
tanna
call
them
disqualified? It was due
.נִשחוֹט! ׁ ֶש ָא ַבד ַהזֶּ ַבח
ְ ׁ ְ ו.ַהזֶּ ַבח
to the fact that no animal oﬀering was slaughtered together
with them to consecrate them, but they were consecrated as
thanks-oﬀering loaves independently. They could not be eaten
until the oﬀering with which they were brought was slaughtered. The Gemara asks: And let us slaughter the thanksoﬀering to render the loaves permitted. The Gemara answers:
The mishna is referring to a case where the animal for the offering was lost.
 זוֹ ּת ָוֹדה וְ זוֹ:נִשחוֹט! דְּ ָא ַמר
ְ ׁ ְוְ נַיְ ִיתי זֶ ַבח ַא ֵחר ו
–  ָא ַבד ַה ֶּל ֶחם: דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה. ו ִּכדְּ ַר ָ ּבה,ַל ְח ָמ ּה
 ָא ְב ָדה ּת ָוֹדה – ֵאין ֵמ ִביא,ֵמ ִביא ֶל ֶחם ַא ֵחר
, ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא? ֶל ֶחם ְ ּג ַלל ּת ָוֹדה.ּת ָוֹדה ַא ֶח ֶרת
.וְ ֵאין ּת ָוֹדה ְ ּג ַלל ֶל ֶחם

The Gemara raises a further diﬃculty: And let us bring another animal to replace the first one for sacrifice and let
them slaughter it. The Gemara answers: This is a case where
the one who consecrated the thanks-oﬀering said: This is a
thanks-oﬀering and these are its loaves.H He consecrated
the animal and the loaves together, and this is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabba, as Rabba said: If the loaf of a
thanks-oﬀering is lost, its owner brings another loaf to complete the oﬀering. However, if the thanks-oﬀering was lost
and the loaves remain, one may not bring another thanksoﬀering. What is the reason for this? The loaves are brought
due to the thanks-oﬀeringN but the thanks-oﬀering is not
brought on account of the loaves. The animal sacrificed is
the primary component of the oﬀering while the loaves are
subordinate to it.

NOTES

Raĥava said that Rabbi Yehuda said – ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יְהו ָּדה: Several commentaries discuss this statement, which is
cited in many places as an example of the precise transmission of a tradition. See Tosafot, who explain that since Raĥava
was the preeminent student of Rav Yehuda he addressed
him as Rabbi Yehuda. Others claim that he was uncertain
whether Rav Yehuda or Rabbi Yehuda issued this statement
(see Arukh).
The loaves were not disqualified – כ ׁ ֵשירוֹת ָהי ּו:ְּ Rabbi Yannai
does not interpret the mishna as referring to loaves that were
disqualified by being left overnight, as those loaves must
be burned immediately, to prevent a situation where they
might be eaten unwittingly (Maharam Ĥalawa).
The loaves are brought due to the thanks-oﬀering – ֶל ֶחם
 ְ ּג ַלל ּת ָוֹדה: This halakha is derived from the verse: “And he shall
oﬀer, together with the thanks-oﬀering, loaves” (Leviticus
7:12), which indicates that the loaves brought with this offering are subordinate to it (Rashi).
LANGUAGE

Istevanit – יס ְטוָ ונִית
ְ א:ִ A Hebraized form of the Greek στοά,
stoa, meaning a row of columns or a hall between rows of
columns.
HALAKHA

A colonnade within a colonnade – ס ָטיו ִל ְפנִים ִמ ְּס ָטיו:ְ The
Temple Mount was built in the form of one row of columns
inside another row of columns, in accordance with the statement of Raĥava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira
5:1).
A thanks-oﬀering on the eve of Passover – ת ָוֹדה ְ ּב ֶﬠ ֶרב ּ ֶפ ַסח:ּ
One may not bring a thanks-oﬀering on the day before Passover, as it is prohibited to sacrifice oﬀerings in a manner that
the time they may be eaten is restricted, thereby increasing
the likelihood of disqualification (Rambam Sefer Korbanot,
Hilkhot Ĥagiga 2:13).
A thanks-oﬀering and its loaves – ת ָוֹדה וְ ַל ְח ָמ ּה:ּ If one says:
This is my thanks-oﬀering and these are its loaves, and the
loaves are lost, one brings other loaves. If the oﬀering itself was lost he does not bring another oﬀering with those
loaves, in accordance with Rabba’s statement (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:11).
BACKGROUND

A colonnade within a colonnade – ס ָטיו ִל ְפנִים ִמ ְּס ָטיו:ְ Apparently, the rows of columns on the Temple Mount were built
in this fashion to increase the light and to provide space for
pilgrims. The loaves from the thanks-oﬀering that served
as an indicator were placed upon the roof of these pillars.

Colonnade within a colonnade on the Temple Mount
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HALAKHA

The loaves brought with the lambs sacrificed on the
festival of Assembly – ל ֶחם ִּכ ְב ֵ ׂשי ֲﬠ ֶצ ֶרת:ֶ If the lambs
sacrificed on Shavuot were slaughtered or their blood
sprinkled not for their own sake, the loaves brought
with them are not consecrated. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as
his rulings are accepted as halakha in disputes with
a single Sage (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 17:18).

:נִיפ ְר ִקינְ ה ּו וְ נַ ּ ְפ ִקינְ ה ּו ְלחו ִּּלין! ֶא ָּלא
ְ ְ וThe Gemara asks: And let us redeem the loaves from their consecrated
ְנִש ּ ַפך
ְ ׁ ְ ו,עוֹלם ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ַחט ֲﬠ ֵל ֶיהן ַהזֶּ ַבח
ָ  ְלstatus and render them non-sacred, and there will be no need to burn
. ַהדָּ םthe loaves. Rather, the Gemara explains that actually, the case is one
where the animal oﬀering was indeed slaughtered over the loaves to
permit them, but the animal’s blood spilled before it could be sprinkled
on the altar. Once the animal has been slaughtered, the loaves are fully
consecrated and cannot be redeemed, but in this case, neither can they
be eaten, as the blood was not sprinkled on the altar.
 ׁ ְשנֵי: דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ו ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
.ְד ָב ִרים ַה ַּמ ִּת ִירין ַמ ֲﬠ ִלין זֶ ה ְ ּבל ֹא זֶ ה
 ִּכ ְב ֵ ׂשי ֲﬠ ֶצ ֶרת ֵאין ְמ ַקדְּ ׁ ִשין:דְּ ַתנְיָ א
? ֵּכיצַ ד.יטה
ָ ֶאת ַה ֶּל ֶחם ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִח
–  וְ זָ ַרק דָּ ָמן ִל ׁ ְש ָמן,ׁ ְש ָח ָטן ִל ׁ ְש ָמן
.ִקידֵּ ׁש ַה ֶּל ֶחם

And in accordance with whose opinion is this statement that the slaughter of the animal consecrates the loaves and from that point they can
no longer be redeemed? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: Each of two factors that
are indispensable in permitting the sacrifice of an oﬀering, elevates the
subordinate components of the oﬀering to consecrated status, without
the other.N In this case, the loaves are consecrated when the animal to be
sacrificed is slaughtered, even if the blood was not sprinkled, as it was
taught in a baraita: The lambs sacrificed on the festival of Assembly, i.e.,
Shavuot, consecrate the loaves that accompany them only by means
of their slaughter.H How so? If one slaughtered the lambs for their own
sake, i.e., as lambs for Shavuot, in the appropriate manner, and the priest
sprinkled their blood for their own sake, the loaves are consecrated.

ׁ ְש ָח ָטן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְש ָמן וְ זָ ַרק דָּ ָמן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
 ׁ ְש ָח ָטן.ִל ׁ ְש ָמן – ל ֹא ִקידֵּ ׁש ַה ֶּל ֶחם
ִל ׁ ְש ָמן וְ זָ ַרק דָּ ָמן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְש ָמן – ֶל ֶחם
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,דוֹש
ׁ דוֹש וְ ֵאינוֹ ָק
ׁ ָק

However, if one slaughtered them not for their own sake, and the priest
sprinkled their blood not for their own sake, the loaves are not consecrated, as the factors indispensable in rendering the oﬀering permitted
were not properly performed. If one slaughtered them for their own sake,
and he sprinkled their blood not for their own sake, the fact that the
lambs were properly slaughtered renders the loaves partially consecrated.
Therefore, the loaves are consecrated to the extent that they cannot be
redeemed, but they are not consecrated to the extent that they may be
eaten. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןRabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: Actually, the loaves are conדוֹש ַה ֶּל ֶח ם ַﬠד
ׁ עוֹל ם ֵא ינוֹ ָק
ָ  ְלsecrated only when one slaughters the oﬀerings for their own sake and
. ׁ ֶשיִּ ׁ ְשחוֹט ִל ׁ ְש ָמן וְ יִ זְ רוֹק דָּ ָמן ִל ׁ ְש ָמןsprinkles their blood for their own sake, i.e., only if both factors indispensable in rendering the oﬀering permitted were properly performed.
The previous answer in the Gemara is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
ּ  ֲא ִפThe Gemara adds: Even if you say that the previous answer is in accorימא ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְּכגוֹן, ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןdance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, it is un. ְנִש ּ ַפך
ְ ׁ ְ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַק ֵ ּבל ַהדָּ ם ַ ּב ּכוֹס וderstood, as with what case are we dealing here? It is in a unique case
where after the slaughter, the blood was received in the cup and it only
then spilled before it was sprinkled.
יה
ּ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ָס ַבר ֵלAnd Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accordance with the
– עוֹמד ִלזְ רוֹק
ֵ  ָּכל ָה: דְּ ָא ַמר, ַּכ ֲאבו ּּהopinion of his father, Rabbi Shimon, who stated a principle: The legal
. ְּכזָ רוּק דָּ ֵמיstatus of any blood that is about to be sprinkled and prepared for sprinkling is like that of blood that had already been sprinkled. Therefore, the
loaves are consecrated when the blood is received in the vessel and thereby prepared to be sprinkled. They may not be eaten until the blood is
actually sprinkled.
: ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָא ְמר ּו,ָּתנָ א
 ָּכל זְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּנחוֹת – ָּכל,ְּּכ ׁ ֵשירוֹת ָהיו
– נִיט ָלה ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן
ְּ ,אוֹכ ִלין
ְ ָה ָﬠם
נִיטל ּו
ְּ .אוֹכ ִלין וְ ל ֹא שׂ ְוֹר ִפין
ְ  ל ֹא,ּת ִוֹלין
.יהן – ִה ְת ִחיל ּו ּכו ָּּלן ׂש ְוֹר ִפין
ֶ ׁ ְש ֵּת

It was taught in the Tosefta that they said in the name of Rabbi Elazar:N
These loaves were entirely fit. As long as the loaves were placed there, the
entire nation continued to eat leaven. When one of the loaves was taken
away, the people knew that the time had come to place the leaven in
abeyance, meaning that they neither eat nor burn their leaven. When
both of the loaves were taken away, they all began burning their leaven.

:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַּתנְיָא ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּלIt was taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul says:
NOTES

Each…elevates [ma’alin] without the other – ַמ ֲﬠ ִלין זֶ ה ְ ּבל ֹא
זֶ ה: Some versions of the Gemara read mo’alin, i.e., they are
subject to the prohibition against the misuse of consecrated
property. According to this opinion, this means that either of
these acts performed alone consecrates the oﬀering to the extent that one who derives benefit from it is considered to have
misused consecrated property, despite the fact that each of
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these acts performed alone does not permit the priests to eat it
(Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
They said in the name of Rabbi Elazar – מ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָא ְמר ּו:ִ
The formulation of this phrase indicates that this statement is not
cited in support of Rabbi Yannai’s ruling, but it is an independent
opinion (Maharam Ĥalawa).

