Perek I
Daf 21 Amud a
.ישית ַמ ְכ ַר ַﬠת
ִ ׁ  ֵאין ַה ְכ ָר ַﬠת ׁ ְש ִלThe decision of the third opinionN of Rabbi Yishmael, son
of Rabbi Yosei, is not considered a decision in this case, as the
other two Sages do not raise the issue of a stumbling block at all.
– לוֹקת
ֶ  ַמ ֲח:יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָא
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, said: The dispute between
 ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְפ ָלה ְל ָפחוֹת ִמ ֵּמ ָאה ְס ָאה חו ִּּליןRabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua with regard to a barrel of teru, ְט ֵמ ִאיןma that broke in an upper press and was flowing down into the
lower press applies only to a case where one se’a of teruma fell into
less than one hundred se’aN of impure, non-sacred wine in the
lower press.
–  ֲא ָבל נָ ְפ ָלה ְל ֵמ ָאה חו ִּּלין ְט ֵמ ִאיןHowever, if the teruma wine fell into one hundred se’aH of ritu דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֵּת ֵרד וְ ִת ַּט ֵמא וְ ַאל יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנהally impure, non-sacred produce, everyone agrees that the wine
. ַ ּביָּ דshould be allowed to descend and become ritually impure by
itself, and one should not actively render it impure with his hand.
The reason is that if teruma falls into non-sacred produce one
hundred times greater in quantity than itself, the teruma is nullified by the non-sacred produce, and therefore, it would be permitted for a non-priest to eat it. Although it becomes ritually impure,
the legal status of the nullified teruma is that of non-sacred
produce.
 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ְ ּב ָרה:ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
יה ֵמ ָאה חו ִּּלין
ָ ַ ּב ַ ּגת ָה ֶﬠ ְליוֹנָ ה וְ ַת ְח ֶּת
יﬠזֶ ר ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ – ְט ֵמ ִאין
 ׁ ֶש ִאם יָ כוֹל ְל ַה ִ ּציל ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
–  וְ ִאם ָלאו,יﬠית ְ ּב ָט ֳה ָרה – יַ ִ ּציל
ִ ְר ִב
.ֵּת ֵרד וְ ִת ַּט ֵמא וְ ַאל יְ ַט ְּמ ֶא ָּנה ַ ּביָּ ד

The Gemara comments: That was also taught in a baraita: With
regard to a barrel of teruma wine that broke in the upper winepress, and in the lower press there is one hundred times that
amount of ritually impure, non-sacred wine, Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if one is able to rescue even a
quarter-log from the barrel that broke and keep the wine in a state
of ritual purity, he should rescue it. And if not, one should let
the teruma wine descend and become impure on its own, but he
should not actively render it impure with his hand.

NOTES

The decision of the third opinion – ישית
ִ ׁ ה ְכ ָר ַﬠת ׁ ְש ִל:ַ See Tosafot, who cite the explanation of Rabbeinu Ĥananel. Apparently, a deciding third opinion is rejected if it is suggested by
a Sage of a third generation or later, as this is not considered a
determination of a student with regard to a disagreement between his teachers, but as an inter-generational dispute. In this
case, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, a late-second-century
tanna, is attempting to decide between the opinions of Beit
Hillel and Beit Shammai, Sages from the Second Temple era.
Less than one hundred se’a – פחוֹת ִמ ֵּמ ָאה ְס ָאה:ָ ּ Most prohibited objects are nullified if they become intermingled with a
permitted substance sixty times greater in volume than themselves. In other words, if a prohibited food falls into permitted
food sixty times greater in volume, the prohibited substance
is nullified and the entire mixture is permitted. However, in
the case of teruma, sixty times greater is not suﬃcient. Instead,
the non-sacred produce must be one hundred times greater
than the teruma for the mixture to be considered non-sacred.
HALAKHA

Fell into one hundred se’a – נָ ְפ ָלה ְל ֵמ ָאה ְס ָאה: With regard to a
barrel of pure teruma that broke in the upper press while there
was ritually impure, non-sacred produce in the lower press,
if the amount of wine in the lower press was one hundred
times greater than the wine in the barrel, one may allow the
teruma to descend into the lower press and become impure
by itself. This is due to the fact that the teruma will be nullified
by the majority, in accordance with the opinions of both Rabbi
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Terumot 12:5).

?ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר ְל ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ  ַהאיAfter citing proof for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Ĥanina, from this source, the Gemara questions the formulation
יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ יﬠזֶ ר ִמ
ֶ ﬠ ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ מוֹדה ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ
. ְ ֵא ּיפוֹך:יה! ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
ּ  ֵלof the baraita itself. This expression: Rabbi Eliezer concedes to
Rabbi Yehoshua, is puzzling, as Rabbi Eliezer ruled that one may
never directly render the barrel impure. The baraita should say
the opposite: Rabbi Yehoshua concedes to Rabbi Eliezer, as it
is Rabbi Yehoshua who concedes that one may not render impure
the barrel of teruma in the upper vat. Rava said: Reverse the
names, so that it is Rabbi Yehoshua who concedes to Rabbi Eliezer.
:ﬠ ָא ַמר הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי, וֹך
ְ עוֹל ם ל ֹא ֵּת ּיפ
ָ ְל
ָﬠ ְס ִקינַ ן – ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ׁ ֶש ּתוֹכוֹ ָטהוֹר וְ גַ ּבוֹ
 נִיגְ זוֹר דִּ ְיל ָמא נָ גַ ע:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת.ָט ֵמא
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ַ ּג ּבוֹ ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה

הדרן עלך אור לארבעה עשר

Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Actually, do not reverse
the names. Rather, with what are we dealing here? We are referring to a case where it is possible to collect the wine only in a
vessel whose interior is ritually pure and whose exterior is
impure by rabbinic law, having become impure through contact
with impure liquids. Lest you say that we should issue a decree
that one may not rescue even a quarter-log, lest the vessel’s exterior touch the teruma and render it impure, the baraita teaches
us that Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that despite
that concern, it is permitted to rescue a quarter-log of pure teruma.
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Perek II
Daf 21 Amud a
– מתני׳ ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל
ּמוֹכר
ֵ  ו,ַמ ֲא ִכיל ַל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַל ַחיָּ ה וְ ָלעוֹפוֹת
 ָﬠ ַבר זְ ַמנּ וֹ – ָאסוּר, וּמו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ,ַל ּגוֹי
. וְ ל ֹא יַ ִּסיק ּבוֹ ַּתנּ ּור וְ ִכ ַיריִ ם,ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ
 ֵאין ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ ֶא ָּלא:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
זוֹרה
ֶ ְ ַאף ְמ ָפ ֵרר ו:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
.ּח אוֹ ַמ ִּטיל ַליָּ ם ָלרו

,גמ׳ ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל – ַמ ֲא ִכיל
ָהא ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ מו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל – ֵאינוֹ
,נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ִ ימא ַמ ְת
ָ  ֵל,ַמ ֲא ִכיל
יכא ָח ֵמ ׁש דְּ ֵאינוֹ
ָּ דְּ ִאי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – ָהא ִא
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר, דִּ ְתנַ ן. ו ַּמ ֲא ִכיל,אוֹכל
ֵ
, וְ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין ִ ּב ְת ִח ַּלת ׁ ֵש ׁש,אוֹכ ִלין ָּכל ָח ֵמ ׁש
ְ
,אוֹכ ִלין ָּכל ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ
ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
! וְ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין ִ ּב ְת ִח ַּלת ׁ ֵש ׁש,תוֹלין ָּכל ָח ֵמ ׁש
ִ ְו

mishna

For the entire time that it is permitted to
eat leavened bread, one may also feedH it to
his domesticated animals, to non-domesticated animals, and to
birds; and one may sell it to a gentile; and it is permitted to derive
benefit from it. After its time passes, it is prohibited to derive
benefit from it, and one may not even light an oven or a stove
with leavened bread. With regard to the manner of removal of
leavened bread, Rabbi Yehuda says: The removal of leavened
bread is to be accomplished only through burning. And the Rabbis say: Burning is not required, as one may even crumble it and
throw it into the wind or cast it into the sea.H

gemara

The Gemara reads the mishna precisely:
For the entire time that it is permitted to
eat leavened bread, one may feed it to his animals. However, apparently, for the entire time that it is not permitted to eat leavened
bread, one may not feed his animals. Let us say that the mishna
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As, if it
were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, isn’t there
the fifth hour, when one may not eat leavened bread but one may
feedN it to his animals? As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Meir
says: One may eat leavened bread on the morning of the fourteenth day of Nisan for the entire fifth hour, and he burns it at the
beginning of the sixth hour. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may eat it
for the entire fourth hour, he suspends his consumption of it for
the entire fifth hour, and he burns it at the beginning of the sixth
hour. Apparently, there is an hour in which it is prohibited to eat
leavened bread, but it is permitted to feed it to one’s animals.

״כל
ָּ  ַהאי, וְ ֶא ָּלא ַמאי – ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיאThe Gemara asks: Rather, what can be said? This mishna follows
N
 ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל ַמ ֲא ִכיל״? ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠהthe opinion of Rabbi Meir. If so, this statement: For the entire
!יה
ּ ָ אוֹכל ַמ ֲא ִכיל ִמ
ֵ  ׁ ֶשtime that it is permitted to eat leavened bread one may feed,
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
is imprecise. It should have said: For the entire time that one
eats leavened bread he may feed. As it stands, there is no parallel
between the phrase: It is permitted to eat, and the phrase: One
may feed. Therefore, it appears that the mishna is referring to two
diﬀerent people or cases.
יתין ַר ָ ּבן
ִ ִ ַמ ְתנ:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ע ּו ָּלא
:אוֹמר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל, דִּ ְתנַן.יאל ִהיא
ֵ ַ ּג ְמ ִל
 ְּתר ּו ָמה ָּכל,ח ו ִּּלין נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין ָּכל ַא ְר ַ ּבע
 וְ ָה ִכי.  וְ ׂש ְוֹר ִפין ִ ּב ְת ִח ַּל ת ׁ ֵש ׁש, ָח ֵמ ׁש
ָק ָא ַמר; ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל ּכ ֵֹהן
ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה – יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַמ ֲא ִכיל חו ִּּלין ַל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
.ַל ַחיָּ ה וְ ָלעוֹפוֹת

Rabba bar Ulla said: The mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel. As we learned in a mishna that Rabban
Gamliel says: Non-sacred leavened bread may be eaten on the
fourteenth of Nisan during the entire fourth hour, leavened bread
that is teruma may be eaten during the entire fifth hour, and one
burns the leavened bread at the beginning of the sixth hour. And
this is what the mishna is saying: For the entire time that it is
permitted for a priest to partake of teruma, although an Israelite
may not eat leavened bread at that time, an Israelite may feed nonsacred food to his domesticated animals, to non-domesticated
animals, and to birds.

 ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ִמ ְיתנָ א,ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ִמ ְיתנָ א ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
 דְּ ִאי ָּתנָ א ְ ּב ֵה ָמה – דְּ ִאי,יכא
ָ ַחיָּ ה? צְ ִר
 ֲא ָבל ַחיָּ ה דְּ ִאי ְמ ׁ ַשיְּ ָירא,ְמ ׁ ַשיְּ ָירא ֲחזִ י ָל ּה
.ימא ָלא
ָ נְﬠא ָל ּה – ֵא
ָ ְָק ַמצ

The Gemara continues to read the mishna precisely. The mishna
states that one may feed his leavened bread to his domesticated
animals, to non-domesticated animals, and to birds. The Gemara
asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach about the case of domesticated animals, and why do I need it to teach about non-domesticated animals as well? The halakha should be the same for both
cases. The Gemara answers: It is necessary to teach us both cases,
as had it taught only about domesticated animals, one would have
said that it is permitted feed them because if the animal leaves over
some leavened bread one will see what is left over and dispose of
it. However, with regard to a non-domesticated animal, if it
leaves over any of the leavened bread, it hides it to save for later.
Therefore, one could say that it is not permitted to feed it so close
to the time when leavened bread is prohibited.

HALAKHA

To eat and to feed – ל ֱאכוֹל ו ְּל ַה ֲא ִכיל:ֶ On Passover eve one
may sell his leavened bread or feed it to an animal even
during the fifth hour of the day, when he may not eat it
himself. However, one must watch the animal to ensure
that it does not hide any leavened bread, and one must
remove whatever is left over (see Rosh; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 443:1).
How does one remove leavened bread – ֵּכיצַ ד ְמ ַב ֲﬠ ִרים
ה ָח ֵמץ:ֶ One may remove leavened bread in numerous
ways, e.g., burning it, crumbling it into the wind, or casting it into the sea. If the bread is hard, he should crumble
it before casting it into the sea (Rambam). The common
practice is to burn one’s leavened bread, out of concern
for those authorities who accept the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 445:1, and in the
comment of the Rema).
NOTES

One may not eat but one may feed – אוֹכל ו ַּמ ֲא ִכיל
ֵ אינוֹ:ֵ
The proof that Rabbi Yehuda permits this, although he
did not say so explicitly, is based on his statement that
during the fifth hour one’s consumption of leavened
bread is suspended. If there is nothing else he can do
with it during that time, why isn’t he obligated to burn it
immediately (Maharam Ĥalawa).
The opinion of the mishna – יטת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְשנָ ה
ַ ש:
ִ ׁ In the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that this mishna follows the
opinion of Rabbi Meir, because there no distinction is
made between the formulations of: One eats, and: It is
permitted to eat, while the Gemara here does distinguish
between the two.
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NOTES

In any case it will hide it – נְﬠא
ָ ְיהת ַמצ
ַ מ:ִ Some explain
that since one knows that this undomesticated animal will hide what is left over, he nullifies the leavened
bread before giving it to this animal; therefore, he does
not transgress any prohibition involving the leavened
bread afterward. This is not the case with a domesticated animal, since one assumes that he will see what
is left over and he will nullify it then. However, on occasion one will not pay attention or will forget to do so,
and will then transgress the prohibitions of: It shall not
be seen and it shall not be found (Mikhtam). Alternatively, the concern is that one might find the leavened
bread on the animal during Passover, and although he
nullified it previously, he will consider it important again
and thereby violate the prohibitions (Nimmukei Yosef ).
One may not sell his leavened bread – ל ֹא יִ ְמ ּכוֹר ֲח ֵמצוֹ:
Apparently Beit Shammai’s reason for concern is that
people might say that it is the Jew’s leavened bread,
and he will be suspected of wrongdoing (Maharam
Ĥalawa).
HALAKHA

Selling of leavened bread – מ ִכ ַירת ָח ֵמץ:ְ It is permitted
to sell one’s leavened bread to a gentile before Passover
even if he knows that it will remain in the possession
of the gentile during the entire Festival, in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 445:2).

וְ ִאי ָּתנָ א ַחיָּ ה – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ִאי ְמ ׁ ַשיְּ ָירא
ימנִין
ְ ִ ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ז,נְﬠא
ָ ְיהת ַמצ
ַ ִמ
 וְ ָק ֵאי,יה
ּ דִּ ְמ ׁ ַשיְּ ָירא וְ ָלא ַמ ִּסיק ַאדַּ ֲﬠ ֵת
ימא
ָ יה ְ ּב ַבל יֵ ָר ֶאה ו ְּב ַבל יִ ָּמצֵ א – ֵא
ּ ֲﬠ ֵל
.יכא
ָ  צְ ִר,ָלא

And had it taught only the case of a non-domesticated animal, one
might say that it is permitted to feed leavened bread to such an animal
because if it leaves over any food in any case it will hide it,N and the
owner will not violate the prohibition: It shall not be seen. However,
with regard to a domesticated animal, sometimes it leaves over food,
and it does not enter his mind that the animal will do so. And in that
case both prohibitions: It shall not be seen and it shall not be found,
would apply to him. Consequently, one could say that it would not be
permitted for him to feed a domesticated animal. Therefore, it was
necessary to teach both cases.

 עוֹפוֹת ָל ָּמה ִלי? ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָתנָ א ְ ּב ֵה ָמהThe Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to mention birds as well?
. ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי עוֹפוֹת, וְ ַחיָּ הThe Gemara answers: There is no inherent need to mention birds;
however, since the mishna taught the cases of domesticated animals
and non-domesticated animals, it also taught the case of birds, as
these are normally grouped together.
יטא! ְל ַא ּפ ֵוֹקי
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.מוֹכרוֹ ַלגּ וֹי״
ְ ״ ּו
 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,ֵמ ַהאי ַּת ָּנא דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
, ל ֹא יִ ְמ ּכוֹר ָא ָדם ֲח ֵמצוֹ ַלגּ וֹי:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
קוֹדם
ֶ ﬠ ּבוֹ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְכ ֶלה יוֹד
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ִאם ֵּכן
 ָּכל ׁ ָש ָﬠה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל.ּ ֶפ ַסח
.ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֶל ֱאכוֹל – מו ָּּתר ִל ְמ ּכוֹר

It was stated in the mishna that whenever it is permitted to eat leavened
bread, one may also sell it to a gentile. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that
obvious, as the mishna already taught that one may benefit from it? The
Gemara answers: This is stated to exclude the opinion of this tanna, as
it was taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: A person may not
sell his leavened breadN to a gentile unless he knows that the leavened
bread will be consumed before Passover. According to Beit Shammai,
a person retains some responsibility for his leavened bread even when
it is no longer in his possession. And Beit Hillel say: For the entire
time that it is permitted for a Jew to eat leavened bread, it is also permitted for him to sell it to a gentile. The Jew ceases to be responsible
for leavened bread sold to a gentile from the moment it is sold.H

Perek II
Daf 21 Amud b
NOTES

Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira’s opinion – יטת ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ַ ׁ ִש
בן ְ ּב ֵת ָירא:ּ ֶ See Tosafot, who suggest that Rabbi Yehuda
ben Beteira may contend that Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel agree about this issue (Mikhtam).
HALAKHA

Charred leavened bread – ח ֵמץ ׁ ֶש ֲח ָרכוֹ:ָ If leavened
bread was charred prior to the time of its prohibition
to the extent that a dog would not eat it (Tosafot), it is
permitted to derive benefit from it on Passover, in accordance with Rava’s ruling (Shulĥan Arukh Oraĥ Ĥayyim
442:9, 445:2).
Hours by rabbinic law – שעוֹת דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן:
ָ ׁ By Torah law, one
may not benefit from leavened bread on Passover eve
from the end of the sixth hour. By rabbinic law, one may
not benefit from leavened bread from the beginning of
the sixth hour (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:9, 443:1).
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 ּכו ָּּתח:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ְ ּב ֵת ָיראRabbi Yehuda ben Beteira, who agrees in principle with Beit Sham וְ ָכל ִמינֵי ּכו ָּּתח – ָא ס ּור ִל ְמ ּכוֹרmai’s opinion, says: With regard to kutaĥ, a dip that contains leavened
.קוֹדם ַל ּ ֶפ ַסח
ֶ  ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹםbreadcrumbs, and all types of kutaĥ, it is prohibited to sell it to a
gentile thirty days before Passover. Because kutaĥ is spicy, people use
only a bit at a time, so it will likely last until Passover.N
יטא! ָלא צְ ִר ָיכא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.״וּמו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה״
 וְ ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן.קוֹדם זְ ַמנּ וֹ
ֶ ׁ ֶש ֲח ָרכוֹ
קוֹדם
ֶ  ֲח ָרכוֹ: דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,ִּכ ְד ָר ָבא
 ֲא ִפ ּיל ּו ְל ַא ַחר,זְ ַמנּ וֹ – מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
.זְ ַמנּ וֹ

It was stated in the mishna that as long as leavened bread may be eaten,
it is permitted to derive benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that
obvious? The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this in a
case where one charred the leavened bread with fire before its time,
i.e., before it became prohibited, rendering it inedible. And it teaches
us that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava. As Rava
said: If one charred leavened breadH before its time, it is permitted to
derive benefit from it even after its time, since it no longer has the
legal status of leavened bread.

!יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.״ﬠ ַבר זְ ַמנּ וֹ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאתוֹ״
ָ
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב. ְל ׁ ָשעוֹת דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן,יכא
ָ ָלא צְ ִר
 ָא ַמר,יוֹסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרב ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר,ִ ּגידֵּ ל
 ַה ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש ִמ ׁ ּ ֵש ׁש ׁ ָשעוֹת:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
– יטי קו ְּרדָּ נְיָ ָתא
ֵּ ו ְּל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ִח
.חוֹש ׁ ִשין ַל ִּקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין
ְ ׁ ֵאין

It was stated in the mishna: After its time passes, it is prohibited to
benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? The Gemara
answers: No, it is necessary for the mishna to teach that it remains
prohibited to benefit from leavened bread during additional hours that
are delineated by rabbinic law.H As Rav Giddel said that Rav Ĥiyya
bar Yosef said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to one who takes
wheat grains that may have come into contact with water and become
leavened and betroths a woman with the leaven from the beginning of
the sixth hour, when the leaven is prohibited by rabbinic law, and
onward on Passover eve, even if he betrothed her with wheat from the
mountains, which is especially hard and unlikely to become leavened,
nonetheless, we are not concerned that this betrothal is valid. This is
because when performing a betrothal with money one must give the
woman an object worth as least the value of a peruta, and leaven from
which one is prohibited to benefit is considered worthless.

!יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.״וְ ל ֹא יַ ִּסיק ּבוֹ ַּתנּ וּר וְ ִכ ַיריִ ם״
 דְּ ָא ַמר; ֵאין, ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,יכא
ָ ָלא צְ ִר
ְ ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתך.ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ ֶא ָּלא ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
הוֹאיל וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ִמצְ וָ תוֹ
ִ :ָא ִמינָ א
יה ִל ְית ֲהנִי
ּ  ַ ּב ֲה ֵדי דְּ ָקא ָ ׂש ֵריף ֵל,ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ֵיה
ּ ִמ ּינ

It was stated in the mishna: And one may not even light an oven or
a stove with leavened bread once it becomes prohibited. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious, as this is also a type of benefit? The
Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this due to the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the removal of leavened bread is
to be performed only through burning. Otherwise, it could enter
your mind to say: Since Rabbi Yehuda said that its mitzva is performed through burning, while one is burning it let him benefit
from it. Therefore, it teaches us that it is prohibited to benefit from
leavened bread even while burning it.

 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ָח ֵמץ ְ ּב ֶפ ַסח ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר:ָא ַמר ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
–  ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ָח ֵמץ״:ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
 ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ָכ ַתב.ל ֹא ֵיְהא ּבוֹ ֶה ֵּיתר ֲא ִכ ָילה
ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״ ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ָח ֵמץ״ ָהא ל ֹא
יסוּר
ּ ָּכ ַתב ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל – ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א ִא
 ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה – ל ֹא,ֲא ִכ ָילה – ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

Ĥizkiya said: From where is it derived in the mishna that it is prohibited to derive benefit from leavened bread on Passover?H As it
is stated: “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” (Exodus : ). Since
the verse uses the passive, it should be understood as follows: There
shall be no permitted consumption of it at all, even deriving benefit, as benefit could be exchanged for money, which could be used
to buy food. The Gemara reads precisely: The reason deriving benefit is prohibited is that the Merciful One writes in the Torah:
“Leavened bread shall not be eaten.” Had the Torah not written:
“Shall not be eaten,” and instead used the active form: You shall not
eat, I would have said that the prohibition of eating is implied but
that the prohibition of deriving benefitN is not implied.

:ּ דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו,ּו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו
ָּכל ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ ״ל ֹא
יסוּר
ּ ֹאכלוּ״ – ֶא ָחד ִא
ְ ֹאכל״ ״ל ֹא ת
ַ ת
,()מ ׁ ְש ַמע
ַ ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ֶא ָחד ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה
ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ָפ ֵרט ְלךָ ַה ָּכתוּב ְּכ ֶד ֶר ְך ׁ ֶש ּ ֵפ ֵרט
.ְלךָ ִ ּבנְ ֵב ָילה

The Gemara comments: And this conclusion disagrees with the
opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu said that wherever it
is stated: “It shall not be eaten,” “You, singular, shall not eat,” or
“You, plural, shall not eat,” both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving benefitH are implied, unless the verse specifies
that one may benefit, in the manner that it specified with regard to
an unslaughtered animal carcass.N

ֹאכל ּו ָּכל נְ ֵב ָלה ַל ֵ ּגר ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ְ  ״ל ֹא ת:דְּ ַתנְיָא
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ִּת ְּתנֶ ָּנה וַ ֲא ָכ ָל ּה אוֹ ָמכֹר ְלנָ ְכ ִרי
 ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ְלגֵ ר ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה ו ְּלגוֹי.וגו׳״
 ְלגֵ ר ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד,ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה
״ל ֵ ּגר ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ִּת ְּתנֶ ָּנה אוֹ
ַ :לוֹמר
ַ
:לוֹמר
ַ  ְלגוֹי ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד.ָמכֹר״
את
ָ ֵ נִ ְמצ.״ת ְּתנֶ ָּנה וַ ֲא ָכ ָל ּה אוֹ ָמכֹר ְלגוֹי״
ִּ
 ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה, ֶא ָחד ֵ ּגר וְ ֶא ָחד גּ וֹי:אוֹמר
ֵ
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ֵ ּבין ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה

As it was taught in a baraita: “You shall not eat of any unslaughtered animal; you may give it to the resident alien who is within
your gates, that he may eat it; or you may sell it to a foreigner; for
you are a sacred people to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy : ).
I have derived only that it is permitted to a resident alien through
giving and to a gentile through selling. From where do I derive
that it is permitted to a resident alien through selling? The verse
states: “You may give it to the resident alien who is within your
gates…or you may sell it,” meaning that one has the option to do
either of these. From where is it derived that it is permitted to a
gentile through giving and one is not required to sell it to him? The
verse states: “You may give it…that he may eat it, or you may sell
it to a foreigner.” Therefore, you may say that he may transfer it to
both a resident alien and a gentile, both through giving and
through selling. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.

 ְלגֵ ר, דְּ ָב ִרים ִּכ ְכ ָת ָבן:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא.ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה ו ְּלגוֹי ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה
דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה? ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ִּכ ְד ָא ַמר
״ל ֵ ּגר ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ַ יכ ּתוֹב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ִל
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָﬠ ֶריךָ ִּת ְּתנֶ ָּנה וַ ֲא ָכ ָל ּה ו ָּמכֹר״ ״אוֹ״
.ָל ָּמה ִלי? ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה ִל ְד ָב ִרים ִּכ ְכ ָת ָבן

The baraita concludes: Rabbi Yehuda says: These matters are meant
to be understood as they are written; he may transfer an unslaughtered animal carcass to a resident alien only through giving and to
a gentile only through selling.H The Gemara asks: What is the
reason for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara answers: If
it could enter your mind to understand the verse in accordance
with that which Rabbi Meir said, then let the Merciful One write:
You may give it to the resident alien who is within your gates that
he may eat it and sell it to a foreigner. Why do I need the word “or”
between these two options? Learn from it that the matters are to
be understood as they are written.

 ״אוֹ״ – ְל ַה ְקדִּ ים נְ ִתינָ ה דְּ גֵ ר:וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ְ ָהא ל ֹא צָ ִריך: וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ִל ְמ ִכ ָירה דְּ גוֹי
, ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ גֵ ר ַא ָּתה ְמצֻ ֶּווה ְל ַה ֲחיוֹתוֹ,ְק ָרא
וְ גוֹי ִאי ַא ָּתה ְמצֻ ֶּווה ְל ַה ֲחיוֹתוֹ – ל ֹא
. ְס ָב ָרא הוּא,צָ ִריךְ ְק ָרא

The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Meir explain the formulation
of the verse? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Meir would explain
that the word “or” teaches one to give precedence to giving to a
resident alien over selling to a gentile.N The Gemara asks: And from
where does Rabbi Yehuda derive this halakha? According to Rabbi
Yehuda, this matter does not need a verse, since you are commanded to sustain a resident alien, as it is a mitzva for one to sustain
a resident alien who has renounced idol worship, and you are not
commanded to sustain a gentile. There is no need for a verse to
teach this; it is based on a logical inference.N

HALAKHA

Prohibition of deriving benefit – א ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה:ִ It is prohibited by Torah law to derive benefit from leavened
bread during Passover (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Ĥametz UMatza 1:2).
Prohibitions of eating and…deriving benefit – ִא ּיסוּר
א ִכ ָילה…וַ ֲהנָ ָאה:
ֲ Wherever the Torah says: “You shall not
eat,” or uses a similar expression, it means that one may
neither eat nor benefit from the prohibited item, unless
the verse explicitly permits deriving benefit. This ruling
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as
the discussion in the Gemara is in accordance with his
opinion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 8:15).
What does one do with an animal carcass – ַמה עוֹ ִשֹים
בנְ ֵב ָילה:
ּ ִ One may give an animal carcass to a resident
alien as a gift. However, one may only sell it to a gentile;
he may not give it to him as a gift (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 10:4).
NOTES

It shall not be eaten…the prohibition of deriving
benefit – ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל וְ ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה: Some explain that the
phrase: You shall not eat, is a commandment directed to
people, while the more general wording: “It shall not be
eaten,” is used to prohibit all types of consumption, even
feeding to dogs, meaning that one may not derive any
benefit from the prohibited item (Rashash).
In the manner that it specified with regard to an
animal carcass – כ ֶד ֶרךְ ׁ ֶש ּ ֵפ ֵרט ִ ּבנְ ֵב ָילה:ְּ This detail, that one
may derive benefit from an animal carcass, is not specifically derived from what is written here, that a gentile may
eat it; rather, it is derived from other sources. In fact, the
opposite is true; a principle, and not this specific detail, is
derived from this verse. Had it not been stated explicitly
that one may derive benefit from an animal carcass, one
might have thought that it is prohibited to do so, as is
the case with regard to other items that one may not eat.
To give precedence to giving to a resident alien over
selling to a gentile – ל ַה ְקדִּ ים נְ ִתינָ ה דְּ גֵ ר:ְ Clearly, the intention is not that one is obligated to give gifts to a resident
alien at his own expense, as even with regard to a fellow
Jew one is required to do so only when the laws of charity dictate it. However, in this particular case the animal
carcass does not have much value, since most people
may not eat it, and the resident alien will benefit greatly
from it. Therefore, one should give it to him as a gift rather
than sell it to a gentile for a small profit (Tosafot).
It is based on a logical inference – ס ָב ָרא הוּא:ְ Some
connect this disagreement between Rabbi Meir and
Rabbi Yehuda with another dispute with regard to the
definition of a resident alien. Rabbi Meir understands that
a resident alien is a gentile who accepts upon himself
not to worship idols. According to the opinion of the
Rabbis, a resident alien must accept the seven Noahide
commandments upon himself. According to another
opinion, he is not a resident alien until he abides by all
of the commandments in the Torah except for the prohibition against eating animal carcasses. According to
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, a resident alien is not much
diﬀerent from any other gentile; therefore, a verse is necessary to derive that one should give precedence to the
resident alien. However, according to this third opinion,
that seems to parallel the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda here,
a resident alien has more in common with Jews, so it is
logical to help him first (Yefe Einayim).
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 דְּ ָא ַמ ר,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמ א ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִא יר
 ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה,ֶא ָחד ֵ ּגר וְ ֶא ָחד גּ וֹי
יך ְק ָרא
ְ  ִמדְּ ִאיצְ ְט ִר.ֵ ּבין ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה
ילה ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה – ָהא
ָ יש ָרא נְ ֵב
ְ ׁ ְל ִמ
ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֲאסו ִּרין ֵ ּבין
.ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה

The Gemara applies this discussion to the previously mentioned
topic. Granted, Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion is reasonable according to Rabbi Meir, who said that one may transfer an animal
carcass to both a convert and a gentile, both through selling
and through giving. From the fact that a verse was necessary
to permit one to derive benefit from an animal carcass, one
can learn that with regard to all other prohibitions in the Torah
about which it states only that one may not eat an item, it is
prohibited both to eat it and to derive benefit from it.

 דְּ ָא ַמר ִל ְד ָב ִרים,ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ִּכ ְכ ָת ָבן הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא – ָהא ָּכל
יה
ּ ִא
ּ יס ּו ִרים ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ְמ נָ א ֵל
יה
ּ דַּ ֲא ס ּו ִרין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה? נַ ְפ ָקא ֵל
,״ל ֶּכ ֶלב ַּת ׁ ְש ִליכוּן אֹתוֹ״
ַ ִמ

However, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the word
“or” comes to teach that the matters are to be understood as
they are written, from where does he derive with regard to all
prohibitions of eating mentioned in the Torah that it is prohibited to derive benefit as well? The Gemara answers: He
derives it from another verse. It is stated with regard to an animal with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve
months [tereifa]: “And you shall be sacred men to Me, therefore
you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field; you
shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus : ).

 וְ ִאי,יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב
ְ אוֹתוֹ ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
יסו ִּרין
ּ יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב ָּכל ִא
ְ ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
 אוֹתוֹ ַא ָּתה: וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
יך
ְ  וְ ִאי ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל,יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב
ְ ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
.ַל ֶּכ ֶלב חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה

The Gemara concludes: It, i.e., a tereifa, you may throw to a
dog, but you may not throw all other items prohibited by
Torah law to a dog, as both eating and deriving benefit are
prohibited. The Gemara asks: And what halakha does Rabbi
Meir learn from this verse? The Gemara answers that Rabbi
Meir draws the following inference: It, you may throw to a dog,
but you may not throw the meat of a non-sacred animal that
was slaughtered in the Temple courtyardNH to a dog, as it is
prohibited to benefit from it.
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A non-sacred animal that was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard – חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה: It is unclear whether the prohibition
to slaughter non-sacred animals in the Temple, or to eat or benefit
from such animals, is by Torah law or by rabbinic law (see Rashi).
Either way, the prohibition is clearly based on the verse: “You shall
not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field.” Among the various explanations is that it is prohibited to eat an animal that was
slaughtered outside of its proper place. This leads to Rabbi Meir’s
statement that one may throw an animal carcass to a dog, but one
may not do so with the meat of a non-sacrificial animal that was
slaughtered in the Temple courtyard.
Sciatic nerve – גיד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה:ּ ִ This nerve, known in Latin as nervus ischiadicus, runs down the back of the hind leg of an animal. The
sciatic nerve is one of the parts of a kosher domestic animal and
a kosher non-domestic animal that by Torah law is prohibited for
consumption (Genesis 32:33). In addition to the nerve itself, it is
prohibited by rabbinic law to eat any of the flesh surrounding it or
the fat that encloses it.

 חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה ָלאו: ְ וְ ִא ָידךAnd from where does the other Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, learn this
.יתא ִהיא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ דhalakha about non-sacrificial meat that was slaughtered in the
Temple courtyard? The Gemara answers: He holds that the
prohibition of deriving benefit from the meat of a non-sacrificial animal that was slaughtered in the courtyard is not by
Torah law; rather, the Sages decreed that it is prohibited. Since
it is not prohibited by Torah law, no verse is necessary.
 וַ ֲה ֵרי ִ ּגיד:ְמ ִתיב ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא
״ﬠל ֵּכן
ַ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה
ֹאכל ּו ְבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ֶאת ִ ּגיד
ְ ל ֹא י
,ח ָא ָדם יָ ֵרךְ ַל ּגוֹי  ׁש ֵוֹל: ו ְּתנַן,ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה״
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְּמקוֹמוֹ,וְ גִ יד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ
!נִיכר
ָּ

Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa raised an objection: And yet there is
still the prohibition of the sciatic nerve,N as the Merciful One
says: “Therefore the children of Israel may not eat the sciatic
nerve” (Genesis : ), and we learned in a mishna: A person
may send the thigh of an animal to a gentile as a gift with the
sciatic nerve inside it,H he is not required to remove it. This is
due to the fact that its place is clear, and it is obvious that this
nerve has not been removed. Therefore, there is no concern that
another Jew will assume that the first Jew removed this portion
of the animal, which might cause him to accidentally eat the
sciatic nerve. Apparently, one may benefit from this prohibited
portion of the animal even though the verse says that one may
not eat it.

HALAKHA

A non-sacred animal that was slaughtered in the Temple
courtyard – חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה: It is prohibited to benefit
from non-sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in the
Temple courtyard, as stated in the mishna in tractate Temura
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Sheĥita 2:2).
Sciatic nerve running through a piece of meat
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The thigh…with the sciatic nerve inside it – יָ ֵר ְך…וְ גִ יד
ה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ:ַ One may send the thigh of an animal to a
gentile without removing the sciatic nerve, even in the presence of another Jew. There is no concern that this other Jew
will eat the sciatic nerve, since it is apparent that it has not
been removed (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 65:11).

