Perek II
Daf 23 Amud a
HALAKHA

 ְלהוֹצִ יא ֶאת:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה. ָל ַר ִ ּביםfor the public;H all the details of the prohibition of orla apply to
.ּﬠ ָל ַר ִ ּבים  ַה ּנָטוa tree planted for public purposes. Rabbi Yehuda says: This verse
comes to exclude a tree planted for the public, i.e., it is exempt
from the laws of orla.
ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
״וּנְ ַט ְﬠ ֶּתם״ – ַליָּ ִחיד ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָל ַר ִ ּבים ל ֹא
״ל ֶכם״ – ְל ָה ִביא ֶאת
ָ  ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ּנְט ְﬠ ֶּתם״
ַ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – ״ו.ּﬠ ָל ַר ִ ּבים ַה ּנָטו
״ל ֶכם״ – ֵ ּבין
ָ ְ ו,יָחיד
ִ  ַר ִ ּבים ֵ ּבין ְלְ ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵ ּבין
, ָהוֵ י ִר ּבוּי ַא ַחר ִר ּבוּי,יָ ִחיד ֵ ּבין ַר ִ ּבים ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
.וְ ֵאין ִר ּבוּי ַא ַחר ִר ּבוּי ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמ ֵﬠט

That which is planted for the public – ﬠ ָל ַר ִ ּבים וֹט
ֵ ּהנ:ַ If a
person plants a tree for public use in his own field, it is
bound by the restrictions of orla. If he did so outside of
Eretz Yisrael, the tree is exempt from the halakhot of orla
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 294:25).

The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the opinion of the
first tanna? As it is written: “And you shall plant.” That the
mitzva applies to an individual is indicated, since planting a tree
is ordinarily an individual activity; however, that the mitzva of orla
applies to a tree planted for the public is not indicated by the
verse. Therefore, the Merciful One writes “for you” in the plural,
to include within this prohibition that which is planted for the
public. And Rabbi Yehuda concedes that the phrase “and you
shall plant” indicates that orla applies both to a tree planted for
the public and for an individual; and the phrase “for you” also
indicates that orla applies both to a tree planted for an individual and for the public. If so, then this is one amplificatory expression after another, and there is a principle that one amplificatory expression after another is restrictive. Therefore, the term:
“For you” comes to exclude from this prohibition a tree planted
for the public.

One may establish an eiruv on behalf of a nazirite –
מ ָﬠ ְר ִבין ַל ּנָזִ יר:ְ One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with
wine and for an Israelite with teruma (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 386:8).

 ״וְ ָכל זָ ר: דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר, וַ ֲה ֵרי ְּתר ּו ָמהThe Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And yet
 ְמ ָﬠ ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר ַ ּביַּ יִ ן: ק ֶֹד ׁש״ ו ְּתנַןֹאכ
ַ  ֹא י there is the prohibition that a non-priest shall not eat teruma, as
! ו ְּליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמהthe Merciful One says: “No stranger shall eat of the sacred food;
a tenant of a priest, or a hired servant, shall not eat of the sacred
food” (Leviticus : ). And we learned in a mishna: One may
establish an eiruv, such as a joining of Shabbat boundaries,N on
behalf of a naziriteH with wine, even though he may not drink it.
And one may establish an eiruv on behalf of an Israelite with
teruma, although it is prohibited for him to eat it. Apparently, it
is permitted for an Israelite to derive benefit from the teruma even
though the verse says: “He shall not eat.” This appears to be a
challenge to the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu.
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם: ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa said: It is diﬀerent there, with regard to teruma, as
: וְ ִא ָיד ְך.״תר ּו ַמ ְת ֶכם״ – ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶכם ְּת ֵהא
ְּ the verse said: “And your teruma shall be reckoned unto you, as
. ְּתרו ַּמ ְת ֶכם דְּ ָכל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ָק ָא ַמרthough it were the grain of the threshing floor, and as the fullness
of the winepress” (Numbers : ). The Sages derived from the
inclusion of the possessive pronoun “your” that the teruma shall
be yours;N therefore, it is permitted for an Israelite to benefit from
teruma. The Gemara asks: And what does the other Sage, Ĥizkiya,
derive from this phrase, as he holds that: “He shall not eat” already
indicates that it is permitted to benefit from teruma? The Gemara
answers: According to his opinion the phrase: “Your teruma” is
referring to all of the teruma of the entire Jewish people. This is
common biblical vernacular, and nothing may be derived from it.

NOTES

Joining of Shabbat boundaries – ﬠירוּב ְּתחו ִּמין:ֵ It is prohibited
to walk more than 2,000 cubits from one’s home on Shabbat.
However, the entire city in which he lives is considered his place
of residence, and the 2,000 cubits are measured from the city
limits. Since this prohibition, at least its major aspects, is rabbinic
in origin, the Sages also provided a method to extend the limit
of 2,000 cubits. By placing, before Shabbat, enough food for a
small meal somewhere within one’s 2,000-cubit limit, even at
its farthest edge, one establishes that location as his place of
residence for Shabbat, and the 2,000 cubits are subsequently

measured from there. This placing of food to extend the distance one is permitted to walk on Shabbat is called the joining
of boundaries, and the halakhot governing the subject are
detailed in tractate Eiruvin. A blessing is recited when placing
a joining of boundaries: Concerning the commandment of
joining.
The teruma shall be yours – תרו ַּמ ְת ֶכם ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶכם ְּת ֵהא:ְּ The Gemara
here seems to state that an Israelite may derive benefit from
teruma. This presents a diﬃculty, as it is clear from other sources

that an Israelite is prohibited not only to eat and drink teruma,
but also to anoint himself with it. However, a distinction can be
made between deriving benefit from teruma in a manner that
diminishes or consumes the teruma, which is prohibited, and
deriving benefit from teruma in a manner that neither diminishes nor consumes it, which is permitted. Therefore, as stated in
the mishna, the benefit derived from using teruma for an eiruv
is permitted, as is the benefit of discretion, i.e., benefit accrued
from the option of giving teruma and tithes to the Levite that
he chooses (see Me’iri).
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NOTES

And is it written, no other element – ִמידֵּ י וְ ֵאין דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר
כ ִתיב:ְּ A limitation of this type can be applied only where
there is some hint to it in the verse. For example, if the verse
explicitly said that the extra hair grown by the nazirite is
consecrated, one could derive that this is only the case for
his hair, but not for any other item. Since no such limitation is found in the verse itself, it should be understood in
a straightforward manner.
One may harvest as fodder and feed it – קוֹצֵ ר ַל ׁ ּ ַש ַחת
ו ַּמ ֲא ִכיל: Some explain that one is permitted to harvest
grain at this time only because the grain is still unripe and
therefore does not yet have the legal status of prohibited
new grain; consequently, it would be permitted for even
a person to eat it (see Me’iri). Others explain that one is
permitted to harvest even grain that is fully ripened to feed
to one’s animal, but this allowance is limited to wheat; one
may not harvest barley for that purpose until after the omer
is oﬀered (Tzafnat Pane’aĥ).

״מ ַח ְרצַ ּנִים
ֵ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי נָ זִ יר
 ְמ ָﬠ ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר: ו ְּתנַן,ֹאכל״
ֵ וְ ַﬠד זָ ג ל ֹא י
 ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם:ַ ּביַּ יִ ן! ָא ַמר ָמר זו ְּט ָרא
.דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״נִ זְ רוֹ״ – ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ יְ ֵהא

The Gemara continues to challenge Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And
yet there is the prohibition against the nazirite eating grape products, as the Merciful One says: “All the days of his naziriteship he
shall eat nothing that is made of the grapevine, from the seeds to
the grape skin” (Numbers : ). And we learned in the mishna:
One may establish an eiruv on behalf of a nazirite with wine even
though he may not drink it. Apparently, a nazirite may derive benefit from wine despite the fact that the verse says that he may not
drink it. Mar Zutra said: It is diﬀerent there, as the verse said:
“His naziriteship.” He derives from this verse that it shall be his; in
other words, the nazirite may continue to own wine and to benefit
from it.

״קד ֹׁש יִ ְהיֶ ה ַ ּגדֵּ ל ּ ֶפ ַרע
ָ :ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר
 וְ ֵאין,דוֹש
ׁ ֹאשוֹ״ – ִ ּגידּ וּלוֹ ָק
ׁ ְ ׂש ַﬠר ר
 ִמידֵּ י ״וְ ֵאין דָּ ָבר.דוֹש
ׁ דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר ָק
 ְמ ַח ַּו ְור ָּתא ִּכ ְד ָמר,ַא ֵחר״ ְּכ ִתיב?! ֶא ָּלא
.זו ְּט ָרא

Rav Ashi said: This halakha is derived from another source. As the
verse says: “He shall be sacred, he shall let the locks of the hair
of his head grow long” (Numbers : ). Rav Ashi reads the verse
precisely to indicate that the growth of the nazirite’s hair is sacred
and must be burned, but no other element of his naziriteship
is sacred. In other words, he may derive benefit from the other
elements prohibited to him during his naziriteship, i.e., from grape
products. The Gemara challenges: And is it written: No other
elementN of his naziriteship? There is no indication that this statement means that the prohibition against deriving benefit is limited
to this one element. Rather, it is clear that the derivation of this
halakha is in accordance with the explanation of Mar Zutra.

״ל ֶחם וְ ָק ִלי
ֶ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר, וַ ֲה ֵרי ָח ָד ׁשThe Gemara continues to challenge Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And
,ֹאכל ּו ַﬠד ֶﬠצֶ ם ַהיּוֹם ַהזֶּ ה״
ְ  וְ ַכ ְר ֶמל ל ֹא תyet there is the prohibition of new grain, which was harvested before
! קוֹצֵ ר ַל ׁ ּ ַש ַחת ו ַּמ ֲא ִכיל ַל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה: ו ְּתנַןthe bringing of the omer oﬀering, as the Merciful One says: “And
you shall eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks
until this day itself, until you have brought the oﬀering of your
God; it is a statute forever throughout your generations in all your
dwellings” (Leviticus : ). And we learned in a mishna: One may
harvest grain before the omer as fodderH and feed itN to his animal.
Apparently, one may derive benefit from this grain even though the
verse says: “You shall not eat.”
 ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ָא ַמר:ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ְש ַמ ְﬠיָ ה
״קצִ ְיר ֶכם״ – ְקצִ ְיר ֶכם ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶכם
ְ ְק ָרא
״קצִ ְיר ֶכם״ דְּ ָכל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ְ : ְ וְ ִא ָידך.יְ ֵהא
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

Rav Shemaya said: It is diﬀerent there, as the verse said: “Your
harvest” (Leviticus : ), indicating that your harvest will be
yours. In other words, one may benefit from it, as it is still considered to be his. The Gemara asks: And what does the other Sage,
Ĥizkiya, derive from this phrase? The Gemara answers that according to his opinion, “your harvest” is referring to the harvest of the
entire Jewish people. This is common biblical vernacular, and
nothing may be derived from it.

״ש ֶקץ
ֶ ׁ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי ׁ ְש ָרצִ ים
 צַ יָּ ֵידי ַחיָּ ה: ו ְּתנַ ן,הוּא ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״
 ׁ ֶש ִּנזְ דַּ ְּמנ ּו ָל ֶהם ִמינִין,וְ עוֹפוֹת וְ ָדגִ ים
מוֹכ ָרן ַלגּ וֹיִ ם! ׁ ָשאנֵי
ְ ְט ֵמ ִאין – מו ָּּת ִרין ְל
״ל ֶכם״ – ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶכם
ָ  דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,ָה ָתם
.יְ ֵהא

The Gemara challenges both opinions. And yet there is the prohibition against eating creeping animals, as the Merciful One says:
“And every creeping thing that swarms upon the earth is a detestable
thing; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : ). And we learned in a
mishna: If hunters of undomesticated animals, birds, and fish
happen to catch non-kosher species that they did not intend to
trap, it is permitted for them to sell them to gentiles.H Apparently,
one may derive benefit from non-kosher species even though the
verse says: “It shall not be eaten.” The Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent there, as the verse said: “For you” (Leviticus : ), indicating
that they will be yours, that one may derive benefit from them.

HALAKHA

One may harvest as fodder – קוֹצֵ ר ַל ׁ ּ ַש ַחת: One may harvest
grain that is less than a third of its full growth for animal feed,
even before the omer has been oﬀered (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:15).
Commerce with non-kosher creatures – מ ְס ַחר ִ ּב ְד ָב ִרים ְט ֵמ ִאים:ִ
One may not engage in commerce with impure animals that are
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designated for consumption. One may sell animals that are not
designated for consumption although people may sometimes
eat them. If one happened to trap a non-kosher animal, or if a
merchant received non-kosher animals along with other items
that he purchased, he may sell them. However, one should not
be involved in trading these animals at all ab initio (Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 117).

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה נַ ִמי! ׁ ָשאנֵי, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If so, that it is permitted to derive benefit from
יתן
ָ ָ דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״יִ ְהיוּ״ – ַ ּב ֲהוָ י, ָה ָכאthese creeping animals, then even if one intends to catch them
.ּ יְ הוit should also be permitted to sell them to gentiles ab initio.
However, the mishna indicates that this is prohibited. The Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent here, in the case of creeping animals, as the verse said: “They shall be” (Leviticus : ). It is
derived from this that they shall be as they are. In other words,
they should remain in their detestable state, and one should stay
away from them.
ְ  ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ִמ,ו ְּל ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
יכ ַּתב ״ל ֹא
ֵיּ
ר
ִ
יש
ְ
ׁ
מ
ִ
״ל ֶכם״ ְל
ָ יתי
ִ ְיֵ ָא ֵכל״ ּו ַמי
?יה
ּ
ָלא ִל ְכ ּתוֹב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ וְ ָלא
 ַט ְﬠ ָמא:״ל ֶכם״! ָא ַמר ְלךָ ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
ָ ָ ּב ֵﬠי
.דִּ ִידי נַ ִמי ֵמ ָה ָכא

The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Ĥizkiya,
why do I need the verse to write: “It shall not be eaten,” to
teach that one may not derive benefit from them, and afterward
to say: “For you,” to permit deriving benefit from them? Let
the Merciful One not write: “It shall not be eaten,” and it will
not need to say: “For you.” Ĥizkiya could have said to you: My
reason is also derived from here, as this verse is a central source
for my opinion. Since the verse needed to say explicitly: “For
you,” it is evident that when the Torah writes only: “It shall not
be eaten,” it is indicating that it is prohibited to benefit from the
item as well.

 ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל: דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי ָח ֵמץ
:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, וְ ַתנְיָא,ָח ֵמץ״
יא ְך ָח ֵמץ ָאסוּר
ַ  ֵה, ְָּת ַמ ּה ַﬠל ַﬠצְ ְמך
,ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה ָּכל ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה? ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
–  ״וְ ל ֹא יֵ ָר ֶאה ְלךָ ְ ׂשאוֹר״:דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
.ׁ ֶש ְּלךָ יְ ֵהא

The Gemara further challenges the opinions of Ĥizkiya and
Rabbi Abbahu: And yet there is the prohibition of leavened
bread, as the Merciful One says: “Leavened bread shall not
be eaten,” and it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: Be astounded with yourself;N how is it prohibited to
derive benefit from leavened bread for all seven days? Apparently, he holds that it is permitted for one to derive benefit from
leavened bread for all seven days of Passover and certainly afterward. The Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent there, as the verse
said: “Matzot shall be eaten throughout the seven days; and no
leavened bread shall be seen with you, neither shall there be
leaven seen with you, in all your borders” (Exodus : ). The
phrase “with you” indicates that it is yours, i.e., it is still considered to be in one’s possession, and it is permitted for him to
derive benefit from it.

NOTES

Be astounded with yourself – ָת ַמ ּה ַﬠל ַﬠצְ ְמך:ְּ This expression
means: How can you make this claim without any explanation
or verse to support it? Some explain that the reason Rabbi Yosei
HaGelili permits one to derive benefit from leavened bread on
Passover is that he adds another positive mitzva with regard
to a diﬀerent issue, so he cannot count this prohibition among
the 613 commandments that are traditionally understood to be
contained in the Torah (Mitzpeh Eitan).

 ֲא ָבל,רוֹאה
ֶ  ׁ ֶש ְּלךָ ִאי ַא ָּתה: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןThe Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis, who say that it is
.בוֹה
ּ רוֹאה ׁ ֶשל ֲא ֵח ִרים וְ ׁ ֶשל ָ ּג
ֶ  ַא ָּתהprohibited to derive benefit from leavened bread, learn from the
.״לךָ ״ ְּכ ִת ִיבי
ְ  ְּת ֵרי: ְ וְ ִא ָידךphrase “with you”? The Gemara answers: They derive that you
may not see your own leavened bread; however, you may see
that of others and that which is consecrated to God but remained in one’s possession. The Gemara asks: And what does
the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, say about this halakha?
The Gemara answers: There are two occurrences of the phrase
“with you” written. One indicates that it is permitted to see
leavened bread that belongs to a gentile, and the other indicates
that one may derive benefit from leavened bread.
יב ׁ ְש ּתוֹ וְ ַחד
ּ ַ  ַחד ְ ּב גוֹי ׁ ֶש ִּכ:וְ ִא ָיד ְך
 ְּת ָל ָתא: וְ ִא ָיד ְך.יב ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ּ ַ ְ ּבגוֹי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִּכ
 ַחד ַ ּב ּ ְ ׂשאוֹר וְ ַחד: וְ ִא ָיד ְך.ְלךָ ְּכ ִת ִיבי
.יכי
ִ  וּצְ ִר,ֶ ּב ָח ֵמץ

The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of the other
Sages, the Rabbis, why is the phrase “with you” written twice?
They explain: One is written with regard to a gentile whom
he has conquered, i.e., who is under his control. And the other
is written with regard to a gentile whom he has not conquered.
In either case, one is permitted to keep the gentile’s leavened
bread in his possession on Passover. And from where does the
other Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, derive this halakha that one
may see even the leavened bread of a gentile who is under his
control? He points out that there are three occurrences of the
phrase “with you” written. And what do the other Sages, the
Rabbis, learn from the extra instance of the phrase “with you”?
They learn that it is used once to teach about leaven, and once
to teach about leavened bread. And they are both necessary
and must be mentioned explicitly, as one cannot derive this
principle with regard to leavened bread from leaven or vice
versa.
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NOTES

Ritual impurity of fat – טו ְּמ ַאת ֵח ֶלב: It seems that this discussion should be understood as pertaining to a tereifa, an animal
with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve months.
An animal carcass is itself ritually impure, in which case the
question would be whether the impurity takes eﬀect upon
the fat. However, with regard to a tereifa there is no ritual
impurity at all (Maharam Ĥalawa).

,אכה״
ָ  ״יֵ ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְל ָכל ְמ ָל:ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
ָ ֵל
?אכה
ָ לוֹמר ְל ָכל ְמ ָל
ַ ַמה ַּת ְלמ ּוד
,בוֹה יְ ֵהא מו ָּּתר
ּ אכת ָ ּג
ֶ ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל ִל ְמ ֶל
אכת ֶה ְדיוֹט יְ ֵהא ָאסוּר – ַּת ְלמוּד
ֶ ִל ְמ ֶל
יוֹסי
ֵ  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,אכה״
ָ ״ל ָכל ְמ ָל
ְ :לוֹמר
ַ
.ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי

The Gemara suggests: Let us say this dispute between Ĥizkiya and
Rabbi Abbahu with regard to the implication of the phrase: It shall
not be eaten, is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. The verse
states: “And the fat of the animal carcass, and the fat of that which
is torn of beasts, may be used for any other service; but you shall
surely not eat of it” (Leviticus : ). What does it mean when the
verse states: “For any other service”? I might have thought that
with regard to the Temple service it should be permitted to use
this fat for the following reason: Because fats may generally be
oﬀered on the altar, it is as though it is permitted to consume them;
therefore, they may be used for other sacred purposes as well.
However, I might have thought that with regard to common use
it should be prohibited to use them, as the verse states: “You shall
surely not eat of it.” Therefore, the verse states: “For any other
service,” meaning that its use is permitted in all contexts. This is
the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili.

אכת
ֶ  ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל ִל ְמ ֶל:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
בוֹה
ֶ  ִל ְמ ֶל,ֶה ְדיוֹט יְ ֵהא ָטהוֹר
ּ אכת ָ ּג
״ל ָכל
ְ :לוֹמר
ַ יְ ֵהא ָט ֵמא – ַּת ְלמוּד
.אכה״
ָ ְמ ָל

Rabbi Akiva says: Although its use is clearly permitted, I might
have thought that despite the fact that an animal carcass is impure,
with regard to common use its fat should be ritually pure; however, with regard to the Temple service it should be ritually
impure.N Therefore, the verse states: “For any other service,”
meaning that it is considered pure in all contexts.

 ְלטו ְּמ ָאה ו ְּל ָט ֳה ָרה:יוֹסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
ֵ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
יך
ְ  ִּכי ִאיצְ ְט ִר,יך ְק ָרא
ְ ָלא ִאיצְ ְט ִר
: וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא.ְק ָרא – ְל ִא ּיסוּר ו ְּל ֶה ֵּיתר
 ִּכי,יך ְק ָרא
ְ יתר ָלא צָ ִר
ֵּ יס ּור וְ ֶה
ּ ִא
.ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְק ָרא – ְלטו ְּמ ָאה ו ְּל ָט ֳה ָרה

The Gemara explains their dispute: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds
that with regard to purity and impurity no verse is necessary, as
there is no reason to assume that the fat of an animal carcass is
impure. The verse is necessary to establish the prohibited or
permitted status of this fat. And Rabbi Akiva holds that to teach
whether this fat is prohibited or permitted no separate verse is
necessary; it is necessary to establish its status with regard to
ritual purity or impurity.

יוֹסי
ֵ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי,יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ
ֹאכלוּ״ ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ְ  ״ל ֹא ת:ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי ָס ַבר
,ֵ ּבין ִא ּיסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה ֵ ּבין ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה
יה ִלנְ ֵב ָילה
ְ ׁ וְ ִכי ֲא ָתא ְק ָרא – ְל ִמ
ּ ָיש ִריּ
יבא
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק.ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא
 ִא ּיסוּר, ִא ּיסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה – ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע:ָס ַבר
–  וְ ִכי ֲא ָתא ְק ָרא.ֲהנָ ָאה ל ֹא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
!ְלטו ְּמ ָאה וְ ָט ֳה ָרה

The Gemara asks: What, is it not that they disagree about this,
the following issue? Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds: “You shall not
eat” indicates both the prohibition of eating and the prohibition
of deriving benefit; therefore, one may not derive benefit from an
animal carcass. And when the verse came and said: “For any other service,” it came to permit one to derive benefit from an animal
carcass. And Rabbi Akiva holds: “You shall not eat” indicates
that there is only a prohibition of eating; it does not indicate a
prohibition of deriving benefit. Therefore, no verse is necessary
to learn that it is permitted to derive benefit from an animal carcass.
When the verse came and said: “For any other service,” it came
to teach about the halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. Apparently, there is a tannaitic dispute about the meaning of the words:
“You shall not eat.”

– ֹאכלוּ״
ְ  דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ״ל ֹא ת,ל ֹא
ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵ ּבין ִא ּיסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה ֵ ּבין ִא ּיסוּר
יוֹסי
ֵ  וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; ַר ִ ּבי.ֲהנָ ָאה
 ְּכ ׁ ֶשהו ְּּת ָרה נְ ֵב ָילה – ִהיא:ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי ָס ַבר
 וְ ִכי.ּ ֶח ְל ָ ּבה וְ גִ ָיד ּה – ל ֹא הו ְּּתרו,הו ְּּת ָרה
יתר ֲהנָ ָאה הוּא
ֵּ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְק ָרא – ְל ֶה
 ְּכ ׁ ֶשהו ְּּת ָרה: וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ָס ַבר.דַּ ֲא ָתא
 וְ ִכי,ּנְ ֵב ָילה – ֶח ְל ָ ּבה וְ גִ ָיד ּה נַ ִמי הו ְּּתרו
.ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְק ָרא – ְלטו ְּמ ָאה וְ ָט ֳה ָרה

The Gemara rejects this assumption. No, it is possible to say
that everyone holds that “You shall not eat” indicates both a
prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving benefit. And
here, they disagree about this: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that
when it was permitted to derive benefit from an animal carcass,
the carcass itself was permitted; however, its fat and its sinews
were not permitted. And the phrase “for any other service” in the
verse is necessary to permit one to derive benefit from this fat.
However, Rabbi Akiva holds: When it was permitted to derive
benefit from an animal carcass, it was also permitted to derive
benefit from its fat and sinews. Therefore, the phrase “for any
other service” in the verse is necessary for the issue of purity and
impurity.

Perek II
Daf 23 Amud b

118

Perek II . 23b . :פרק ב׳ דף כג

יה
ֵ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ֵ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ַחן ֵח ֶלב דְּ ׁ ָש ְרי,יוֹסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
!נֵימא דְּ ָאסוּר
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ִ ּגיד,ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
, ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָא ס ּו ר:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ ִא
;חוֹמר
ֶ ָיתי ָל ּה ְ ּב ַקל ו
ִ ְ ַמי:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ ִא
,ו ַּמה ֵח ֶלב ׁ ֶש ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת – מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
!?ִ ּגיד ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת – ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן

:יפ ַר ְך
ְ יכא ְל ִמ
ָּ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן דְּ ָא ַסר; ִא
ַמה ַּל ֵח ֶלב ׁ ֶש ֵּכן הו ַּּתר ִמ ְּכ ָללוֹ ֵאצֶ ל
ַ  ּת,ַחיָּ ה
ֹאמר ְ ּבגִ יד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא הו ַּּתר ִמ ְּכ ָללוֹ
.ֵאצֶ ל ַחיָּ ה

The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei
HaGelili, we find that the Merciful One explicitly permits one
to derive benefit from fat; however, let us say that the sinew of
the sciatic nerve is prohibited. The Gemara answers: If you wish,
say that it is indeed so that it is prohibited to derive benefit from
the sciatic nerve. And if you wish, say instead that one is permitted to derive benefit from the sciatic nerve, and Rabbi Yosei
HaGelili derives that the sciatic nerve is permitted through an
a fortiori inference: If with regard to forbidden fat, for which
one is punished with karet if he eats it intentionally, it is permitted to derive benefit, with regard to the sciatic nerve, for which
the punishment for one who eats it is not karet, all the more so
is it not clear that it is permitted to derive benefit?
The Gemara asks: And why does Rabbi Shimon, who prohibits
deriving benefit from the sciatic nerve, not accept this a fortiori
inference? The Gemara answers: This inference can be refuted,N
as it is possible to say: What is unique to fat? It is that it is released from its general prohibition with regard to non-domesticated animals, as the prohibition only applies to the fats of
kosher domesticated animals. Can you say the same with regard
to the sciatic nerve, which is not released from its general
prohibition with regard to non-domesticated animals and remains prohibited? Apparently, in some ways the prohibition of
the sciatic nerve is more stringent than that of fat.

NOTES

This can be refuted – יכא ְל ִמ ְיפ ַר ְך
ִ Even though an a forָּ א:
tiori inference appears to be one of the most straightforward
methods for expounding upon the Torah, its application is no
simple matter. One of the ways to reject an a fortiori inference
is through the type of refutation brought here. An a fortiori
inference is based on the assumption that one case is more
stringent than another. If one can prove that the supposed lenient case has a more stringent element, or that the stringent
case has a more lenient element, then the a fortiori inference
has been undermined. Even if the refutation does not undermine the overall imbalance in stringency between the cases,
it still may be enough to prove that the a fortiori inference
cannot serve as a basis for halakhic deductions in this case.
With regard to what do they disagree – ב ַמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י:
ּ ְ This
question is surprising in this case, as the diﬀerence in principle between the two opinions, which is the typical answer to
this question, is clear. The principle underlying each opinion
is clearly presented, given all the exceptions that have been
cited, and it seems that the principle each one advances is
actually quite limited, resulting only in each finding diﬀerent
sources for the same halakhot. The more pertinent question is the next question asked by the Gemara: What is the
practical diﬀerence between the two opinions? Nonetheless,
it appears that this question is asked here as a means to summarize the lengthy discussion in the Gemara.

 ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה, ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן: וְ ִא ָיד ְךThe Gemara asks: And how does the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei,
.יש ְּת ִרי
ְ ׁ יהת ָלא ִא
ַ  ִמwho permits one to derive benefit from the sciatic nerve based
on this a fortiori inference, respond? The Gemara says: When we
state this a fortiori inference, it is with regard to a domesticated
animal; in any case, with regard to a domesticated animal its
fat is not permitted. Since with regard to a domesticated animal
the prohibition of fat is more stringent than that of the sciatic
nerve, the a fortiori inference is valid.
,ּאוֹת ִבינְ ה ּו ָּכל ָהנֵי ְק ָר ֵאי וְ ׁ ָשנִינְ הו
ְ ִמ ְּכ ִדי
ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ְ ּב ַמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י? ְ ּב ָח ֵמץ
 ְ ּב ׁשוֹר ַה ִּנ ְס ָקל,יבא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ּ ָ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח וְ ַא ִּל
יה
ּ ָ וְ ַא ִּל
ּ  ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה נָ ֵפיק ֵל.יבא דְּ ִד ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל
יה
ּ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו נָ ֵפיק ֵל,ִמ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״
.ִמ ְּנ ֵב ָילה

After discussing numerous cases that involve prohibitions of eating and deriving benefit, the Gemara asks: Since we raised objections from all of these verses and answered them, and in every
case it is apparent that despite the fact that the verse said: “You
shall not eat” there was no dispute as to whether or not one may
derive benefit from these items, then with regard to what issue
do Ĥizkiya and Rabbi Abbahu disagree?N The Gemara answers:
They disagree with regard to leavened bread on Passover, in
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who prohibit one
to derive benefit from it; and they disagree with regard to an ox
that is stoned, in accordance with everyone. The Gemara explains: Ĥizkiya derived that it is prohibited to derive benefit in
this case from the words: “It shall not be eaten,” and Rabbi
Abbahu derived that it is prohibited from the fact that the Torah
explicitly had to permit one to derive benefit in the case of an
animal carcass.

 ֵ ּבין ְל ָמר ו ֵּבין ְל ָמר ֲא ס ּו ִרין,ִמ ְּכ ִד י
:ּיכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יהו
ָּ ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה – ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִא
 ִחזְ ִקיָּה ָס ַבר ״ל ֹא.חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה
עוֹטי
ֵ  ״אֹתוֹ״ – ְל ַמ,עוֹטי ָהנֵי
ֵ יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ְל ַמ
.חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה

The Gemara asks: Now, both according to the one Master and
according to the other Master, it is prohibited to derive benefit
from these items. The fact that they disagree about the source of
this halakha notwithstanding, what is the practical diﬀerence
between them? The Gemara answers: The practical diﬀerence
between them is with regard to non-sacrificial animals that
were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. Ĥizkiya holds: “It
shall not be eaten” comes to exclude these cases of leavened
bread and the ox that is stoned. Although in most cases a prohibition against eating does not extend to a prohibition against
deriving benefit, the language of the verse in these cases indicates
that there is a prohibition against deriving benefit as well.
Furthermore, “It shall be thrown to the dog” comes to exclude
non-sacrificial animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard,
indicating that it is prohibited to derive benefit from them.
: פרק ב׳ דף כג. Perek II . 23b
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,עוֹטי ָהנֵי
ֵ  ״אֹתוֹ״ – ְל ַמ: ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָס ַברHowever, Rabbi Abbahu holds that according to Rabbi Yehuda,
אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּ חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה – ָלאו דwho maintained that the prohibition against eating an animal car.ּ נִינְ הוcass cannot be used to derive the prohibition against deriving benefit: “It shall be thrown to the dog” comes to exclude these two
cases, leavened bread and an ox that is stoned, where deriving benefit is prohibited. And the prohibition to derive benefit from nonsacrificial animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard is not by
Torah law, as there is no source from which to derive this prohibition. Therefore, the only practical diﬀerence between them is
whether the prohibition of deriving benefit from non-sacrificial
animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard is by Torah law or by
rabbinic law.
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ יְ ֵתיב ַההוּא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַן ַק ֵּמ
יה
ּ  וְ יָ ֵתיב וְ ָק ָא ַמ ר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ,ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמ נִ י
יסו ִּרין
ּ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ָכל ִא:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְדְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
יכי דַּ ֲאסו ִּרין ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה
ִ ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה דְּ ִכי ֵה
–  ו ַּמאי נִיה ּו,ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ֲאסו ִּרין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
״מ ּנַיִ ן״?! ֵּת ּיפוֹק
ִ .ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח וְ ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל
יה ִמ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״! ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ִא ּיסוּר
ּ ֵל
 ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה – ל ֹא,יה
ּ ֲא ִכ ָילה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵל
.יה
ּ ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵל

The Gemara relates: One of the Sages sat before Rabbi Shmuel bar
Naĥmani, and he sat and said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi: From where is it derived with regard to all the prohibitions
in the Torah that just as it is prohibited to eat them, so too, it is
prohibited to benefit from them? And what are the prohibited
objects to which this statement refers? They are leavened bread on
Passover and an ox that is stoned. The Gemara asks: Why ask from
where? Derive the prohibition from the phrase: “It shall not be
eaten.” The Gemara answers that he derived a prohibition of eating this item from: “It shall not be eaten”; however, he did not
derive a prohibition of deriving benefitN from this phrase.

ילה! ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יה ִמ ְּנ ֵב
ּ  ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara challenges: Derive this general prohibition against
. דְּ ָב ִרים ִּכ ְכ ָת ָבן: דְּ ָא ַמר, יְ הו ָּדהderiving benefit from the fact that the Torah had to explicitly permit
one to benefit from an animal carcass. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi holds in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda, who said with regard to an animal carcass: The
matters are as they are written, and the words in the verse do not
indicate anything beyond their simple meaning.
יה
ּ  ִאי ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara challenges: If he holds in accordance with the opinion
״ל ֶּכ ֶלב
ַ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה ִמ
ּ  ֵמ ֵה ָיכא דְּ נָ ְפ ָקא ֵלof Rabbi Yehuda, then let him derive this halakha from where
! ַּת ׁ ְש ִליכוּן אֹתוֹ״Rabbi Yehuda derives it, i.e., from the verse: “And you shall be
sacred men unto Me; therefore you shall not eat any flesh that is
torn of beasts in the field; you shall cast it to the dog” (Exodus
: ). Rabbi Yehuda expounded that one may throw it to a dog, but
one may not throw any of the other prohibited items mentioned in
the Torah to a dog. From this he infers that it is prohibited to derive
benefit from leavened bread on Passover or from other similar items.
,אוֹריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּ חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה ד: ָק ָס ַברThe Gemara responds: This Sage holds that the prohibition to de״כל ַח ָּטאת ֲא ׁ ֶשר יו ָּבא
ָּ : ִמ ּנַיִ ן? דִּ ְכ ִתיבrive benefit from non-sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in
. ִמדָּ ָמ ּה וגו׳״the Temple courtyard is by Torah law, and that it is the word “it”
in the verse that indicates they are prohibited. And from where is
it derived that this prohibition against deriving benefit applies to
leavened bread and to an ox that is stoned as well? As it is written:
“And no sin-oﬀering, of which any of the blood is brought into the
Tent of Meeting to make atonement in the sacred place, shall be
eaten; it shall be burnt with fire” (Leviticus : ).
״ב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״ ו ַּמה
ּ ָ לוֹמר
ַ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַּת ְלמוּד
לוֹמר ָ ּב ֵא ׁש ִּת ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף? ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְיָ ן
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
 דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ִה ֵּנה ׂש ָרף״ – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְיָ ן,ְלגוּפוֹ
.ְל ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה

As there is no need for the verse to state: “It shall be burnt with
fire”; And for what purpose then does the verse state: “It shall
be burnt with fire”? If it does not apply to the subject matter itself
in its context, as it is already written: “And Moshe diligently inquired about the goat of the sin-oﬀering, and, behold, it was burnt”
(Leviticus : ), apply it to the matter of all the prohibitions in
the Torah.

NOTES

He did not derive a prohibition of deriving benefit – יסוּר
ּ  ִאeat the item. However, Rabbi Abbahu and Ĥizkiya agree that the
יה
ּ הנָ ָאה ל ֹא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵל:ֲ It appears that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is expression “It shall not be eaten” indicates that one is prohibited
presenting an alternate opinion of how to understand the verses. to derive benefit from a certain item as well. Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Rabbi Abbahu contends that “You shall not eat” indicates that it is Levi, on the other hand, claims that even this phrase indicates
prohibited both to eat and to derive benefit from the item, while only that it is prohibited to eat the given item; however, deriving
according to Ĥizkiya this means that one is prohibited only to benefit from it is permitted.
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