NOTES

Improvement from the wood in the bread – ׁ ְש ַבח ֵﬠצִ ים
ב ּ ַפת:ּ ַ The Gemara here makes a distinction between two
similar topics: The improvement from the wood, on the
one hand; and both this and that cause, on the other
hand. The diﬀerence between these concepts is that improvement from the wood indicates that a small portion
of the wood itself is actually present in the bread through
the burning of the wood or through other processes with
diﬀerent prohibited items. Therefore, when the bread is
improved by the wood in this way, it becomes prohibited.
However, this is not the case with regard to the concept
of: Both this and that cause, where the prohibited item is
not present in the bread at all and instead only plays a role
in achieving a certain result. Therefore, since baking bread
in an oven that was strengthened using orla falls into this
second category, there is no reason to shatter the oven.

! ו ֵּבין יָ ׁ ָשן – יו ַ ּּצן, ֵ ּבין ָח ָד ׁש: וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָאThe Gemara asks. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Whether it was an old
. ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי וְ ָהא ַר ָ ּבנַן, ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ אoven or a new oven it may be cooled; there is never a need to shatter
the oven. The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult. This baraita,
which states that one is required to shatter the oven, is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And that baraita, which
states that it is suﬃcient to let the oven cool, is in accordance with the
opinion of the Rabbis. Since the prohibited objects merely strengthen the oven, the Rabbis hold that it is enough to let the oven cool. By
cooling the oven one no longer derives benefit from the prohibited
items used to light it, and there is no need to shatter the oven.
יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ ֵאימוּר דְּ ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
–  זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה גּ ֵוֹרם,דְּ יֵ ׁש ׁ ְש ַבח ֵﬠצִ ים ַ ּב ּ ַפת
:יה?! ֶא ָּלא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ּ ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
. ָהא – ַר ָ ּבנַן,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל

The Gemara challenges this answer: Say that you heard that Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi prohibits one from deriving benefit from bread baked
using the prohibited objects as kindling because there is improvement from the wood used to light the oven in the bread,N and therefore, it is prohibited. However, in a diﬀerent case, namely, when both
this and that cause it, i.e., both permitted and prohibited items contribute to the result, such as when one subsequently bakes in this oven
and benefit is derived both from the prohibited wood that strengthened the oven and from permitted wood that is used in subsequent
baking, did you hear him say that it is prohibited as well? Rather,
reject this explanation and say: This is not diﬃcult. This stringent
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says
that in a case where both this and that cause it, it is prohibited. And
that lenient baraita is in accordance with the Rabbis, who disagree
with regard to that principle.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ָ יﬠזֶ ר? ִא ֵיל
ֶ ֵהי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ְ ׂשאוֹר ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין וְ ׁ ֶשל: דִּ ְתנַן,דִּ ְ ׂשאוֹר
 וְ ֵאין ָ ּבזֶ ה,יסה
ָּ ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְפל ּו ְלתוֹךְ ִﬠ
,ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַה ְח ִמיץ וְ ֵאין ָ ּבזֶ ה ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַה ְח ִמיץ
:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ּוְ נִצְ ָט ְרפ ּו וְ ִח ְּמצו
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.ַא ַח ר ַא ֲח רוֹן ֲאנִ י ָ ּבא
, ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַפל ִא ּיסוּר ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
עוֹלם
ָ יסוּר ְל ַב ּסוֹף – ְל
ּ ו ֵּבין ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַפל ִא
אוֹסר
ֵ ֵאינוֹ

The Gemara asks: Which statement of Rabbi Eliezer serves as the
basis for this explanation? If you say that it is the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer with regard to leaven, as we learned in a mishna: In a case
where non-sacred leaven and leaven of teruma fell into non-sacred
dough, and neither one alone is potent enough to cause the dough
to become leavened bread, and they were joined together and
caused the dough to become leavened bread, there is a dispute as to
whether this dough is considered to be teruma or non-sacred bread.
Rabbi Eliezer says: I follow the final element that fell into the dough.
If the teruma fell in last, the dough is prohibited to non-priests. And
the Rabbis say: Whether the prohibited item, i.e., the teruma, fell
in first or the prohibited item fell in last, it never renders the dough
prohibited

 וְ ָא ַמר.ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ּבוֹ ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַה ְח ִמיץ
ֵּ  ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ַדם וְ ִס:ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ילק
ֵּ  ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ָק ַדם וְ ִס,יסוּר
ילק
ּ ֶאת ָה ִא
 זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה: ַא ְל ָמא.ֶאת ָה ִא ּיסוּר – ָאסוּר
.גּ ֵוֹרם ָאסוּר

until there is enough of the prohibited leaven to cause the dough to
become leavened bread. And Abaye said: Rabbi Eliezer taught that
when the permitted leaven fell in last, the mixture is permitted only
when he first removed the prohibited leaven before the permitted
leaven fell into the dough and made it rise. However, if he did not
first remove the prohibited leaven, the dough is prohibited even if
the permitted leaven fell in last. Apparently, when both this and that
causeN the dough to become leavened bread, it is prohibited.

?יﬠזֶ ר ְּכ ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ֶ ו ִּמ ַּמאי דְּ ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
יﬠזֶ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ֶ דִּ ְיל ָמא ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ָק ַדם,דְּ ַא ַחר ַא ֲחרוֹן ֲאנִי ָ ּבא
ֵּ וְ ִס
יס ּור ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ל ֹא
ּ ילק ֶאת ָה ִא
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַבת.ָק ַדם וְ ִס ֵּילק ֶאת ָה ִא ּיסוּר
!ַא ַחת – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי

The Gemara rejects this statement: And from where is it apparent that
the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is in accordance with Abaye’s
explanation? Perhaps the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is due
to the following, which Rabbi Eliezer said explicitly: I follow the final
element.N And it is no diﬀerent if he first removed the prohibited
item and it is no diﬀerent if he did not first remove the prohibited
item. However, if they both fell in at once it should be permitted,
because where both this and that cause the dough to become leavened
bread Rabbi Eliezer rules that the mixture is permitted.

Perek II
Daf 27 Amud a
NOTES

Both this and that cause – זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה ג ֵּוֹרם: Some explain that
the principle: Both this and that cause, applies only when
both items perform the same action, e.g., both provide
heat. However, if the two items have diﬀerent eﬀects,
then even if they both play a role in attaining a certain
outcome, the resulting object is prohibited. Nonetheless,
most authorities reject this distinction (Ritva).
I follow the final element – א ַחר ַא ֲחרוֹן ֲאנִי ָ ּבא:ַ It is possible to understand Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion diﬀerently. With
regard to the leavening of dough, it is the last substance
that completes that process, causing it to rise. Since the
first amount of leaven was insuﬃcient, it is considered as
though it were not present, and the result is attributed
completely to the latter amount.
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ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ֶא ָּלא
: דִּ ְתנַן.יﬠזֶ ר דַּ ֲﬠצֵ י ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה
,ימ ָּנה ֵﬠצִ ים – ֲאסו ִּרין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
ֶ נָ ַטל ֵה
, ָח ָד ׁש – יו ַּּתץ,ִה ִּסיק ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ַּתנּ וּר
.יָ ׁ ָשן – יו ַ ּּצן

Rather, the reference is to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer with regard
to wood from an asheira. As we learned in a mishna: If one took
wood from an asheira, it is prohibited to derive benefit from it.
With regard to one who lit an oven with the wood, if it was a new
oven, it must be broken. If it was an old oven, it may be cooled.

.ָא ָפה ּבוֹ ֶאת ַה ּ ַפת – ֲאסו ִּרין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
– נִ ְת ָﬠ ְר ָבה ַ ּב ֲא ֵחרוֹת וַ ֲא ֵחרוֹת ַ ּב ֲא ֵחרוֹת
:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.נָאה
ָ ּכו ָּּלן ֲאסו ִּרין ַ ּב ֲה
 ֵאין:)א ַמר( לוֹ
ָ .יוֹליךְ ֲהנָ ָאה ְליַ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח
ִ
.בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ ּ ִפ ְדיוֹן ַל ֲﬠ

If one baked bread with asheira wood as the fuel, it is prohibited
to derive benefit from it.H If this bread was mixed together with
other bread, and that other bread was mixed with other bread, it
is prohibited to derive benefit from all of this bread. Rabbi
Eliezer says: He casts the benefitN into the Dead Sea [Yam
HaMelaĥ].NB In other words, one is not required to destroy the
entire mixture when the prohibited bread is mixed with a large
quantity of other bread. Instead one should designate money equal
in value to the value of the original wood from the asheira, and he
should destroy this money to oﬀset the benefit he derived from the
prohibited wood. The first tanna said to him: Idolatry cannot be
monetarily redeemed.N Once the bread becomes prohibited, it
cannot be redeemed by having its value cast into the Dead Sea.
Apparently, the opinion of both Sages, including Rabbi Eliezer, is
that when both this permitted object and that prohibited object
cause a change to another item, the latter item is prohibited.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ֵאימ ּור דְּ ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
 דַּ ֲח ִמיר ִא ּיסו ָּר ּה – ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר,בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ ַ ּב ֲﬠ
יה? ֶא ָּלא
ּ ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
 ָהא ַּתנְיָא,יה? וְ עוֹד
ּ ִָאם ֵּכן ַא ַּמאן ְּת ַר ְמי
אוֹסר ְ ּב ָכל
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ֵכן ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א
.ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה

The Gemara rejects this conclusion: Say that you heard that Rabbi Eliezer and the first tanna are stringent in this matter with regard
to idolatry, whose prohibition is stringent. However, with regard
to other prohibitions in the Torah, which are less stringent, did
you hear him express this opinion? The Gemara responds to this
question: Rather, if it is so that Rabbi Eliezer does not hold the
same opinion with regard to other prohibitions, to whom will you
attribute this baraita? If it is not Rabbi Eliezer who says this, then
who is it? And furthermore, wasn’t it taught explicitly in a baraita: And, similarly, Rabbi Eliezer would prohibit these types of
mixtures with regard to all prohibitions in the Torah.

לוֹמר ״זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה
ַ  ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
.יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ גּ ֵוֹרם ָאסוּר״ – ַר ִ ּבי ַהיְ ינ ּו ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
לוֹמר ״זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה גּ ֵוֹרם מו ָּּתר״
ַ וְ ִאם ִּת ְמצֵ י
וְ ָה ָכא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ יֵ ׁש ׁ ְש ָבח ֵﬠצִ ים ַ ּב ּ ַפת
לוֹחיּוֹת
ִ ְהוּא – ָהנֵי ְק ָﬠרוֹת וְ כוֹסוֹת וּצ
.ֲא ִס ִירי

Abaye said: If you say, based on the previously stated opinions, that
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that when both this and that cause, it
is prohibited, then the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is identical to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as both state that it is prohibited for this same reason. And if you say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that when both this and that cause, it is permitted, and
here, where Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi rules that it is prohibited, it is
because there is improvement from the wood in the bread itself,
then in that case, deriving benefit from any of these earthenware
bowls, cups, and flasksH that were made in such an oven should
also be prohibited, since the improvement from the wood is in
them as well. If one were to use such utensils he would be deriving
benefit from a prohibited item.

 ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר. ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּב ַתנּ וּר ו ְּק ֵד ָירהWhen Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Sages disagree is in a case
 ְל ַמאן, ״זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה גּ ֵוֹרם ָאסוּר״ – ָאסוּרwhere an oven and a pot were formed using prohibited wood.
. דְּ ָא ַמר ״זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה גּ ֵוֹרם מו ָּּתר״ – ׁ ָש ֵריAccording to the one who says that when both this and that cause
it is prohibited, it is prohibited to derive benefit from these as well,
since the prohibited item was a contributing factor in the initial
formation of the object. However, according to the one who
says that when both this and that cause, it is permitted, it is permitted to derive benefit from them. This is because one derives
benefit from the prohibited oven and pot only once they have been
subsequently heated by permitted wood. Therefore, the influence
on the pot of the prohibited item is only one component in the
preparation of this food.
ּ  ֲא ִפ:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
יל ּו ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
ָּ ִא
,״זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה גּ ֵוֹרם מו ָּּתר״ – ְק ֵד ָירה ֲאסו ָּרה
ּ ׁ דְּ ָהא ִק ְ ּב ָלה ִ ּב
נִיתן ֵﬠצִ ים
ָּ ְּישו ָּלא ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי ד
.ית ָירא
ֵּ דְּ ֶה

HALAKHA

Bread baked with prohibited substances – ּ ַפת ׁ ֶשנֶ ֱא ְפ ָּתה
ב ִא ּיסו ֵּרי ֲהנָ ָאה:ּ ְ Bread baked using asheira wood as fuel is
prohibited. If this bread was mixed together with other
bread, one should destroy money that has an equal value
to that of the prohibited bread (see Tosafot and others).
After doing so, the rest of the bread may be eaten. This
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it is explicitly stated that the halakha is in
accordance with his opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a
142:4).
Bowls, cups, and flasks – לוֹחיּוֹת
ִ ְק ָﬠרוֹת וְ כוֹסוֹת וּצ:ְ Bowls,
cups, flasks, and pots that were formed using wood from
an asheira are prohibited, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as explained in the Gemara
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 142:5).
NOTES

He casts the benefit – יוֹליךְ ֲהנָ ָאה:
ִ The benefit described
here is explained in several ways. According to Rashi and
the Ra’avad, this is referring to the benefit from the wood;
therefore, one must cast away a sum of money that is
equal in value to the wood itself. According to the Rambam, the Ra’ah, and Tosafot, it is referring to the benefit
from the bread; therefore, one must cast away a sum of
money that is equal to all the bread that was baked in a
prohibited manner. Rabbeinu Tam understands that this is
referring to the payment one would receive for baking the
bread; according to his opinion, one must cast away this
amount. The Ritva supports this opinion by explaining that
if the Gemara wished to refer to the benefit from the bread
or the wood, it would have said so explicitly.
He casts the benefit into the Dead Sea – יך ֲהנָ ָאה ְליַ ם
ְ יוֹל
ִ
ה ֶּמ ַלח:ַ Some say that this applies only when the prohibited bread was mixed with other permitted bread, and
that otherwise the benefit cannot be redeemed (Ramban;
Ritva; and others). Others say that it can be redeemed even
when the prohibited bread stands alone (Rashi). There is
also a dispute as to whether Rabbi Eliezer permits one
only to benefit from the prohibited item, e.g., by selling it
(Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi; Ra’ah; and others), or that he holds
that one may even eat it (Rabbanei Tzarfat).
Idolatry cannot be redeemed – בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ אין ּ ִפ ְדיוֹן ַל ֲﬠ:ֵ The
solution of casting away the value of the benefit of the
prohibited item is oﬀered in several diﬀerent cases where a
prohibited item was nullified within a mixture of permitted
objects. Despite this, if one still wishes to refrain from using
the prohibited object, then in these cases he takes the
value of the prohibited item and destroys it. This also applies to certain cases of oﬀerings into which a prohibited
item was mixed. The Sages disagree here as to whether
this principle can be applied to idolatry as well.
BACKGROUND

The Dead Sea [Yam HaMelaĥ] – יָ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח: The Dead Sea
mentioned by Rabbi Eliezer, literally the Sea of Salt, is also
referred to in talmudic texts as the Sea of Sedom. It is
common for the Gemara to suggest that a prohibited
object be thrown into the Dead Sea, as there are no fish
there and therefore no fishermen might chance across
the object and take it for personal use. It is also possible
that the high salt and mineral content of the Dead Sea
were viewed by the Sages as elements that would ruin
anything thrown into it.

Some say that even according to the one who says that when
both this and that cause, it is permitted, the pot made through
the use of prohibited wood is prohibited, since it holds the food
inside it before the permitted wood is placed in the oven. Therefore, one derives benefit from the prohibited vessel itself without
any contribution from a permitted source.
. פרק ב׳ דף כז. Perek II . 27a
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NOTES

ּ ׁ ב:ּ ִ One is permitted to cook
Cooking with coals – ישוּל ַ ּב ֶ ּג ָח ִלים
with coals produced from prohibited wood only when there is
a requirement to destroy the wood specifically through burning,
as the ash of such items is permitted. However, if one is required
to eliminate the object, but not necessarily through burning, as
is the case with regard to leavened bread before Passover, then
it is prohibited to use even the coals made from it (Rosh, citing
Rabbeinu Yona).
Glowing coals – לוֹח ׁשוֹת
ֲ  ֶ ּג ָח ִלים: Coals are considered to be glowing if one can place a stick inside them and they will ignite on
their own (Ritva).
HALAKHA

Glowing coals – לוֹח ׁשוֹת
ֲ ג ָח ִלים:ּ ֶ One may derive benefit from
coals produced from prohibited wood, even if they are still
glowing. It is prohibited only if one benefits directly from the
fire, in accordance with the Gemara’s conclusion (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 142:7).

, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,יוֹסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
 ַּתנּ ּור ׁ ֶש ִה ִּסיקוֹ:ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵאל
 אוֹ ְ ּב ַק ׁ ּ ִשין ׁ ֶשל,יפי ָﬠ ְר ָלה
ֵ ּ ִ ּב ְק ִל
–  יָ ׁ ָשן, ָח ָד ׁש – יו ַּּתץ,ִּכ ְל ֵאי ַה ֶּכ ֶרם
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ָא ָפה ּבוֹ ֶאת ַה ּ ַפת.יו ַ ּּצן
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ַה ּ ַפת מו ֶּּת ֶרת
!יפ ָכא
ְ ּ  וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א ִא.ַה ּ ַפת ֲאסו ָּרה
.ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ִא ּ ְיפ ָכא ָּתנֵי

Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard
to an oven that one lit with peels of orla fruit, or with straw of grain
that was planted in a prohibited mixture of diverse kinds in a vineyard, if it is a new oven, it must be shattered. If it is an old oven, it
may be cooled. If one baked bread in it, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
says: The bread is permitted, and the Rabbis say: The bread is
prohibited. The Gemara challenges: Wasn’t the reverse taught in
the baraita? The Gemara answers: Shmuel teaches the reverse, that
it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi who permits one to derive benefit from
this bread even in the previously mentioned baraita.

 ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 וְ ל ֹא,ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ
. ו ְּב ָהא – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵמ ֲח ֵב ָיריו,ֵמ ֲח ֵב ָיריו
ְ ּ יה ִא
יכי
ִ  ִּכי ֵה,יפ ָכא
ּ ֵ ַא ְתנִיּ:וְ ָס ַבר
.דְּ נֵיקוּם ַר ָ ּבנַן ְל ִא ּיסו ָּרא

And if you wish, say: Shmuel accepts the original text of the baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is the one who prohibits deriving
benefit from the bread. And generally, Shmuel holds that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
over his individual colleague who disagrees; however, the halakha
does not follow him over several of his colleagues who disagree.
And in this particular case, the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi even over his colleagues. And Shmuel holds: I will reverse
the two sides presented here, in order to establish the Rabbis’
opinion as a prohibition. Therefore, the conclusion will be to rule
that it is prohibited, in accordance with the majority opinion. Although in Shmuel’s version the attributions of the opinions are
technically inaccurate, the benefit is that when people see that the
Rabbis rule that it is prohibited in this case, they will be inclined to
accept their majority opinion, which is the correct halakha.

יש ָל ּה ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֶ ּג ָח ִלים – דִּ ְב ֵרי
ְ ּ ׁ ִ ּב
)א ַמר( ַרב
ָ .ַה ּכֹל ַה ּ ַפת מו ֶּּת ֶרת
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא,יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
:יוֹחנָן; ַחד ָא ַמר
ָ ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
,עוֹממוֹת
ְ ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ֶ ּג ָח ִלים
.לוֹח ׁשוֹת – ֲאסו ִּרין
ֲ ֲא ָבל ֶ ּג ָח ִלים
לוֹח ׁשוֹת
ֲ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֶ ּג ָח ִלים:וְ ַחד ָא ַמר
.נַ ִמי מו ָּּת ִרין

It was taught as part of the previously stated halakha that if one
cooked the bread over coalsN produced from an asheira, everyone
agrees that the bread is permitted. The Gemara records a dispute:
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said one opinion, and Rabbi Ĥiyya
bar Ashi said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said another opinion. One of
them said: They taught this leniency only when one cooks with
dim coals, whose heat is merely a remnant of the earlier lighting;
however, when one cooks with glowing coals,NH the bread is prohibited. And one of them said: Even when the coals are glowing,
the bread is also permitted.

לוֹח ׁשוֹת
ֲ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
ֲאסו ִּרין – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ יֵ ׁש ׁ ְש ַבח ֵﬠצִ ים
ּ  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ֲא ִפ.ַ ּב ּ ַפת
יל ּו
,לוֹח ׁשוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת – ּ ַפת דְּ ָא ַסר
ֲ
יכי
ִ  ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵה,דְּ יֵ ׁש ׁ ְש ַבח ֵﬠצִ ים ַ ּב ּ ַפת
:יה? ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ֵל
.ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֲאבו ָּקה ְּכנֶ גְ דּ וֹ

The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that
baking with glowing coals renders the bread prohibited, this is
because there is improvement from the prohibited wood in the
bread. However, according to the one who said that even when
baking with glowing coals the bread is permitted, since they are no
longer considered to be wood, where do you find the case where
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems bread to be prohibited because
there is improvement from the prohibited wood in it? Why should
there be a diﬀerence between glowing coals and actual burning
wood? Rav Pappa said: The case is when a flame is directly opposite the bread. When he cooks the bread directly in front of the
wood, it is improved directly by the wood. When the coals are
merely glowing, there is no direct benefit from the wood.

יה ׁ ָשר ּו
ּ ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י ֲﬠ ֵל
ּ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֲאבו ָּקה ְּכנֶ גְ דּ וֹ! ֶא ָּלא
יכי
ִ יס ּו ָרא ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֵה
ּ ֵﬠצִ ים דְּ ִא
ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ְלהוּ? ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִמי ַ ּבר
. ְ ּב ׁ ַש ְר ׁ ִש ָיפא:ָח ָמא

The Gemara asks: Does this prove by inference that the Rabbis
who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permit one to eat this
bread even when the flame is opposite it? But if this is the case,
where do you find the case where it is prohibited according to the
Rabbis to derive benefit from wood? Rav Ami bar Ĥama said: It
is found in the case of a stool made from the wood. Although they
hold that it is permitted to derive indirect benefit from the wood,
even the Rabbis agree that one may not derive benefit from a stool
that is made from the wood itself.
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:ֵיה ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא ֵמ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינ
ַּתנּ וּר ׁ ֶש ִה ִּסיקוֹ ַ ּב ֲﬠצֵ י ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש וְ ָא ָפה ּבוֹ
?יתא ַמאי
ָ ְ ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן דְּ ׁ ָשר ּו ְ ּב ַק ַּמי,ַה ּ ַפת
 ו ַּמה ֵ ּבין זוֹ. ַה ּ ַפת ֲאסו ָּרה:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
!? ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא:ְל ָﬠ ְר ָלה? ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
–  ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש,אתיִ ם
ַ ָﬠ ְר ָלה – ְ ּב ֵט ָילה ְ ּב ָמ
.ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ֶא ֶלף ל ֹא ָ ּב ֵטיל

Rami bar Ĥama raised a dilemma before Rav Ĥisda: With regard to
an oven that one kindled with consecrated wood and baked bread in
it, according to the Rabbis, who permitted the bread in the first case
where it was baked with orla wood, what is the halakha? He said to
him: The bread is prohibited. He responded: What is the diﬀerence
between this bread and bread baked with orla wood? Rava said: How
can these cases be compared? Orla is nullified in a mixture of one part
in two hundred; it is possible that less than this amount of orla was
absorbed by the bread. However, consecrated wood is not nullifiedN
even in a mixture of one part in one thousand. Therefore, even when
there is only a miniscule amount of the consecrated matter in the bread
it is still prohibited.

יה – ָהא
ּ  ִאי ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ֵל: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: If it was diﬃcult for Rami bar Ĥama, this is what
יכא
ָ  וְ ָכל ֵה, וַ ֲהל ֹא ָמ ַﬠל ַה ַּמ ִּסיק: ַק ׁ ְשיָ אhe found diﬃcult: Didn’t the kindler of the fire transgress the prohibi! דְּ ָמ ַﬠל ַה ַּמ ִּסיק – נָ ְפק ּו ְלה ּו ְלחו ִּּליןtion of misuse of consecrated property, as anyone who unwittingly
uses consecrated property for a non-sacred use violates this prohibition?
And any case where the kindler of an oven misuses consecrated propertyN by doing so, the wood is transferred to non-sacred status. The
wood loses its sanctity when misused, and the one who misused it must
donate other wood to the Temple in its place. In that case, the wood
used to heat the oven is non-sacred wood and the bread should be
permitted.
 ָה ָכא ַ ּב ֲﬠצֵ י ׁ ְש ָל ִמים:ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
: דְּ ָא ַמר,יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּל,ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן
 ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד – ֵאינוֹ, ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג – ִמ ְת ַח ֵּלל,ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש
.ִמ ְת ַח ֵּלל

Rav Pappa said: Here, we are dealing with wood which had been set
aside for purchasing peace-oﬀerings. This wood, while sanctified, has
a lesser status of sanctity and does not become fully consecrated until
the blood of the oﬀering has been sprinkled. And this dilemma was
raised in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: If
one unwittingly misused consecrated property, it becomes desecrated and loses its elevated status. However, if one used the object intentionally, it is not desecrated and remains consecrated. Since the act
here is intentional, the consecrated wood does not lose its status.

ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ָלא – ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלאו ַ ּבר
 ׁ ְש ָל ִמים,ְמ ִﬠ ָילה הוּא ָלא נָ ֵפיק ְלחו ִּּלין
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלאו ַ ּבר ְמ ִﬠ ָילה נִינְ ה ּו – ָלא,נַ ִמי
.נָ ְפ ָקא ְלחו ִּּלין

The Gemara explains: What is the reason that when one intentionally
uses this object it does not lose its status? Since it is not subject to the
halakha of misuse of consecrated property, as one is liable to bring an
oﬀering only for unwitting misuse of consecrated property, it is not
transferred to non-sacred status. The same halakha applies to the wood
set aside for peace-oﬀerings as well. Since at that stage it is not subject
to the halakha of misuse of consecrated property, as that applies only
after the animal’s blood has been sprinkled, then according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, even if one unwittingly uses this wood, it is not
transferred to non-sacred status; rather, it remains prohibited.

?יכא דְּ ָמ ַﬠל ַה ַּמ ִּסיק נָ ְפ ִקי ְלחו ִּּלין
ָ וְ ָכל ֵה
ׂ ְ  ָּכל ַה ּנ:וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָ א
,ִש ָר ִפין ֶא ְפ ָרן מו ָּּתר
עוֹלם
ָ  וְ ֵא ֶפר ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש ְל.חוּץ ֵמ ֲﬠצֵ י ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה
!ָאסוּר

The Gemara asks: And anywhere the kindler of an oven transgresses
the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property by using consecrated wood, is it transferred to non-sacred status? Wasn’t it taught
in a baraita: With regard to all prohibited items that must be burned,
their ashes are permitted after the burning, except for wood from an
asheira.H And consecrated ashH is prohibited forever. Therefore, it is
possible that when one kindles an oven with this consecrated wood,
although he misuses consecrated property, the ash remains prohibited.

 ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְפ ָלה דְּ ֵל ָיקה:ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא
ינַש
ׁ יכא ֱא
ָ ֵמ ֵא ֶיל
ָּ  דְּ ֵל,יה ַ ּב ֲﬠצֵ י ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש
אוֹתן
ָ  ְ ּב: ַרב ׁ ְש ַמ ְﬠיָ ה ָא ַמר.דְּ נִ ְמעוֹל
, ״וְ ָ ׂשמוֹ״ – ְ ּבנַ ַחת: דְּ ַתנְיָא,ׁ ֶש ְּטעוּנִין ְ ּגנִיזָ ה
. ״וְ ָ ׂשמוֹ״ – ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְ ַפזֵּ ר,״וְ ָ ׂשמוֹ״ – ּכוּלּ וֹ

Rami bar Ĥama said: That baraita is discussing a case where a fire
began on its own among consecrated wood and there is no one who
misused consecrated property. Since this is the case, even the ash that
is left from this wood remains consecrated property and one may not
benefit from it. Rav Shemaya said: This baraita is dealing with those
types of consecrated ash that require burial, such as the ash removed
from the altar. As it was taught in a baraita: “And he shall take up the
ash from where the fire has consumed the burnt-oﬀering on the altar,
and he shall put it beside the altar” (Leviticus : ). The phrase “And he
shall put it” indicates that he must do so gently; “and he shall put it”
also indicates that he must place all of it; “and he shall put it” also indicates that he may not scatter the ashes. Apparently, even after the
oﬀering has been burned it remains sacred, and one may not derive
benefit from it. However, when it was burned it was not subject to
misuse of consecrated property, as its burning is a necessary step in the
process of sacrificing the oﬀerings.

NOTES

Consecrated wood is not nullified – …לא
ָ ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש
ב ֵטיל:
ּ ָ Several explanations are oﬀered in order to
explain why this is the case. Some say it is not nullified because it is an object whose prohibition is
temporary, as it is possible to have one’s vow consecrating the object annulled by a Sage, and any item
whose prohibition can or will lapse at some future
time is not subject to nullification. Others say that
it will not be canceled because it is not only a question of prohibitions; rather, there is also a monetary
element to its status: It is the property of the Temple,
and there is no nullification with regard to ownership
of property (Me’iri).
Misuse of consecrated property – מ ִﬠ ָילה:ְ The halakhot of misuse of consecrated property are stated in
the Torah (Leviticus 5:14–16) and discussed in greater
detail in tractate Me’ila. The basic principle is that anyone who derives benefit from consecrated property
unwittingly, i.e., without the knowledge that it was
consecrated property, transgresses this prohibition.
One who does so is obligated to bring an oﬀering
and to pay to the Temple the value of the object
from which he benefited. In addition, he must pay an
extra one-fifth of the value as a fine. After one uses
such an item it loses its consecrated status, which is
transferred to the money that he pays to the Temple.
The Torah does not discuss one who derives benefit intentionally. Therefore, such a person cannot
atone for deriving benefit by sacrificing an oﬀering
or by paying the additional fifth of the value as a fine.
HALAKHA

Ash from the wood of an asheira – א ֶפר ֲﬠצֵ י ֲא ׁ ֵש ָרה:ֵ It
is prohibited to derive benefit from ash left over after
an idol or an asheira tree has been burned (Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 142:1).
Consecrated ash – א ֶפר ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש:ֵ It is permitted to derive benefit from the ash left over from any consecrated item that must be burned, except for the ash
removed from the outer altar, from the inner altar,
and from the candelabrum. According to the Ra’avad
it is prohibited to derive benefit only from the ash
removed from the outer altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:13).
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, ַּתנְיָא.אוֹמר ֵאין ִ ּביעוּר וכו׳״
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה
 ֵאין ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ ֶא ָּלא:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
וֹתר ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ
ָ ּ ו ַּמה נ:נוֹתן
ֵ  וְ ַהדִּ ין.יפה
ָ ְ ׂש ֵר
,יפה
ָ ְ ּב ַבל יֵ ָר ֶאה ו ַּבל יִ ָּמצֵ א – ָטעוּן ְ ׂש ֵר
ָח ֵמץ ׁ ֶשיֶּ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּב ַבל יֵ ָר ֶאה ו ַּבל יִ ָּמצֵ א – ל ֹא
!?ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ׁ ֶש ָּטעוּן ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The removal of
leavened bread is to be accomplished only through burning. It was
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: The removal of leavened
bread is to be accomplished only through burning.N And a logical derivation leads to this conclusion: Just as that which is left over from an
oﬀering after the time period in which it may be eaten, which is not
subject to the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be
found, requires burning, so too, with regard to leavened bread, which
is more stringent as it is subject to the prohibitions of: It shall not be
seen, and: It shall not be found, all the more so is it not clear that it
requires burning?

 ָּכל דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה דָּ ן ְּת ִח ָּלתוֹ:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
.ְל ַה ְח ִמיר וְ סוֹפוֹ ְל ָה ֵקל – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין
יוֹשב
ֵ ׁ ל ֹא ָמצָ א ֵﬠצִ ים ְל ׂש ְוֹרפוֹ – יְ ֵהא
״ת ׁ ְש ִ ּבית ּו ְ ׂשאוֹר
ַּ :ו ָּב ֵטל? וְ ַה ּת ָוֹרה ָא ְמ ָרה
ֶ ִמ ָ ּב ֵּת
יכם״ – ְ ּב ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה יָ כוֹל
.ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִ ּביתוֹ

The Rabbis said to him: Any logical derivation that you derive whose
initial teaching is stringent but whose subsequent consequences are
lenientN is not a valid logical derivation. According to Rabbi Yehuda, if
one did not find wood to burn his leavened bread, must he sit idly and
not remove it? And the Torah said: “You shall remove leaven from your
houses” (Exodus : ), indicating that this must be done in any manner
which you can remove it. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda’s logical derivation
leads to a leniency.

נוֹתר ָאסוּר
ָ : ָחזַ ר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה וְ ָדנוֹ דִּ ין ַא ֵחרThen Rabbi Yehuda presented a diﬀerent logical derivation based on
 ַמה נּ ָוֹתר, ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ָח ֵמץ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילהthe principle of: What do we find with regard to, rather than on an a for. ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה – ַאף ָח ֵמץ ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפהtiori inference (Rashash). It is prohibited to eat the leftover of oﬀerings
and it is prohibited to eat leavened bread. Based on this similarity, one
can conclude that just as the leftover of oﬀerings requires burning, so
too, leavened bread requires burning.
ָ  נְ ֵב:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ֲא ס ּו ָרה,יח וֹכ
ִ ילה ּת
 ָא ַמר.יפה
ָ ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ֵאינָ ּה ְטעוּנָ ה ְ ׂש ֵר
ילה
ָ נוֹתר ָא ס ּו ר ַ ּב ֲא ִכ
ָ ;  ֶה ְפ ֵר ׁש:ָל ֶהן
. וְ ָח ֵמץ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה,ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה
וֹתר ָטעוּן ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה – ַאף ָח ֵמץ ָטעוּן
ָ ַּמה נ
.ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

They said to him: The case of an animal carcass can prove that eating
the leftover of oﬀerings is not a factor in determining whether or not
leavened bread requires burning, as eating an animal carcass is prohibited and it does not require burning. Therefore, there is no clear connection between the prohibition to eat a particular object and a requirement to burn it. He said to them: There is a diﬀerence between these
cases, as it is explicitly stated that one may benefit from an animal corpse.
Therefore, the following comparison can be made: It is prohibited to eat
and derive benefit from the leftover of sacrificial meat, and it is prohibited to eat and derive benefit from leavened bread. Just as the leftover
of sacrificial meat requires burning, so too, leavened bread requires
burning.

 ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר,יח יוֹכ
ִ  ׁשוֹר ַה ִּנ ְס ָקל:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
.ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה – וְ ֵאינוֹ ָטעוּן ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
נוֹתר ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה
ָ ; ֶה ְפ ֵר ׁש:ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן
 וְ ָח ֵמץ ָא ס ּור,ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה וְ ָﬠנ ּו ׁש ָּכ ֵרת
 ַמה נּ ָוֹתר.ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה וְ ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת
: ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ.ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה – ַאף ָח ֵמץ ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה
 ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר,יח יוֹכ
ִ ֶח ְל ּבוֹ ׁ ֶשל ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל
ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ַּב ֲהנָ ָאה וְ ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת – וְ ֵאין
.ָטעוּן ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

The Rabbis said to him: The case of an ox that is stoned can prove that
this is not a clear factor, as it is prohibited to eat and derive benefit from
such an ox and it does not require burning. He said to them: There is a
diﬀerence between leavened bread and an ox that is stoned, as there is an
additional factor that is not relevant to the ox. It is prohibited to eat and
derive benefit from the leftover of sacrificial meat, and one who does so
is punished with karet. And it is prohibited to eat and derive benefit
from leavened bread, and one who does so is punished with karet. Just
as the leftover of sacrificial meat requires burning, so too, leavened
bread requires burning. They said to him: If so, the fats of an ox that is
stonedN can prove that this too is an insignificant factor, as it is prohibited to eat the fats and derive benefit from them, and one who eats them
is punished with karet, and they do not require burning.
NOTES

The removal of leavened bread is to be accomplished only
through burning – יפה
ָ אין ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ ֶא ָּלא ְ ׂש ֵר:
ֵ It seems that this
dispute is only with regard to rabbinic law; by Torah law it is suﬃcient
for one to make a declaration of nullification. However, according to
Rabbi Yehuda, the ideal way to perform this mitzva is to burn one’s
leavened bread, while according to the Rabbis one can perform the
mitzva in its ideal form by crumbling the leavened bread and throwing it to the wind (Tosefot Rid).

claim is made against Rabbi Yehuda, and it appears that Rabbi Yehuda does not agree with the idea that an a fortiori inference is
weakened in this manner. Perhaps he abandoned this derivation in
this case because he wished to prove his opinion in a manner that
would also be consistent with the opinion of the Rabbis (Maharam
Ĥalawa).

Fats of an ox that is stoned – ח ְל ּבוֹ ׁ ֶשל ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל:ֶ This issue is discussed in the Jerusalem Talmud and in the Mekhilta, where it is
Whose initial teaching is stringent but whose subsequent mentioned that according to Rabbi Yehuda there is a diﬀerence
consequences are lenient – ת ִח ָּלתוֹ ְל ַה ְח ִמיר וְ סוֹפוֹ ְל ָה ֵקל:ְּ The reason- between the fats of an ox that is stoned on one hand and the removal
ing behind this principle is that an a fortiori inference is used to of leavened bread and the leftover of sacrificial meat on the other.
derive a stringency by comparing a less stringent case to a more While the prohibitions of leavened bread and the leftover of sacrificial
stringent one. However, if the comparison results in a leniency un- meat are both connected to time, namely, Passover and the day after
der certain circumstances, the a fortiori inference loses its logical the oﬀering is sacrificed, respectively, the prohibition of the fats of an
basis. In the Jerusalem Talmud other cases are cited where a similar ox that is stoned is not time dependent.
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