יוֹסף
ֵ יה דְּ ַרב
ּ יה ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְּכ ָס ִפים:ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ֵאין ָל ֶהם ׁ ְש ִמ ָירה ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ַ ּק ְר ַקע – ִמי
ָ ּב ֵﬠינַ ן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים אוֹ ל ֹא? ֲא ַמר
יחא – ָ ּב ֵﬠינַ ן
ָ  ָה ָכא ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ֵר:יה
ּ ֵל
יכסוּיֵ י
ְ  ָה ָתם ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ִא,ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים
? וְ ַכ ָּמה. וְ ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה,ֵמ ֵﬠינָ א הוּא
. ֶט ַפח:יכ ָרא
ְ ָא ַמר ַר ְפ ַרם ַ ּבר ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ִמ ִּס

Rav Aĥa, son of Rav Yosef, said to Rav Ashi: With regard to that
which Shmuel said, that deposited money is considered to be
guarded securely by an unpaid bailee, who would nonetheless not
be responsible if it were stolen, only when it is buried in the ground,
is it necessary to bury this deposited money three handbreadths
deep, comparable to leavened bread, or not? He said to him: Here,
with regard to Passover, the concern is that the dog will find the
food due to its smell, and therefore three handbreadths are required. There, in the case of money, it is necessary to bury the
money in order to conceal it from view. Therefore it is not required to bury it three handbreadths deep, as animals will not
search for it and people will not see it. The Gemara asks: If this is
the case, then how deep is one required to bury it? Rafram bar
Pappa from the city of Sikhra said: One handbreadth is suﬃcient
for the money to be considered concealed.H

mishna

If one unwittingly eats teruma of leavened
,אוֹכל ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ֵ מתני׳ ָה
bread on Passover, not realizing that the
–  ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד,חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְָ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ֶק ֶרן ו
food was teruma, then he must payN the principal and an addi. ּ ָפטוּר ִמ ַּת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין ו ִּמדְּ ֵמי ֵﬠצִ יםtional fifth.N This is because one who unwittingly eats terumaH must
compensate the priest for the value of the teruma and add a fifth of
the value, even though the teruma is considered to be valueless on
Passover. If he intentionally ate the teruma then he is exempt from
payment; as he is liable to receive the severe punishment of karet,
he is therefore exempt from the lesser punishment of payment. If
he ate impure teruma in this manner then he is not even required
to pay its monetary value in wood, for one who derives benefit
from impure teruma calculates its value by treating it as though it
were fuel for burning. While impure teruma can be used in this
manner during the rest of the year, one may not derive any benefit
from leavened bread on Passover, and therefore such teruma is
worthless.

HALAKHA

Guarding money – ש ִמ ַירת ְּכ ָס ִפים:
ְ ׁ The only acceptable way
to guard money, i.e., in order for an unpaid bailee not to
be responsible if it is stolen, is to bury it in the ground one
handbreadth deep (Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 291:15).
One who unwittingly eats teruma – אוֹכל ְּתרו ָּמה ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג
ֵ ה:ָ
One who unwittingly eats teruma must pay the original
value of the teruma and an additional fifth, as stated in the
Torah (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:1).
NOTES

If one unwittingly eats…he must pay – ל…ב ׁשוֹגֵ ג
ּ ְ אוֹכ
ֵ ָה
מ ׁ ַש ֵּלם:ְ This payment is an opportunity for atonement provided by the Torah to the unwitting transgressor. It therefore
does not belong to the priest, and the transgressor is obligated to pay even if the priest is willing to forgo the payment.
For this reason, one is required to reimburse the priest for
leavened bread eaten during Passover, despite the fact that
it is valueless. This is not the case with regard to one who
intentionally eats teruma, as such a person is punished in the
same way as any other thief, and one who steals a worthless
item is exempt from payment (Tosefot Rid).
In the Jerusalem Talmud, a dispute is recorded with regard to who receives payment for this teruma, as on Passover
leavened bread is considered to be ownerless. Some say that
he must repay the priest whose teruma he ate, while others
suggest that he should repay the priestly tribe in general.
Additional fifth – חוֹמ ׁש:
ֶ An additional fifth of the value of an
article added to its price as a penalty or fine, or to emphasize
its importance. For example, when a person redeems his
own second tithe, he must add an extra fifth of its value
(Leviticus 27:31).

gemara

We learned in a mishna there, in Terumot:
אוֹכל ְּתר ּו ָמה
ֵ  ָה:גמ׳ ְּתנַ ן ָה ָתם
One who unwittingly eats teruma pays
 ֶא ָחד,חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְָ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ֶק ֶרן ו
the principal and an additional fifth, both one who eats it, and
,וֹתה
ֶ  וְ ֶא ָחד ַה ׁ ּש,אוֹכל
ֵ  ָהone who drinks it.
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 ֶא ָחד ְּתר ּו ָמה ְט ֵמ ָאה, וְ ֶא ָחד ַה ָּס ְךAnd even with regard to one who anoints himself with the teruma
חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ הוֹרה – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
ָ  וְ ֶא ָחד ְּתרו ָּמה ְטoil, both in a case of ritually impure teruma as well as in a case of
. וְ חו ְּמ ׁ ָשא דְּ חו ְּמ ׁ ָשאritually pure teruma, he must pay an additional fifth if he unwittingly consumes this teruma. If he unwittingly consumes this fifth
then he must pay an additional fifth of the fifth. The original
fifth has a status comparable to teruma itself, and therefore one is
required to pay an additional fifth for consuming it.H
 ְל ִפי, ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
?ִמדָּ ה ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם אוֹ ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
ּ ָ יכא דְּ ֵמ ִﬠ
יק ָרא ׁ ַשוְ יָ א ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ָ ָּכל ֵה
ְיב ֵﬠי ָלך
ּ ָ זוּזֵ י ו ְּל ַב ּסוֹף ׁ ַשוְ יָא זוּזָ א – ָלא ִּת
ּ ָ דְּ וַ דַּ אי ִּכ ְד ֵמ ִﬠ
,יק ָרא ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים
 ָּכל ַה ַ ּגזְ ָלנִין: דִּ ְתנַ ן.דְּ ָלא ָ ּג ַרע ִמ ַ ּגזְ ָלן
.ְמ ׁ ַש ְּל ִמין ִּכ ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ְ ּגזֵ ָלה

A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to the laws of
teruma: When he pays for this teruma, does he pay according to
the measure of the teruma or according to its monetary value?
The Gemara explains the question in greater detail: Anywhere that
the teruma is worth four zuz at the outset, i.e., at the time he consumed the teruma, and is worth only one zuz at the end, at the
time of payment, do not raise a dilemma, for in that case he is
certainly required to pay according to the monetary value at the
outset. The rationale behind this ruling is that he is no worse than
a thief, and therefore the law in this case is the same as if he had
stolen property from another person. As we learned in a mishna:
All thieves must repay what they have stolen according to the
value of the stolen object at the time it was stolen,H even if its value
subsequently goes down.

HALAKHA

Deriving benefit from teruma – הנָ ָאה ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה:ֲ Anyone who
unwittingly derives benefit from teruma, whether through
eating, drinking, or anointing himself, both with ritually pure
and ritually impure teruma, must repay the principal and
an additional fifth. This fifth has the same status as teruma,
and one who derives improper benefit from it must pay an
additional fifth of this fifth (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Terumot 10:2).
Thieves must repay according to the value at the time it
was stolen – גזְ ָלנִין ְמ ׁ ַש ְּל ִמין ִּכ ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַה ְ ּגזֵ ָלה:ּ ַ A thief must repay
the owner according to the value of the stolen property at
the time of the theft (Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 362:2).
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NOTES

An item that buyers jump at – ינֵיה
ּ יה ִזְב
ּ דְּ ָק ֵפיץ ֲﬠ ֵל: With
regard to repayment of debt, objects that can be more
readily resold by their recipients are generally considered preferred modes of payment. In this case as well,
produce that the priest can more readily resell to another
priest as teruma is deemed preferable.

ּ ָ יב ֵﬠי ָלךְ – דְּ ֵמ ִﬠ
יק ָרא ׁ ַשוְ יָ א זוּזָ א
ּ ָ ִּכי ִּת
 ְל ִפי ִמדָּ ה, ַמאי.ו ְּל ַב ּסוֹף ׁ ַשוְ יָ א ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
 ְ ּג ִריוָ א ָא ַכל – ְ ּג ִריוָ א:יה
ּ  דְּ ָא ַמר ֵל,ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
, ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא.ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
?ְ ּבזוּזָ א ָא ַכל – ְ ּבזוּזָ א ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם

You can raise the dilemma, however, with regard to a case where it
was worth one zuz at the outset, when it was consumed, and at the
end, at the time of the payment, it was worth four zuz. What is the
ruling in that case? Does he pay according to the measure of teruma,
as the treasurer of the consecrated property can say to him: You ate
a se’a and you must pay a se’a, even if the value of the teruma has increased, or perhaps he must repay according to the monetary value,
and if he ate a zuz worth of teruma then he must pay a zuz?

 ָא ַכל ְ ּגרוֹגְ רוֹת: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע,יוֹסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
,וְ ׁ ִש ֵּילם לוֹ ְּת ָמ ִרים – ָּתבֹא ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּב ָר ָכה
– ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ִפי ִמדָּ ה ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
 דַּ ֲא ֵכיל,ַא ְמט ּו ְל ָה ִכי ָּתבֹא ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּב ָר ָכה
 וְ ָקא יָ ֵהיב,ְ ּג ִריוָ א דִּ גְ רוֹגְ רוֹת דְּ ׁ ַש ְּויָ א זוּזָ א
 ֶא ָּלא.ְ ּג ִריוָ א דִּ ְת ָמ ִרים דְּ ׁ ַש ְּויָ א ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם – ַא ַּמאי
ָּתבֹא ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּב ָר ָכה? ְ ּבזוּזָ א ָא ַכל ְ ּבזוּזָ א
!ָקא ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם

Rav Yosef said: Come and hear an answer to this question from what
was taught in a baraita: One who ate dried figs that were teruma and
paid the priest with dates, may a blessing rest upon him, as dates are
worth more than dried figs. Granted, if you say that one must repay
according to the measure of teruma he ate, it is due to this that a
blessing should rest upon him, as he ate a se’a of dried figs that are
worth one zuz and gave in return a se’a of dates worth four zuz.
However, if you say that he must repay according to the monetary
value of the teruma, then why should a blessing rest upon him? He
ate a zuz worth of teruma and he paid a zuz worth as compensation;
what is laudatory about his payment?

,עוֹלם ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
ָ  ְל:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
וְ ַא ַּמאי ָּתבֹא ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּב ָר ָכה – דְּ ָא ַכל ִמידֵּ י
 וְ ָקא ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם,ינֵיה
ּ יה זְ ִב
ּ דְּ ָלא ָק ֵפיץ ֲﬠ ֵל
.ינֵיה
ּ יה זְ ִב
ּ ִמידֵּ י דְּ ָק ֵפיץ ֲﬠ ֵל

Abaye said: Actually one can explain that he must repay according
to the monetary value of the teruma, and why is it stated that a blessing should rest upon him? This is because he ate an item that buyers
don’t jump at, i.e., it is undesirable to buyers, but paid with an item
that buyers jump at.N Consequently, although the produce he gives
is worth no more than the produce he ate, the priest still prefers this
type of payment, as he can more easily resell this produce.

,אוֹכל ְּתר ּו ַמת ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ֵ  ָה:ְּתנַ ן
ּ
 ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת.חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְָ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵלם ֶק ֶרן ו
.ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ִפי ִמדָּ ה ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר
– ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
 ָהא,ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח ַ ּבר דָּ ִמים הוּא?! ִאין
: דְּ ָא ַמר,יוֹסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי ִהיא
ֵ ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי
ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה

The Gemara seeks proof with regard to this dispute: We learned in
the mishna: One who unwittingly eats teruma of leavened bread on
Passover must pay the principal and an additional fifth. Granted, if
you say that he must pay according to the measure of teruma that he
ate, it is well. As he ate a se’a of teruma he must also repay a se’a. However, if you say that he must pay according to the monetary value of
the teruma, this is diﬃcult, for is leavened bread on Passover of any
monetary value? Certainly it is not worth anything, given that it is
forbidden to benefit from this food. The Gemara answers: Yes, this
leavened bread does indeed have monetary value. In accordance with
whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said that it is permissible to derive
benefit from leavened bread on Passover.

 ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד ּ ָפטוּר ִמן:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא,ִאי ָה ִכי
יוֹסי
ֵ  ִאי ַר ִ ּבי.ַה ַּת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין ו ִּמדְּ ֵמי ֵﬠצִ ים
 ַא ַּמאי ּ ָפטוּר ִמן ַה ַּת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין,ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
!?ו ִּמדְּ ֵמי ֵﬠצִ ים

The Gemara challenges this suggestion: If that is so, then say the latter
clause of the mishna, where it is stated: If he consumes the teruma
intentionally, then he is exempt from payment and from paying
the priest for its monetary value as wood. But if this follows the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, then why is he exempt from payment to the priest for the value of the teruma and for its monetary
value in wood? Although he is exempt from paying the additional
fifth as he acted intentionally, he nonetheless should be required to
compensate the priest for the financial loss he caused him, as in any
other case of theft.

: דְּ ַתנְיָא. ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי נְ חוּנְיָא ֶ ּבן ַה ָ ּקנָ הThe Gemara answers: He holds in accordance with the opinion of
עוֹשה ֶאת
ׂ ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי נְ חוּנְיָא ֶ ּבן ַה ָ ּקנָ ה ָהיָ הRabbi Neĥunya ben HaKana, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi
. יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ְּכ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ְל ַת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין וכו׳Neĥunya ben HaKana rendered the status of Yom Kippur the same
as that of Shabbat with regard to payment. In his opinion, not only
a person who committed a transgression punishable by a courtadministered capital punishment, like one who desecrated Shabbat,
is exempt from monetary payment incurred at the time of the transgression. Even one who is deserving of a divinely administered capital
punishment, such as one who desecrates Yom Kippur and is punished
with karet, is exempt from monetary payment for property he damaged in the course of such an act. Therefore, since one who consumes
another person’s leavened bread during Passover is deserving of karet,
he is exempt from monetary payment incurred by this act.
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– אוֹכל ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ֵ  ָה:ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
 דִּ ְב ֵרי,ּ ָפטוּר ִמן ַה ַּת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין ו ִּמדְּ ֵמי ֵﬠצִ ים
.יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ְמ ַחיֵּ יב
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי
ָ ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ְל ַר ִ ּבי
וְ ִכי ָמה ֲהנָ ָאה יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָ ּב ּה? ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי
 ו ָּמה ֲהנָ ָאה ׁיֵש:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ָ
אוֹכל ְּתרו ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָאה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ָּכל יְ מוֹת
ֵ ְל
? ׁ ֶש ְּמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם,ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה

 ל ֹא ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָאה:ָא ַמר לוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה
ֵּ לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ֶה
יתר
ֵּ יתר ֲא ִכ ָילה – יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ֶה
ַ  ּת,ַה ָּס ָקה
ֹאמר ָ ּבזֶ ה – ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ל ֹא
ֵּ ֶה
 ָהא.יתר ַה ָּס ָקה
ֵּ יתר ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ל ֹא ֶה
ֶ ְּל ַמה זֶּ ה ד
וֹמה – ִל ְתרו ַּמת ּתו ִּתים וַ ֲﬠנָ ִבים
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ל ֹא ֶה ֵּיתר ֲא ִכ ָילה,ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ְמ ָאה
.יתר ַה ָּס ָקה
ֵּ וְ ל ֹא ֶה

The Gemara comments: The question of whether one must repay
according to the measurement or the monetary value of the teruma is like a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in the
Tosefta: If one eats teruma of leavened bread on Passover,NH
whether intentionally or unwittingly, then he is exempt from
payment and for its monetary value in wood; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Whereas Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri deems
him liable to pay. Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri:
What benefit can he derive from this? What benefit could the
priest have derived from this teruma as it is prohibited to benefit
from this teruma and the teruma is therefore worthless? Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Nuri said to Rabbi Akiva: What benefit can one
derive from eating ritually impure teruma on the rest of the
days of the year, and yet nevertheless the non-priest is still obligated to pay for what he has taken. Despite the fact that a priest
may not eat impure teruma, a non-priest must reimburse the priest
for the principal of the teruma and add an additional fifth if he
eats it.
Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, a distinction can be made between
these two cases: If you say that he is obligated to pay in a case of
ritually impure teruma on the rest of the days of the year, that
although it is not permissible to eat it, the priest is nevertheless
permitted to burn it and derive benefit from the heat generated
as a result of this burning, shall you also say the same with regard
to this, teruma of leavened bread during Passover, that is not
permitted to be eaten or burned?H Rather, to what may this be
compared? It is similar to teruma of berries and grapes that
became ritually impure, which is not permitted to be eaten or
burned, as berries and grapes are unfit for firewood.

NOTES

Teruma of leavened bread on Passover – ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ
ב ּ ֶפ ַסח:
ּ ַ A non-priest who eats teruma of leavened bread
on Passover violates two transgressions, the prohibition
against a non-priest eating teruma and the prohibition
against eating leavened bread on Passover. Both prohibitions involve a severe punishment when violated intentionally, i.e., karet for eating leavened bread on Passover
and death at the hand of Heaven in the case of eating
teruma. There is some dispute between the authorities as
to whether it is necessary to make a distinction between
the nature of his intentions when violating these prohibitions, i.e., is it necessary for him to have intention with
regard to the leavened bread, the teruma, or both?
HALAKHA

Teruma of leavened bread on Passover – ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ
ב ּ ֶפ ַסח:
ּ ַ A non-priest who eats teruma of leavened bread
during Passover is exempt from payment, regardless of
whether he did so intentionally or unwittingly, and whether
it was ritually pure or ritually impure. This follows the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, for the
halakha is in accordance with their opinions in disputes
with their contemporaries (Kesef Mishne; Radbaz; Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:6).
One who eats impure teruma – אוֹכל ְּתרו ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָאה
ֵ ה:ָ One
who intentionally eats impure teruma must repay its value
as firewood to the priest. However, if he ate impure teruma
that could not be used for fuel, he is exempt from payment
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:5).

 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ְּתרו ָּמהThe Tosefta adds: In what case is this statement said, that these
–  ֲא ָבל ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ, וְ ֶה ְח ִמיצָ הtanna’im disagree about the reimbursement for teruma? It was said
.דוֹשה
ָ ּ ׁ  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֵאינָ ּה ְקwith regard to a case where he separated teruma in a permitted
manner and it became leavened during Passover. However, if he
separated the teruma from leavened bread during Passover,
then everyone agrees that it is not consecrated, as it is worthless.
–  ״וְ נָ ַתן ַל ּכ ֵֹהן ֶאת ַה ּק ֶֹד ׁש״: ְַּתנְיָא ִא ָידך
אוֹכל
ֵ  ּ ְפ ָרט ְל,דָּ ָבר ָה ָראוּי ִל ְהיוֹת ק ֶֹד ׁש
 ׁ ֶש ּ ָפט ּו ר ִמן,ְּתר ּו ַמ ת ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,ַה ַּת ׁ ְשל ּו ִמים ּו ִמדְּ ֵמי ֵﬠצִ ים
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִח ְס ָמא.יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ֱא ִל
יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ  ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ְמ ַחיֵּ יב
 וְ ִכי ָמה ֲהנָ ָאה יֵ ׁש:ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִח ְס ָמא
לוֹ ָ ּב ּה? ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִח ְס ָמא ְל ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ִכי ָמה ֲהנָ ָאה יֵ ׁש לוֹ:יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ֱא ִל
אוֹכל ְּתר ּו ָמה ְט ֵמ ָאה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת
ֵ ְל
? ׁ ֶש ְּמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם,ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה

It was taught in another baraita: With regard to the verse “And if
a man eats a sacred thing in error, then he shall add a fifth part in
addition to it, and shall give to the priest the sacred item” (Leviticus : ), the Sages expound as follows: He must give the
priest an item that is fit to be consecrated, to the exclusion of
one who eats teruma of leavened bread on Passover, who is
exempt from payment of the teruma and even from paying its
monetary value as wood; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer
ben Ya’akov. Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma deems him liable to reimburse
the priest for these items. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said to
Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma: What benefit can the priest derive from
this teruma of leavened bread, as it is prohibited to benefit from
it? Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma said to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: What
benefit can one derive from eating ritually impure teruma on
the rest of the days of the year, and yet a non-priest who eats it
must pay the priest.

 ל ֹא ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָאה:ָא ַמר לוֹ
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה – ׁ ֶש ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין
יתר
ֵּ יתר ֲא ִכ ָילה יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ֶה
ֵּ לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ֶה
ֹאמר ָ ּבזוֹ – ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ל ֹא
ַ  ּת,ַה ָּס ָקה
יתר ַה ָּס ָקה! ָא ַמר
ֵּ יתר ֲא ִכ ָילה וְ ל ֹא ֶה
ֵּ ֶה
 ׁ ֶש ִאם, ַאף ָ ּבזוֹ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָ ּב ּה ֶה ֵּיתר ַה ָּס ָקה:לוֹ
ָרצָ ה ַה ּכ ֵֹהן ְמ ִריצָ ּה ִל ְפנֵי ַּכ ְל ּבוֹ אוֹ ַמ ִּס ָיק ּה
.ַּת ַחת ַּת ְב ׁ ִשילוֹ

Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said to him: No, a distinction can be
made between these two cases: If you say he is obligated to pay
in a case of ritually impure teruma on the rest of the days of year,
that although it is not permissible to eat it, the priest is nonetheless permitted to burn it and derive benefit from the heat generated as a result of this burning, shall you say the same with regard
to this, teruma of leavened bread during Passover, that is not
permitted to be eaten or burned? Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma said to
him: Even teruma of leavened bread on Passover is permitted to
be burned, for if the priest wishes, he may throw it before his
dog or burn it under his food, for Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma agrees
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili that one may derive
benefit from leavened bread during Passover.
. פרק ב׳ דף לב. Perek II . 32a
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All hold – כו ְּּלה ּו ְס ִב ָירא ְלה ּו:ּ Generally, when the Gemara cites a
series of Sages who share the same line of reasoning and uses the
phrase: They all hold, this line of reasoning is called a shita, and
there is an ancient tradition that the halakha does not follow the
line of reasoning presented in this form. However, that principle
cannot be applied in this case because not all of the tanna’im who
hold by this principle are mentioned; for example, Rabbi Yehuda
and Rabbi Shimon are omitted. Rather, this statement is cited here
in order to clarify the points of agreement and dispute between
the tanna’im listed (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Must pay…an additional fifth – חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ מ ׁ ַש ֵּלם:ְ Some say that
the dispute between Abba Shaul and the Rabbis is related to
another dispute that is recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud with
regard to the nature of this additional fifth. According to one
view, the obligation to pay an additional fifth stems from the
sanctity of the teruma and therefore applies immediately when
it is set aside. According to the other opinion, this payment is
because one has stolen from a priest, in which case one would
be obligated to make this payment only if the teruma came
into the possession of the priest. This serves as the basis for the
dispute as to whether the phrase: “And he shall give” refers to the
original giving of the teruma to the priest and the establishment
of the minimal amount of that gift, or if it refers to the paying of
the fine (Tov Re’iya).
The opinion of Abba Shaul and the Rabbis – דַּ ַﬠת ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל
וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים: Some say that according to the conclusion of the Gemara,
it is the opinion of the Rabbis that requires that two criteria be
fulfilled in order to demand the payment of the additional fifth:
One must have eaten an olive-sized amount of the teruma, so that
his action is actually considered to be eating, and the amount he
ate must be worth at least a peruta, as less than this amount does
not require payment (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Peruta – פרו ָּטה:ְ ּ A copper coin, which was the smallest unit of
currency. For halakhic purposes, the peruta is defined as the
value of half a barleycorn’s weight of pure silver. Traditionally this
is about 24 mg of silver. The halakhic value of all coins is linked
to the price of silver.
To exclude one who damages teruma – פ ָרט ְל ַמזִּ יק:ְ ּ The early
commentaries disagree with regard to the interpretation of this
phrase. According to Rashi and Tosafot, this refers to one who
damages a priest’s property without deriving benefit from it.
However, others say that this refers to one who harms himself
by eating the teruma, e.g., by excessive eating (Me’iri; see also
Rambam).

,יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
,יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
 ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח:ּּכו ְּּלה ּו ְס ִב ָירא ְלהו
 ו ְּב ָהא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י; דְּ ַר ִ ּבי.ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה
, ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם:ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ָס ַבר
 ְל ִפי ִמדָּ ה:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ָס ַבר
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
.ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם

Abaye said: Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Nuri all holdN that it is forbidden to derive benefit
from leavened bread during Passover. And they disagree with
regard to the following issue: Rabbi Akiva holds that one pays
according to the monetary value,H and therefore he need not
pay anything for consuming teruma of leavened bread during
Passover. And Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri holds that one pays
according to the measure of teruma that he consumed, such that
even if he ate teruma of leavened bread on Passover he must repay
this amount.

יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי:ימא
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי נַ ִמי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ְס ִב ָירא
. דְּ ָא ַמר ְל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם,יה
ּ ֵל
– וְ ָה ָתם ַהיְ ינ ּו ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ָקא ְמ ַחיֵּ יב
,יוֹסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
ֵ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
, ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה:דְּ ָא ַמר
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara asks: Isn’t this obvious? There does not seem to be
another way to explain these opinions. The Gemara rejects this
question: This statement is necessary lest you say that Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Nuri also holds in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Akiva that states that one must pay according to the monetary value of the teruma. And there, in the case of leavened bread,
this is the reason that Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri deems him liable
to pay for the teruma because he holds in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said: It is permissible to
derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover. Therefore,
he teaches us that Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri agrees that one may
not derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover.

יה
ָ וְ ֵא
ּ ימא ָה ִכי נַ ִמי! ִאם ֵּכן נֶ ֱה ַדר ֵל
יבא
ָ יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן נ ּו ִרי ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
יה ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ִ ִּכי ֵה
ּ יכי דִּ ְמ ַהדֵּ ר ֵל
.יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ִח ְס ָמא ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל

The Gemara suggests: And say it is indeed so, that Rabbi Yoĥanan
ben Nuri accepts Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s position. The Gemara
rejects this possibility: If this was the case, then Rabbi Yoĥanan
ben Nuri should have responded to Rabbi Akiva in the same
way that Rabbi Elazar Ĥisma responded to Rabbi Eliezer ben
Ya’akov, by saying that this leavened bread may be fed to a dog
thus deriving benefit from it. Since he did not oﬀer this answer, it
is clear that he agrees that deriving benefit from leavened bread
during Passover is forbidden.

– אוֹכל ַּכזַּ יִ ת ְּתרו ָּמה
ֵ  ָה:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל,חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ְָמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ֶק ֶרן ו
. ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ּבוֹ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה:אוֹמר
ֵ
ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא? ָא ַמר
ֹאכל ק ֶֹד ׁש
ַ  ״וְ ִא ׁיש ִּכי י:ְק ָרא
.ִ ּב ׁ ְשגָ גָ ה״ – וַ ֲא ִכ ָילה ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת

After mentioning cases where a person damages teruma, the Gemara continues with a discussion of this topic. The Rabbis taught:
A non-priest who eats an olive-bulk of terumaH must pay the
principal value of the teruma itself and an additional fifth.N Abba
ShaulN says: He is not required to pay unless the teruma he ate is
worth a peruta.N The Gemara explains: What is the reason for
the opinion of the first tanna? It is because the verse states: “And
if a man eats a sacred item in error, then he shall add a fifth
part in addition to it, and he shall give to the priest the sacred
item” (Leviticus : ). The minimal amount that is halakhically
considered eating is an olive-bulk.

וְ ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא? ָא ַמר
 ״וְ נָ ַתן״ – וְ ֵאין נְ ִתינָ ה ּ ָפחוֹת:ְק ָרא
 ָהא, וְ ִא ָיד ְך נַ ִמי.ִמ ׁ ּ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה
ֹאכל״? ַההוּא – ּ ְפ ָרט ְל ַמזִּ יק
ַ ְּכ ִתיב ״י
.הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא

And what is the reason for the opinion of Abba Shaul? The verse
states: “And he shall give,” and giving less than the value of a
peruta is not legally considered to be giving. The Gemara asks:
And according to the other one, Abba Shaul, too, isn’t it written:
“Eats,” implying that there must be at least an olive-bulk portion?
The Gemara answers: That verse comes to exclude one who damages terumaN without deriving benefit from it, such that he is exempt from the requirement to add an additional fifth. This is derived from the fact that the verse specifies that only one who eats
is required to add a fifth.

 ָה ְכ ִתיב ״וְ נָ ַתן״? ַההוּא,וְ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא
יה ְל ָד ָבר ָה ָראוּי ִל ְהיוֹת
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
אוֹכל ְּתרו ַּמת ָח ֵמץ
ֵ )פ ָרט ְל
ְ ּ ק ֶֹד ׁש
.(ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח

And according to the first tanna, one can ask: Isn’t it written
“And he shall give”? The Gemara answers: That phrase is necessary to teach the requirement that teruma must be an item that
is fit to be consecrated, as an item cannot become teruma unless
it is has some value. This is meant to exclude one who eats teruma
of leavened bread on Passover, since it is worthless and therefore
cannot be designated as teruma.

HALAKHA

One pays according to the monetary value – ל ִפי דָּ ִמים ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם:ְ If
a non-priest eats teruma, he must reimburse the priest according
to the value of the teruma at the time when he ate it, regardless
of whether its value subsequently increased or decreased. This
ruling is based on the Gemara’s understanding of the opinion of
Rabbi Akiva, as the halakha follows his opinion (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:26).
A non-priest who eats an olive-bulk of teruma – אוֹכל ַּכזַּ יִ ת
ֵ ָה
תרו ָּמה:ְּ If a non-priest eats an olive-bulk of teruma, he is required
to pay the priest the principal value of the teruma he ate and an
additional fifth of this amount, whether or not the teruma is worth
a peruta. If he ate less than an olive-bulk of teruma, he is required
to pay the principal value of what he ate but he is not required
to pay an additional fifth, in accordance with the unattributed
mishna (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:2).
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אוֹכל ְּתר ּו ָמ ה ּ ָפחוֹת
ֵ  ָה:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ֶאת ַה ֶ ּק ֶרן וְ ֵאינוֹ ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
יה
ִ  ֵה.חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ֶאת ַה
ּ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִאי דְּ ֵלית ֵ ּב
,יש ֵּלם
ַ ׁ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה – ֶק ֶרן נַ ִמי ָלא ִל
חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ – וְ ִאי דְּ ִאית ָ ּב ּה ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה
עוֹלם דְּ ִאית ָ ּב ּה ׁ ָשוֶ ה
ָ יש ֵּלם! ְל
ַ ׁ נַ ִמי ִל
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ.ּ ְפרו ָּטה
יה
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ֵלית ֵ ּב,יל ּו ָה ִכי
ַּכזַּ יִ ת – ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ֶאת ַה ֶ ּק ֶרן וְ ֵאינוֹ ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם
.חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ ֶאת ַה

The Sages taught in a baraita: One who eats less than an olive-bulk
of teruma must pay the principal, but is not required to pay the
additional fifth. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of
this case? If there was not the value of a peruta of teruma, then he
should also not be required to pay for the principal either, because
that is less than the amount for which one is obligated to pay. But if
there was the value of a peruta of teruma, then he should be required to pay the additional fifth as well. The Gemara explains the
case: Actually, it should be understood that there was the value of
a peruta of teruma, and nonetheless, since the food was not at least
an olive-bulk, he is required to pay only the principal, but he does
not pay the additional fifth.

 ָהא דְּ ל ֹא:יה דְּ ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ ֲא ַמרו ּּה ַר ָ ּבנַן ַק ֵּמ
–  דְּ ִאי ְּכ ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל,ְּכ ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל
 ַאף, ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָ ּב ּה ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה:ָה ָא ַמר
יה ַּכזַּ יִ ת! ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב
ּ ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ֵלית ֵ ּב
 ַא ָ ּבא,ימא ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת:ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
.ׁ ָשאוּל ַּת ְר ֵּתי ָ ּב ֵﬠי

The Sages said before Rav Pappa that this halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul. As, if it were in accordance
with the opinion of Abba Shaul, didn’t he say: One is obligated to
pay because there is the value of a peruta, even if it is not at least
an olive-bulk? Rav Pappa said to them: This is no proof, as even if
you say that this halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Abba
Shaul, Abba Shaul requires two conditions: That the teruma be at
least an olive-bulk in volume, and that it be worth at least a peruta.

,ו ִּמי ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל ַּת ְר ֵּתי?! וְ ָהא ְּתנַן
 ֵאת ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ׁ ָשוֶ ה:אוֹמר
ֵ ַא ָ ּבא ׁ ָשאוּל
 ֵאת ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ּ ְפרו ָּטה – ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין
.ּבוֹ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַת ׁ ְשלו ִּמין
 ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה ֶא ָּלא:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
–  ֲא ָבל ִל ְתרו ָּמה,ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ִ ּב ְל ַבד
 וְ ִאם.ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ּבוֹ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
!יה
ּ ָ  ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִמ,יתא
ָ ִא
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
.ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא

The Gemara asks: Does Abba Shaul actually require two conditions? Didn’t we learn in the mishna that Abba Shaul says: For that
food which is at least the value of a peruta of teruma, one is liable
to pay compensation to the priest, but for that food which does not
contain the value of a peruta of teruma, he is not liable to pay compensation to the priest? The Rabbis said to Abba Shaul: They said
that the item must be worth a peruta only with regard to misuse of
consecrated items; however, with regard to teruma, one is liable to
reimburse the priest only when he eats an olive-bulk or more. And
if it is so, that Abba Shaul requires both conditions, and this is a case
where there is an olive-bulk, then the Rabbis should have worded
their objection diﬀerently. They should have said: Since it is at least
an olive-bulk, he is liable to pay, even though it is not worth a peruta. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation,
and Rav Pappa’s position is rejected.

 ״וְ ָח ְט ָאה: דְּ ַתנְיָא,יה
ּ וְ ַאף ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
, וַ ֲהל ֹא דִּ ין הוּא.ִ ּב ׁ ְשגָ גָ ה״ – ּ ְפ ָרט ְל ֵמזִ יד
– ו ַּמה ׁ ּ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת ׁ ֶש ַחיָּ יב ָ ּב ֶהן ָּכ ֵרת
 ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ׁ ֶש ֵאין,וֹטר ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ֵּמזִ יד
ֵ ּפ
?ָ ּב ּה ָּכ ֵרת ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּ ָפ ַטר ֶאת ַה ֵּמזִ יד

The Gemara notes that Rav Pappa himself also retracted this explanation. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “If any
one commits a trespass, and sins through error, in the sacred items
of the Lord, then he shall bring his guilt-oﬀering to the Lord, a ram
without blemish from the flock, according to your valuation in silver
shekels, after the shekel of the sanctuary, for a guilt-oﬀering” (Leviticus : ), the baraita explains: The phrase “and sins through error” excludes one who sins intentionally through misuse of consecrated property. Could this not be derived through an a fortiori
inference, as follows: Just as with regard to other mitzvot for which
one is liable to receive karet the verse exempts one from bringing
an oﬀering when the transgression was committed intentionally, is
it not right that with regard to misuse of consecrated property,
which does not incur the punishment of karet, it should exempt
one who acts intentionally?

 ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן,ל ֹא
ֹאמר ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה
ַ  ּת,יתה
ָ ל ֹא ִחיֵּ יב ָ ּב ֶהן ִמ
:לוֹמר
ַ
 ַּת ְלמ ּוד,יתה
ָ ׁ ֶש ִח יֵּ יב ָ ּב ּה ִמ
.״ב ׁ ְשגָ גָ ה״ – ּ ְפ ָרט ְל ֵמזִ יד
ִּ

The baraita rejects this claim: No, if you say that this is true with
regard to the rest of the mitzvot, even those for which one is liable
to receive karet, for which one is not liable to receive the death
penalty if he violates them, shall you also say that this is the case
with regard to misuse of consecrated items, for which one is liable
to receive the death penalty, as this oﬀense is punishable by death at
the hand of Heaven?N Since one cannot logically deduce this principle, the verse states “through error” to exclude one who acted
intentionally.
NOTES

Misuse of consecrated items, for which one is liable to receive
the death penalty at the hand of Heaven – ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ׁ ֶש ִחיֵּ יב ָ ּב ּה
מ ָיתה:ִ It is generally accepted that karet is considered more stringent than a divinely enacted penalty. As such, how is it possible
to derive such an a fortiori argument? Some explain, based on

the Jerusalem Talmud, that when one is punished with death at
the hand of Heaven his property is also destroyed, unlike one
who is punished with karet. Therefore, in this regard, death at
the hand of Heaven is indeed more stringent than karet (Tosefot
Rabbeinu Peretz).
: פרק ב׳ דף לב. Perek II . 32b
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יה ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ְל ַרב
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ ָ  ֵמ ִﬠ, ַהאי ַּת ָּנא:ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ָא ִבין
יק ָרא
ימא
ָ  ו ְּל ַב ּסוֹף ַא ִּל,יה ָּכ ֵרת
ָ ַא ִּל
ּ ימא ֵל
!?יתה
ָ יה ִמ
ּ ֵל

And Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said to Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin in wonderment with regard to this baraita: This tanna initially considers the
punishment of karet to be stronger by assuming that misuse of consecrated property was less severe because it was not punished by karet,
and subsequently he considers the punishment of death at the hand
of Heaven to be stronger by stating that one cannot deduce this
principle from other sins whose punishment is not death at the hand
of Heaven.

 ִאם, ל ֹא:יה; ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר ִמצְ וֹת – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ל ֹא ַחיָּ יב
ֹאמר
ַ  ּת,יתה ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
ָ ָ ּב ֶהן ִמ
ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה – ׁ ֶש ַחיָּ יב ָ ּב ּה ִמ ָיתה ְ ּב ָפחוֹת
ָּח דַּ ְﬠ ְּתך  ָּתנו:יה
ּ  וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל.ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
 ַמאי:יה
ּ ׁ ֶש ִה ַּנ ְח ָּת ֶאת דַּ ְﬠ ִּתי וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יה
ּ נִיחו ָּתא? דְּ ַר ָ ּבה וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ׁ ָשד ּו ֵ ּב
יה דַּ ֲא ַמר
ּ  ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל:נַ ְר ָ ּגא

And Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin said to him that it is possible to maintain the
accepted position that karet is more stringent by explaining that this
is what he is saying: No, these are incomparable for the following
reason: If you say that one is exempt from an oﬀering when he violates
the rest of the mitzvot, for which one is not liable to receive death
at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk of a forbidden
substance, shall you also say that this is the case with regard to misuse of consecrated property, for which one is liable to receive death
at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk? Rav Naĥman
bar Yitzĥak said to him: May your mind be settled, as you have
settled my mind and put it at ease by answering this question that
was troubling me. Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin said to him: What is settling
about this explanation? Rabba and Rav Sheshet threw an axe at my
answer; i.e., they reject my explanation, as follows: Who did you hear
that said

Perek II
Daf 33 Amud a
HALAKHA

One who intentionally misuses consecrated items –
הזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה:ִ One who intentionally misuses consecrated property violates a negative commandment and is
flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 1:3).
NOTES

Sin with regard to misuse of consecrated items and sin
with regard to teruma – ח ְטא ֵח ְטא ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה:ֵ The Rabbis
accept this verbal analogy and use it to derive other laws.
However, they also have other derivations that teach that
one who intentionally misuses consecrated property is
not punished with the death penalty (Tosefot Rabbeinu
Peretz).

.יתה – ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא
ָ  ִהזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ִמthat one who intentionally misuses consecrated itemsH is liable to
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ִהזִּ יד ִ ּב ְמ ִﬠ ָילה: דְּ ַתנְ יָ אreceive death at the hand of Heaven? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As
. ְ ּב ַאזְ ָה ָרה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים, ְ ּב ִמ ָיתהit was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who intentionally
misuses consecrated items, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that he is
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. The Rabbis say: he
violates a warning, a standard prohibition, and is flogged.
:ּ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהוThe Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Ye ַמה ְּתרו ָּמה, ָ ּג ַמר ֵח ְטא ֵח ְטא ִמ ְּתרו ָּמהhuda HaNasi? From where does he derive his opinion? Rabbi Ab.יתה
ָ יתה – ַאף ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ִמ
ָ  ְ ּב ִמbahu said: He derives it by means of a verbal analogy between the
word sin stated with regard to misuse of consecrated items and the
word sin stated with regard to teruma.N With regard to misuse of
consecrated items, the verse states: “If any one commits a trespass,
and sins through error, in the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus
: ); with regard to teruma, the verse states: “Lest they bear sin for it,
and die due to it, if they profane it” (Leviticus : ). Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi makes the following comparison: Just as eating teruma is
punishable by the death penalty, so too, misusing consecrated items
is punishable by the death penalty.
 ַמה ְּתר ּו ָמה ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת – ַאף, ּו ִמ ָּינ ּהFrom this verbal analogy, the comparison between teruma and misuse
. ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ תof consecrated property can be extended to other issues as well: Just
as one is punished only for eating at least an olive-bulk of teruma, so
too, one is punished for misusing consecrated items only if there is
at least an olive-bulk of consecrated items. This indicates that the
baraita cannot be explained in accordance with the opinion of Abba
Shaul, who requires that the item be worth at least a peruta.
 ִמ ַּמאי דְּ ַר ִ ּבי:ו ַּמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
יה? דִּ ְיל ָמא ְּכ ַא ָ ּבא
ּ ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
 יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ּה: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ ׁ ָשאוּל ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
ׁ ָשוֶ ה ּ ְפרו ָּטה – ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ֵלית ָ ּב ּה
.ַּכזַּ יִ ת
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Perek II . 33a . .פרק ב׳ דף לג

Rav Pappa strongly objects to Rav Sheshet and Rabba’s rejection of
the explanation of the baraita: From where do you know that Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
that one is only punished after eating an olive-bulk of teruma? Perhaps
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, who said
one is liable for eating teruma provided the food contains the value
of a peruta of teruma, even if it is less than an olive-bulk. As the
halakhot of misuse of consecrated items are derived from teruma, one
is liable for eating both teruma and consecrated items only if the object
is worth at least a peruta. As such, Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin’s explanation
of the baraita should not be rejected.

