NOTES

If one pasted bread inside a pot and lit a torch
opposite it – ה ְד ִ ּביק ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וַ ֲאבו ָּקה ְּכנֶ גְ דּ וֹ:ִ Some
commentaries explain that this question is referring to a pot (see Tosafot). The statement that this
is performed by most poor people does not mean
that paupers bake bread in a pot in this fashion,
but rather that they heat ovens in this manner, and
therefore the same halakha should apply if one
heats a pot in this way (Tosefot Rid).
HALAKHA

Ĥalla from dough of second-tithe produce – ַח ָּלה
מ ִﬠ ַּיסת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר:ֵ One is obligated to separate ĥalla from
dough of the second tithe in Jerusalem (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:4).

, דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ִא ְיל ּ ָפס ּ ְפטו ִּרין,ל ֹא
.וְ ָה ָכא – ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָחזַ ר וַ ֲא ָפאוֹ ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
–  ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ָחזַ ר וַ ֲא ָפאוֹ ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר:דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ָס ַבר
 ֵאין ֶל ֶחם: וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָס ַבר,יה
ּ ֶל ֶחם ָק ֵרינַן ֵ ּב
ּ ָ  וְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ֵמ ִﬠ,יק ָרא
ּ ָ ֶא ָּלא ָה ָאפוּי ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר ֵמ ִﬠ
יק ָרא
.יה – ָלאו ֶל ֶחם הוּא
ּ ֵָלאו ַ ּב ַּתנּ וּר ַא ְפי

The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it is possible to say that
everyone agrees that the owner of bread prepared as pot-boiled
stew is exempt from ĥalla, and here they disagree with regard to a
case where one subsequently baked it in the oven. The first tanna
maintains that since one subsequently baked it in the oven, it is
called bread, and one must separate ĥalla from it. And Rabbi Yehuda maintains that bread is nothing other than that which is
initially baked in an oven, and since this food was not initially
baked in an oven, it is not classified as bread.

: ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה – דִּ ְכ ִתיב: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is written:
נָשים ַל ְח ְמ ֶכם ְ ּב ַתנּ וּר ֶא ָחד״ ֶל ֶחם
ִ ׁ “ ״וְ ָאפ ּו ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשרAnd ten women shall bake your bread in one oven” (Leviticus
: ). Rava learns from this verse that bread baked in one oven is
 וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָאפוּי,ָה ָאפוּי ְ ּב ַתנּ וּר ֶא ָחד – ָקרוּי ֶל ֶחם
called bread, and that which is not baked in one oven, but rather
,ְ ּב ַתנּ וּר ֶא ָחד – ֵאין ָקרוּי ֶל ֶחם
in several diﬀerent vessels, is not called bread.
 וִ ֵיתיב,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ֵ יוֹסף ַא
ֵ יְ ֵתיב ַר ָ ּבה וְ ַרב
ּ חוֹר
יה ַר ָ ּבה ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יה דְּ עו ָּּלא
ּ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ַק ֵּמ
 ִה ְד ִ ּביק ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים:ֵיה ֵמעו ָּּלא
ּ  ְ ּב ֵﬠי ִמ ּינ:זֵ ָירא
ימא
ָ  ַמאי ֵא:יה
ּ יח ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ ַמהוּ? ֲא ַמר ֵל וְ ִה ְר ִּת
 ֵהי נִיה ּו: ֲא ַמר ִלי,יה
ּ יה? דְּ ִאי ָא ִמינָ א ֵל
ּ ֵל
?ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ִא ְיל ּ ָפס

Rabba and Rav Yosef sat behind Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Zeira sat
before Ulla to hear him teach Torah. Rabba said to Rabbi Zeira:
Raise the following dilemma of Ulla: If one pasted bread inside a
pot and heated it from the outside, what is the halakha? Is one
obligated to separate ĥalla from this bread? He said to him: Why
should I say this question to Ulla? For if I say this to him, he will
say to me: What is the halakha with regard to bread prepared as
pot-boiled stew? In other words, he will reply that my question is
eﬀectively the same as that well-known case.

ֵיה
ֵ יה ַרב
ּ  ְ ּבע ּו ִמ ּינ:יוֹסף ְל ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.ּ ִה ְד ִ ּביק ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וַ ֲאבו ָּקה ְּכנֶ גְ דּ וֹ ַמהו,ֵמעו ָּּלא
,יה
ָ  ַמאי ֵא:יה
ּ יה? דְּ ִאי ָא ִמינָ א ֵל
ּ ימא ֵל
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.עוֹשין ֵּכן
ׂ ִ  רוֹב ֲﬠנִיִּ ים:ֲא ַמר ִלי

Rav Yosef further said to Rabbi Zeira: Raise the following dilemma of Ulla: If one pasted bread inside a pot and lit a torch
opposite it,N what is the halakha? He again said to him: Why
should I say this question to Ulla? As if I say this to him, he will
say to me: The majority of poor people do this when they use a
pot for cooking, and therefore this too should be considered the
same as bread prepared like pot-boiled stew.

 ְל ִד ְב ֵרי,יסה ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי
ָּ  ִﬠ: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסיRav Asi said: With regard to dough of second-tithe produce, in
 ְל ִד ְב ֵרי, ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ּ ְפט ּו ָרה ִמן ַה ַח ָּלהaccordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir, one is exempt from
, ֲח ָכ ִמים – ַחיֶּ ֶיבת ַ ּב ַח ָּלהseparating ĥalla from it. The reason is that Rabbi Meir considers
second tithe to be consecrated property, which means that although
its owner is entitled to use this produce, it does not in fact belong
to him. By contrast, in accordance with the statement of the Rabbis, who maintain that second-tithe produce is the property of its
owner, one is obligated to separate ĥalla from it.H

Perek II
Daf 38 Amud a
HALAKHA

Matzot of second-tithe produce – ַמצּ וֹת ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
שנִי:
ֵ ׁ One can fulfill his obligation to eat matza on the
first night of Passover with second-tithe produce if
he is in Jerusalem, in accordance with the opinion of
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz
UMatza 6:8).
A citron of second-tithe produce – ֶא ְתרוֹג ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
שנִי:
ֵ ׁ One should avoid using a second-tithe citron to
fulfill his obligation to take the four species ab initio,
as he may render it susceptible to ritual impurity.
However, one who did so has fulfilled his obligation
after the fact, in accordance with the opinion of
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar
VeSukka VeLulav 8:2).

–  ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר, ַמ ּצוֹת ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִיWith regard to matzot of second-tithe produce:H In accordance
 ְל ִד ְב ֵרי,חוֹבתוֹ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ָ  ֵאין ָא ָדם יוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה יְ ֵדיwith the statement of Rabbi Meir, a person cannot fulfill his
.חוֹבתוֹ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ָ  ֲח ָכ ִמים – יוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ּה יְ ֵדיobligation to eat matza on the first night of Passover with this
matza. Rabbi Meir considers it consecrated property, and one
must eat matza that belongs to him, not consecrated property. In
accordance with the statement of the Rabbis, one can fulfill his
obligation with this type of matza on the first night of Passover.
–  ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ֶא ְתרוֹג ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי
 ְל ִד ְב ֵרי,חוֹבתוֹ ְ ּביוֹם טוֹב
ָ ֵאין יוֹצֵ א ּבוֹ יְ ֵדי
חוֹבתוֹ ְ ּביוֹם
ָ ֲח ָכ ִמים – ָא ָדם יוֹצֵ א ּבוֹ יְ ֵדי
.טוֹב

The same dispute applies to a citron of second-tithe produce:H In
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir,N one cannot fulfill
his obligation to take the four species on the first day of the festival
of Sukkot with this citron. In accordance with the statement of the
Rabbis, a person can use this citron to fulfill his obligation on the
first day of the festival of Sukkot.

NOTES

Second-tithe produce, in accordance with the statement
of Rabbi Meir – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר:ַ Both the Rabbis and
Rabbi Meir agree that one is required to bring second-tithe
produce to Jerusalem, or if this is diﬃcult, he should redeem
it for money and take this money to Jerusalem. After reaching Jerusalem, the owner must eat the second-tithe produce
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or food purchased with the second-tithe money. Nevertheless, the Rabbis and Rabbi Meir disagree as to whether this
second-tithe produce is considered the property of its owner.
According to the Rabbis, despite the fact that the Torah imposed certain limitations with regard to the place where it
may be eaten, second-tithe produce is in the legal possession

of its owner. Conversely, Rabbi Meir maintains that the status
of second-tithe produce is that of consecrated property, and
the Torah permits the owner to consume this oﬀering only
in Jerusalem. This dispute is the basis for the diﬀerent opinions with regard to using second tithe for purposes other than
ordinary consumption.

– יסה
ָּ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִﬠ: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa strongly objects to this statement: Granted, one must separate
.יכם״ – ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ֶכם
ֶ ״ﬠ ִריס ֵֹת
ֲ : דִּ ְכ ִתיבĥalla from this dough, as it is written: “Of the first of your dough you shall
give to the Lord a portion [ĥalla] for a gift throughout your generations”
(Numbers : ). This verse can be read in a very precise manner, so that the
expression “your dough” indicates that ĥalla is separated only from dough
that belongs to you.
, ״ו ְּל ַק ְח ֶּתם ָל ֶכם״: ֶא ְתרוֹג נַ ִמי – דִּ ְכ ִתיבWith regard to a citron too, a similar conclusion can be drawn, as it is writ ִמי, ֶא ָּלא ַמ ָ ּצה.״ל ֶכם״ – ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ֶכם יְ ֵהא
ָ ten: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first day a fruit of goodly
?״מ ַ ּצ ְת ֶכם״
ַ  ְּכ ִתיבtrees, branches of palm trees, and boughs of thick trees and willows of the
brook” (Leviticus : ). Here too, the expression “for yourselves” indicates that what you take must belong to you. However, with regard to
matza, is it written that you must use your own matza? Since there is no
such requirement, it stands to reason that even consecrated matza is valid
for this mitzva.
ימר ַ ּבר
ָ ֵימא ַרב י
ָ ית
ֵ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא וְ ִא
 ְּכ ִתיב, ָא ְתיָ א ֶל ֶחם ֶל ֶחם:ׁ ְש ָל ְמיָ א
 ״וְ ָהיָ ה: ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם,״ל ֶחם עֹנִי״
ֶ :ָה ָכא
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן.ַ ּב ֲא ָכ ְל ֶכם ִמ ֶּל ֶחם ָה ָא ֶרץ״
.ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ֶכם – ַאף ָּכאן ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ֶכם

Rava said, and some say Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said: This principle can
be derived by means of a verbal analogy between “bread” and “bread.” It
is written here, with regard to matza: “Poor man’s bread” (Deuteronomy
: ), and it is written there, with regard to ĥalla: “And it shall be that when
you eat of the bread of the land, you shall set apart a portion for a gift to
the Lord” (Numbers : ). Just as there, in the case of ĥalla, it must be
separated only from food that belongs to you, so too here, with regard to
matza, it must be prepared only from produce that belongs to you.

יסה ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָּ  ִﬠ:יה
ָ ֵל
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ׁ ֵשנִי ּ ְפטו ָּרה ִמן ַה ַח ָּלה
ימא
ָ  ֵל.יבת
ֶ ֶ ַח יּ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים
! ְְמ ַסיַּ יע?! ַהיְ ינ ּו ַהך

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports Rav
Asi: With regard to dough of second-tithe produce, one is exempt from
separating ĥalla from it; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: One is obligated in this mitzva. Since this is a conclusive proof, the
Gemara expresses surprise at the formulation: Let us say that it supports
him. This statement is identical to that one; i.e., the ruling of the baraita is
identical to Rav Asi’s opinion.

ימא ִמדִּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ָ  ֵל:(יה
ּ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר ֵ)ל
: אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא, ְ ּב ָהנָ ךְ נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י,יסה
ָּ ָ ּב ִﬠ
יכם
ֶ ״ﬠ ִריס ֵֹת
ֲ  דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ׁ ָשאנֵ י ָה ָתם
.ימנֵי
ְ ִיכם״ ְּת ֵרי ז
ֶ ֲﬠ ִריס ֵֹת

The Gemara explains: This is what the statement: Let us say, is saying: Let
us say from the fact that they disagree with regard to dough, so too, they
disagree with regard to these other issues. Or perhaps it is diﬀerent there,
with regard to ĥalla, as it is written: “Your dough,” “your dough,” twice.
This repetition might indicate that the mitzva of ĥalla applies only to one
who maintains full ownership of the dough. Although Rabbi Meir contends
that one need not separate ĥalla from second-tithe produce, he does not
necessarily issue a similar ruling with regard to matza or a citron, as there is
no explicit proof to this eﬀect.

 ַמה ּו ׁ ֶשיֵּ צֵ א:ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁיש
חוֹבתוֹ ְ ּב ַח ָּלה ׁ ֶשל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ ָא ָדם יְ ֵדי
יוֹסי
ֵ יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ ׁ ֵשנִי ִ ּביר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם? ַא ִּל
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא,יב ֵﬠי ָל ְך
ּ ָ ילי – ָלא ִּת
ִ ַה ְ ּג ִל
?יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ  ְ ּב ַח ָּלתוֹ ִמ,ְ ּבחו ִּּלין ָלא נָ ֵפיק
,יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ּ ָ יב ֵﬠי ָלךְ – ַא ִּל
ּ ָ ִּכי ִּת

Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with
regard to the possibility that a person can fulfill his obligation to eat matza
with ĥalla separated from second-tithe dough in Jerusalem? The Gemara
clarifies this dilemma: In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei
HaGelili, do not raise this dilemma. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili maintains that
one can fulfill his obligation to eat matza only with food that may be eaten
in a state of acute mourning. The Gemara explains why the dilemma does
not arise according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: Now that it has
been mentioned that one cannot fulfill his obligation with the non-sacred
portion of second-tithe produce, i.e., with that which was not sanctified
as ĥalla, is it necessary to mention that one cannot fulfill his obligation
with its ĥalla? When you raise the dilemma, it is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Akiva.

יטמ ּו יֵ ׁש
ְ ְ ּבחו ִּּלין הוּא דְּ נָ ֵפיק – דְּ ִאי ִמ
 ֲא ָבל ַח ָּלה דְּ ִאי,וֹשבוֹת
ָ ׁ יתר ַ ּב ּמ
ֵּ ָל ֶהן ֶה
,וֹשבוֹת
ָ ׁ יתר ַ ּב ּמ
ֵּ ִמ ְט ַמיָ א ֵלית ָל ּה ֶה
.וְ ִל ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה ָאזְ ָלא – ָלא נָ ֵפיק

The Gemara explains: Unlike Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Akiva does not interpret
the phrase “poor man’s bread [leĥem oni]” as though it were written with an
alef, which indicates that it is referring to the bread of acute mourning
[aninut], i.e., the period of mourning on the day of the death of a close relative. Consequently, the following dilemma arises: It can be suggested that
it is with the non-sacred portion of the second-tithe produce that one can
fulfill his obligation, for if the produce becomes ritually impure it can be
permitted to be eaten in any habitation in Israel after it has been redeemed.
Rabbi Akiva agrees that any food that can be eaten in an unrestricted manner
in certain circumstances can also be used for the obligation to eat matza.
However, with regard to ĥalla, which, if becomes ritually impure, cannot
be permitted to be eaten in any habitation, but goes, i.e., it is slated for
burning, this ĥalla cannot be used to fulfill one’s obligation.
. פרק ב׳ דף לח. Perek II . 38a
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NOTES

Since – הוֹאיל:
ִ This term, since, is used as an abbreviated heading for a halakhic rationale. Certain Sages apply this type of
reasoning broadly, whereas others limit or reject its application. The idea is that since a given prohibition does not apply
absolutely, as there are potential situations in which it does
not take eﬀect, the prohibition can be considered limited even
when the prohibition would otherwise pertain. The question of
two such claims, i.e., two since arguments, mentioned subsequently in the Gemara, addresses the extent of this reasoning,
as it can be claimed the rationale of since is limited to a single
hypothetical scenario.

הוֹאיל וְ ִאילּ ּו ל ֹא
ִ : ָא ְמ ִרינַן,אוֹ דִּ ְיל ָמא
יט ֵּמי – ִאית ָל ּה
ַּ יה ׁ ֵשם וְ ִא
ָ ָק ָרא ָﬠ ֶל
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא,וֹשבוֹת וְ נָ ֵפיק ָ ּב ּה
ָ ׁ יתר ַ ּב ּמ
ֵּ ֶה
.נַ ִמי נָ ֵפיק

Or perhaps we say: Since,N if one had not designated the produce as ĥalla and it had become ritually impure, it could be redeemed and be permitted to be eaten in any habitation, and one
could fulfill the obligation of matza with it, now too, one can
fulfill his obligation with it, despite the fact that it has been designated as ĥalla. Since the sanctity is not inherent in the dough
itself, it does not undermine its status as fit for matza.

יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ  ָהא וַ דַּ אי ָלא ִּת:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאSome say a diﬀerent version of this analysis: With regard to this
יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ  ִּכי ִּת.״הוֹאיל״
ִ
 דְּ וַ דַּ אי ָא ְמ ִרינַן, ְ ָלךcase, certainly do not raise the dilemma, as here we certainly
.ּח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי  ַח ָּלה ַה ָּלקו: ְ ָלךapply the principle of: Since, as stated above. In other words, there
is no doubt that ĥalla taken from second-tithe produce can be
used for matza, as its sanctity is not inherent. Rather, when you
raise the dilemma, it is with regard to ĥalla that was purchased
with second-tithe money, as this type of food can be ritually
purified if it becomes ritually impure.
 ֵּכיוָ ן,יב ֵﬠי ָל ְך
ּ ָ יבא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ָלא ִּת
ּ ָ וְ ַא ִּל
 ִּכי.דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי יִ ּ ָפ ֶדה – ַהיְ ינ ּו ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
,יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ָ יב ֵﬠי ָל ְך – ַא ִּל
ּ ָ ִּת
.דְּ ָא ַמר יִ ָ ּק ֵבר

And furthermore, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis,
do not raise this dilemma, since they say that it can be redeemed
for a second time; this case is identical to the case of second-tithe
produce itself. In this regard, the Rabbis do not distinguish between the money with which the second tithe was redeemed and
the second-tithe produce itself. Rather, when you raise the dilemma, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda,
who said that an object that was purchased with second-tithe
money and that became ritually impure must be buried.

ּח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי  ַה ָּל קו: דִּ ְתנַ ןAs we learned in a mishna with regard to food that was purchased
H
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְט ָמא – יִ ּ ָפ ֶדהwith second-tithe money that became ritually impure, this
ritually
impure
food
should
be
redeemed
for
money,
with
which
.יִ ָ ּק ֵבר
one must purchase other food. Rabbi Yehuda says: It should be
buried. Since this food was merely purchased with second-tithe
money, it does not have the same degree of sanctity as the tithe
itself. Therefore, its status as a second-tithe object cannot be transferred to yet a third object. Consequently, if it becomes impure, it
cannot be redeemed for money but must be buried as an item for
which there is no use.
,ּח ָהוֵ י הוֹאיל וְ ִאי ל ֹא ָלקו
ִ :ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַן
– יט ֵּמי
ַּ יה ׁ ֵשם וְ ִא
ִ ְו
ּ הוֹאיל וְ ל ֹא ָק ָרא ָﬠ ֶל
– יה
ָ ׁ יתר ַ ּב ּמ
ֵּ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ֶה
ּ וֹשבוֹת וְ נָ ֵפיק ֵ ּב
.יה
ּ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא נַ ִמי נָ ֵפיק ֵ ּב

The Gemara clarifies the aforementioned dilemma: Do we say
the following: Since, if it were not purchased with second-tithe
money, and furthermore, since, if one had not designated it
as ĥalla and it became ritually impure, this produce would be
permitted to be eaten in any habitation, one can therefore fulfill
his obligation with it even after its status has changed by being
purchased with second-tithe money and designated as ĥalla?

,הוֹאיל – ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ִ  ַחד:יל ָמא
ְ ִּ אוֹ דOr perhaps we say one of these logical arguments starting with:
:הוֹאיל – ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן? ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
ִ  ְּת ֵריSince, but we do not say two arguments of: Since. If so, one can. ׁ ֵשם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ַחד הוּא, ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָראnot fulfill his obligation with matza of ĥalla separated from second
tithe. Rava said: It stands to reason that the category of tithe is
a single designation. In other words, provided that the food is
included in the general framework of second tithe, it can be used
for matza, and this applies even to the ĥalla separated from second
tithe.
 ְמנָ א.״ח ַּלת ּת ָוֹדה ו ְּר ִק ֵיקי נָ זִ יר וכו׳״
ַ We learned in the mishna that if one prepared the loaves of a
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא: ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי? ֲא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהthanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers for himself, he cannot use
them to fulfill his obligation to eat matza on Passover.H The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rabba said:
As the verse states:

HALAKHA

Food that was purchased with second-tithe money that
became ritually impure – ּח ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ ְִט ָמא ה ָּלקו:ַ Fruit
that was purchased with second-tithe money and that became ritually impure should be redeemed for money. With
this money, one should purchase food that must be eaten
in Jerusalem, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 7:1–2).
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Matza prepared from the loaves of a thanks-oﬀering – ַמ ָ ּצה
מ ַח ַּלת ּת ָוֹדה:ֵ If one prepared loaves for a thanks-oﬀering or a
nazirite’s wafers to bring with his own oﬀering, he cannot use
them to fulfill his obligation to eat matza. However, if one
baked these loaves to sell in the market, he may use them to
fulfill the obligation to eat matza (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 6:9).

Perek II
Daf 38 Amud b
״ ּו ׁ ְש ַמ ְר ֶּתם ֶאת ַה ַּמ ּצוֹת״ – ַמ ָ ּצה
 יָ צְ ָתה זוֹ,ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ָ ּצה
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ָ ּצה ֶא ָּלא
.ְל ׁשוּם זֶ ַבח

“And you shall guard the matzot” (Exodus : ). This verse teaches that one may use only matza that has been guarded from becoming leavened for the purpose of matza, i.e., with the intention of
fulfilling one’s obligation of matza with it. This explanation excludes
this matza, which was prepared for a nazirite or a thanks-oﬀering
and which was not guarded for the purpose of matza but for the
purpose of a sacrifice.

״ש ְב ַﬠת
ִ ׁ : ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,יוֹסף ָא ַמר
ֵ ַרב
ֹאכלוּ״ – ַמ ָ ּצה ַה ּנ ֱֶא ֶכ ֶלת
ֵ יָ ִמים ַמ ּצוֹת ּת
 יָ צְ ָתה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה,ְל ׁ ִש ְב ַﬠת יָ ִמים
נֶ ֱא ֶכ ֶלת ְל ׁ ִש ְב ַﬠת יָ ִמים ֶא ָּלא ְליוֹם
.וָ ַליְ ָלה

Rav Yosef said a diﬀerent reason: One may not use matza prepared
for a nazirite or a thanks-oﬀering because the verse states: “Seven
days you shall eat matzot” (Exodus : ), which indicates that one
can fulfill his obligation only with matza that can be eaten for all
seven days. This requirement excludes this matza, which is of nazirite’s wafers or the loaves of a thanks-oﬀering and which cannot
be eaten for seven days,N but only for one day and one night.

יה
ֵ ָ וְ ַתנְיָא ְּכו,יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבה
ֵ ַָּתנְיָא ְּכו
ּ ות
ּ ות
 יָ כוֹל:יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבה
ֵ ָ ַּתנְיָא ְּכו.יוֹסף
ֵ דְּ ַרב
ּ ות
ּל
חוֹבתוֹ ְ ּב ַח וֹת ּת ָוֹדה ו ְּר ִק ֵיקי
ָ יֵ צֵ א יְ ֵדי
 ״ו ׁ ְּש ַמ ְר ֶּתם ֶאת:לוֹמר
ַ נָ זִ יר – ַּת ְלמוּד
ַה ַּמ ּצוֹת״ – ַמ ָ ּצה ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ׁ ֵשם
 יָ צְ ָתה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת,ַמ ָ ּצה
.ְל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ָ ּצה ֶא ָּלא ְל ׁשוּם זֶ ַבח

The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in accordance
with the opinion of Rabba, and it was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef. The Gemara elaborates:
It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabba:
I might have thought that one can fulfill his obligation to eat
matza with the loaves of a thanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers;
therefore, the verse states: “And you shall guard the matzot,” indicating that one must use matza that has been guarded from becoming leavened for the purpose of matza on Passover. This requirement excludes this matza, which was not guarded for the
purpose of matza but for the purpose of a sacrifice.

 יָ כוֹל יֵ צֵ א:יוֹסף
ֵ יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ַָּתנְיָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
חוֹבתוֹ ְ ּב ַח ּלוֹת ּת ָוֹדה
ָ
ָא ָדם יְ ֵדי
״ש ְב ַﬠת
ִ ׁ :לוֹמר
ַ  ַּת ְלמוּד,ו ְּר ִק ֵיקי נָ זִ יר
ֹאכלוּ״ – ַמ ָ ּצה ַה ּנ ֱֶא ֶכ ֶלת
ֵ יָ ִמים ַמ ּצוֹת ּת
 יָ צְ ָתה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה נֶ ֱא ֶכ ֶלת,ְל ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה
.ְל ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה ֶא ָּלא ְליוֹם וָ ַליְ ָלה

It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Yosef: I might have thought that a person can fulfill his obligation
to eat matza with the loaves of a thanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s
wafers; therefore, the verse states: “Seven days you shall eat matzot,” from which it is inferred that one must fulfill this obligation
with matza that can be eaten for all seven days. This requirement
excludes this matza, as it cannot be eaten for seven days but only
for a day and a night.

NOTES

Matza that cannot be eaten for seven days – ַמ ָ ּצה ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה
נֶ ֱא ֶכ ֶלת ְל ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה: Some commentaries explain that this matza
of a thanks-oﬀering accompanied an oﬀering that was actually sacrificed. Once this animal was slaughtered, the matza
could be eaten only for the remainder of that day and the
following night. However, others contend that if the mishna
were speaking about this type of matza, it would have drawn
a distinction between matza for which an oﬀering had been
slaughtered, which cannot be used on Passover, and matza
that had not been designated for an oﬀering that was slaughtered, which may be used on the Festival. For this reason, it
is more logical to explain the Gemara in accordance with
Rashi’s explanation, that the oﬀering was not yet slaughtered
(Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz).

״ל ֶחם עֹנִי״ – ִמי
ֶ יה ִמ
ּ  וְ ֵת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara asks a question of both opinions: And let him derive
 יָ צָ א זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ, ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ָכל ַ ּב ֲאנִינוּתthis halakha, that one cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with
! נֶ ֱא ָכל ַ ּב ֲאנִינוּת ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ִ ׂש ְמ ָחהthe loaves of a thanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers, from the phrase
“bread of aﬄiction [leĥem oni]” (Deuteronomy : ). According
to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, this phrase means: One can fulfill his obligation to eat matza only with food that may be eaten in a state of
acute mourning. This requirement excludes this matza, i.e., the
loaves of the thanks-oﬀering and the nazirite wafers, which is not
eaten in a state of acute mourning but in a state of joy, as an acute
mourner is prohibited from eating sacrificial foods.
 דְּ ָא ַמר ״עֹנִי״, ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאThe Gemara answers: Rabba and Rav Yosef both maintain in ac. ְּכ ִתיבcordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said that since oni,
meaning poverty, is written, the matza must be bread of poverty.
According to Rabbi Akiva, this phrase does not teach the halakha
pertaining to consumption by acute mourners.
!יה ַמ ָ ּצה ֲﬠ ׁ ִש ָירה
ּ יה דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל
ּ  וְ ֵת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara asks another question: And let him derive this halakha,
that one cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with the loaves of
a thanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers, from the fact that it is matza
ashira, enhanced matza, as both the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering
and the nazirite’s wafers contain oil. Matza that contains ingredients
besides flour and water is classified as matza ashira and cannot be
used for the mitzva of eating matza on the first night of Passover.
יﬠית
ִ  ְר ִב: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחקShmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak said: This is an incorrect definition, as the
. ו ִּמ ְת ַח ֶּל ֶקת ִהיא ְל ַכ ָּמה ַחלּ וֹת, ִהיאtotal amount of oil in these loaves or wafers is only a quarter-log,
and as this small amount of oil is divided between several loaves,
it is nullified in the mixture. Consequently, the loaves of the thanksoﬀering and the nazirite’s wafers are not matza ashira.
: פרק ב׳ דף לח. Perek II . 38b
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יה דְּ ֵאינָ ן נֶ ֱא ָכלוֹת ְ ּב ָכל
ּ  וְ ֵת ּיפוֹק ֵלThe Gemara again asks: And let him derive this halakha, that one
cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with the loaves of a thanks!מוֹשבוֹת
ָׁ
oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers from that fact that these types of bread
cannot be eaten in every habitation. It was previously stated that
the obligation to eat matza can be fulfilled only with food that can
be eaten anywhere in Israel, whereas oﬀerings may be eaten only in
Jerusalem.
אוֹמ ֶרת ַחלּ וֹת
ֶ  זֹאת: ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁישReish Lakish said: That is to say, the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering
N
 ּת ָוֹדה ּו ְר ִק ֵיקי נָ זִ יר נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין ְ ּבנוֹבand the nazirite’s wafers may be eaten in Nov and Givon. In other
. וְ גִ ְבעוֹןwords, the omission of this reason indicates that oﬀerings could have
been sacrificed on the communal altars during the period when
improvised altars were permitted, before the Temple was built. These
oﬀerings are not among those that can be sacrificed only: “In the
place that the Lord shall choose” (Deuteronomy : ). This means
that during that period the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering and the nazirite’s wafers could indeed have been eaten anywhere, as improvised
altars were built in any place. Consequently, even after the Temple
was built, the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering and the nazirite’s wafers
are still considered fit to be eaten anywhere in Israel.
 ׁ ָש ַא ְל ִּתי, ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְיל ַﬠאי:ַּתנְ יָ א
 ַמה ּו ׁ ֶשיֵּ צֵ א ָא ָדם:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֶאת ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
:ְ ּב ַחלּ וֹת ּת ָוֹדה ו ְּר ִק ֵיקי נָ זִ יר? ָא ַמר ִלי
אתי וְ ׁ ָש ַא ְל ִּתי ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי
ִ  ָ ּב.ל ֹא ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי
 ֲה ֵרי ָא ְמר ּו ַח ּלוֹת: ָא ַמר ִלי,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
– ּת ָוֹדה ו ְּר ִק ֵיקי נָ זִ יר ׁ ֶש ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָאן ְל ַﬠצְ מוֹ
–  ִל ְמ ּכוֹר ַ ּב ׁ ּשוּק,ֵאין ָא ָדם יוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ֶהן
.יוֹצֵ א ָ ּב ֶהן

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ilai said: I asked Rabbi Eliezer
ben Hyrcanus: What is the halakha with regard to the possibility that
a person can fulfill the obligation to eat matza with the loaves of a
thanks-oﬀering or a nazirite’s wafers? He said to me: I did not hear
anything about this issue. I went and asked Rabbi Yehoshua, who
said to me: They said, concerning loaves for a thanks-oﬀering or
a nazirite’s wafers that one prepared for his own oﬀering, that a
person cannot fulfill his obligation with them. However, if one
baked them to sell in the market, he can fulfill his obligation with
them.

יתי דְּ ָב ִרים ִל ְפ נֵ י
ִ ֵאתי וְ ִה ְרצ
ִ ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב
 ֵהן ֵהן, ְ ּב ִרית: ָא ַמר ִלי,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
.ַהדְּ ָב ִרים ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֶא ְמר ּו לוֹ ְלמ ׁ ֶֹשה ְ ּב ִסינַי
 ֵהן ֵהן ַהדְּ ָב ִרים, ְ ּב ִרית:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ ִא
ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֶא ְמר ּו לוֹ ְלמ ׁ ֶֹשה ְ ּב ִסינַי?! וְ ָלא
?ַט ְﬠ ָמא ַ ּב ֲﬠיָ א

When I returned and recited these matters to Rabbi Eliezer, he
said to me in excitement: By the covenant, these are the very
mattersN that were stated to Moses on Mount Sinai. Rabbi Eliezer
swore that this halakha had been transmitted over the generations
going back to Moses on Mount Sinai. Some say he spoke in astonishment: By the covenant! Are these in fact the matters that were
stated to Moses on Mount Sinai? And doesn’t this halakha require
a reason? Since there is no explicit tradition in this regard, it is
necessary to provide a reason for this distinction.

 ּכֹל ַל ׁ ּשוּק:וְ ַט ְﬠ ָמא ַמאי? ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
–  ִאי ִמזְ דַּ ֵ ּבן: ָא ַמר, ְימ ַלך
ְ לוֹכי ִמ
ֵ ימ
ְּ ִא
 ִאי ָלא ִמזְ דַּ ֵ ּבן – ֵא ּיפוֹק ְ ּבה ּו,ִמזְ דַּ ֵ ּבן
.ֲאנָ א

The Gemara asks: And indeed, what is the reason for this distinction
between these loaves one prepared for himself and those he intended to sell in the market? Rabba said: With regard to anything
sold in the market, the merchant may change his mind about it.
He might say: If it is sold, it is sold; but if it is not sold for an oﬀering, I will fulfill my obligation to eat matza with it. Since the merchant had in mind from the outset that these matzot might be used
for the mitzva on Passover, he is permitted to use them to fulfill his
obligation.

NOTES

Nov and Givon – נוֹב וְ גִ ְבעוֹן: Diﬀerent halakhot apply to the
three places where oﬀerings were permitted at some stage
to be sacrificed, namely, a small improvised altar, a great altar,
and the Temple. A small altar was a private altar built by an
individual for his own personal use. When it was permitted to
do so, even non-priests sacrificed oﬀerings on an improvised
altar of this kind, although only a limited group of animal oﬀerings could be sacrificed. These types of improvised altars were
primarily used during the period of the Judges. A great altar was
built for communal use, e.g., in Nov and Givon, and all of Israel
brought their oﬀerings to these places before the Temple was
built. However, as the Ark of the Covenant was not present in
these places and no permanent structure was built, they were
never fully functional as a temple.
The Sages disagree with regard to which types of oﬀerings
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were permitted to be sacrificed in these places. However, in
places such as Shiloh, where a temporary temple was constructed, all oﬀerings could be brought during that period, and
there were only minor diﬀerences between its status and that
of the eventual Temple in Jerusalem.
By the covenant, these are the matters –  ֵהן ֵהן ַהדְּ ָב ִרים,ב ִרית:ּ ְ
Some commentaries maintain that, according to the first version of his statement, Rabbi Eliezer is expressing astonishment:
Is this what was stated to Moses on Mount Sinai? According to
the second version, it is Rabbi Yehoshua who states that this
is indeed a tradition going back to Moses on Mount Sinai, but
he adds that a reason is nonetheless required to justify this
distinction, as even halakhot based on ancient traditions must
be based on logical grounds (Arukh).

