 ַא ַּמאי,וְ ֶא ָּלא ַמאי – ּ ֵפר ּו ָרא דְּ א ּו ׁ ְש ָּכ ֵפי
קוֹלן ׁ ֶשל
ָ ?סוֹפ ִרים
ְ קוֹלן ׁ ֶשל
ָ יה ַהאי
ּ ָק ֵרי ֵל
:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַ ׁ יה! ָא ַמר ַרב
ּ ָ ַרצְ ָﬠנִין ִמ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
יה
ָ ְל
ּ  ו ַּמאי ָק ֵרי ֵל,עוֹלם ּ ֵפרו ָּרא דְּ א ּו ׁ ְש ָּכ ֵפי
סוֹפ ִרים נַ ִמי ְמ ַד ְ ּב ִקין
ְ ְּסוֹפ ִרים – ד
ְ קוֹלן ׁ ֶשל
ָ
.יהן
ֶ ירוֹת
ֵ ְָ ּבה ּו נְי

The Gemara answers with another question: Rather what, will
you say that this is referring to shoemakers’ glue? If so, why did
the authors of the mishna call it bookmakers’ glue [kolan shel
soferim]? It should have been called shoemakers’ glue [kolan
shel ratzanin]. Rav Oshaya said: Actually, one should explain
that kolan is referring to shoemakers’ glue; and why is it called
bookmakers’ glue? The reason is that bookmakers also use it
to attach their pages. During the time of the mishna, this paste
was referred to as bookmakers’ glue.

.נָשים וכו׳״
ִ ׁ יטי
ֵ אוֹמר ַאף ַּת ְכ ׁ ִש
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַ״ר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
:ימא
ָ נָשים ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ?! ֶא ָּלא ֵא
ִ ׁ יטי
ֵ ַּת ְכ ׁ ִש
: דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב,נָשים
ִ ׁ ַאף ִט ּיפו ֵּלי
ְ ּבנוֹת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל

It is stated in the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says that women’s
adornments are also prohibited as leavened food. The Gemara
asks: Could it enter your mind to say that adornments made
from silver, gold, or woven materials contain leaven? Rather, say
instead that this means: Even women’s cosmetics or other
items used by women to enhance their skin are prohibited if they
contain leavened ingredients. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav
said: The Jewish women

 ְ ּבנוֹת,ׁ ֶש ִה ִ ּגיע ּו ְל ִפ ְר ָקן וְ ל ֹא ִה ִ ּגיע ּו ְל ׁ ָשנִים
 ְ ּבנוֹת ֲﬠ ׁ ִש ִירים,אוֹתן ַ ּב ִּסיד
ָ טוֹפלוֹת
ְ ֲﬠנִיִּ ים
 ְ ּבנוֹת ְמ ָל ִכים ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן,אוֹתן ַ ּב ּס ֶוֹלת
ָ טוֹפלוֹת
ְ
״׳ש ׁ ּ ָשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן
ִ ׁ : ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ַה ּמוֹר
.ַה ּמוֹר״

who reached physical maturity, but had not yet reached the
age of majority,N and women who sought to remove hair for
cosmetic purposes. They would smear daughters of the poor
with lime; they would smear daughters of the wealthy with
fine flour; they would smear daughters of kings with shemen
hamor, as it was stated: “For so were the days of their anointing
filled, six months with shemen hamor” (Esther : ).

Perek III
Daf 43 Amud a
NOTES

Who reached physical maturity but had not reached
the age of majority – ש ִה ִ ּגיע ּו ְל ִפ ְר ָקן וְ ל ֹא ִה ִ ּגיע ּו ְל ׁ ָשנִים:
ֶ ׁ Some
commentaries explain that this is referring to girls who
have reached the age of majority but whose bodies do
not yet show the signs of physical maturity. To expedite
puberty, they would spread ointments on their skin to
accelerate the growth of body hair (Arukh).
Olive oil from an olive that has not reached a third of its
growth – ש ֶמן זַ יִ ת ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵה ִביא ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש:
ֶ ׁ Some commentaries
explain that myrrh was added to the olive oil, and that it
was this combination that was called myrrh oil (Rambam’s
Commentary on the Torah).

:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַמאי ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַה ּמוֹר? ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר יִ ְר ְמיָ הThe Gemara asks: What is shemen hamor? Rav Huna bar Ĥiyya
L
 ׁ ֶש ֶמן זַ יִ ת: ַרב יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר, ְס ַט ְּכ ּתsaid: Setaket. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said: It is olive oil exan olive that has not yet reached a third of its
. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵה ִביא ׁ ְש ִל ׁישtracted from
growth;N the acidic oil is eﬀective as a depilatory.

It removes [mashir] the hair – יﬠר
ָ מ ׁ ּ ִשיר ֶאת ַה ּ ֵ ׂש:ַּ Some
commentaries cite an alternative version of the text: It
blackens [mashĥir] the hair. According to this explanation, it was designed to beautify rather than to serve as a
depilatory (Arukh).

 ָאנְ ּ ִפ ְיקנִין – ׁ ֶש ֶמן זַ יִ ת:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ַּתנְיָאIt was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that anpikninL is
 וְ ָל ָּמה ָס ִכין אוֹתוֹ – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵה ִביא ׁ ְש ִל ׁישolive oil from an olive that has not reached a third of its growth.
body? It is due to the fact that it
.יﬠר ו ְּמ ַﬠדֵּ ן ֶאת ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר
ָ  ׁ ֶש ַּמ ׁ ּ ִשיר ֶאת ַה ּ ֵ ׂשAnd why is it spread on the
removes [mashir] the hairN and pampers the skin.

Karet – כ ֵרת:ָּ A divine punishment for serious transgressions. The precise definition of the term is a matter of
debate among the commentaries, with opinions including premature or sudden death, barrenness and the death
of the sinner’s children, and excision of the soul from the
World-to-Come. Tractate Keritot mentions thirty-six transgressions punishable by karet, all of which are violations
of prohibitions, with two exceptions: Neglecting to sacrifice the Paschal lamb and failure to perform circumcision.
Karet applies only to a person who intentionally commits a
transgression. In certain instances, if the transgression was
committed in the presence of witnesses, the transgressor is subject to execution by an earthly court or to the
penalty of lashes. Anyone who inadvertently transgresses
one of the prohibitions punishable by karet must bring a
sin-oﬀering as atonement.

 ָא ַמר, ַּתנְיָא.״זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל ּכֹל ׁ ֶשהוּא ִמ ִּמין דָּ גָ ן״
 וְ ִכי ֵמ ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָשנִינ ּו ּכֹל ׁ ֶשהוּא:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
עוֹבר ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח – ָל ָּמה ָמנ ּו
ֵ ִמין דָּ גָ ן ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה
ֲח ָכ ִמים ֶאת ֵא ּל ּו – ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ָרגִ יל ָ ּב ֶהן
.יהן
ֶ מוֹת
ֵ ו ִּב ׁ ְש

The mishna states: This is the principle: One violates these
prohibitions on Passover with anything that is prepared from
a type of grain. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua
said: Now that we learned that by possessing anything that is
a type of grain one violates the prohibition against leaven during Passover, why did the Sages list these items individually?
They could have simply stated the principle. The baraita explains
that the Sages provided a list of prohibited foods so that one
would become familiar with these items and with their names,
so that it would become widely known that these foods contain
a small quantity of grain.

, דְּ ַההוּא ַ ּבר ַמ ַﬠ ְר ָבא ִא ְיק ַלע ְל ָב ֶבל,ִּכי ָהא
 ְק ִריב ּו ִלי:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהו.יה
ׂ ְ ֲהוָ ה ִ ּב
ּ יש ָרא ַ ּב ֲה ֵד
יה
ְ ִמ ְּת ִכ
ּ  ְק ִריב ּו ֵל: ׁ ָש ַמע דְּ ָק ָא ְמ ִרי.יל ָּתא
. ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ׁ ָש ַמע ּכו ָּּתח – ּ ֵפ ַיר ׁש.ּכו ָּּתח

The Gemara cites an incident that underscores the significance
of familiarity with the names of foods: As in this case of that
man from the West, Eretz Yisrael, who visited Babylonia, and
had meat with him, he said to his hosts: Bring me a dip with
which to eat my bread. He heard them saying: Bring him kutaĥ.
Since he heard the word kutaĥ, he stopped eating, as he knew
that kutaĥ contains milk and may not be eaten with meat. This
incident underscores that it is advantageous for one to familiarize himself with the names and ingredients of diﬀerent foods, so
that he will be aware of the nature of the food even if he does
not recognize it.

LANGUAGE

Setaket – ס ַט ְּכ ּת:ְ From the Greek στακτή, staktè, meaning
oil of myrrh.
Anpiknin – אנְ ּ ִפ ְיקנִין:ָ From the Greek ὀμφάκιον, omfakiyon,
meaning oil prepared from unripe olives.

.״ה ֵרי ֵאלּ ּו ְ ּב ַאזְ ָה ָרה״
ֲ It is stated in the mishna: These substances are included in the
prohibition but are not punishable by karet.N
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 ַמאן ַּת ָּנא דַּ ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּג מ ּו ר ַﬠל יְ ֵד יThe Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who maintains that both fullN
?ינֵיה ְ ּב ָלאו
ּ  וְ נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה ְ ּב ֵﬠ, ַּת ֲﬠרוֹבוֹתfledged, leavened grain bread in a mixture, and hardened leaven,
H
in its pure, unadulterated form, which is not suitable for consumption, are both included in a prohibition?
. ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיא: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרבThe Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It is the
.נוֹתנוֹ ְל ַכ ְל ּבוֹ
ְ ְ ו, ִ ׂשיא ּור יִ ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף: דְּ ַתנְ יָ אopinion of Rabbi Meir, as it was taught in a baraita: Leavening
.אוֹכלוֹ – ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים
ְ  וְ ָהdough, i.e., dough that is at the beginning of the leavening process
and is presently hardened leaven, must be burned, or one gives it
to his dog. And one who eats it is flogged with forty lashes.
– ״שיאוּר יִ ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף״
ׂ ִ  ָהא ּגו ָּפא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א! ָא ְמ ַר ְּתBefore analyzing the contents of the baraita, the Gemara addresses
נוֹתנוֹ
ְ ְ ו: וַ ֲה ַדר ָּתנֵי. ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה: ַא ְל ָמאan apparent contradiction within the baraita. This baraita itself is
! ִל ְפנֵי ַכ ְל ּבוֹ – ַא ְל ָמא מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאהdiﬃcult. You said that leavening dough must be burned; apparently it is prohibited to derive benefit from hardened leaven. And
then it teaches: Or one gives it to his dog; apparently, it is permitted to derive benefit from the leaven.
 ִ ׂשיאוּר יִ ּ ָ ׂש ֵרף – דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר:ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
. דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
נוֹתנוֹ ִל ְפנֵי ַכ ְל ּבוֹ – דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ְו
.יְ הו ָּדה

The Gemara answers that this is what the baraita is saying: Leavening dough must be burned, i.e., leavening dough as defined by
Rabbi Meir must be burned in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Meir, who maintains that leavening dough is full-fledged
leaven. Alternatively, the baraita may be explained as referring to
leavening dough as defined by Rabbi Yehuda, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that it is prohibited to derive benefit
from leavening dough. Each tanna maintains that it is prohibited to
derive benefit from any dough classified as leavening dough by his
definition. When the baraita says that one gives it to his dog, it
means: Leavening dough as defined by Rabbi Meir, is only hardened leaven according to Rabbi Yehuda, and therefore one may
feed it to his dog. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that it is permitted to
derive benefit from this type of leaven.

NOTES

Hardened leaven – ח ֵמץ נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה:ָ This expression refers
to inedible leaven or leavened dough that did not rise
properly. Neither is considered full-fledged leaven and
therefore they are not prohibited to the same degree
(Ritva).
For eating leaven in its mixture one is not punished
at all – ﬠל ֵﬠירוּבוֹ ְ ּבל ֹא ְּכלוּם:ַ Most authorities agree that
this means only that one is not punished for consuming this mixture, not that eating it is actually permitted.
The reason is that an olive-bulk of the mixture does not
contain an olive-bulk of leaven, and therefore one is not
liable for consuming this amount. However, if one eats a
larger amount of the mixture, and he eats an olive-bulk
of leaven in less than the amount of time it takes to eat
a half-loaf of bread, he is punished with lashes, even
according to the opinion of the Rabbis (Rif; Rosh).
HALAKHA

Leavend bread and leavened bread in a mixture –
רוֹבת ָח ֵמץ
ֶ ח ֵמץ וְ ַת ֲﬠ:ָ One who eats leaven in its pure, unadulterated form is punishable by karet. If one eats an
olive-bulk of leaven in a mixture, within the amount
of time it takes to consume a half-loaf of bread, he is
punishable by lashes. The rationale for this halakha is
a matter of dispute. Some commentaries claim that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis in this case, as even they agree that one is liable
to receive lashes for eating a mixture that contains this
proportion of leaven (see Ra’avad and Maggid Mishne).
Others say that the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer (Kesef Mishne, Leĥem Mishne).

.אוֹכלוֹ ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים – ֲא ָתאן ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ְ  וְ ָהWith regard to the final statement of the baraita, that one who eats
leavening dough is flogged with forty lashes, we have once again
arrived at the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Meir holds that one
who eats this leavening dough, from which it is permitted to derive
benefit according to Rabbi Yehuda, is flogged with forty lashes.
– ינֵיה
ּ  נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה ְ ּב ֵﬠ:יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ּ  ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַן ֵלAccording to this explanation of the baraita, we have learned that
 וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמוּר ַﬠל יְ ֵדי, ְ ּב ָלאוRabbi Meir maintains that hardened leaven in its pure, unadulter.רוֹבת
ֶ  ַּת ֲﬠated form, is included in a prohibition, and one who eats this
leaven is flogged. And all the more so, one who eats full-fledged,
leavened grain bread in a mixture is flogged but does not receive
karet, as he is not eating the leaven in and of itself. Nevertheless, the
prohibition against eating leavened bread on Passover applies in that
case.
,יﬠזֶ ר ִה יא
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמ ר
 ַﬠל ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמ ּור – ָﬠנ ּו ׁש:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי, ַﬠל ֵﬠירוּבוֹ – ְ ּב ָלאו,ָּכ ֵרת
 ַﬠל ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
 ַﬠל ֵﬠירוּבוֹ – ְ ּבל ֹא,ָ ּגמוּר – ָﬠנ ּו ׁש ָּכ ֵרת
יﬠזֶ ר דְּ ָא ַמר
ֶ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ  וְ ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַן ֵל.ְּכלוּם
– רוֹבת ְ ּב ָלאו
ֶ ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמוּר ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַּת ֲﬠ
.ינֵיה
ּ וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה ְ ּב ֵﬠ

Rav Naĥman said: The mishna is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Eliezer, as it was taught in a baraita: For eating fullfledged, leavened grain bread one is punishable by karet, whereas
for eating a mixture that contains leaven one is punished merely
for violating a prohibition. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer.
And the Rabbis say: For eating full-fledged, leavened grain bread
one is punishable by karet; however, for eating leaven in its mixture one is not punished at all.N And we learned according to
Rabbi Eliezer, who said that full-fledged, leavened grain bread in
a mixture is included in a prohibition, and that is true all the more
so with regard to hardened leaven in its pure, unadulterated form.

 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ל ֹא ָא ַמר ְּכ ַרב, וְ ַרב נַ ְח ָמןThe Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rav Naĥman did
? יְ הו ָּדהnot state his opinion in accordance with the explanation of Rav
Yehuda, that the mishna is in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s ruling?
 דִּ ְיל ָמא ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי: ָ ָא ַמר ְלךThe Gemara answers that Rav Naĥman could have said to you that
 ֲא ָבל,ינֵיה
ּ  ֵמ ִאיר ָה ָתם – ֶא ָּלא נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה ְ ּב ֵﬠthe following distinction applies: Perhaps Rabbi Meir stated his
.רוֹבת – ָלא
ֶ  ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמוּר ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַּת ֲﬠopinion only there, with regard to hardened leaven in its pure,
unadulterated form; however, with regard to full-fledged, leavened
grain bread in a mixture, no, one is punished not with mere lashes
but with karet.
. פרק ג׳ דף מג. Perek III . 43a
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 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ל ֹא ָא ַמר ְּכ ַרב, וְ ַרב יְ הו ָּדהThe Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rav Yehuda did not
? נַ ְח ָמןstate his opinion in accordance with the explanation of Rav Naĥman,
that the mishna is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling?
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל: ָָא ַמר ְלך
ָה ָתם – ֶא ָּלא ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמוּר ַﬠל יְ ֵדי
ינֵיה – ָלא
ֶ ַּת ֲﬠ
ּ  ֲא ָבל נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה ְ ּב ֵﬠ,רוֹבת
.ֲא ַמר

The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda could have said to you: Rabbi
Eliezer stated his opinion only there, with regard to full-fledged,
leavened grain bread in a mixture that it is included in the prohibition. However, with regard to hardened leaven in its pure, unadulterated form, he did not state his ruling and perhaps Rabbi Eliezer
maintains that it is permitted to eat hardened leaven.

ֵ ַָּתנְיָא ְּכו
״כל ַמ ְח ֶמצֶ ת
ָּ :יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ות
ֵ ל ֹא ּת
,ֹאכלוּ״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ּכו ָּּתח ַה ַ ּב ְב ִלי
 וְ זִ יתוֹם,דוֹמי
ִ חוֹמץ ָה ֲא
ֶ ְ ו,וְ ׁ ֵש ָכר ַה ָּמ ִדי
 יָ כוֹל יְ ֵהא ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת – ַּת ְלמוּד.ַה ִּמצְ ִרי
ַ
״כי ָּכל א ֵֹכל ָח ֵמץ וְ נִ ְכ ְר ָתה״
ִּ :לוֹמר
 וְ ַﬠל,ַﬠל ֲח ֵמץ דָּ גָ ן ָ ּגמוּר – ָﬠנ ּו ׁש ָּכ ֵרת
.ֵﬠירוּבוֹ – ְ ּב ָלאו

The Gemara notes that it was taught in a baraita in accordance with
the opinion of Rav Yehuda, who said that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s opinion: “You shall eat nothing leavened;
in all your dwellings you shall eat matzot” (Exodus : ). The Sages
taught: This verse comes to include Babylonian kutaĥ, Median beer,
Edomite vinegar, and Egyptian zitom. I might have thought that
one who eats any of these items will be punishable by karet. Therefore, the verse states: “For whoever eats leavened bread…that soul
shall be cut oﬀ from Israel” (Exodus : ), from which the Sages
derived: For eating full-fledged, leavened grain bread one is punished with karet, but for eating its mixture one is only in violation
of a prohibition.

יה דְּ ָא ַמר ַﬠל ֵﬠירוּבוֹ
ּ ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
 וְ ִאילּ ּו נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה,יﬠזֶ ר ִהיא
ֶ ְ ּב ָלאו – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 נו ְּק ׁ ֶשה: ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה.ינֵיה – ָלא ָק ָא ַמר
ּ ְ ּב ֵﬠ
.יה
ֶ ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ יﬠזֶ ר ֵלית ֵל

The Gemara analyzes the above statement: Whom did you hear that
said that for eating a mixture which contains leaven one is in violation of a prohibition? It is Rabbi Eliezer. However, the baraita is
not stating the halakha of hardened leaven in its pure, unadulterated form. This baraita lists only items that contain leaven in a mixture,
but not other substances whose legal status is that of hardened leaven,
e.g., broth, worked dough, and glue. Learn from this that Rabbi
Eliezer is not of the opinion that hardened leaven is prohibited.

?יה
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, from where does he derive
ּ  ֵﬠירוּבוֹ ְ ּב ָלאו ְמנָ א ֵל,יﬠזֶ ר
– ֹאכלוּ״
ֵ ״כל ַמ ְח ֶמצֶ ת ל ֹא ת
ָּ : דִּ ְכ ִתיבthe halakha that leaven in its mixture is included in a prohibition?
The Gemara answers that he derives it as it is written: “You shall eat
nothing leavened.”
: דְּ ָהא ְּכ ִתיב, ִאי ָה ִכי – ָּכ ֵרת נַ ִמי ְל ַחיֵּ יבThe Gemara challenges this derivation: If so, if the expression: Any.״כי ָּכל א ֵֹכל ַמ ְח ֶמצֶ ת וְ נִ ְכ ְר ָתה״
ִּ thing leavened, includes leaven in a mixture, let one also be liable to
receive karet for eating leaven in a mixture. As it is written: “Seven
days no leaven shall be found in your houses; for whosoever eats
anything [kol] leavened, that soul shall be cut oﬀ from the people
of Israel, whether he is a sojourner or one born in the land” (Exodus
: ). Apparently, one is punished with karet for eating anything that
contains leaven.
– ( ַ)מ ְח ֶמצֶ ת:יה ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְיָא
ּ ָ ַההוּא ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
 ֵמ ֲח ַמת,ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַח ֵּמץ ֵמ ֵא ָליו
״כל
ַ דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר ִמ ּנַיִ ין – ַּת ְלמוּד
ָּ :לוֹמר
.ַמ ְח ֶמצֶ ת וְ נִ ְכ ְר ָתה״

The Gemara answers that Rabbi Eliezer needs that phrase: Anything
leavened, in order to derive for that which was taught in a baraita:
From the phrase: Anything leavened, I have derived only that an
item that became leavened on its own is prohibited. However,
from where do I derive that one is punished with karet for eating
an item that became leavened due to a diﬀerent factor? The verse
states: “Whosoever eats anything [kol] leavened…shall be cut oﬀ,”
indicating that food that became leavened due to a diﬀerent factor is
considered leavened bread.

. ִאי ָה ִכי – דְּ ָלאו נַ ִמי ְל ָה ִכי הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתאThe Gemara asks: If so, if the phrase: Anything leavened, is referring
to food that became leavened by means of something else, then when
this same phrase appears with regard to the prohibition, I should
explain that it comes for that purpose as well. Consequently, there
should be no violation for eating a mixture that contains leaven, as
apparently, the phrase: Anything leavened, does not refer to that case
at all.
״כל״
ֶ  ֶא ָּלא ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלRather, the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is that he derives
ָּ יﬠזֶ ר ִמ
this halakha from the term anything [kol ]. He does not derive his
opinion from the term leavened; he bases his ruling on the inclusive
term anything.
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יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ  ַההוּא ִמ.״כל״
ָּ  ָה ְכ ִתיב, ָה ָתם נַ ִמיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: There, too, in the verse that mentions
.יה ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים
ּ  ֵלthe punishment of karet, isn’t it written: “For whosoever [kol] eats
anything leavened, that soul shall be cut oﬀ ”? The Gemara answers:
Rabbi Eliezer requires that term to include women who are also
punishable by karet for eating leavened bread.
. ִמדְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב נָ ְפ ָקא,נָשים
ִׁ
 וְ ֵכן ָּתנָ א,דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
״א ׁיש אוֹ
ִ : ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
– ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ִּכי יַ ֲﬠ ׂש ּו ִמ ָּכל ַח ּטֹאת ָה ָא ָדם״
עוֹנָשין
ִ ׁ ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה ַה ָּכתוּב ִא ׁיש ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ְל ָכל
!ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה

The Gemara asks: Is this source necessary to derive this halakha?
The fact that women may not eat leavened bread is derived from
the statement that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda
said that Rav said, and similarly, the Sage in the school of Rabbi
Yishmael taught: The verse said: “Speak to the children of Israel:
A man or woman, when they commit any of the sins of men, to
commit a trespass against the Lord, and that soul shall be guilty”
(Numbers : ). The Torah rendered a man equal to a womanN for
all punishments of the Torah. Since the punishment of karet for
eating leavened bread on Passover is included in this general principle, there is no need for a separate source to include women.

NOTES

The Torah rendered a man equal to a woman – ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה
ה ָּכתוּב ִא ׁיש ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:ַ This comparison is referring to those
places where the Torah formulates the mitzva in the
masculine form. In those cases, the Torah prohibition is
incumbent upon all the Jewish people, including women.
However, this derivation is unnecessary in cases where the
verse speaks in the plural form, which applies equally to
males and females. Furthermore, this principle does not
apply if the verse specifically uses the term man (Tosafot).

, ְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךThe Gemara answers: Nonetheless, it is necessary to cite a source
that men and women are equal specifically with regard to the punishment of karet for eating leavened bread,

Perek III
Daf 43 Amud b
הוֹאיל ו ְּכ ִתיב
ִ :ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ָא ִמינָ א
ֹאכל ָﬠ ָליו ָח ֵמץ ׁ ִש ְב ַﬠת יָ ִמים
ַ ״ל ֹא ת
ֹאכל ָﬠ ָליו ַמ ּצוֹת״ ּכֹל ׁ ֶשיֶּ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּבקוּם
ַ ּת
,ֹאכל ָח ֵמץ
ַ ֱאכוֹל ַמ ָ ּצה – יֶ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּב ַבל ּת
יתנְ ה ּו ְ ּבקוּם ֱאכוֹל
ְ הוֹאיל וְ ֵל
ִ נָשי
ֵ ׁ וְ ָהנֵי
יה ִמצְ וַ ת ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ַהזְּ ַמן
ּ  דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ֵל,ַמ ָ ּצה
ֹאכל ָח ֵמץ
ַ ימא ְ ּב ַבל ּת
ָ )היא( – ֵא
ִ ְ ּג ָר ָמא
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ּיתנְ הו
ְ נַ ִמי ֵל

as it could enter your mind to say that since it is written: “You
shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days you shall eat with
it matzot” (Deuteronomy : ), one might have thought that anyone included in the obligation to eat matza is also included in the
prohibition against eating leavened bread. And these women,
since they are excluded from the obligation to eat matza, as it is a
time-bound, positive mitzvaN from which they are exempt as a rule,
I might say they are also excluded from the prohibition against
eating leavened bread. Therefore, the verse teaches us that women
are also prohibited from eating leavened bread.

ֹאכל
ַ וְ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ִא ְת ַר ּב ּו ְלה ּו ְ ּב ַבל ּת
,ית ַר ִ ּבי נַ ִמי ַל ֲא ִכ ַילת ַמ ָ ּצה
ְ ָח ֵמץ – ִא
:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.(יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ )א ִל
ֱ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
,נָשים ַחיָּ יבוֹת ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ַילת ַמ ָ ּצה דְּ ַבר ּת ָוֹרה
ִׁ
ֹאכל ָﬠ ָליו ָח ֵמץ וגו׳״
ַ  ״ל ֹא ת:ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
ֹאכל ָח ֵמץ – יֶ ׁ ְשנוֹ
ַ ּכֹל ׁ ֶשיֶּ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּב ַבל ּת
הוֹאיל
ִ ,נָשי נַ ִמי
ֵ ׁ  וְ ָהנֵי.ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ַילת ַמ ָ ּצה
ֹאכל ָח ֵמץ – יֶ ׁ ְשנָ ן ְ ּבקוּם
ַ וְ יֶ ׁ ְשנָ ן ְ ּב ַבל ּת
.ֱאכוֹל ַמ ָ ּצה

The Gemara comments: And now that women have been included
in the prohibition against eating leavened bread, they should also
be included in the obligation to eat matza, even though it is a timebound, positive mitzva, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer. As Rabbi Eliezer said: Women are obligated to eat matza
by Torah law, as it is stated: “You shall eat no leavened bread with
it; seven days you shall eat with it matzot” (Deuteronomy : ).
These two commandments are juxtaposed to teach that anyone
included in the prohibition against eating leavened bread is also
included in the obligation to eat matza. And these women too,
since they are included in the prohibition against eating leavened
bread, they are also included in the obligation to eat matza.H

NOTES

A time-bound, positive mitzva – מצְ וַ ת ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ַהזְּ ַמן ְ ּג ָר ָמא:ִ
This refers to a positive mitzva that can be performed only
at a certain time of day, or during the day rather than at
night, or on certain days of the year. Generally, women
and slaves are exempt from mitzvot of this kind, although
there are some time-bound mitzvot that women are required to perform, e.g., kiddush on Shabbat and prayer.
Women and slaves are required to perform only mitzvot
that are not restricted to a particular time for their performance, e.g., contributing to charity, aﬃxing a mezuza, etc.
However, there are certain exceptions, such as Torah study,
from which women and slaves are exempt.
HALAKHA

ִׁ
Women are obligated to eat matza – נָשים ַחיָּ יבוֹת ְ ּב ַמ ָ ּצה:
Women are obligated by Torah law to eat matza just as
men are, as stated in the Gemara. The same rule applies
to all other mitzvot on the first night of Passover (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 6:10; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 472:14).

נָשים
ִ ׁ ״כל״ ְל ִר ּבוּיֵ י
ָּ  ו ַּמאי ָחזֵ ית דְּ ַהאיThe Gemara questions this derivation: What did you see that led
!ימא ְל ִר ּבוּיֵ י ֵﬠירוּבוֹ
ָ  ֵא, ו ַּמ ּ ְפ ַק ְּת ֵﬠירוּבוֹyou to understand that the term anything [kol] comes to include
women and to exclude leaven in its mixture? On the contrary, say
that it comes to include in the punishment of karet one who eats
its mixture.
אוֹכ ִלין – ַמ ְר ֶ ּבה
ְ  ָק ֵאי ְ ּב, ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָראThe Gemara answers: It is reasonable to explain that the verse
comes to include women since the verse is dealing with those who
!?אוֹכ ִלין ַמ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין
ְ  ָק ֵאי ְ ּב,אוֹכ ִלין
ְ
are obligated in the mitzva not to eat leavened bread, it includes
those who eat, as the verse says: “For anyone who eats leavened
bread…shall be cut oﬀ.” It stands to reason that the expression:
Anyone [kol] includes additional people who are punishable by
karet, not additional types of leaven. Would a verse that is dealing
with those who may not eat leaven come to include additional
types of foods that may not be eaten?
: פרק ג׳ דף מג. Perek III . 43b
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NOTES

Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan – ַרב נָ ָתן
יה דְּ ַרב נָ ָתן
ֲ Some versions of the text read
ּ אבו ּּה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר:
only: Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna. However, it is likely that
the version cited here is correct. The Gemara first identifies
Rav Natan by means of his son Rav Huna. As this Rav Huna
is not the Rav Huna whose opinions are typically cited, the
Gemara indicates that this is another Rav Huna by repeating
his father’s name.
Include foods that are eaten – מ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין:ַ Apparently, Rabbi
Eliezer derives the prohibition against eating additional foods
from a verse that mentions those who may eat. The reason
is that he interprets the verses: “For anyone who eats leaven”
and “For anyone who eats fat” in a similar manner to the verse:
“All forgive iniquity” (Hosea 14:3). This verse is interpreted as
though the words were reversed: God will forgive all iniquity.
Here too, the verse can be read: “As one who eats any type of
fat” (Rashash).
The Rabbis…do not interpret the term: Anything [kol], to
include other matters – נַן…כל ָלא דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי
ָּ ר ָ ּב:ַ Although a derivation of this kind is common and logical, it is possible that the
Gemara means that the Rabbis, unlike Rabbi Eliezer, do not
interpret the term: Anything, to include matters beyond the
clear meaning of the verse (See Tosafot; Maharam Ĥalawa).
From where is it derived that it is prohibited to sacrifice
leaven in a mixture – ﬠירוּבוֹ ִמ ּנַיִ ין:ֵ Some commentaries accept
Rashi’s explanation that this halakha applies to half an olivebulk of leaven in a mixture. However, others maintain that this
prohibition applies even when there is any amount of leaven
present; as long as the leaven contributes taste to the mixture,
it may not be burned on the altar (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from the term kol – יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
דּ ֵוֹרש ָּכל: This statement is surprising, as there is no evidence
that Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from other instances of the
word kol, e.g., “Any [kol] blood” (Leviticus 7:26); “Any [kol] fish
that does not have fins and scales” (Deuteronomy 14:10); et al.
Apparently Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from the word kol
only with regard to prohibitions in which there are not many
diﬀerent categories, as in those prohibitions kol merely refers to
the existing categories and does not come to include anything
beyond them (see the Ra’avad’s critique of the commentary
of Ba’al HaMaor).
HALAKHA

Burning leaven in a mixture – רוֹבת ְ ׂשאוֹר
ֶ ה ְק ָט ַרת ַּת ֲﬠ:ַ One who
oﬀers leaven on the altar is punished with lashes, even if the
leaven is only part of a mixture (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 5:1).

ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב נָ ָתן ֲאבו ּּה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
יכא דְּ ָק ֵאי
ָ  וְ ָכל ֵה:(יה דְּ ַרב נָ ָתן
ְּ
ּ )ב ֵר
אוֹכ ִלין ל ֹא ַמ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין? וְ ָהא
ְ ְ ּב
״כי ָּכל א ֵֹכל ֵח ֶלב ִמן ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
ִּ :ַּתנְיָא
 ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ֵח ֶלב,ֲא ׁ ֶשר יַ ְק ִריב״
ּ ָ ימין ׁ ֶש ָראוּי ִל
 ֵח ֶלב ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי,יק ֵרב
ִ ְּת ִמ
״מן
ִ :לוֹמר
ַ מ ּו ִמין ִמ ּנַיִ ן – ַּת ְלמ ּוד
 ֵח ֶלב חו ִּּלין ִמ ּנַיִ ין – ַּת ְלמוּד.ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה״
 דְּ ָק ֵאי, וְ ָהא ָה ָכא.״כי ָּכל״
ַ
ִּ :לוֹמר
!אוֹכ ִלין וְ ָקא ַמ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין
ְ ְ ּב

Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan,N strongly
objects to this: And anywhere that a verse is dealing with those
who eat, does it necessarily not come to include additional types
of food in the prohibition? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: “For
anyone who eats the fat of the domesticated animal, of which
men present an oﬀering of fire to God, the soul that eats it shall
be cut oﬀ from its people” (Leviticus : )? The Sages interpreted
this verse: I have derived from this verse that the prohibition
applies only to the fats of unblemished animals that are fit to be
sacrificed. From where is it derived that it is also prohibited to
eat the fats of blemished animals, which may not be oﬀered as
sacrifices? The verse states: “Of the domesticated animal.” From
where is it derived that it is prohibited to eat the fats of nonsacred animals? The verse states: “For anyone who eats the fat.”
Rav Natan explains his objection: Here, isn’t the verse dealing
with those who eat fats, and nevertheless, its superfluous phrases
come to include types of foods that may not be eaten.

,אוֹכ ִלין – ַמ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין
ְ  ָה ָתם דְּ ֵל ָּיכאThe Gemara answers: There, in the verse concerning prohibited
אוֹכ ִלין – ָלא ׁ ָש ֵביק ְלה ּו
ְ  ָה ָכא דְּ ִא ָּיכאfats, where there are no additional people who eat of it to include,
.אוֹכ ִלין ו ַּמ ְר ֶ ּבה נֶ ֱא ָכ ִלין
ְ  ְלas the prohibition already applies to everyone, the superfluous
expression comes to include additional foods. Here, in the verse
that deals with leavened bread, where there are people who eat
of it who can be included, namely women, the verse does not
exclude people who eat and include foods that are eaten.N Generally, there should be a connection between the content of a verse
and that which is derived from it. Only when no other derivation
is possible is a less related matter derived.
״כל״ ָלא
ָּ –  וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן דְּ ֵלית ְלה ּו ֵﬠירוּבThe Gemara explains: And the Rabbis, who are not of the opinion
?ּנָשים ְמנָ א ְלהו
ִ ׁ , ֶא ָּלא. דָּ ְר ׁ ִשיthat leaven in a mixture is included in the prohibition, do not
interpret that the term: Anything [kol ], comes to include other
matters;N neither with regard to leaven in a mixture nor with
regard to karet. The Gemara asks: However, in that case, from
where do they derive that it is prohibited for women to eat
leavened bread?
.״כי ָּכל״ דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי
ִּ ,״כל״ – ָלא דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי
ָּ The Gemara answers: Although they do not derive a halakha from
the term: Anything, they derive a halakha from the expression:
For anyone [ki kol], in the verse: “For anyone who eats leaven.”
״כל״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ָ  ֵא,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara asks: And if indeed the phrase: For anyone, is a more
ָּ :ימא
״כי ָּכל״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת
ִּ , ֶאת ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשיםinclusive expression than the simple word anything, then accord! ֵﬠירוּבוֹing to Rabbi Eliezer, another halakha could also be derived from
here. Say that the phrase: Anyone who eats leaven, comes to include the women, and the phrase: For anyone who eats, comes
to include leaven in its mixture. According to Rabbi Eliezer, then,
one would be punishable by karet for eating leaven in a mixture.
יﬠזֶ ר ָלא
ֶ ״כי ָּכל״ – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
ִּ :ימא
״שאֹר ַ ּבל ַּת ְק ִטירוּ״
ׂ ְ : דָּ ֵר ׁיש – וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
–  ִמ ְקצָ תוֹ ִמ ּנַיִ ין,ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ּכו ּּלוֹ
–  ֵﬠירוּבוֹ ִמ ּנַיִ ין.״כל״
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ָּ :לוֹמר
 ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת.״כי ָּכל״
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ִּ :לוֹמר
 וְ ָקא,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ״כל״ – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ָּ יה דְּ ָד ֵר ׁיש
ּ ֵל
.״כי ָּכל״
ִּ דָּ ֵר ׁיש

And lest you say that Rabbi Eliezer does not derive a halakha
from the phrase: For anyone [ki kol], as he does not consider this
an inclusive expression, the result would be another contradiction.
Wasn’t it taught in another baraita: “For no [ki kol] leaven nor any
honey shall be oﬀered as a burnt-oﬀering before God” (Leviticus
: )? Had the verse stated only: You shall not oﬀer leaven, I
would have derived nothing other than the halakha that it is
prohibited to sacrifice an entire piece of leaven. From where is it
derived that it is also prohibited to sacrifice part of it? The verse
states: “No [kol] leaven,” indicating that it is prohibited to sacrifice even part of it. From where is it derived that it is prohibited
to sacrifice leaven in a mixture?NH The verse states: “For no [ki
kol] leaven.” The Gemara analyzes this statement: Whom did
you hear who derives halakhot from the term: Kol? It is Rabbi
Eliezer,N and nevertheless, he derives additional details from the
expression: Ki kol.

. ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara concludes: This matter remains diﬃcult, as no satisfactory explanation has been found for why Rabbi Eliezer does
not derive from the expression ki kol that leaven in a mixture is
also prohibited.
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 ָּכל:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
ֵּ יסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין ֶה
ּ ִא
ּ  ח ּוץ ֵמ ִא,יס ּור
ּ ְל ִא
 ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי,יס ּו ֵרי נָ זִ יר
.״מ ׁ ְש ַרת״
ִ ָא ְמ ָרה ּת ָוֹרה

After discussing leaven in a mixture, the Gemara states a more
general principle. Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
With regard to all prohibitions of the Torah, a permitted substance does not join together with a prohibited substance. If one
eats a permitted food with a prohibited food, and together they
constitute the minimum prohibited measure, he is exempt from
punishment for this act of consumption. This principle applies to
all halakhot except for the prohibitions of a nazirite, who is liable for eating a mixture of that kind, as the Torah said with regard to a nazirite: “He shall abstain from wine and strong drink;
he shall drink no vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, nor
shall he drink anything soaked in grapes” (Numbers : ). This
verse indicates that a nazirite is prohibited from consuming not
only wine and vinegar, but also any food that was soaked in these
liquids.

.ּ ַאף ְ ׂשאוֹר ַ ּבל ַּת ְק ִטירו: וּזְ ֵﬠ ִירי ָא ַמרAnd Ze’eiri said: Permitted and prohibited substances also combine with regard to the prohibition against oﬀering leaven on
the altar, as it states: “For no [kol ] leaven and no [kol ] honey shall
be oﬀered as a burnt-oﬀering before the Lord” (Leviticus : ).
This indicates that one is also liable for sacrificing leaven in a
mixture (Tosafot) in addition to the liability for sacrificing pure
leaven.
.״כל״
ֶ  ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Ze’eiri
ָּ  דְּ ָד ֵר ׁיש,יﬠזֶ ר
issue his ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer, who derives from the term kol that any mixture that
contains any amount of a prohibited substance is not nullified.
–  ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so,

Perek III
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. ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ָח ֵמץ ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח נַ ִמיwith regard to the matter of leavened bread on Passover one
should also be liableN for eating a prohibited substance joined
together with a permitted substance.
: דְּ ָא ַמר, ו ְּל ַא ּפ ֵוֹקי ִמדְּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י, ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it is so, and the prohibition
: ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, יֵ ׁש ַה ְק ָט ָרה ַל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ תmentioned by Ze’eiri against sacrificing leaven in oﬀerings was
. דְּ ַה ְק ָט ָרה ָלאו ַל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ תonly to exclude the statement of Abaye, who said: There is significance to oﬀering less than an olive-bulk of leaven on the
altar,H and one is flogged for sacrificing an oﬀering of that kind.
By noting that one is liable because permitted substances combine with prohibited substances, the baraita teaches us that an
oﬀering of less than an olive-bulk is not considered an oﬀering,
and therefore sacrificing it is not punishable by lashes.
.ימי וְ ָק ָא ַמר ָל ּה ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא
ִ ִּ יְ ֵתיב ַרב דRav Dimi sat and stated this halakha that a permitted substance
 וְ ָכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין:ימי
ִ ִּיה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב ד
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלdoes not join together with a prohibited substance to constitute
?יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר
ֵּ  ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֵאין ֶהthe requisite measure, except in the case of a nazirite. Abaye
said to Rav Dimi: And is it true that with regard to all other
prohibitions in the Torah, a permitted substance does not join
together with a prohibited substance?
 וְ ַה ׁ ּשוּם, ַה ִּמ ְק ּ ָפה ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה:וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
 וְ נָ גַ ע ְטבוּל יוֹם,וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ח ו ִּּלין
 ַה ִּמ ְק ּ ָפה ׁ ֶשל.ְ ּב ִמ ְקצָ ָתן – ּ ָפ ַסל ֶאת ּכו ָּּלן
חו ִּּלין וְ ַה ׁ ּשוּם וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמן ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה וְ נָ גַ ע
ְטבוּל יוֹם ְ ּב ִמ ְקצָ ָתן – ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסל ֶא ָּלא
.ְמקוֹם ַמ ָ ּגעוֹ ִ ּב ְל ָבד

But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to thick soupN
prepared with terumaH produce whose garlic and oil are of nonsacred produce, and one who immersed himself during that
day touched some of the ingredients, he disqualified all the
contents of the pot, as they are subsumed within the teruma soup.
However, if the thick soup was prepared with non-sacred produceH and the garlic and the oil were of teruma, and one who
immersed himself during that day touched some of them, he
disqualifies only the ingredients in the place that he touched.

NOTES

For eating leavened bread on Passover one should also
be liable – ח ֵמץ ְ ּב ֶפ ַסח נַ ִמי:ָ Some commentaries interpret this
statement as referring to all prohibited items in the Torah, not
just leaven; however, as the Gemara was discussing Passover
and leaven it cited this example (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Thick soup – מ ְק ּ ָפה:ִ Elsewhere Rashi explains that this soup
was prepared from a mixture of wine, spices, and pounded
wheat or barley.
HALAKHA

The measure of leaven that it is prohibited to oﬀer – ׁ ִשיעוּר
ה ְק ָט ַרת ְ ׂשאוֹר:ַ It is prohibited to oﬀer any amount of leaven
on the altar, and one who oﬀers an olive-bulk is flogged. The
punishment is administered only for this quantity because
less than an olive-bulk is not considered an actual oﬀering.
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as the
halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes
with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 5:2).
Thick soup with teruma – מ ְק ּ ָפה ו ְּתרו ָּמה:ִ If one who immersed himself during that day touches a mixture of thick
soup made with teruma produce and non-sacred garlic and
oil, the entire mixture is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:12).
Thick soup with non-sacred produce – מ ְק ּ ַפת חו ִּּלין:ִ If one
who immersed himself during that day touches a thick soup
of non-sacred produce and teruma garlic and oil, he disqualifies only that portion of the soup with which he came into
contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:13).
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