Perek III
Daf 45 Amud a
NOTES

Two verses that come as one – ׁ ְשנֵי ְכתו ִּבין ַה ָ ּב ִאין
כ ֶא ָחד:ְּ This is one of the principles limiting the application of an analogy. Ordinarily, an analogy may
be derived from a halakha stated with regard to one
case in the Torah. However, if that halakha appears
in connection with two or more cases, these cases
constitute the principle of: Two verses that come for
the same purpose. In this situation, the principle governing these cases is: Two verses that come for the
same purpose do not teach, i.e., an analogy may not
be derived from two similar cases. This is due to the
fact that a halakha that needed to be mentioned in
two diﬀerent places cannot be a general principle, but
must instead be an exceptional case. However, certain
Sages maintain that it is impossible to derive an analogy only when a halakha appears in three places, i.e.,
the principle is: Three verses that come for the same
purpose do not teach.
A permitted substance that joins together with a
prohibited substance in the case of a sin-oﬀering –
ח ָּטאת ְל ֶה ֵּיתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר:ַ The early commentaries
question this derivation, as the case of a sin-oﬀering
is an example of the principle that the legal status of
taste is like that of substance, not the principle that
permitted material joins prohibited material (see Tosafot). Some explain that in this case, the meat that
touched the sin-oﬀering absorbed such a large quantity of the sin-oﬀering that it is as though part of the
sin-oﬀering itself, not only its taste, has been absorbed
into the meat. Consequently, this case does in fact
involve the principle that permitted substances join
together with prohibited substances (see Tosafot in
tractate Nazir; Me’iri).
Both of these cases are necessary – מיצְ ִריךְ צְ ִר ִיכי:ִ The
reason that one cannot derive a principle from two
verses that come as one is that since the principle
could have been derived from one source, there was
no need for the Torah to mention the halakha twice.
However, that is true only if the halakha in question
could have been derived from one case and applied
to the other. If it can be demonstrated that it is impossible to apply the halakhot of each case to the other
case, they can no longer be viewed as two verses that
come as one. In that case, a principle may indeed be
derived from them.
HALAKHA

That which touches a sin-oﬀering – ﬠ ְ ּב ַח ַּטאת ֵהנּ וֹג:ַ
Food or a vessel that touches a sin-oﬀering and
absorbs its taste assumes the legal status of the sinoﬀering itself. This means that the restrictions that
apply to a sin-oﬀering with regard to when and where
it may be eaten apply to this food or vessel as well.
If the sin-oﬀering is disqualified, these objects are
disqualified as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 8:15–16).
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 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דַּ ֲהוָ ה נָ זִ יר וְ ַח ָּטאת ׁ ְשנֵי ְכתו ִּביןdue to the fact that the halakhot of a nazirite and those of a sinN
. וְ ֵאין ְמ ַל ְּמ ִדין, ַה ָ ּב ִאין ְּכ ֶא ָחדoﬀering are two verses that come as one, i.e., to teach the same
principle, and two verses that teach the same principle do not teach
that principle by analogy.
? ַח ָּטאת ַמאי ִהיא,נָ זִ יר – ָהא דַּ ֲא ַמ ַרן
״כֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּגע ִ ּב ְב ָ ׂש ָר ּה יִ ְקדָּ ׁש
ּ :דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ּ וגו׳״ – יָ כוֹל ֲא ִפ
 ַּת ְלמוּד,יל ּו ל ֹא ָ ּב ְל ָﬠה
יִּב ַלע
ּ ָ ״ב ְב ָ ׂש ָר ּה״ – )יִ ְקדָּ ׁש( – ַﬠד ׁ ֶש
ּ ִ :לוֹמר
ַ
.ַ ּב ָ ּב ָ ׂשר

The Gemara elaborates: The derivation that a permitted substance
joins together with a prohibited substance in the case of a nazirite is
that which we stated above. With regard to a sin-oﬀering, what is
the derivation that permitted material combines with prohibited
material? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Anything that touches in its flesh shall become consecrated” (Leviticus
: ). I might have thought that non-sacred meat that touched any
part of a sin-oﬀering is rendered prohibited even if it did not absorb
the taste of the sin-oﬀering it touched. Therefore, the verse states: In
its flesh shall become consecrated, to teach that this meat is not
consecrated until the taste of the sin-oﬀering is absorbed within its
flesh.H

 ׁ ֶש ִאם ּ ְפסו ָּלה,מוֹה
ָ  ״יִ ְקדָּ ׁש״ – ִל ְהיוֹת ָּכThe baraita continues: Shall become consecrated means that its legal
 וְ ִאם ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה ִהיא – ֵּת ָא ֵכל, ִהיא – ִּת ּ ָיפ ֵסלstatus becomes like that of the sin-oﬀering itself; that is, if the sin. ְּכ ָחמוּר ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ּהoﬀering is disqualified, this meat will also be disqualified. And if the
sin-oﬀering is valid, the meat that touched it may be eaten in accordance with the more stringent standards of a sin-oﬀering as far as
when and where it may be eaten. The principle that a permitted substance joins together with a prohibited substance applies in the case
of a sin-oﬀeringN as well. Therefore, the principle cannot be extended
to the entire Torah, as a halakha stated in two cases is not applied
elsewhere.
נֶיהוֵ י נָ זִ יר וְ ַח ָּטאת ׁ ְשנֵי ְכתו ִּבין
ֱ , וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן נַ ִמיThe Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis as well, let the cases
! וְ ֵאין ְמ ַל ְּמ ִדין, ַה ָ ּב ִאין ְּכ ֶא ָחדof a nazirite and a sin-oﬀering be considered two verses that come
as one and they do not teach the principle that the legal status of taste
is like that of the substance with regard to the entire Torah.
.יכי
ִ  ָהנְ ה ּו ִמיצְ ִריךְ צְ ִר: ָא ְמ ִריThe Gemara answers that the Rabbis say: Both of these cases are
necessaryN as they could not have been derived from each other.
Therefore, they are not two verses that come as one and it is possible
to derive a principle from these two halakhot.
יכי? ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִאי
ִ  ַמאי צְ ִר:וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְ ּב ַח ָּטאת – ָלא ָ ּג ַמר נָ זִ יר
. דְּ ח ו ִּּלין ִמ ָ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים ָלא ָ ּג ְמ ִרינַ ן,ִמ ָּינ ּה
יתי
ֵ  וְ ֵת,ֶא ָּלא ִל ְכ ּתוֹב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְ ּבנָ זִ יר
 דְּ ָהא ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין,ֵיה
ּ ַח ָּטאת וְ ִתגְ מוֹר ִמ ּינ
.ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ָקא ָ ּג ַמר ִמ ָּנזִ יר

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva, who does not derive a general
principle from these verses, would respond by asking: In what way
are they necessary? Granted, if the Merciful One had written this
principle only with regard to a sin-oﬀering, one would not derive
the halakha of a nazirite from it, as we do not derive halakhot of
non-sacred objects from those of consecrated objects. Certain stringencies and strictures apply only to consecrated property. However,
let the Merciful One write this principle with regard to a nazirite,
and you could bring the case of the sin-oﬀering and derive it from
the case of a nazirite, just as the application of this principle to all
prohibitions in the Torah is derived from the halakha of a nazirite.
Since this principle is stated in both cases unnecessarily, these are two
verses that come as one, and one cannot derive a principle from them.

– יכי; ַח ָּטאת
ִ  ִמיצְ ַרךְ צְ ִר: ְוְ ַר ָ ּבנַן ָא ְמ ִרי ָלך
 וְ חו ִּּלין ִמ ָ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים,ְל ֶה ֵּיתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ְל ִא ּיסוּר
ּ ָ יתן ַט ַﬠם ְּכ ִﬠ
,יקר
ֵּ  ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַרת – ִל.ָלא ָ ּג ַמר
.ו ִּמ ָּכאן ַא ָּתה דָּ ן ְל ָכל ַה ּת ָוֹרה ּכו ָּּל ּה

The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, as they maintain that the principle
that the legal status of the taste of a prohibited substance is like that
of the substance itself is not limited to these two cases, they would
say to you that both sources are necessary. The case of the sin-oﬀering is necessary to derive the principle that a permitted substance
joins together with a prohibited substance, as one cannot derive
the halakhot of non-sacred food from consecrated property. And the
term soaked, which appears in the context of the halakhot of a nazirite,
teaches the principle that the legal status of taste is like that of the
substance. Since both examples are necessary, they are not considered two verses that come as one, and it is therefore possible to derive
a principle from them. And consequently, from here you derive the
halakha with regard to all of the Torah in its entirety.

יתר ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
ֵּ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא – ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו ְל ֶה
 וְ ָהו ּו ְלה ּו ׁ ְשנֵי ְכתו ִּבין ַה ָ ּב ִאין,ְל ִא ּיסוּר
 וְ ָכל ׁ ְשנֵי ְכתו ִּבין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ְּכ ֶא ָחד,ְּכ ֶא ָחד
.ֵאין ְמ ַל ְּמ ִדין

The Gemara asks: And how could Rabbi Akiva respond to this
claim? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva would say that both
cases teach the principle that a permitted substance joins together with a prohibited substance, and they are indeed two
verses that come as one, to teach about the same issue. And the
rule is that any two verses that come as one do not teach overarching principles.

 ֶא ָּלא ָהא:יה ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ְל ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
״מ ּכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יֵ ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה ִמ ֶ ּג ֶפן ַהיַּ יִ ן
ִ :דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
יסו ֵּרי
ּ ימד ַﬠל ִא
ֵּ ֵמ ַח ְרצַ ּנִים וְ ַﬠד זָ ג״ – ִל
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ְל ַר ִ ּבי.נָזִ יר ׁ ֶש ִּמצְ ָט ְר ִפים זֶ ה ִﬠם זֶ ה
 ִא ּיסוּר,יתר ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפין
ֵּ ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ִא ּיסוּר וְ ֶה
!?יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ וְ ִא ּיסוּר ִמ

Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: But with regard to that which
is taught in a baraita: The verse: “He shall eat nothing that is
made of the grapevine, from the grape skins to the grape
seed” (Numbers : ), taught with regard to prohibitions of a
nazirite that these substances join together.H If the nazirite ate
only a small amount of each substance that when joined together constitute the measure that determines liability, he is
liable. Now the following question arises: According to Rabbi
Akiva, who maintains that prohibited and permitted substances join together, is it necessary to teach that one prohibited
substance joins together with another prohibited substance?N
Apparently, according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, this derivation
is unnecessary.

HALAKHA

The joining together of items prohibited to a nazirite – צֵ רוּף
יסו ֵּרי נָ זִ יר
ּ א:
ִ The foods that are prohibited to a nazirite join
together. This means that if a nazirite eats an olive-bulk of a
mixture of grapes, grape seeds, grape skins and unripe grapes,
he is flogged. Similarly, he is punished for eating a measure of
an olive-bulk of these items one after another, if he does so
within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3).
Dough that is in the cracks of a kneading bowl – ָ ּבצֵ ק
ש ְ ּב ִס ְיד ֵקי ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבה:
ֶ ׁ If an olive-bulk of dough is stuck in one area of a
kneading bowl, one is obligated to remove it. However, it is nullified if it serves to reinforce the bowl, provided there is not an
olive-bulk in one place, in accordance with the second version
of Rav Yehuda’s statement (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:7).

,יתר – ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת
ֵּ  ִא ּיסוּר וְ ֶה:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRav Kahana said to him that this derivation is necessary because
. ִא ּיסוּר וְ ִא ּיסוּר – ָ ּבזֶ ה ַא ַחר זֶ הthe two cases are not identical: Whereas prohibited and permitted substances combine only when they are eaten simultaneously, prohibited and other prohibited substances join together even when eaten one after the other. In other words, if
a nazirite eats half an olive-bulk of grape skins and then eats half
an olive-bulk of grape seeds, he is liable according to Rabbi
Akiva.

mishna

With regard to dough that is in the
 ִאם יֵ ׁש,מתני׳ ָ ּבצֵ ק ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ִס ְיד ֵקי ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבה
cracks of a kneading bowl,H if there is
 וְ ִאם,ַּכזַּ יִ ת ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ֶא ָחד – ַחיָּ יב ְל ָב ֵﬠר
an olive-bulk of dough in one place, one is obligated to re. )ל ֹא( – ָ ּב ֵטל ְ ּב ִמיעוּטוֹmove it. And if the dough does not add up to this amount, it is
nullified due to its insignificance.
–  ִאם ַמ ְק ּ ִפיד ָﬠ ָליו, וְ ֵכן ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאהAnd similarly, with regard to the halakhot of immersion to
 וְ ִאם רוֹצֶ ה ְ ּב ִקיּוּמוֹ – ֲה ֵרי הוּא, חוֹצֵ ץpurify the bowl from ritual impurity, if one is particular about
N
. ָּכ ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבהthe dough that is stuck in the cracks and he plans to remove it
and use it, it is a foreign substance that interposes between the
kneading bowl and the water of the ritual bath, and invalidates
the immersion of the bowl, leaving it ritually impure. And if he
wants the dough to remain in place, its status is like that of the
kneading bowl itself and is not an interposition.

NOTES

Is it necessary to teach that one prohibited substance joins
together with another prohibited substance – ִא ּיסוּר וְ ִא ּיסוּר
יב ֲﬠיָא
ּ ָ מ:ִ Actually, there is a principle that one prohibited item
does not combine with another. One is not punished for eating a mixture that contains half an olive-bulk of one prohibited
item and half an olive-bulk of another prohibited item. Consequently, it is not at all obvious that one prohibited substance
joins together with another prohibited substance. However,
since the various foods prohibited to a nazirite are all included
in the same prohibition, in this particular case it is possible to

derive the concept that prohibited substances join together by
means of an a fortiori argument from the halakha of a mixture
of permitted and prohibited substances (Me’iri).
If one is particular about the dough – אם ַמ ְק ּ ִפיד ָﬠ ָליו:ִ One’s
intention is of great significance with regard to matters of
ritual purity and impurity. For example, the manner in which a
person relates to an object can determine whether it is considered a vessel or an incomplete vessel, whether it is a broken or
intact, or, as in this case, whether or not a substance is deemed
an interposition for the purposes of ritual immersion.
. פרק ג׳ דף מה. Perek III . 45a
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NOTES

In a case where they serve to reinforce the bowl – ִ ּב ְמקוֹם
ש ֲﬠ ׂשוּיִ ין ְל ַחזֵּ ק:
ֶ ׁ Rashi explains that the term: Serve to reinforce,
refers to dough that is placed in a crack on the base of the
bowl, whereas dough that is placed in a crack on the side of
the bowl does not serve to reinforce. According to the ge’onim,
dough serves to reinforce the bowl if it is in a crack or a hole in
a bowl, whereas any dough that is not in a crack does not serve
to reinforce the bowl. Rav Yitzĥak ibn Giat explains that dough
placed in a crack that goes all the way through the bowl serves
to reinforce the bowl, while dough does not serve to reinforce
the bowl if it is in a crack that does not go all the way through
the bowl. The Me’iri suggests a similar explanation.

Dough that serves to reinforce the base of a bowl, according to Rashi

gemara

Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: They
:גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
taught that one is obligated to remove a
ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ֲﬠ ׂשוּיִ ין
combined olive-bulk of leaven only in a case where the pieces of
–  ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֲﬠשׂ וּיִ ין ְל ַחזֵּ ק, ְל ַחזֵּ קdough are not in a position where they serve to reinforce the
. ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְל ָב ֵﬠרkneading bowl. However, in a case where they serve to reinforce
the bowlN and they will remain there for this purpose, he is not
obligated to remove them; he may simply render them null and
void.
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְמקוֹם, ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ תThe Gemara concludes: This proves by inference that with regard
. ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָﬠשׂ וּי ְל ַחזֵּ ק – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְל ָב ֵﬠרto less than an olive-bulk, even in a place where it does not
serve to reinforce the bowl, one is not obligated to remove it.
 ״וְ ִאם ָלאו:יכא דְּ ַמ ְתנֵי ָל ּה ַא ֵּס ָיפא
ָּ ִא
 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר.ָ ּב ֵטל ְ ּב ִמיעוּטוֹ״
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ֶה ָﬠשׂ וּי:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָﬠ ׂש ּוי,ְל ַחזֵּ ק
, ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַכזַּ יִ ת.ְל ַחזֵּ ק – ַחיָּ יב ְל ָב ֵﬠר
ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי ְל ַחזֵּ ק – ַחיָּ יב
.ְל ָב ֵﬠר

Some teach the statement of Rav Yehuda with regard to the latter
clause of the mishna: And if the dough is not an olive-bulk, it is
nullified due to its insignificance. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: They taught that one is obligated to remove less than an
olive-bulk of dough in one place only in a place where it serves
to reinforce the bowl; however, in a place where it does not
serve to reinforce the bowl, one is obligated to remove it. This
proves by inference that if there is an olive-bulk of dough in one
place, even in a place where it serves to reinforce the bowl, one
is obligated to remove it.

ישנָ א
ָ ּ ׁ  ַּתנְיָא ְּכ ִל,ישנָ א ַק ָּמא
ָ ּ ׁ ַּתנְיָא ְּכ ִל
ָ ּ ׁ  ַּתנְ יָ א ְּכ ִל.ַ ּב ְת ָרא
 ָ ּבצֵ ק:ישנָ א ַק ָּמא
 ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי,יבה
ָ ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ִס ְיד ֵקי ֲﬠ ֵר
.עוֹבר
ֵ  וְ ֵאינוֹ,ְל ַחזֵּ ק – ֵאינוֹ חוֹצֵ ץ
ו ִּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָﬠ ׂשוּי ְל ַחזֵּ ק – חוֹצֵ ץ
ֵ ְו
–  ַ ּב ֶּמ ה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲא מ ּו ִרים.עוֹבר
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו, ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת,ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת
ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָﬠ ׂשוּי ְל ַחזֵּ ק – ֵאינוֹ
.עוֹבר
ֵ חוֹצֵ ץ וְ ֵאינוֹ

The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in accordance
with the first version of Rav Yehuda’s statement, and it was taught
in a diﬀerent baraita in accordance with the latter version of his
statement. The Gemara elaborates: It was taught in a baraita in
accordance with the first version of Rav Yehuda’s statement:
With regard to dough that is in the cracks of a kneading bowl in
a place where it is serves to reinforce the bowl, it does not interpose and invalidate the immersion for ritual impurity, and one
does not violate the prohibition against having leaven in his possession during Passover. And in a case where it does not serve
to reinforce the bowl, it interposes, and one violates the prohibition against having leaven in his possession on Passover. In what
case is this statement said? It is in the case of an olive-bulk of
dough; however, in a case where there is less than olive-bulk,
even in a case where it does not serve to reinforce the bowl, it
does not interpose and one does not violate a prohibition by
having it in his possession.

Dough on the side of a bowl that does not serve to reinforce it, according to Rashi

 ָ ּבצֵ ק:ישנָ א ַ ּב ְת ָרא
ָ ּ ׁ  וְ ַתנְ יָ א ְּכ ִלAnd it was taught in a diﬀerent baraita in accordance with the
 ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי,יבה
ָ  ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ִס ְיד ֵקי ֲﬠ ֵרlatter version of Rav Yehuda’s statement: With regard to dough
–  ְל ַחזֵּ קthat is in the cracks of a kneading bowl, in a place where it serves
to reinforce the bowl,
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Delete the lenient baraita – ס ֵמי ִק ְּיל ָתא:ְ In other words, Rav
Huna maintains that this version of the baraita was flawed. As
the baraitot were transmitted orally, sometimes the tanna’im
who taught them would err in reciting them.

 ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין.עוֹבר
ֵ ֵאינוֹ חוֹצֵ ץ וְ ֵאינוֹ
 ַ ּב ֶּמה.עוֹבר
ֵ ְָﬠ ׂשוּי ְל ַחזֵּ ק – חוֹצֵ ץ ו
,דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת
ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי
.עוֹבר
ֵ ְְל ַחזֵּ ק – חוֹצֵ ץ ו

it does not interpose in the immersion and one does not violate
the prohibition against having leaven in his possession during
Passover. In a case where the dough does not serve to reinforce
the bowl, it interposes in the immersion and one violates the
prohibition against owning leaven on Passover. In what case is
this statement said? It is in a case where the dough is less than
an olive-bulk. However, if it is an olive-bulk, even in a case
where it serves to reinforce the bowl it interposes in the immersion and one violates a prohibition by having it in his possession
during the Festival.

 ְס ֵמי: ַק ׁ ְשיָ ין ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי! ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אThe Gemara asks: In any case, these baraitot contradict each
N
. ִק ְּיל ָתא ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתאother. Rav Huna said: Delete the first, lenient baraita from
before the stringent one.
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!? ַּת ּנ ֵָאי ׁ ְש ַק ְל ְּת ֵמ ָﬠ ְל ָמא:יוֹסף ָא ַמר
ֵ ַרב
–  ַה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה: דְּ ַתנְיָא.ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
וֹח ָק ּה
ֲ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ָראוּי ְל ׁש,ַחיָּ יב ְל ָב ֵﬠר
.ﬠ ָ ּב ּה ַּכ ָּמה ִﬠ ּיסוֹת ֲא ֵחרוֹת ו ְּל ַח ֵּמ

Rav Yosef said: Have you removed the tanna’im from the world?N
It is a dispute between tanna’im. The baraita is in accordance with
the ruling of another Sage and is not the result of a flawed baraita, as
it was taught in a baraita: With regard to bread that grew moldy and
is no longer edible, one is obligated to remove it, due to the fact that
it is suitable to be ground and to leaven other dough. Apparently,
one is obligated to remove even inedible leaven.

 ַ ּב ֶּמה:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ימ ת
ֶ ֶדְּ ָב ִר ים ֲא מ ּו ִר ים – ִ ּב ְמ ק ּו יּ
יח ָד ּה
ֲ ִ ֲא ָבל ּכ ֶוֹפת ְ ׂשאוֹר ׁ ֶשיּ,ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה
 ִמדְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן.יש ָיבה – ָ ּב ְט ָלה
ִ ׁ ִל
ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָ ּב ְט ָלה – ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַת ָּנא
: ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר,ַק ָּמא ָס ַבר ל ֹא ָ ּב ְט ָלה
 ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דִּ ְמ ַב ֵּטל – ָלא,ָּכל ַּכזַּ יִ ת
.ָ ּב ֵטיל

Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: In what case is this statement said?
In a case where the bread was maintained for consumption; however, a mass of hardened leavenN that one designated for the purpose
of sitting upon it, not for consumption, is nullified. Rav Yosef infers
from the baraita: From the fact that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said
that this leaven is nullified, this proves by inference that the first
tanna maintains that in that case, the leaven is not nullified. Apparently, the first tanna maintains that with regard to any olive-bulk of
leaven, even though one renders it null and void, it is not nullified.
The respective opinions of these two Sages are presented in the two
conflicting baraitot with regard to dough in a bowl.

 ּ ָפחוֹת, ֵּת ַרצְ ָּת ְ ּב ַכזַּ יִ ת:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 ָהא וְ ָהא ַר ִ ּבי:ִמ ַּכזַּ יִ ת ִמי ֵּת ַרצְ ָּת? ֶא ָּלא
; וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א,ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִהיא
 ָהא – ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא,ישה
ָ ׁ ָהא – ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ִל
.ישה
ָ ׁ ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ִל

Abaye said to him: You resolved the contradiction between the
baraitot with regard to an olive-bulk of leaven by establishing it as a
tannaitic dispute. According to the first tanna, an olive-bulk of leaven
cannot be nullified at all, whereas Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar maintains
that it can be nullified. However, did you resolve the contradiction
with regard to less than an olive-bulk of leaven? Rather, both this
baraita and that baraita are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon ben Elazar, and nevertheless it is not diﬃcult. This baraita,
where he prohibits the dough in a crack of the bowl, refers to a situation where the dough is in the place in the bowl where kneading takes
place, as any dough he later inserts into the bowl will come into
contact with the dough in the crack. However, in that case, Rabbi
Shimon ben Elazar rules leniently, as the dough is not in the place in
the bowl where kneading takes place.

NOTES

Have you removed the tanna’im from the world – ַּת ָּנ ֵאי
ש ַק ְל ְּת ֵמ ָﬠ ְל ָמא:
ְ ׁ Even when better answers are available, this
response, which indicates that this issue is subject to a dispute of tanna’im, is preferable to the complete dismissal
of a baraita. Furthermore, the amora’im would prefer to
say that two conflicting baraitot represent two diﬀerent
opinions, rather than forcing a resolution between the
two sources. Of course, that cannot resolve a contradiction
within a single source.
A mass of leaven – וֹפת ְ ׂשאוֹר
ֶ כ:ּ Some commentaries
explain that this refers to balls of dough prepared from
barley that was dried for use in Babylonian kutaĥ (Arukh).
HALAKHA

If one covered the surface with mortar – נֶיה ַ ּב ִּטיט
ָ טח ּ ָפ:ָ
If one uses mortar to cover a mass of hardened leavened
dough, he may keep it during Passover (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:11).

ימא ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ָ  ָלא ֵּת: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi said: Do not say that dough not in the place in the bowl
 ֶא ָּלא,ישה ַא ַ ּג ָ ּב ּה דְּ ַא ָ ּגנָ א
ָ ׁ  ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ִלwhere kneading takes place, refers only to the area on the back of, i.e.,
. ַא ּ ִ ׂש ְיפ ָּתא דְּ ַא ָ ּגנָ אoutside the basin; rather, it also refers to the area on the edge of the
basin, as dough does not come into contact with that part of the bowl.
 זִ ְמנָ א דְּ ַא ֵּטיף:ימא
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשThe Gemara asks: This is obvious; why was it necessary to make that
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, ו ָּמ ֵטי ְל ָה ָתםstatement? The Gemara answers: Rav Ashi’s statement is necessary
lest you say that dough sometimes drips there and it should therefore be considered the place in the bowl where kneading takes place.
Therefore, the baraita teaches us that this is not the case, and one is
not obligated to remove leavened dough from that part of the bowl.
 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַרבRav Naĥman said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance
. ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ רwith the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar that a mass of leaven
designated for the purpose of sitting upon is nullified.
 ִאינִי? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרThe Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Yitzĥak bar Ashi say that
H
.נֶיה ַ ּב ִּטיט – ְ ּב ֵט ָלה
ָ  ִאם ָטח ּ ָפ: ַרבRav said: If one covered the surface of a mass of leaven with mortar,
. ל ֹא ָטח – ָלא, ָטח – ִאיןthe leaven is nullified? The Gemara infers: If he covered it with mortar, yes, it is nullified; however, if he did not cover it with mortar, no,
it is not nullified. In this statement, Rav states that a mass of leaven is
nullified only if it is covered with mortar.
. ַמאן דְּ ַמ ְתנֵי ָהא ָלא ַמ ְתנֵי ָהאThe Gemara answers: He who teaches this statement does not teach
that statement, as there is a dispute between amora’im with regard to
Rav’s opinion.
: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַרב,ִא ָּיכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
,ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
:דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר ַרב
.נֶיה ַ ּב ִּטיט – ְ ּב ֵט ָלה וכו׳
ָ ִאם ָטח ּ ָפ

Some say an alternative version of the above statement. Rav Naĥman
said that Rav said: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, as Rav Yitzĥak bar Ashi said that
Rav said: If one covered the surface of a mass of leaven with mortar,
it is nullified. This ruling indicates that if one did not cover the surface
with mortar, the leavened dough is not nullified, in accordance with
the opinion of the first tanna.
: פרק ג׳ דף מה. Perek III . 45b
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HALAKHA

Two half-olive-bulk portions with a string of dough – ׁ ְשנֵי
יתים וְ חוּט
ִ ֵחצָ ֵאי ז:ֲ If two portions of dough, each half an
olive-bulk in size, are separated in a kneading bowl, but
are connected by a string of dough so that if the string of
dough is lifted both pieces of leavened dough are lifted
with it, one is obligated to remove them (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:8).
Two half-olive-bulk portions in a house – ׁ ְשנֵי ֲחצָ ֵאי זֵ ִיתים
ב ַ ּביִ ת:
ּ ַ If two segments of leavened dough, each half an
olive-bulk in size, are located in one area of a house, the
owner is obligated to remove them, as they might combine
when they are gathered. If they are in two diﬀerent areas
of the house, one is not obligated to remove them, as it is
unlikely that the two pieces will come together. Although
the Gemara does not resolve this question, the halakha is
lenient in this regard, as it is a case of uncertainty involving a rabbinic decree (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:8).
Bread that grew moldy – פת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה:ַ ּ If bread grows so
moldy before Passover that it is unfit for consumption by a
dog, there is no obligation to eliminate it. If moldy bread is
still fit to be eaten by a dog, it must be eliminated (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 442:9).
Nullifying ritual impurity – ב ּיטוּל טו ְּמ ָאה:ּ If ritually impure
food is ruined to the extent that it is no longer fit for consumption by a dog, it becomes ritually pure (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:18).
Tanners’ bowls – ﬠ ֵר ַיבת ָה ַﬠ ְ ּב ָדנִים:ֲ One is not obligated to
eliminate the contents of a tanner’s bowl into which flour
was placed if someone places animal hides in the bowl
even one hour prior to the time for removing leaven. If
no one places hides in the bowl but the flour mixture sat
for three days, one is similarly not obligated to remove
the contents of the bowl. However, if three days have
not passed since the flour was added, one is obligated
to remove the bowl’s contents, in accordance with the
ruling of Rabbi Natan in the Tosefta (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 442:1).

 ׁ ְשנֵי ֲחצָ ֵאי:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ּכֹל:רוֹאין
ִ ,ינֵיהן
ֶ יתים וְ חוּט ׁ ֶשל ָ ּבצֵ ק ֵ ּב
ִ ֵז
נִיט ִלין ִﬠ ּמוֹ – ַחיָּ יב
ָּ ְׁ ֶש ִאילּ ּו יִ ּנ ֵָטל ַהחוּט ו
. וְ ִאם ָלאו – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠר,ְל ַב ֵﬠר

, ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ָ ּב ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבה: ָא ַמר עו ָּּלאUlla said: We stated this leniency that it is not necessary to remove
. ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת – ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠרhalf-olive-bulk portions of leavened dough only when the segments are in a kneading bowl, stuck separately to the sides of
the bowl. However, if they are located in a house,H one is obligated to removeN them even in the absence of a string of dough
connecting the two pieces.
 וְ נָ ְפ ִלי,ּנֵיש ְלהו
ׁ ימנִין דְּ ָכ
ְ ִ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא – דְּ זWhat is the reason for this? It is because a person will sometimes
. ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֲה ָד ֵדיgather them when cleaning his house and they will fall adjacent
to each other. If this occurs, the two portions will form an olivebulk of leavened dough.
 ַ ּביִ ת וַ ֲﬠ ִליָּ יה: ָ ּבע ּו ְ ּב ַמ ַﬠ ְר ָבא, ֲא ַמר עו ָּּלאUlla said: The Sages raise a dilemma in the West, Eretz Yisrael: If
 ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים זֶ ה,ּ ַ ּביִ ת וְ ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרא ַמהו,ּ ַמהוone piece of leavened bread was in the main area of a house and
?ּ ִל ְפנִים ִמזֶּ ה ַמהוthe other piece was in the upper story, what is the halakha? If one
piece is in the house and the other is in a portico, what is the halakha? Similarly, if the two segments are in two houses, one inside
the other, what is the halakha?
.ּ ֵּתיקוThe Gemara states: Let these dilemmas stand unresolved.
יפ ׁ ָשה וְ נִ ְפ ְס ָלה
ְ ּ  ַה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 וְ ַה ֶּכ ֶלב יָ כוֹל,ִמ ֶּל ֱא כוֹל ָל ָא ָד ם
אוֹכ ִלין
ָ אוֹכ ָל ּה – ִמ ַּט ְּמ ָאה טו ְּמ ַאת
ְ ְל
.נִש ֶר ֶפת ִﬠם ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח
ׂ ְ ְ ו,ְ ּב ַכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
. ֵאינָ ּה ִמ ַּט ְּמ ָאה:ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן ָא ְמרו

The Sages taught: With regard to bread that grew moldyH and was
rendered inedible for consumption by a person, but a dog can
eat it, it can become impure with the ritual impurity of foods in
the measure of an egg-bulk in size, as it is still considered food. If
the moldy bread was ritually pure teruma, it may be burned with
ritually impure terumaN on Passover. Once the bread is no longer
fit for human consumption, the prohibition against actively rendering it impure no longer applies. They said in the name of Rabbi
Natan: It cannot become ritually impure.

 ְּכ ָלל ָא ְמר ּו,ְּכ ַמאן ָאזְ ָלא ָהא דִּ ְתנַ ן
אוֹכל
ֶ  ּכֹל ַה ְמ י ּו ָח ד ְל:ְ ּב ָט ֳה רוֹת
ָא ָדם – ָט ֵמא ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ּ ָפ ֵסל ִמ ֶּל ֱאכוֹל
. ְּכ ַמאן – דְּ ל ֹא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן.ַל ֶּכ ֶלב

The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which
we learned in a mishna: The Sages stated a principle with regard
to ritual purity: Any food that is designated as food for a person
that becomes impure remains ritually impure until it is rendered
unfit to be consumed by a dog.H The Gemara reiterates: In accordance with whose opinion is that statement? The Gemara answers: It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, as
his statement indicates that food designated as food for a person is
rendered ritually pure as soon as it becomes unfit to be eaten by a
person.

יבת ָה ַﬠ ְ ּב ָדנִ ין ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן
ַ  ֲﬠ ֵר:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
– וֹך ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה יָ ִמים
ְ  ּת,תוֹכ ּה ֶק ַמח
ָ ְל
קוֹדם ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – יָ ִמים ֵאינוֹ
ֶ ,ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠר
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן.ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠר
,תוֹכ ּה עוֹרוֹת
ָ ֲאמו ִּרים – ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא נָ ַתן ְל
ְתוֹכ ּה עוֹרוֹת – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ּתוֹך
ָ ֲא ָבל נָ ַתן ְל
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֵאין ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠר

The Sages taught: With regard to tanners’ bowlsH into which one
placed flour in the production process of leather,B if the flour was
placed within three days of the start of Passover, one is obligated
to remove it, as it is still considered edible leaven. However, if one
added the flour prior to three days before Passover, one is not
obligated to remove the contents of the bowl, as the flour will have
already been rendered inedible by the odor of the vessel before the
beginning of Passover, and is no longer considered edible. Rabbi
Natan said: In what case is this statement said? In a case where
one did not place animal hides into the bowl; however, if one
placed hides into the bowl, even if Passover is within three days
of when he placed the flour in the bowl, he is not obligated to
remove the flour. Once the foul-smelling hides are placed in the
bowl, the flour is certainly no longer edible.

NOTES

In a house one is obligated to remove – ב ַ ּביִ ת ַחיָּ יב ְל ַב ֵﬠר:ּ ַ
Some commentaries maintain that this statement refers
to two pieces of leavened dough attached by a string of
dough (Korban Netanel). In the Jerusalem Talmud the opposite is stated: Two half-olive-bulk pieces of leavened
dough in a single kneading bowl must be eliminated, as
the bowl combines them. This is not the case if the two
pieces are merely in the same house, as presence in a
common building does not render them a single entity.
Another explanation for why the halakha should be more
lenient with regard to dough in a house than in bowl is that
dough in a kneading bowl remains clean and can be eaten
afterward, which is not true of dough left elsewhere in the
house (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Burned with ritually impure teruma – נִש ֶר ֶפת ִﬠם ַה ְּט ֵמ ָאה:
ְׂ
The Rif infers from here that not only is it permitted to
confer impurity on ritually pure leavened teruma, one is
even obligated to eliminate and burn it. Rabbi Aharon
HaLevi maintains that although this statement does indicate that a person may burn leavened teruma, there is no
obligation to do so.
BACKGROUND

Tanning hides – יבוּד עוֹרוֹת
ּ ﬠ:ִ Tanning was performed in
several diﬀerent manners in the mishnaic and talmudic
periods, depending on the type of hide and the quality
of the leather one sought to produce. Flour was added
for certain types of production, e.g., for parchments and
similar products, as the leavening process facilitates their
production.
Leather to which flour has been added is still considered
unfinished, as additional steps are required to complete
the tanning process.

230

Perek III . 45b . :פרק ג׳ דף מה

Rav Naĥman said that Shmuel said: With regard to two halfolive-bulk portions of leavened dough with a string of doughH
connecting between them, one observes: In any case that were
the string taken and the portions are taken with it, one is obligated to remove the dough, as the string unites them into an olivebulk of leaven. And if the portions are not taken with it, one is not
obligated to remove them.

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו יוֹם, ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
. ֶא ָחד וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ָש ָﬠה ַא ַחתRabbi Natan with regard to this issue. Consequently, there is no
set time at which the flour is considered spoiled, as it is considered
inedible even one day or even one hour after hides were added to
the bowl.

 ״וְ ֵכן ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן טו ְּמ ָאה ִאם ַמ ְק ּ ִפיד ָﬠ ָליו חוֹצֵ ץWe learned in the mishna: And similarly, with regard to the halakhot of
. וְ ִאם רוֹצֶ ה ְ ּב ִקיּוּמוֹ ֲה ֵרי הוּא ָּכ ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבה״immersion to purify the bowl from ritual impurity, if one is particular
about the dough that is stuck in the cracks and he plans to remove it and
use it, it is a foreign substance that interposesH between the kneading
bowl and the water of the ritual bath, and invalidates the immersion of
the bowl, leaving it ritually impure. And if he wants the dough to remain
in place, its status is like that of the kneading bowl itself and is not an
interposition.
, ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם – ְ ּב ׁ ִשיעו ָּרא ַּת ְליָ א ִמ ְּיל ָתאThe Gemara asks: Is it comparable? How can the mishna compare the
. ָה ָכא – ִ ּב ְק ֵפ ָידא ַּת ְליָ א ִמ ְּיל ָתאhalakhot of leaven on Passover to the halakhot of interpositions that invalidate an immersion to purify from ritual impurity? There, with regard
to leaven, the matter is contingent upon the measure of the dough, as
an olive-bulk of leaven is prohibited. Here, with regard to interpositions
that invalidate an immersion, the matter is contingent upon whether or
not one is particular about the presence of the dough. In other words,
with regard to interpositions it is the attitude of the owner of the bowl
that is the decisive factor, not the quantity of the dough.
ימא ו ְּל ִﬠנְיַ ן ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
ָ  ֵא: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהThe Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda said: Say that the mishna should
. ֵאינוֹ ֵּכןbe read: And with regard to interpositions that invalidate an immersion
to purify from ritual impurity, it is not so, as it is not the quantity of the
dough but the particularity of the owner that is the decisive factor.

HALAKHA

If one is particular about it, it interposes – ִאם
מ ְק ּ ִפיד ָﬠ ָליו חוֹצֵ ץ:ַ For an impure vessel to be purified through immersion, it must be cleaned
from any substance that interposes between it
and the water. If the owner of the vessel does
not object to the substance remaining on the
surface, the immersion is eﬀective, provided
that the majority of the vessel is not covered.
However, if the owner objects to the presence
of the substance, the immersion of the vessel
is ineﬀective (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Mikvaot 1:12).
NOTES

Doesn’t the mishna teach: And similarly – ָהא
ן…ק ָתנֵי
ָ וְ ֵכ: Some commentaries have noted that
a diﬃculty of this kind, based on the phrasing
of the mishna, is generally raised only when
there is an alternative explanation available
that would not require a deviation from the accepted text of the mishna. When there is no
acceptable alternative, the emended reading
of the mishna is accepted (Rashash).

 ָהא ״וְ ֵכן ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן טו ְּמ ָאה״:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: Doesn’t the mishna teach: And similarlyN with re וְ ֵכן: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר: ָק ָתנֵי! ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יgard to ritual impurity. The text of the mishna cannot be so drastically
emended merely to resolve a diﬃculty. Rather, Abaye said: This is what
the mishna is saying: And similarly,
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 ו ִּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת. ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן צֵ ירוּף טו ְּמ ָאה ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסחwith regard to the combination of two pieces vis-à-vis ritual impurityN
.יכא ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא
ָּ  ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ִאduring Passover, when it depends upon their volume. However, during
the rest of the year there is a distinction based upon whether the owner
is particular about it or not.
יכא ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
ִ ֵה
ָּ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ְּכגוֹן דְּ ִא
 ַ ּב ּ ֶפ ַסח דְּ ִא ּיסוּרוֹ. וְ נָ גְ ע ּו ְ ּב ַהאי ָ ּבצֵ ק,אוֹכ ִלין
ָ
, ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה,ָח ׁשוּב – ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
ְּ דְּ ִב ְק ֵפ ָידא ַּת ְליָ א ִמ
 ִאם ַמ ְק ּ ִפיד,יל ָתא
 ִאם רוֹצֶ ה ְ ּב ִקיּוּמוֹ – ֲה ֵרי,ָﬠ ָליו – ִמצְ ָט ֵרף
.הוּא ָּכ ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבה

The Gemara explains: What are the circumstances of the mishna’s case?
It is a case where there is less than an egg-bulk of ritually impure food,
and it touched this dough in the bowl, and then it came into contact with
ritually pure food. During Passover, when the prohibition that applies
to the dough causes it to be considered significant although it is a very
small quantity, it combines with the first piece of food. Together they are
the size of an egg-bulk, which is able to transmit the ritual impurity of
foods. However, during the rest of the year, when there is no prohibition
that imparts this significance to the dough, the matter is dependent on
the owner’s particularity; if he is particular about it, i.e., he does not
want the dough to be there, it is considered food rather than part of the
bowl, and it combines with the other piece of food. However, if one
prefers its continued presence in its current location, it is considered
like part of the kneading bowl itself, rather than food.

 ִמי ָק ָתנֵי ִמצְ ָט ֵרף? וְ ָהא: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ָר ָבאRava strongly objects to this: Was the language taught in the mishna:
 וְ ֵכן ְל ַה ֲﬠלוֹת: חוֹצֵ ץ ָק ָתנֵי! ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאCombines? Didn’t the mishna teach that it interposes? Abaye’s explana. ָט ֳה ָרה ָל ֲﬠ ֵר ָיבהtion does not account for this term. Rather, Rava said that the mishna
should be understood as saying: And so too with regard to purifying the
kneading bowl via immersion.
NOTES

With regard to the combination of two pieces vis-à-vis ritual impurity – ל ִﬠנְיַ ן צֵ ירוּף טו ְּמ ָאה:ְ Seemingly, it would have been simpler
to say that the mishna is referring to contracting ritual impurity: On
Passover, the prohibition causes an olive-bulk of dough to be considered significant and thus susceptible to contracting ritual impurity.
During the rest of the year, this small amount of dough is considered

to be part of the kneading bowl, in which case it is not susceptible to
the ritual impurity of foods, provided the owner does not object to
its presence. If the owner is particular about its presence, it is treated
as dough. This explanation is not presented because the dough is
prohibited during Passover in any case, and therefore its susceptibility
to the ritual impurity of foods is irrelevant (Tosafot).
. פרק ג׳ דף מו. Perek III . 46a
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