Perek I
Daf 7 Amud a
NOTES

From the beginning of the sixth hour and onward – ִמ ׁ ּ ֵש ׁש
שעוֹת ו ְּל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה:
ָ ׁ According to Rashi and others, the Gemara is
referring to the sixth hour itself, at which point leaven is prohibited by rabbinic law. According to Rabbeinu Tam and others,
the Gemara is speaking about the end of the sixth hour, when
leaven is prohibited by Torah law, and the rabbinic decree mentioned by the Gemara is referring to the uncertain status of the
mountain wheat. Some commentaries maintain that according
to Rashi, another principle applies here: Anyone who betroths
a woman does so contingent on the Sages’ consent, and they
annulled this type of betrothal (See Kesef Mishne, Sefer Milĥamot
Hashem of the Ramban, and the Responsa of Rabbi Akiva Eiger).

יס ּו ָרא
ּ יה ְ ּב ׁ ִשית! ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִא
ַ ְו
ּ נִיב ְּט ֵל
,יתא דָּ ְמיָ א
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ יה – ִּכ ְד
ּ ֵדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ִﬠ ָּילו
 וְ ָלא ָמצֵ י,ימא
ָ ְיה ַקי
ּ וְ ָלאו ִ ּב ְר ׁשו ֵּת
.ְמ ַב ֵּטיל

The Gemara asks: But let him render the leaven null and void
during the sixth hour, when he burns it. The Gemara answers:
Since there is a rabbinic prohibition that takes eﬀect on the leaven, as it is prohibited to derive benefit from it after the fifth hour,
its legal status is like that of leaven prohibited by Torah law, and
therefore it is not in his possession and he is unable to nullify it.

דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב ִ ּגידֵּ ל ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר
 ַה ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש ִמ ׁ ּ ֵש ׁש ׁ ָשעוֹת:יוֹסף ָא ַמר ַרב
ֵ
– יטי קו ְּר ָדנַיְ ָתא
ֵּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ִח,ו ְּל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה
.חוֹש ׁ ִשין ְל ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין
ְ ׁ ֵאין

The Gemara continues: There is proof that the Sages were stringent
with regard to leaven prohibited by rabbinic law, as Rav Giddel
said that Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: With regard
to a man who betroths a woman on the fourteenth of Nisan from
the beginning of the sixth hour and onward,N even if he does so
with wheat from the mountains [kurdanaita],NL which is particularly hard and there is no certainty that it will ferment even if
water falls on it, nevertheless, as it is possible that the wheat leavened, its legal status is that of leaven. Consequently, it is prohibited to derive benefit from this wheat, which is legally worthless.
Therefore, if a man gives the wheat to a woman for the purpose of
betrothal, one need not be concerned that it is a betrothal.H The
reason is that a betrothal is eﬀective only if the man gives the
woman an object worth at least a peruta. In this case the Sages
disqualify the betrothal and allow the woman to marry another
man, despite the fact that by Torah law she is betrothed to the first
man, as the leaven with which he betrothed her is prohibited only
by rabbinic law.

יסו ָּרא ָלא ָמצֵ י ְמ ַב ֵּטיל
ּ ו ְּל ָב ַתר ִא
יוֹשב ְ ּב ֵבית
ֵ ׁ  ָהיָ ה:יה? וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָא
ּ ֵל
תוֹך
ְ ַה ִּמ ְד ָר ׁש וְ נִ זְ ַּכר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָח ֵמץ ְ ּב
 ֶא ָחד ׁ ַש ָ ּבת,ֵ ּביתוֹ – ְמ ַב ְּטלוֹ ְ ּב ִל ּבוֹ
–  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ׁ ַש ָ ּבת.וְ ֶא ָחד יוֹם טוֹב
 ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָחל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה,ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה
–  ֶא ָּלא יוֹם טוֹב.ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ִל ְהיוֹת ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
!ָ ּב ַתר ִא ּיסו ָּרא הוּא

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: And is it indeed the case that after
the leaven has become prohibited one is unable to render it null
and void? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: If one was sitting in
the study hall and he remembered that there is leavened bread
in his house, he should render it null and void in his heart, both
on Shabbat and on the Festival? The Gemara analyzes this statement: Granted, on Shabbat you can find this case, as one can
nullify the leaven before it becomes prohibited, in a case where
the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat and he remembers to
nullify the leaven before the prohibition takes eﬀect. However, if
he remembered on the Festival itself, it is after the prohibition
has taken eﬀect, as the Festival has already begun, and yet the
baraita says that one may render the leaven null and void.

 ָה ָכא:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר יַ ֲﬠקֹב
,יוֹשב ִל ְפנֵי ַר ּבוֹ ָﬠ ְס ִקינַ ן
ֵ ׁ ְ ּב ַת ְל ִמיד
תוֹך
ְ יסה ְמגו ְּל ֶ ּג ֶלת ְ ּב
ָּ וְ נִ זְ ַּכר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ִﬠ
 ו ִּמ ְתיָ ֵירא ׁ ֶש ָּמא ַּת ֲח ִמיץ ָק ֵדים,ֵ ּביתוֹ
ּ ַ יה ִמ
.יק ֵּמי דְּ ַת ְח ִמיץ
ּ ו ְּמ ַב ֵּטיל ֵל

Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov said: Here we are dealing with a student
sitting before his teacher, and he remembers that there is kneaded dough in his house,N and he is afraid lest it leaven before he
can return home to warn the members of his household. Since the
dough has not yet leavened and is not yet prohibited, he can take
earlier action and render it null and void before it becomes
leavened.H

Wheat from the mountains – יטי קו ְּר ָדנַיְ ָתא
ֵּ ח:ִ The commentaries
explain that this wheat, which grows in the mountains, is particularly hard and is therefore less likely to ferment. Some maintain that this wheat does not fully ripen by itself, and farmers
would dig small pits around the wheat and fill them with water
to facilitate ripening. As the water causes the wheat to become
slightly fermented while still attached to the ground, the wheat
assumes the legal status of hardened leaven (Maharam Ĥalawa).
Kneaded dough in his house – יסה ְמגו ְּל ֶ ּג ֶלת ְ ּבתוֹךְ ֵ ּביתוֹ
ָּ ﬠ:ִ It is
evident from the answer given here that this occurred during
the twilight period before Shabbat began (Ritva). Alternatively,
Rashi explains that this case involves full-fledged leaven, and
the reference is to Passover eve.
LANGUAGE

Mountains [kurdanaita] – קו ְּר ָדנַיְ ָתא: According to most commentaries, the Gemara is referring to extremely hard wheat kernels, named for their place of origin, the mountains of Kurdistan.
Indeed, Onkelos renders the mountains of Ararat (Genesis 8:4)
as turei Kardu, the Kurdish mountains. The species of wheat that
grows in this mountainous region is much harder than the grain
that grows in the plains. Others claim that kurdanaita does not
refer to its place of origin, but describes the grain itself, which
is as hard as a rocky mountainside.

Kurdish wheat farmers collecting wheat grown in the mountains

ְיוֹשב ְ ּבתוֹך
ֵ ׁ  ָהיָ ה: דְּ ָק ָתנֵי, דַּ יְ ָקא נַ ִמיThe Gemara comments: The language of the baraita is also precise
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה, ֵ ּבית ַה ִּמ ְד ָר ׁשin accordance with this explanation, as the baraita teaches: If one
was sitting in the study hall. This indicates that the dough has not
yet risen, and the problem is that he cannot arrive home in time to
prevent it from rising. However, if it had already become leavened,
rendering it null and void will not remedy the situation even if he
were home. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this proof
that Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov’s interpretation is correct.

HALAKHA

One who betroths with wheat – יטין
ִּ מ ַקדֵּ ׁש ַ ּב ִח:ְ With regard
to a man who betroths a woman on the eve of Passover after
the sixth hour with wheat that has been exposed to water,
there is no concern that this betrothal might be eﬀective,
even if the wheat is of a particularly hard species (Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 28:21).
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ּ ב:
The nullification of leavened dough – יסת ָח ֵמץ
ַּ יטוּל ִﬠ
ּ ִ If
one has dough in his house on Passover that has not yet
begun to rise, and for whatever reason he cannot return
home before it rises, he can render the dough null and void
from afar before it becomes leavened (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 444:8).

:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב
–  ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ָר ְב ָתה ַמ ָ ּצה,ַה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה
ימא דְּ יָ ַדע
ָ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ  ֵה,מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ָ ּב ּה דְּ ָח ֵמץ ִהיא – ִּכי ָר ְב ָתה ַמ ָ ּצה ַמאי
?ָהוֵ י

Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Rav said: With regard to a vessel
that contains several loaves in which there was bread that became
moldy,B and it is not evident whether it is leaven or matza, once
there was more matza than leaven in the vessel, it is permitted. The
Gemara first analyzes the case itself: What are the circumstances?
If you say that he knows that this loaf is leavened bread, even if
there were more matza, what of it? What diﬀerence does it make
that most of the food is matza, if it is clear that this loaf is leaven?

 דְּ ָלא יָ ְד ִﬠינַן ָ ּב ּה ִאי ָח ֵמץ הוּא,ֶא ָּלא
ִאי ַמ ָ ּצה הוּא – ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ִּכי ָר ְב ָתה
,ַמ ָ ּצה? ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִּכי ל ֹא ָר ְב ָתה ַמ ָ ּצה נַ ִמי
!נֵיזִ יל ָ ּב ַתר ַ ּב ְת ָרא

Rather, Rav must be speaking of a case where we do not know
whether it is leavened bread or whether it is matza. However, in
that case, why discuss specifically a situation where there was
more matza in the vessel? Even in a case where there was not more
matza in the vessel as well, the questionable loaf is likely to be
matza, as let us follow the last item placed in the vessel, which even
on the first day of Passover would be matza.

סוֹח ֵרי
ֲ  ָמעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ִל ְפנֵי: ִמי ָלא ְּתנַןDidn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to coins that were found
–  ְ ּב ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת,עוֹלם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ  ְב ֵה ָמה – ְלbefore animal merchants in Jerusalem, they are always assumed
N
, חו ִּּליןto be money of the second tithe, as most of the animals purchased
in Jerusalem were bought with that money. This halakha applies
both during a Festival and throughout the year, as people would
purchase animals for meat with their second-tithe money, and it can
therefore be assumed that these coins have the status of second tithe.
However, if the money was found on the Temple Mount it is nonsacred money,N even during a Festival. It can be assumed that one
who enters the Temple Mount has already purchased all the animals
that he required beforehand. Any coins in his possession are nonsacred money, not tithes.
, ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ָה ֶרגֶ ל – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר, ִ ּביר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ םIf the money was found elsewhere in Jerusalem during the Festival,
. ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה – חו ִּּליןwhen many people came to Jerusalem with their second-tithe money, the coins are presumed to be second-tithe money. However, if
the coins were found during the rest of the year, it is non-sacred
money.H
 ַמאי:וְ ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ְש ַמ ְﬠיָ ה ַ ּבר זֵ ָירא
הוֹאיל וְ ׁש ּו ֵקי יְ ר ּו ׁ ָש ַליִ ם
ִ
– ַט ְﬠ ָמא
 ַא ְל ָמא.ֲﬠ ׂשוּיִ ין ְל ִה ְת ַּכ ֵ ּבד ְ ּב ָכל יוֹם
 וְ ָהנֵי,יה
ּ  ַק ָּמ ֵאי ַק ָּמ ֵאי ָאזְ ִלי ֵל:ָא ְמ ִרינַן
 ַק ָּמא:נֵימא
ָ –  ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.ַּא ֲח ִרינֵי נִינְ הו
! וְ ַהאי דְּ ָה ִאידָּ נָ א הוּא,ַק ָּמא ָאזֵ יל

The Gemara explains the proof. And Rav Shemaya bar Zeira said:
What is the reason that during the rest of the year the coins are
considered non-sacred money, even on the day after the Festival?
Since the markets of Jerusalem tend to be cleaned every day, any
money left there would already have been found by the street cleaners. Consequently, any coins found there were left there recently.
Apparently, we say that the first ones are gone and these objects
are later ones. Here too, with regard to moldy bread, let us say: The
first ones have been eaten and are gone, and this food is from now
and is undoubtedly matza.

.יה
ִ  דְּ ִﬠ ּיפו ׁ ָּש ּה,ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא
ּ ֵיח ִﬠ ָּילו מוֹכ
יה – ִּכי ָר ְב ָתה
ִ ִאי ִﬠ ּיפו ׁ ָּש ּה
ּ ֵיח ִﬠ ָּילו מוֹכ
ימא
ָ  ָלא ֵּת:ַמ ָ ּצה ַמאי ָהוֵ י? ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
 ׁ ֶש ַר ּב ּו יְ ֵמי:ימא
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ֵא,ׁ ֶש ָר ְב ָתה ַמ ָ ּצה
.יה
ּ ֵַמ ָ ּצה ִﬠ ָּילו

The Gemara rejects this proof: It is diﬀerent here, as the mold
proves about the loaf that it is leaven, as food does not become
moldy unless it has been sitting for a long time. The Gemara retorts:
If its mold proves about the loaf that it is leaven, if there was more
matza in the vessel, what of it? Even in that case, the very fact that
it is moldy proves that it is leaven. Rabba said: Do not say there
was more matza than leaven in the vessel; rather, say that several
days of eating matza have passed over the vessel. In other words,
several days of the Festival, during which matza is consumed, have
passed. Therefore, it is more likely that the moldy loaf is matza.

 דְּ ִﬠ ּיפו ׁ ָּש ּה,יטא! ל ֹא צְ ִר ָיכא
ָ ִאי ָה ִכי ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִﬠ ּיפו ׁ ָּש ּה:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת.ְמרו ֶ ּּבה
ְמרו ֶ ּּבה – ִאיגְ ַליָ א ִמ ְּיל ָתא דְּ וַ דַּ אי ָח ֵמץ
: ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ַמ ַﬠ ְליָ א הוּא

The Gemara asks: If so, it is obvious that the moldy loaf is matza,
not leaven. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this
halakha with regard to a situation where its mold is extensive. Lest
you say: Since its mold is extensive the matter is revealed that it
is certainly leavened bread, therefore Rav teaches us that one cannot be entirely sure that this is the case.

BACKGROUND

Bread that became moldy – ה ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ִﬠ ּ ְיפ ׁ ָשה:ַ When matza is
baked without puncturing the dough with holes, it resembles leavened flatbread. It can become moldy and therefore
be confused with leavened bread.

Flatbread
NOTES

Second tithe – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי:ַ The second tithe was a tenth of
the produce that remained after teruma had been given to
the priests and the first tithe had been given to the Levites.
The second tithe was separated during the first, second,
fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After the
second tithe was set aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to
be consumed there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem
was too long, so that it would be diﬃcult to carry all the
second tithe there, or if the produce became ritually impure,
it could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If
the owner redeemed his own produce he had to add onefifth of its value. This redemption money was brought to
Jerusalem, where it could be spent only to purchase food.
On the Temple Mount it is non-sacred money – ְ ּב ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת
חו ִּּלין: Some commentaries explain that one would not ordinarily enter the Temple Mount with coins. Consequently,
any coins found there were probably spent by the Temple
treasury to purchase sacred items for the Temple and the
money was redeemed in the process, rendering them nonsacred coins (Ra’avad; Me’iri).
HALAKHA

Coins that were found in Jerusalem – ָמעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו
בירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם:
ּ ִ With regard to coins found in Jerusalem when
the Temple was standing, if they were discovered near
animal merchants they are assumed to be second-tithe
coins. If they were found on the Temple Mount they are
non-sacred coins. If they were discovered in other places
in Jerusalem, during a Festival they are presumed to be
second-tithe coins and during the rest of the year they are
presumed to be non-sacred coins (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 6:9–10).
Bread that was found during Passover – ּ ַפת ׁ ֶשנִ ְמצְ ָאה
ב ּ ֶפ ַסח:ּ ַ If one finds a loaf on Passover and does not know
whether it is leaven or matza, he is even permitted to eat
it. If it is moldy, if enough days of Passover have passed
that it is possible that it turned moldy during Passover, it
is permitted. However, if this is not possible, it is assumed
to be leaven and thus prohibited, in accordance with the
conclusion of the Gemara and the opinion of Rabba bar Rav
Huna (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 446:4).

: ָא ְמ ִרינַן,יה
ּ ֵ ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ַר ּב ּו יְ ֵמי ַמ ָ ּצה ִﬠ ָּילוThe Gemara explains the reason for the uncertainty. Since several
,ימא ֲא ָפה
ָ יוֹמא נַ ֲה ָמא ֲח ִמ
ָ ְיוֹמא ו
ָ  ָּכלdays of eating matza have passed over the vessel, we say: Each and
.יה וְ ָﬠ ְפ ׁ ָשא ְט ֵפי
ּ ֵ ו ׁ ְּש ָדא ִﬠ ָּילוevery day he baked warm loaves, which he placed upon the previous days’ matza, causing it to grow moldier. Therefore, it is possible
that even though only a brief time has passed, the matza has grown
very moldy, due to the moisture and heat inside the vessel.H
. פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7a
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NOTES

One recites a blessing over the search – מ ָב ֵרךְ ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ִד ָיקה:ְ
The novelty in this statement is that one recites a blessing
despite the fact that the essential part of the mitzva is
the removal of leaven, as the search for leaven is merely a
stage in the preparation for its removal. Additionally, it can
be suggested that the main mitzva is not even to remove
leaven; rather, one is commanded to ensure that no leaven remains in his house. Therefore, the Gemara informs us
that the search for leaven is considered the beginning of
the process of its removal, and for this reason one recites a
blessing before beginning the search (Rosh). The meaning
of the term removal [biur] includes both the search and
the removal of leaven (Ritva). Alternatively, the formula
of this blessing serves to emphasize that the purpose
of the search is to facilitate removal of the leaven (Rabbeinu Gershom). Yet others explain that the obligation to
remove leaven is by rabbinic law, whereas the obligation
to search for leaven is by Torah law (Maharam Ĥalawa).

,ו ִּמי ָאזְ ִלינַן ָ ּב ַתר ַ ּב ְת ָרא? וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָא
יבה
ָ  ֵּת:אוֹמר
ֵ
יוֹסי ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ַּת ְּמ ׁש ּו ָ ּב ּה ְמעוֹת חו ִּּלין ו ְּמעוֹת
 ִאם, ִאם רוֹב חו ִּּלין – חו ִּּלין,ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
 וְ ַא ַּמאי? ֵליזִ יל.רוֹב ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
!ָ ּב ַתר ַ ּב ְת ָרא

In regard to the aforementioned principle, the Gemara asks: And do
we, in general, follow the last item in determining the identity of the
item in question? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei
bar Yehuda says: With regard to a box that people used for both
non-sacred coins and second-tithe coins, if the majority of its use
was for non-sacred money, the coins are considered non-sacred. If
the majority of its use was for second-tithe coins, the coins are considered second-tithe money. The Gemara asks: But why is this so?
Let us follow the last item placed in the box.

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחקRav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: With what are we dealing here? We
are dealing with a case where people used the box for both nonָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ַּת ְּמ ׁש ּו ָ ּב ּה ְמעוֹת
sacred coins and second-tithe coins, and he does not know
ּ
ﬠ יוֹד
ֵ  וְ ֵאין,ח ּו ִלין ּו ְמעוֹת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
which of the two kinds of money was placed there last.
 ְּכגוֹן: ַרב זְ ִביד ָא ַמר.ֵאיזֶ ה ֵמ ֶהן ַ ּב ּסוֹף
Rav Zevid said: The baraita is referring to a case where he used one
 ַרב.יבו ִּרין
ּ ִיבו ִּרין צ
ּ ִׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ַּת ְּמ ׁש ּו ָ ּב ּה צ
part of the box for piles of non-sacred coins and another part of
.יש ַּת ַּכח ְ ּבגו ָּמא
ְ ׁ  ְּכגוֹן דְּ ִא:ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר
the box for piles of second-tithe coins. In this case, there was no
definitive most recent use of the box, as a coin may have moved
from one side of the box to the other.
Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with a case where the coin was found
in a hole in the box. The concern is that this coin might not be of
the type last placed into the box. Instead, it is possible that this coin
remained from a previous use and was not removed because it was
obscured in the hole.
. ְ ַה ּב ֵוֹדק צָ ִריךְ ׁ ֶש ָיְּב ֵרך:ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה
יה
ּ ַמאי ְמ ָב ֵר ְך? ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ִפי ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
 ַרב.״ל ַב ֵﬠר ָח ֵמץ״
ְ ()אוֹמר
ֵ
:דְּ ָר ָבא
״ﬠל ִ ּביעוּר
ַ :יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ּ ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
״ל ַב ֵﬠר״ – ּכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא
ְ  ִ ּב.ָח ֵמץ״
,ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ וַ דַּ אי ְל ַה ָ ּבא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

Rav Yehuda said: One who searches for leaven must recite a
blessing.N The Gemara asks: What blessing does he recite, i.e., what
is the correct formula of the blessing? Rav Pappi said in the name of
Rava that one recites: Who has made us holy through His mitzvot
and has commanded us to remove leavened bread. Rav Pappa said
in the name of Rava: One should recite: Concerning the removal
of leavened bread. The Gemara comments: With regard to the formula: To remove, everyone agrees that it certainly refers to the
future. This formulation undoubtedly indicates that the person reciting the blessing is about to begin fulfilling the mitzva of removing
leaven, and it is therefore an appropriate blessing.

Perek I
Daf 7 Amud b
NOTES

The phrase to perform versus the phrase concerning
the mitzva – ל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת וְ ַﬠל ִמצְ וַ ת:ַ Several of the early commentaries seek a guiding principle for when the formula
of the blessing recited before performing a mitzva
concludes with the infinitive: To perform, and when the
formula of the blessing concludes with: Concerning
the mitzva. According to Rabbeinu Tam, one recites the
formula: Concerning, before a mitzva that he performs
immediately, whereas if the performance of the mitzva
is not immediate he recites the blessing in the infinitive
form. According to Rav Yitzĥak ben Asher (Tosafot) and
the Ramban, the formula is: Concerning, for any mitzva
that can be performed by means of an agent, and for a
mitzva that cannot be performed by means of an agent,
the infinitive is used. The Ritva accepts several of these
opinions, and adds that for any mitzva whose blessing is
recited after its performance, or for a mitzva that one is
not absolutely obligated to perform, e.g., ritual slaughter,
one recites the formula: Concerning. The Me’iri also adopts
some of these opinions and contends that when one
performs only part of a mitzva he recites: Concerning. Yet
other early commentaries claim that there is no guiding
principle with regard to this issue (Rabbeinu Yitzĥak in
Tosafot).
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: ָמר ָס ַבר.״ﬠל ִ ּביעוּר״
ַ  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּבWhere they disagree is with regard to the formula: Concerning the
ּ ָ  ֵמ ִﬠelimination of leaven. One Sage, Rav Pappi, maintains that it is refer ְל ַה ָ ּבא: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,יק ָרא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
. ַמ ׁ ְש ַמעring to an act that was performed previously. Since this formula is
referring to the removal of leaven as a task already completed, it would
be more appropriate for a blessing recited after performance of that
mitzva was completed. And the other Sage, Rav Pappa, maintains
that this expression refers to the future.N
״ברוּךְ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִקדְּ ׁ ָשנ ּו ְ ּב ִמצְ ו ָֹתיו
ּ ָ : ֵמ ִית ִיביThe Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion from the
! וְ צִ ָּונ ּו ַﬠל ַה ִּמ ָילה״formula of the blessing recited just prior to circumcision: Blessed are
You…Who has made us holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us concerning circumcision. Apparently this expression
indeed is referring to a future act.
״למוּל״ – ָלא
ָ נֵימא
ָ ?נֵימא
ָ יכי
ִ  ָה ָתם ֵהThe Gemara rejects this contention: That is no proof, as what alterna ַסגְ יָ א דְּ ָלאו ִאיה ּו ָמ ֵהיל? ֲא ִבי ַה ֵ ּבןtive formula can we recite there? If we say: He, Who has made us
.ימר? ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ַמאי ִאholy through His mitzvot and commanded us to circumcise, is there
no alternative to he himself, i.e., the boy’s father, circumcising his
son? The father is commanded to circumcise his son, and he may appoint one who is not commanded to circumcise his son to act in his
stead. Therefore, the more general formula of the blessing is recited:
About the circumcision. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: In a case
where the child’s father himself circumcises his son, what can be
said? The Gemara responds: Yes, it is indeed so. If the father himself
performs the circumcision he in fact recites the blessing: And has
commanded us to circumcise.

״ברוּךְ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִקדְּ ׁ ָשנ ּו ְ ּב ִמצְ ו ָֹתיו
ּ ָ :ֵמ ִית ִיבי
יכי
ִ  ֵה, ָה ָתם נַ ִמי.יטה״
ָ וְ צִ ָּונ ּו ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִח
״ל ׁ ְשחוֹט״ – ָלא ַסגְ יָ א
ִ נֵימא
ָ ?נֵימא
ָ
?דְּ ָלאו ִאיה ּו ׁ ָש ַחט

The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion. The blessing recited over ritual slaughter is: Blessed…Who has made us
holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us concerning
slaughtering. This blessing likewise indicates that this formula
is appropriate prior to an action. The Gemara again rejects this
claim: There too, what alternative formula can we recite? If we say:
Who has commanded us to slaughter, is there no alternative to
his slaughtering the animal? There is no mitzva to slaughter an
animal. It is merely the necessary preparation before one may eat
meat. Therefore, the more general formula of the blessing is recited:
Concerning slaughtering.

?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ּ ֶפ ַסח וְ ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ַמאי ִאThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, with regard to the slaughter of
. ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמיthe Paschal lamb and other consecrated animals, what can be
said? One is indeed commanded to slaughter these animals. The
Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so. When slaughtering the Paschal lamb or any other oﬀering, one recites: Who has commanded
us to slaughter.
ְעוֹשה לו ָּלב ְל ַﬠצְ מוֹ ְמ ָב ֵרך
ׂ ֶ  ָה:ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
.יﬠנ ּו ַלזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה״
ָ ״ש ֶה ֱחיָ ינ ּו וְ ִקיְּ ָמנ ּו וְ ִה ִ ּג
ֶׁ
״א ׁ ֶשר ִקדְּ ׁ ָשנ ּו
ֲ אוֹמר
ֵ נְטלוֹ ָלצֵ את ּבוֹ
ָ
.ילת לו ָּלב״
ַ ְ ּב ִמצְ ו ָֹתיו וְ צִ ָּונ ּו ַﬠל נְ ִט
 דִּ ְב ִﬠידָּ נָ א דְּ ַאגְ ָ ּב ָה ּה,ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
.יה
ּ נְ ַפק ֵ ּב

The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion from the
Tosefta: One who prepares a lulav for himself recites the blessing:
Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time.
When he takes it to fulfill with it the obligation to take the lulav,
he says: Who has made us holy through His mitzvot and has
commanded us concerning the taking of the lulav. Although he
has yet to perform the mitzva, he does not recite the formula: To
take. The Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent there, as at the time when
he lifts the lulav before he recites the blessing, he already fulfilled
his obligation by Torah law. Consequently, the formula: Concerning the taking, is indeed more appropriate for an action that he has
already performed.

״לצֵ את ּבוֹ״?! ״יָ צָ א ּבוֹ״
ָ ,ִאי ָה ִכי
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָקא,יה! ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
ישב ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכה״
ֵ ׁ ״ל
ֵ יתנָ א ֵס ָיפא
ְ ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְל ִמ
.״לצֵ את ּבוֹ״
ָ ישא נַ ִמי
ָ ׁ ְּתנָ א ֵר

The Gemara raises an objection: If so, the statement that he takes
it to fulfill his obligation with it is imprecise, as the tanna should
have said that he took the lulav with which he already fulfilled his
obligation. The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; the tanna
should have formulated the halakha in that manner. But due to the
fact that he wants to teach the latter clause of the baraita: One who
comes to sit in the sukka, he likewise taught in the first clause: To
fulfill his obligation with it. This phrase maintains the consistency
of the language of the Tosefta, even though it is imprecise with
regard to the halakha of lulav.

עוֹשה סו ָּּכה ְל ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ׂ ֶ  ָה:דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֵס ָיפא
 ָ ּברוּךְ ַא ָּתה ה׳ ׁ ֶש ֶה ֱחיָ ינ ּו וְ ִקיְּ ָמנ ּו:אוֹמר
ֵ
ישב ָ ּב ּה
ֵ ׁ  נִ ְכנַס ֵל.יﬠנ ּו ַלזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
ָ וְ ִה ִ ּג
 ָ ּברו ְּך ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִקדְּ ׁ ָשנ ּו ְ ּב ִמצְ ו ָֹתיו:אוֹמר
ֵ
״ﬠל
ַ : וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא.ישב ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכה
ֵ ׁ וְ צִ ָּונ ּו ֵל
.ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ״

As it teaches in the latter clause of this baraita: One who erects a
sukka for himself recites: Blessed are You, God, Who has given
us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. When he
enters to sit in the sukka he says: Blessed…Who has made us
holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us to sit in the
sukka. In summary, no conclusive proof has been found for either
side of this debate. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is
that one should recite: Concerning the removal of leaven, as that
expression is referring to the future as well.H

ּ ָ  ֵמ ִﬠ,יהא
יק ָרא ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן
ָ דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ִמ
 ְמ ַנָלן? דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר,רוֹכי
ֵ ְל ָב
יהן
ֶ  ָּכל ַה ִּמצְ וֹת ְמ ָב ֵר ְך ֲﬠ ֵל:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
.יתן
ָ ָעוֹבר ַל ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
ֵ

The Gemara poses a question: In any event, it is clear from the
previous discussion that everyone agrees that one is required to
recite a blessing prior to performing a mitzva. From where do we
derive this principle? It is as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said:
With regard to all the mitzvot, one recites a blessing over them
prior to [over] their performance.HN

ישנָ א
ָ ּ ׁ עוֹבר ִל
ֵ ַמאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע דְּ ַהאי
דְּ ַא ְקדּ ו ֵּמי הוּא? ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר
ימ ַﬠץ
ַ  ״וַ יָּ ָרץ ֲא ִח: דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,יִ צְ ָחק
 ַא ַ ּביֵ י.דֶּ ֶרךְ ַה ִּכ ָּכר וַ יַּ ֲﬠבֹר ֶאת ַה ּכו ׁ ִּשי״
.נֵיהם״
ֶ  ״וְ הוּא ָﬠ ַבר ִל ְפ: ֵמ ָה ָכא,ָא ַמר
 ״וַ יַּ ֲﬠבֹר: ֵמ ָה ָכא,ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
.ֹאשם״
ָ ׁ נֵיהם וַ ה׳ ְ ּבר
ֶ ַמ ְל ָּכם ִל ְפ

The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that the word
over is the language of priority? Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said
that the verse said: “And Ahimaaz ran by the way of the plain, and
overran [vaya’avor] the Cushite” ( Samuel : ), i.e., Ahimaaz
overtook the Cushite. Abaye said: It is derived from here: “And he
passed [avar] before them” (Genesis : ). And if you wish, say
instead that the proof is from here: “And their king passed
[vaya’avor] before them and God at their head” (Micah : ).

HALAKHA

The blessing over the removal of leaven – ב ְר ַּכת ִ ּביעוּר ָח ֵמץ:ּ ִ
Before searching for leaven, one recites the blessing: Concerning the removal of leaven (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
432:1).
Prior to their performance – עוֹבר ַל ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיָּ ָיתן:
ֵ One should recite
the blessing prior to performing a mitzva, as close as possible
to its performance. This ruling is in accordance with Shmuel’s
statement, which is universally accepted (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 25:8, 158:11).
NOTES

Prior to [over] their performance – יתן
ָ ָעוֹבר ַל ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ:
ֵ
The
ge’onim explain that although there is another word that
means before, kodem, this term can refer to a time long
before performance of the mitzva. The word over means
immediately beforehand and therefore it is preferable (Me’iri).
: פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7b
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HALAKHA

Except for immersion – חוּץ ִמן ַה ְּט ִב ָילה: One obligated to immerse himself recites the blessing after
immersing. This ruling is in accordance with Rav
Ĥisda’s statement and the conclusion of the Gemara
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 268:2).

 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא. חוּץ ִמן ַה ְּט ִב ָילה וְ ׁש ָוֹפר:ֵ ּבי ַרב ָא ְמ ִרי
 ֶא ָּלא ׁש ָוֹפר,ְט ִב ָילה – דְּ ַא ַּכ ִּתי ַ ּג ְב ָרא ָלא ֲחזִ י
יל ָמא
ְ ִּ ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם ד:ימא
ָ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא? וְ ִכי ֵּת
ּ  ִאי ָה ִכי ֲא ִפ.יﬠה
יטה
ָ יל ּו ׁ ְש ִח
ָ ִמ ַיק ְל ְק ָלא ְּת ִק
!ו ִּמ ָילה נַ ִמי

In the school of Rav they say: One recites a blessing prior to
performing all mitzvot, except for the ritual immersion after a
nocturnal emission and the blowing of the shofar. The Gemara
elaborates: Granted one does not recite a blessing prior to immersion, as this man who has not yet immersed is still unfit to
recite a blessing because he is ritually impure. However, with regard to a shofar, what is the reason that one does not recite a
blessing before sounding the shofar? And lest you say the reason
is due to a concern lest the sounding of the shofar emerge flawed,
and the blessing will be in vain, if so, one should not recite a blessing even prior to ritual slaughter and circumcision, as in those
cases too one might fail to perform the action in the requisite
manner.

 ״חוּץ ִמן ַה ְּט ִב ָילה״ ִ ּב ְל ָבד:ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
 ַ ּב ֲﬠ ִליָּ יתוֹ, ָט ַבל וְ ָﬠ ָלה: ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי.ית ַמר
ְּ ִא
 ָ ּברוּךְ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִקדְּ ׁ ָשנ ּו ְ ּב ִמצְ ו ָֹתיו וְ צִ ָּונ ּו ַﬠל:אוֹמר
ֵ
.ַה ְּט ִב ָילה

Rather, Rav Ĥisda said: Except for prior to immersionH alone
was stated, due to the aforementioned reason. The Gemara adds:
That was also taught in a baraita: With regard to one who immersed for ritual purification after a nocturnal emission and
emerged, as he emerges he recites: Blessed…Who has made
us holy through His mitzvot and commanded us concerning
immersion.N

ֵּ  ְמנָ א ָהנֵי ִמ.״לאוֹר ַה ֵּנר וכו׳״
ילי? ָא ַמר ַרב
ְ
יאה
ָ ִ ּו ְמצ,יאה
ָ ִיאה ִמ ְּמצ
ָ ִ ָל ַמ ְדנ ּו ְמצ:ִח ְסדָּ א
,ּש ִמ ֵּנרוֹת
ׂ  וְ ִח ּיפו,ּש
ׂ ּש ֵמ ִח ּיפו
ׂ  וְ ִח ּיפו,ּש
ׂ ֵמ ִח ּיפו
.וְ נֵ רוֹת ִמ ֵּנר

The mishna states that one searches for leaven by the light of the
lamp, etc. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, i.e.,
that the search should be conducted by the light of the lamp, derived? Rav Ĥisda said: We derive it by the hermeneutic principles of verbal analogy and juxtaposition: The term finding in one
context is derived from finding in another context, and finding
is derived from the word searching, and this searching is derived
from searching elsewhere, and searching there is derived from
the word lamps, and lamps is derived from lamp.

״ש ְב ַﬠת
ִ ׁ :יאה – ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָכא
ָ ִיאה ִמ ְּמצ
ָ ְִמצ
: ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם,יכם״
ֶ יָ ִמים ְ ׂשאֹר ל ֹא יִ ָּמצֵ א ְ ּב ָב ֵּת
.״וַ יְ ַח ּ ֵפ ׂש ַ ּב ָ ּגדוֹל ֵה ֵחל ו ַּב ָ ּקטֹן ִּכ ָּלה וַ יִּ ָּמצֵ א״
,יה
ׂ יאה ֵמ ִח ּיפו
ָ ִו ְּמצ
ּ ּש דִּ ֵיד

The Gemara cites the relevant verses included in the above derivation. Finding in one context is derived from finding in another
context by verbal analogy, as it is written here: “Seven days
leaven shall not be found in your houses” (Exodus : ), and
it is written there: “And he searched, starting with the eldest,
and ending with the youngest; and the goblet was found in
Benjamin’s sack” (Genesis : ). And the word finding in this
verse is connected to searching in that same verse by juxtaposition, as the verse says: “And he searched... and was found.”

״ב ֵﬠת ַה ִהיא ֲא ַח ּ ֵפ ׂש
ּ ָ :ּש ִמ ֵּנרוֹת – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ׂ וְ ִח ּיפו
 ״נֵ ר: דִּ ְכ ִתיב, וְ נֵ רוֹת ִמ ֵּנר,ֶאת יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם ַ ּב ֵּנרוֹת״
נִש ַמת ָא ָדם ח ֵֹפ ׂש ָּכל ַח ְד ֵרי
ְ ׁ [)אל ִֹהים( ]ה׳
ֱ
.ָב ֶטן״

And searching is derived from lamps by means of juxtaposition,
as it is written: “And it shall come to pass that at that time I will
search Jerusalem with lamps” (Zephaniah : ). And finally, the
word lamps is derived from lampN by means of juxtaposition, as
it is written: “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching
all the inward parts” (Proverbs : ). Together these verses
indicate that the search for leaven must be conducted by the light
of the lamp.

 ֵל ֵילי ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר:ָּתנָ א דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ּב ְוֹד ִקים ֶאת ֶה ָח ֵמץ ְלאוֹר ַה ֵּנר
״ש ְב ַﬠת
ִ ׁ : ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ְר ָאיָ ה ַלדָּ ָבר – זֵ ֶכר ַלדָּ ָבר
 ״וַ יְ ַח ּ ֵפ ׂש ַ ּב ָ ּגדוֹל:אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,יָ ִמים ְ ׂשאֹר ל ֹא יִ ָּמצֵ א״
ׂ״ב ֵﬠת ַה ִהיא ֲא ַח ּ ֵפש
ּ ָ :אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,ֵה ֵחל ו ַּב ָ ּקטֹן ִּכ ָּלה״
[)אל ִֹהים( ]ה׳
ֱ  ״נֵ ר:אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,ֶאת יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם ַ ּב ֵּנרוֹת״
.נִש ַמת ָא ָדם ח ֵֹפ ׂש״
ְׁ

Similarly, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: On the night of
the fourteenth one searches for leavened bread by the light of
the lamp. Although there is no absolute proof for this matter,
there is an allusion to this matter,N as it is stated: “Seven days
leaven shall not be found in your houses,” and it says: “And he
searched, starting with the eldest, and ending with the youngest; and the goblet was found.” And it says: “At that time I will
search Jerusalem with lamps,” and it says: “The spirit of man is
the lamp of God, searching all the inward parts.”

NOTES

Concerning immersion – ﬠל ַה ְּט ִב ָילה:ַ According to Rashi, this
is the blessing for all types of ritual immersion. However, the
ge’onim, cited in Tosafot, maintain that this ruling refers specifically to the immersion of a convert. The Ra’avad on the Rambam
(Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:23) adds that if a mitzva, or part
of it, is dependent on others, the blessing is recited after the
performance of the mitzva.
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Lamps is derived from lamp – נֵ רוֹת ִמ ֵּנר: As the words lamps
and lamp do not appear together in the verse cited, this derivation is problematic. Tosafot explain that the search of Jerusalem
with lamps is derived from the search of one’s spirit with a lamp.
There is no proof…there is an allusion – אין ְר ַאיָ ה…זֵ ֶכר ַלדָּ ָבר:ֵ
According to Rashi, these verses do not provide an absolute

proof, because the verbal analogy is derived from the Prophets
rather than from the Torah. Other commentaries explain that it
is only an allusion because the verse: Searching all the inward
parts, does not refer to a lamp but to a metaphorical search conducted by God (Tosefot Ĥakhmei Angliya). Yet others maintain
that these verses do not provide incontrovertible proof as they
are not dealing with the search for leaven at all.

?אוֹמר״
ֵ ְ ַמאי ״וWith regard to this teaching, the Gemara asks a question: What is
the reason for the last citation introduced by the final And the verse
says? Why doesn’t the previous verse, “At that time I will search
Jerusalem with lamps,” provide suﬃcient proof that the search must
be conducted by the light of the lamp?
,״ב ֵﬠת ַה ִהיא״ קו ָּּלא הוּא
ּ ָ  ַהאי:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
 ָלא ָ ּב ֵד ְיקנָ א ָל ּה ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם:דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
,הוֹרא טו ָּבא
ָ ְ דְּ נָ ֵפ ׁיש נ,הוֹרא דַּ ֲאבו ָּקה
ָ ְִ ּבנ
,הוֹרא ְט ֵפי
ָ ְ דְּ זו ַּטר נ,הוֹרא דִּ ׁ ְש ָרגָ א
ָ ְֶא ָּלא ִ ּבנ
– דְּ ָﬠוֹן ַר ָ ּבה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּכח וְ ָﬠוֹן זו ַּטר ָלא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ַּכח
.נִש ַמת ָא ָדם״
ְ ׁ  ״נֵ ר ה׳:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע

And the Gemara answers: The last verse is necessary, lest you say
that this verse: “At that time, etc.” is a leniency, as God is saying:
I will not search Jerusalem by the light of a torch, whose light is
great, and through which I will expose every sin. Rather, I will
search by the light of a small lamp, whose light is smaller, which
will ensure that great sins will be discovered and small sins will
not be discovered. To counter this argument, the tanna states:
Come and hear, “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching
all the inward parts.” This verse indicates that everything will be
found by the light of the lamp, which is the most eﬀective manner
of searching.

 וְ ל ֹא, ֵאין ּב ְוֹד ִקין ל ֹא ְלאוֹר ַה ַח ָּמה: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Sages taught: One does not search for leaven, neither by the
NH
 ֶא ָּלא, וְ ל ֹא ְלאוֹר ָה ֲאבו ָּקה, ְלאוֹר ַה ְּל ָבנָ הlight of the sun, nor by the light of the moon, nor by the light
H
, ְלאוֹר ַה ֵּנרof a torch. Rather, the search should be conducted by the light of
a lamp,

NOTES

Neither by the light of the sun – ל ֹא ְלאוֹר ַה ַח ָּמה: In
the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that this is referring to one who neglected to search for leaven on
the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan and had no
choice but to conduct his search on the morning of
the fourteenth.
HALAKHA

Searching for leaven by the light of the sun –
ב ִד ָיקה ְלאוֹר ַה ַח ָּמה:ּ ְ Even if one conducts the search
for leaven during the day, he may not search for
leaven by the light of the sun. The lone exception to
this principle is an area adjacent to a window. The
same halakha applies to the light of the moon, in
accordance with the baraita (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 433:1).
Searching for leaven with a torch – ב ִד ָיקה ַ ּב ֲאבו ָּקה:ּ ְ
One may not conduct the search for leaven with a
torch. The legal status of two candles braided together is like that of a torch in terms of this halakha
(Rema, citing Maharil). Instead, the search should be
performed with a single lamp (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 433:2).
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 וְ ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי.ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשאוֹר ַה ֵּנר יָ ֶפה ִל ְב ִד ָיקה
: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְר ָאיָ ה ַלדָּ ָבר – זֵ ֶכר ַלדָּ ָבר
,יכם״
ֶ ״ש ְב ַﬠת יָ ִמים ְ ׂשאֹר ל ֹא יִ ָּמצֵ א ְ ּב ָב ֵּת
ִׁ
״ב ֵﬠת
ּ ָ :אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו, ״וַ יְ ַח ּ ֵפ ׂש ַ ּב ָ ּגדוֹל ֵה ֵחל״:אוֹמר
ֵ ְו
:אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,ַה ִהיא ֲא ַח ּ ֵפ ׂש ֶאת יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם ַ ּב ֵּנרוֹת״
.נִש ַמת ָא ָדם ח ֵֹפ ׂש ָּכל ַח ְד ֵרי ָ ּב ֶטן״
ְ ׁ ״נֵ ר ה׳

because the light of a lamp is eﬀective for searching. And even
though there is no proof for this matter, there is an allusion to
this matter, as it is stated: “Seven days leaven shall not be found
in your houses” (Exodus : ), and it says: “And he searched,
starting with the eldest, and ending with the youngest; and the
goblet was found in Benjamin’s sack…” (Genesis : ). And it
says: “At that time I will search Jerusalem with lamps” (Zephaniah
: ), and it says: “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching
all the inward parts” (Proverbs : ).

– נֵימא ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
ָ ַהאי אוֹר ַה ַח ָּמה ֵה ִיכי דָּ ֵמי? ִאי
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי, ָחצֵ ר ֵאינָ ּה צְ ִר ָיכה ְ ּב ִד ָיקה:ָה ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
–  ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה.עוֹר ִבין ְמצוּיִ ין ׁ ָשם
ְ ׁ ֶש ָה
!אוֹר ּה נִ ְבדֶּ ֶקת
ָ  ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ְל:ָה ָא ַמר ָר ָבא

The Gemara asks a question: This light of the sun, by which one
may not conduct the search for leaven, what are the circumstances
of this case? If we say it is referring to conducting a search in the
courtyard,H didn’t Rava say that a courtyard does not require
searching, due to the ravens and other birds that are found there,
and will certainly eat any leaven there? Rather, perhaps this ruling
is referring to a portico, which is not frequented by ravens. However, this cannot be the correct interpretation either, as didn’t Rava
say with regard to that case that a portico may be searched by its
own light, i.e., one need not use a lamp at all when searching a
portico, but one may search it by sunlight?H

?יכא
ָ  ו ְּד ֵה. ַל ֲארו ָ ּּבה דְּ ַב ֶח ֶדר,יכא
ָ  ָלא צְ ִרThe Gemara answers: No, this statement with regard to sunlight is
 ֶא ָּלא, ִאי ְל ַב ֲה ֵדי ֲארו ָ ּּבה – ַהיְ ינ ּו ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרהnecessary with regard to the skylight that is in a room. The Ge. ַל ְ ּצ ָד ִדיןmara asks: And with regard to the area to which the tanna is referring, where in the room is it located? If he is referring to the place
opposite the skylight, the legal status of that area is like that of a
portico, as its abundant sunlight is adequate to search for leaven.
Rather, the tanna is referring to the sides of the room. In those areas,
one cannot rely on the sunlight from the skylight. He must search
by the light of the lamp.

HALAKHA

Searching a courtyard – ב ִד ַיקת ָחצֵ ר:ּ ְ It is not necessary to search
the middle of a courtyard for leaven, as it can be assumed that any
leaven left there would have been eaten by birds, in accordance
with the opinion of Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 433:6).

Searching a portico – ב ִד ַיקת ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:
ּ ְ One who searches for
leaven during the day in a portico with a great deal of light or in
an area near a window does so without a lamp (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 433:1).
. פרק א׳ דף ח. Perek I . 8a
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