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1) Clarifying R’ Yehudah’s opinion (cont.)

R’ Yehudah finally concedes that he can not prove his
opinion correct.

A number of different Amoraim take note of the irony
that R’ Yehudah was refuted by his own opinion.

2) Clarifying Chachamim’s opinion

The Gemara questions whether one must crumble
chometz before it is thrown into the sea. A similar ques-
tion is asked regarding the destruction of an idol.

According to Rabbah an idol does not have to be
crushed, but chometz does have to be crushed. R’ Yosef
takes the opposite approach.

Two Baraisos are cited, one consistent with Rabbah
and the other consistent with R’ Yosef.

The Gemara explains how each Amora would explain
the Baraisa that seemingly supports the opposing position.

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah teaches the law of chometz
that remains after Pesach.

4) Identifying the author of our Mishnah

The Gemara notes that the Mishnah is seemingly in-
consistent with the opinions of R’ Yehudah, R’ Shimon
and R’ Yosi HaGalili.

A Baraisa is cited that contains the disagreement be-

REVIEW

1. Explain the dispute between Rabbah and R’ Yosef
concerning the proper disposal of avodah zara and
chometz?

(Continued on page 2)

2. What is the law concerning chometz that was left
after Pesach?

3. Explain the basis of the dispute between R’ Yehu-
dah and R’ Shimon?

4. According to R’ Yehudah, why does the Torah
equate the prohibition against chometz with the ob-
ligation to eat matzah!?

The halachah follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehudah
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Tosfos (earlier, 27b, PN n“T) writes that the halachah
follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Although the argu-
ment which Rabbi Yehudah advances in our Gemara is
challenged and remains unresolved, nevertheless, the
Mishnah in Temurah clearly lists chometz among the
items which must be burned, rather than buried—a clear
indication that the plain reading of the Mishnah reflects
the opinion of Rabbi Yehudah, that chometz must be
burned.

The original argument of Rabbi Yehudah was based
upon a 1N YP. 1IN must be burned, although it is not a
15 2vn. Chometz is more severe, in that it is D175 2N, so
we could therefore conclude that it also should be burned.
Chachamim point out that this 9230 9P could result in a
leniency. If this 92 Yp would be valid, someone who
technically had no ability to burn his chometz would sit
idle, rather than destroy the chometz in some other man-
ner. Based upon this refutation, the Chachamim rejected
the argument of Rabbi Yehudah.

Tosafos notes that now that we actually rule according
to Rabbi Yehudah, we accept his reasoning, and the fact
that a 9 Yp might have a lenient outcome is not
reason enough to reject it. Therefore, we should also ac-
cept his reasoning in a different argument he had with the
Chachamim. Rabbi Yehudah rules that the materials to
be used to build a sukkah must be only of the four species.
Chachamim argue and say that if someone is lacking these
specific items, he would sit without a sukkah—a leniency,
contrary to the M 5P process. Yet, we do not rule
according to Rabbi Yehudah in that case.

Tosafos explains that the source for opinion of Rabbi
Yehudah is not due to the 9mM Yp, but it is due to a NN2
»8n we find which associates chometz and “mn. (We
hold that it is necessary to destroy by burning parts of an
offering which are left beyond their respective deadline of
when they may be eaten.) Therefore, it is only in reference
to chametz that the halachah is in accordance to R’ Yehu-
dah, that it must be burned, but we do not rule according
to his opinion in regard to the materials which must be

used to build a sukkah. W
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Disposing of chometz
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And the Sages say ‘crumble it (the chometz) and scatter it in the
wind or throw it into the sea.’

Rabah and R’ Yosef disagree over the explanation of
the Sages’ words. Rabah maintains that one is obligated to
crumble all chometz before throwing it into the water (a
river or the ocean). R’ Yosef argues that the chometz will
dissolve in the water anyway. Therefore, one need not
crumble it beforehand. (R’ Yosef does agree that grains of
wheat which became chometz should be crumbled, due to
their hard consistency).'

The Rishonim? differ regarding the practical halachah.
The Mishna Brura® writes that one should follow the more
stringent opinion of Rabah and crumble the chometz be-
fore throwing it into the water. However, if one throws
the chometz down the toilet* there is no need to crumble
it before doing so, even if one flushes hardened bread.
This is because it has been thrown into a place where no
one will be able to derive benefit from it.

Even though it is our custom to burn the chometz, this
halachah is relevant when erev Pesach falls on Shabbos
and one needs to dispose of any remaining chometz. Ac-
cording to the Mishna Berura, there is no need to crumble
the chometz before throwing it into the toilet. Our custom
is nevertheless to crumble the chometz’. Another way to
dispose of the chometz would be to drench it in bleach® or
another type of toxic liquid that would render it unfit for

(Overview...Continued from page 1)
tween these Tannaim regarding if and when chometz be-
comes prohibited from benefit, and what prohibition is
violated during different time periods.

The Gemara clarifies how R’ Yehudah and R’ Shimon
interpret and understand the different relevant pesukim.

The Gemara begins to explain why our Mishnah is
inconsistent with the three opinions recorded in the

Baraisa. W

further use or consumption.

The crumbs that one shakes off from the tablecloth
onto the floor should be swept®. Others say that it is pref-
erable to sweep them to a place of hefker (ownerless area)

where they will be eaten by birds. W
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From the work of his own hands
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The Gemara seems to be teaching
us a simple life lesson that one can nev-
er know the end results of one’s ac-
tions. But perhaps a deeper explana-
tion can be given.

Someone once came to the Ba’al
HaTanya, zt’l, with a complaint that
the Chassidim spend so much time

discussing Emunah, which is actually
such a simple subject. The Ba’al
HaTanya, wishing to prove that it was-
n't so simple in the least asked him a
question: How would Hashem go
about making the table we are sitting at
disappear! He first responded that Ha-
shem could make a big fire. The Ba’al
HaTanya pointed out that ashes would
still remain. The fellow then said that
Hashem could then bring a wind to
blow the ashes away. The Rov again
retorted that the ashes would still be
there. Finding himself stumped, he

asked the Rov to tell him how, indeed,
Hashem could do it.

He responded that all Hashem has
to do is to wish that the table no longer
exist, and it would cease. This is the
basic difference between the creation
of Hashem which is constantly being
created by Him, and the creation of
man.

This reflects the lesson of our Ge-
mara, where once man has created
something, his connection to it is lost,
and even man himself can no longer
control it.
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