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OVERVIEW

INSIGHT

1) Eating from a blemished bechor (cont.)

The reason Beis Hillel rejects Beis Shammai’s source that
only kohanim may eat from a blemished bechor is explained.

This explanation is unsuccessfully challenged.

The rationale behind R’ Akiva’s position cited in the
Baraisa is explained.

The reason Tanna Kamma rejects this explanation is rec-
orded.

A Baraisa teaches that Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel disa-
gree whether a niddah may eat from a blemished bechor.

The debate between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel con-
cerning Beis Shammai’s source is recorded.

2) Skinning from the feet

A Baraisa teaches that one may not skin an animal from its
feet on Yom Tov nor may one skin a bechor or a disqualified
korban from its feet.

R’ Chisda explains why one may not skin a bechor or a
disqualified korban from its feet.

The Gemara further elaborates on R’ Chisda’s explanation
of the Baraisa.

The rationale behind the position of R’ Elazar the son of
R’ Shimon is unsuccessfully challenged.

Two other explanations are presented regarding the re-
striction against skinning a bechor or disqualified korban from
the feet.

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah discusses administering a pro-
cedure to an ill bechor that may result in permanently blemish-
ing the animal.

4) Blemishing an animal while administering a procedure
A Baraisa further elaborates on the issue of administering

REVIEW

1. Is it permitted for a niddah to eat from a blemished be-
chor?

(Continued on page 2)

2. Why is it prohibited to skin a blemished bechor from its
feet!

3. Is one permitted to treat a bechor if the procedure will
wound the animal?

4. What is the point of dispute between R’ Meir and Ra-
banan?

What is to be done with terumah which is doubtfully impure
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The Mishnah and a Baraisa discussed a bechor of an animal
which has become ill, citing disagreements regarding how to
treat the animal if doing so might result in causing a blemish.
R’ Meir says that we may puncture it to let blood, but only in a
manner whereby no blemish will be made. Chachamim hold
that treatment may be administered even if doing so will cause
a blemish. Ultimately, if a blemish happens, the animal may
not be shechted due to it, and we must wait until a different
blemish occurs before shechting it. R’ Shimon allows the ani-
mal to be shechted even due to a blemish caused by treatment.

The Gemara cites another example of a discussion with
similar opinions. The Mishnah (Terumos 8:8) discusses te-
rumah and how to handle it when a doubt has arisen regarding
whether it has become tamei. Rashi explains that now that the
terumah is possibly t' meiah, it may not be eaten, but it may not
be incinerated either. Therefore, R’ Eliezer says that if the te-
rumabh is in a place which is exposed to tum’ah, it should be
moved to a more secure place. R’ Yehoshua says that even if
the terumah is in a place which is safe and secure from tum’ah,
it may be moved to a place which is exposed to tum’ah. The
Gemara notes that the Chachamim in the Mishnah in Becho-
ros who allow the bechor to be treated even if it might be blem-
ished would agree with the view of R’ Yehoshua in Terumos,
who allows the terumah to be put in a position where it might
become t'meiah. R’ Meir who prohibits any risk to be taken
with the ill bechor would agree with the view of R’ Eliezer in
Terumos who says that the terumah must be guarded and pro-
tected, even though this will result in the terumah remaining
unavailable for benefit.

Rashi explains that the suggestion of R’ Yehoshua is that
we want the terumah which is only doubtfully t'meiah to be-
come certainly t'meiah, and then we would be able to inciner-
ate it. If it was oil, it could be burned, and if it was wine it
could be burned by being sprinkled over a fire.

A third opinion in the Mishnah in Terumos is that of R’
Gamliel, who says that the terumah which is doubtfully t'meiah
should be left where it is. If it is in a safe and secure place, it
should not be moved to a place of possible tum’ah contamina-
tion. This is the view accepted according to halacha. He also
says that if it is in an insecure place, it should also be left where
it is. The question is whether it must be left where it is, or if
one would be allowed to move it to a more secure place. Ma-
har”i Kurkos (Hilchos Terumos 12:3) writes that it is perhaps
better that it be certainly ' meiah and be disposed of properly,
rather than remain in a state of doubt where some mishap may
occur with it. Hl
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HALACHAH

Cooking meat and milk that was already cooked
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All agree that processing a leavened Minchah after another person
processed that leavened Minchah is liable

he Gemara teaches that one who is involved in making a
Korban Mincha become leavened is liable even if it already
leavened. Similarly, one who performs an act that makes an
animal sterile is liable even if the animal is already sterile. Lat-
er authorities' discuss whether the same principle applies in
other circumstances as well. One example of this type of dis-
pute relates to cooking meat and milk together that have al-
ready been cooked together. Elya Rabba? cites an issue raised
by Sha’ar Ephraim concerning fuel for the Chanukah lights.
Someone once cooked butter in a benyomo fleishig pot which
rendered the butter prohibited due to the meat taste the pot
infused into the butter. May that butter be used as fuel for the
Chanukabh lights since the purpose of mitzvos is not for benefit
- N MINY XY MY — or not! Elya Rabba argued that it
should anyway be prohibited to use the butter for the Chanu-
kah lights since one may not cook meat and milk together
even if they were already cooked together. He bases his asser-
tion on the ruling that on Shabbos one may not cook food
that was already cooked’.

Rav Akiva Eiger' infers from a ruling issued by Issur
V’heter that there is no prohibition to cook meat and milk
that was already cooked together. Issur V’heter rules that a

(Overview...continued from page 1)
a procedure to an animal that is ill.
The dispute in this Baraisa is connected to another similar
dispute concerning a barrel of terumah.
This parallel is rejected on a number of grounds.

5) Repeating a prohibited act

R’ Chiya bar Abba in the name of R’ Yochanan notes two
cases where a person performs a prohibited act after it was
already performed and is liable and then explains why inflict-
ing a wound on a wounded bechor is subject to debate.

The exchange between R’ Meir and Rabanan about this
|

matter is recorded.

piece of meat that was soaked in milk may not be cooked since
meat soaked in milk is only Rabbinically prohibited and if it
was cooked it would become Biblically prohibited. The impli-
cation of this ruling is that if meat and milk were already
cooked together it would be permitted to cook them together
again. Chasam Sofer’ also agrees that it is only with regards to
Shabbos that one is liable for cooking something that was al-
ready cooked. His rationale is that the prohibition on Shab-
bos is to perform a mawnn NOXON and cooking, even a food
that was already cooked, is a nawnN NoNHN. It is not clear that
the same principle should apply to cooking meat and milk to-

gether. W
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STORIES

The Lesser of Two Evils
PTY T NYION

On today’s daf we find a discussion
of a situation where one must determine
the lesser of two evils.

A soldier’s life is very hard. He must
follow orders immediately without ques-
tion. Although today, many armies take
into account the requirements of one’s
religion, it was not always so. In the Rus-
sian Czar’s army, a soldier was required
to do what he was told or be executed for
rebellion.

One soldier was required to chop a
certain amount of wood on Shabbos, dur-
ing the day. When he received the order,

late on Friday, he did his utmost to com-
plete all other tasks so that he could chop
the wood before Shabbos. Unfortunately,
he was only able to get away immediately
before bein hashemashos. By the time he
got to the wood, it was already bein
hashemashos and he wondered what to
do. Should he chop the wood now?! Obvi-
ously, a melachah performed during bein
hashemashos is less serious that one done
after bein hashemashos. On the other
hand, if he waited until Shabbos day he
would be working because he was being
forced. If he were to begin right now he
would be acting of his own volition.'
When this question reached the Cho-
fetz Chaim, zt”l, he ruled that it is poten-
tially problematic, since it is true that on
Friday night he is not yet an ©)X and
may be considered as one who acts of his

own volition.
Interestingly, the Minchas Chinuch,
“If a

non-Jew threatens to kill a Jew if he

”» . . .
zt”l, comes to a similar conclusion.

doesn’t eat a neveilah in the privacy of his
own home and the Jew can redirect the
non-Jew’s demand to a lesser prohibition,
it is unclear whether he may do so. Alt-
hough the Jew will have violated a lesser
prohibition, since he persuaded the non-
Jew to demand the second option, it may
be that eating is likened to eating it for
himself. The Jew wasn’t originally forced
to eat the other forbidden food; in a
sense, it could be considered as though

he chose it for himself!”> W
MNXMINN 17T DUTW D 1290 M0 1

N PO N N, TION DD .2

e

Daf Digest is published by the Chicago Center for Torah and Chesed, under the leadership of
HaRav Yehoshua Eichenstein, shlit”a
HaRav Pinchas Eichenstein, Nasi; HoRav Zalmen L. Eichenstein, Rov ;Rabbi Tzvi Bider, Executive Director,
edited by Rabbi Ben-Zion Rand.
Daf Yomi Digest has been made possible through the generosity of Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Ruben.



