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1) Combining neveilah

Rav and Levi disagree whether kosher and non-
kosher neveilah combine with regards to liability for eat-
ing neveilah.

R’ Asi declares that neveilos of kosher combine by
themselves and neveilos of non-kosher combine by
themselves and there is a disagreement whether R’ Assi
disagrees with Rav or not.

R’ Assi’s position is unsuccessfully challenged.

2) Eating sheratzim
R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav rules that one is lia-
ble for eating sheratzim when he eats an olive’s volume.
This ruling is unsuccessfully challenged.
R’ Yochanan’s praise of the Baraisa is unsuccessfully

challenged. W

REVIEW

1. What is the point of dispute between Rav and Levi?

2. Does the prohibition against eating limb from a
living animal apply to non-kosher animals?

3. How much of a sheretz must one eat to be liable to
lashes?

4. Why does the pasuk begin with eating and conclude
with tum’ah?
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The requisite volume to be liable for eating creeping crea-

tures
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The Torah lists several prohibitions regarding the eating
of creeping and crawling creatures (sheratzim). The Gemara
(Eiruvin 28a) says that if a person ingests a potisa, he is liable
for four sets of lashes.
five prohibitions and is liable for five sets of lashes. Finally,
if he eats a hornet, he is in violation of six prohibitions and
is liable for the corresponding number of sets of lashes.
Rashi explains that there are two standard prohibitions, in
Vayikra 11:43, which apply to every type of sheretz. There
are an additional two prohibitions said specifically in refer-
ence to creatures of the water (Vayikra 11:10-11 and Deva-
rim 14:10). And, in addition to the two prohibitions for all
crawling creatures, those which crawl on the ground have an
additional three prohibitions (Vayikra 11:41; 11:42 and
11:44). A hornet, which flies in addition to crawling, is sub-
ject to one more prohibition, that of Devarim 14:19.

In our Gemara, R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav says that
when we speak of eating these creeping creatures, the

If he eats an ant he is in violation of

amount which is to be consumed before one is liable for
lashes is a k’zayis, the volume of an olive, just as we find re-
garding all cases of eating in the Torah. Although the
amount necessary for contact with these creatures to cause
tum’ah is the size of a lentil, the Torah specifically refers to
the prohibition of ingesting these creatures by saying that
they should “not be eaten,” and eating is generally defined as
consumption of a k’zayis. The commentators note that alt-
hough the Gemara in Makkos (16b) says that one is liable
when he eats even less than a k’zayis of these creatures, that
Gemara is speaking only when one eats a complete creature
(M12). eating pieces, the volume to be eaten is a k’zayis.

The opinion of N*“N7 is that when the Torah prohibits
something from being eaten, it generally refers to not eating
even a morsel of that item. The rule that eating refers to a
full k’zayis is learned only from a halacha of Moshe at Sinai.
From this we then learn that when there is a mitzvah to eat
something, a person must consume a full k’zayis of it. Kehil-
las Yaakov refutes the contention of the n“N7 from our
Gemara, where Rashi and Tosafos both explain that the ex-
pression “to eat” in the posuk in reference to creeping crea-
tures is defined to be a k’zayis. If the volume to be eaten of
these items is undetermined in the posuk, and it is known
only from the halacha of Moshe at Sinai, we would have said

Continued on page 2)
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HALACHAH

Reciting birkas hamazon when one is full but did not eat a
Kk’zayis
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One is liable to lashes for eating an olive’s volume of sheratzim

The Gemara cites Rav’s ruling that one who eats an olive’s
volume of a sheretz is liable for lashes for his transgression.
The reason is that the Torah uses the term NY9N — eating — in
the context of this prohibition. Rashi' explains that the term
N99N implies the volume of an olive. Later commentators
discuss whether the term NY*9X means eating any amount and
the Torah added a leniency that one is not liable for eating a
prohibited food unless he eats the volume of an olive or per-
haps the essential definition of 122X is the consumption of
an olive’s volume of food. Mishnah Lemelech?” writes that this
question is subject to a debate amongst Rishonim. According
to Ran the definition of NY2X is the consumption of an
olive’s volume and the reason R’ Yochanan maintains that it
is prohibited to eat even less than an olive’s volume
(MW 18n) of a prohibited food is that the smaller amount
could combine with more food to make up an olive’s volume.
Re’em, on the other hand, contends that the definition of
99K is the consumption of any quantity of food and for that
reason one violates a prohibition when he eats even a small
amount of a prohibited food. However, the Torah does not
punish someone unless he eats an olive’s volume of the pro-

hibited food.

(Insight...continued from page 1)
that just as the Torah excepts these creatures from all other
prohibited items and determines that the volume for tum’ah
of these items is the size of a lentil, so too the volume to be
liable for eating these creatures would be a lentil. Rather,
since the Gemara informs us that the amount for eating is a
k’zayis, this must mean that the verse itself which speaks

about eating is to be understood as referring to a k’zayis. M

Shulchan Aruch’ rules that one who eats bread but is not
full is only Rabbinically obligated to recite birkas hamazon even
though he ate an olive’s volume of bread. Teshuvas Vaya’an
Yosef® raises the question regarding someone who ate less than
an olive’s volume of bread, waited beyond k’dei achilas peras,
ate another quantity of bread less than an olive’s volume, wait-
ed and continued to do so until he was full. Is this person Bib-
lically obligated to recite birkas hamazon because he is full or
perhaps for one to be Biblically obligated to recite birkas hama-
zon he must also “eat” and since he did not eat an olive’s vol-
ume at any one time he is not obligated to recite birkas hama-
zon! In his analysis he suggests that this question is subject to
the dispute between Ran and Re’em. According to Re’em eat-
ing any amount is an N9’9X and thus this person “ate” and is
full so he is Biblically obligated to recite birkas hamazon. Ac-
cording to Ran nYaK is defined by the consumption of an
olive’s volume and since this person did not eat he is not Bibli-

cally obligated to recite birkas hamazon. W
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bidden sheratzim—such as a mouse—it

STORIES

A Lentil’s Volume
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Catering for a large quantity of peo-
ple is a very difficult job. Unfortunately,
sometimes things happen which tempt
the cook to compromise, even if he usu-
ally has very high standards .

One man had to make a huge ban-
quet. As he was cooking a pot of soup, a
fly flew into the room and began to pes-
ter him. Eventually he managed to swat
it but it fell right into a hot pot of food
and got lost there. The cook unfortu-
nately could not afford to replace the
soup since he had neither the time nor

money for the extra expense. Of course,
it would be very difficult to find the fly,
and he certainly was not going to serve
food which might have a bug included.
He had no choice but to check each
bowl of clear soup to ensure that the fly
was not in it. But could he serve the
soup before he found the fly! After all,
the halachah is that a beriyah is not nul-
lified even in a thousand. Although,
eventually he would presumably find the
fly, perhaps any food doled out of the
pot before the fly was found was prohib-
ited?

When he asked his rav this question
he ruled decisively. “The halachah is that
if a beriyah was cut or crushed it loses its
importance. Although if what had been
pulverized had been one of the eight for-

would remain prohibited despite being
crushed, this is for a specific reason,
Since one who eats even the size of a
lentil of one of these eight creatures re-
ceives lashes, as we find in Meilah 16,
the special rules of beriyah apply to them
even if they are only this size. But regard-
ing an ant or a fly, the moment it is
crushed it no longer has the special hala-
chos of a beriyah.! Nevertheless, you
must be certain that no part of the fly
may be in the food you will check. As
long as there is sixty times the volume of
the beriyah and one is certain that no
piece of the beriyah is in what he served,
the food is permitted.” W
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