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1) Mixing different prohibited foods (cont.)

Abaye offers one resolution to the contradiction between
a Baraisa and a Mishnah whether, according to R’ Yehudah,
there is a principle called yx».

Rava suggests an alternative resolution to this contradic-
tion.

2) Nullification
Rava teaches that sometimes nullification is measured by
taste, sometimes by majority and other times by appearance.
Examples of each of these methods of nullification are
presented.

3) Mixing different prohibited foods

It is noted that Reish Lakish’s ruling that prohibited
foods nullify one another is at odds with R’ Elazar who main-
tains that prohibited foods do not nullify one another.

The Gemara cites and explains two Beraisos in a way that
they contradict one another concerning the number of wash-
ings necessary for a liquid to be discharged from a utensil.

R’ Pappa resolves the contradiction.

4) The disagreement between Tanna Kamma and R’
Eliezer

R’ Zevid offers one explanation of the dispute between
Tanna Kamma and R’ Eliezer concerning mixed bloods.

R’ Pappa suggests another explanation of the dispute.

A challenge to R’ Zevid’s explanation is presented and
the matter is left unresolved.

5) MISHNAH: The Mishnah continues to discuss different

circumstances of bloods becoming mixed together. B

REVIEW

1. What are the three ways in which the status of mixtures
is determined?

2. What is the point of dispute between Reish Lakish and
R’ Elazar?

3. How does R’ Pappa explain the dispute in the Mishnah
between Tanna Kamma and R’ Eliezer?

4. What was the purpose of the NHNX in the Beis
HaMikdash?

Mixtures of the blood of offerings and invalid blood
NN N9 ‘W...\’)"TPDJ 2T PITNA 77227 29 N

The final halacha in the Mishnah (77b-78a) was about
blood of an offering that became mixed with blood of in-
valid offerings.
ture must be spilled out into the canal which ran through
the courtyard where liquid wastes were placed to be
washed out of the Mikdash into the Kidron Valley. Rashi
(ibid.) explains that invalid blood includes blood from ani-
mals which are disqualified due to being used for sinful
acts. Additionally, it includes the blood from offerings that
flows after the life-blood. The “draining blood” may not be
used for the offerings, and if it becomes mixed with valid
blood, the mixture must be discarded, even if there is

Tanna Kamma rules that the entire mix-

more valid blood in it than invalid blood. R’ Eliezer rules
that this mixture is valid.

Our Gemara now analyzes this disagreement. Rav
Zevid explains that both Tanna Kamma and R’ Eliezer
agree that if there is not enough invalid blood in the mix-
ture, it could technically be used for the service. However,
Tanna Kamma holds that we disallow this mixture as a
precaution. If we allow this mixture, we might also allow a
mixture where the invalid blood is enough to nullify the
valid blood. R’ Eliezer says that we do not disqualify this
mixture of blood simply due to a precaution.

Rav Pappa explains that all opinions would say that we
do issue precautionary enactments in the Mikdash, but the
disagreement is whether this case warrants such a ruling.
Tanna Kamma holds that it is common to have more
draining blood than life blood, so an enactment is war-
ranted. R’ Eliezer holds that it is not common to have
more draining blood than life blood, so no enactment was
necessary.

According to R’ Eliezer, the mixture is therefore placed
on the Altar, and we view the invalid portion of the blood
as if it is merely water. Tosafos (°9910p 802 N”7) explains
that this is consistent even with the view of the Sages (77a)
who say that limbs of chattas and olah which become
mixed must be left to be ruined and then destroyed, and
we do not place them up on the Altar. The difference is
that limbs of chattas and olah are both fit to be placed on
the Altar, if it is done properly. We therefore cannot disre-
gard this status and treat either as just wood to fuel the
fire, as R’ Eliezer contended. Invalid blood, however, is

(Continued on page 2)
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Does a nullified item adopt all the characteristics of the
majority?
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The rabbis say that sometimes the status is determined by taste,
sometimes by majority and sometimes by appearance.

n the Gemara, Rava lays out the most basic principles of

bitul - nullification. The exact mechanics of how bitul
works is the subject of debate amongst commentators. Min-
chas Chinuch' addresses the case of a cooked matzah “that
cannot be used for the mitzvah of matzah since it does not
have the taste of matzah” that becomes intermingled with
two regular matzos. He rules that although the cooked mat-
zah becomes nullified in the majority of regular matzahs,
nevertheless, if one ate only a single olive’s volume of mat-
zah from the three matzos the mitzvah would not be ful-
filled. Although the principle of nullification indicates that
a “prohibited” item becomes transformed into a permitted
item, it cannot infuse matzah taste into cooked matzah that
lacks matzah taste. In contrast, if a matzah that was not
properly watched (919v 1X) became intermingled with two
regular matzos the matzah that was not watched is nullified
in the other two and one who eats an olive’s volume from
all three matzos will fulfill his obligation since the only im-
pediment was a halachic one and nullification changes the

(Insight...continued from page 1)
not fit for the Altar at all, so when it blends together with
valid blood we can treat it as water.

The Mishnah on 77b ruled that we cannot place on
the Altar a mixture of limbs of blemished animals, or ones
used for sinful acts, together with limbs of kosher offer-
ings, even according to R’ Eliezer. This is unacceptable
because these are despicable for the Altar. B

halachic status of the “prohibited” item.

Teshuvas P’nei Mavin® disagrees with Minchas Chinuch
and maintains that when an item becomes nullified in a
majority it takes on all the characteristics of the majority.
One proof that he cites is a Mishnah in Parah (9:1) cited in
Tosafos’ on our daf. The Mishnah presents a disagreement
regarding what may be done when water falls into a flask of
Chatas water. Tosafos asks why the water does not become
nullified in the majority and answers that the halacha that
the water does not become nullified represents a stringency
that applies to Chatas water. This implies that if not for the
stringency that is applied to Chatas water the regular water
would be nullified and would even take on the characteris-
tics of the Chatas water and the entire mixture could be
used as Chatas water. W
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either sacrifice. Instead, it must all be
poured out. Although Yitzchak was
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worried about his

The Loss of Days
7. 7O DININ DINONY!
1Y TIDN DY NDY PNIT TIDN DY INIT DTN

M
an worries about lost money

— literally ‘blood’—but lost time does
not bother him.”" It is strange that so
many people are very cavalier about
how they use their time since every mi-
nute or hour of life is an irretrievable
loss. Why be worried about money but
not life itself?

Many are unaware that this famous
saying is actually a play on words of a
midrash regarding Avraham Avinu at
the akeidah. There we find that when
Avraham tied Yitzchak to the altar he

lost blood, not his lost days.”

When Mahari of Sadigura, zt”’], met
the Malbim, zt”], he asked him to ex-
plain the words of this esoteric mid-
rash. The Malbim immediately gave a
brilliant explanation, “Clearly Avraham
was not worried about Yitzchak’s less-
ened days since he understood at that
time that Hashem had commanded
him to kill Yitzchak—his shortened life
was the will of Hashem. What he wor-
ried about was losing the ability to
bring up Yitzchak’s blood on the altar.

“He could not use the blood since
we find in Zevachim 79 that if two sac-
rifices get mixed together the sages hold
that he may not sprinkle the blood for

brought up as an olah, he was also a
bechor. Was it not plausible that his
blood could not be offered? This is
what Avraham Avinu meant that he
was worried about the waste of blood.”
After telling over this story, Rav
Yitzchak Mordechai Padawa, zt”l, add-
ed a disclaimer, “I cannot take respon-
sibility that this story is true, since who
can tell, perhaps it is made up. I am
recording it nevertheless, since it is a
correct explanation....”” W
This phrase is ;’N:7 ,0»nn 190 .1
often attributed to Ibn Ezra, but its

exact origins are in dispute.
N OOWNY VIPY> .2
B 2y »NTRIOR .3

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.



