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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The Nature of this Work
This volume presents an original English elucidation and commentary, prepared through a combination of
advanced language and translation technology and human editorial oversight. The methods employed were
carefully configured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish hashkafa and to preserve fidelity to the original Hebrew
text. Even so, this edition does not carry the authority of a translation prepared and certified by a full team of
rabbinic scholars.

Usage and Limitations
This translation is intended as a tool to help advanced learners access the depth of the original work. It is not
intended to replace the original Hebrew source, nor to serve as a substitute for study under a qualified teacher.

Because the nuance of Torah study often transcends any single method of preparation, we ask the reader
to keep two things in mind:

1. Verification: Any novel insight, ruling, or conclusion drawn from this translation should be checked
against the original Hebrew.

2. Consultation: All practical questions or derived lessons should be discussed with and verified by a
qualified rabbinic authority before being relied upon.

The goal of this edition is to make these teachings accessible to a wider audience, but the responsibility for
accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.
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DEDICATION

This volume is respectfully dedicated to the enduring legacy of Rabbi Moshe
Sofer, the Chasam Sofer, whose Torah stands as a pillar of mesorah,
illuminating the Jewish people with clarity, courage, and unwavering fidelity
to halachah.

~93
This Kornitzer Edition of the Shailos u’Teshuvos Chasam Sofer, presenting the
original Hebrew text together with faithful annotation and elucidated
English, is offered with humility and gratitude, to broaden access to his
sacred teachings while preserving their integrity and sanctity.

-3

It is sponsored by the Kornitzer family, direct descendants of the Chasam
Sofer, as an expression of thanksgiving to Hashem for the privilege of
transmitting his Torah and ensuring that his voice continues to be studied
and lived in every generation.

~93
May the merit of learning this sefer bring blessing to all who engage with it,
and may we soon merit, with the coming of Moshiach, to hear new
chiddushim in Torah from the Chasam Sofer himself. And may this work
serve toward fulfilling the longing so often expressed by the Lubavitcher
Rebbe—that through the spread of Torah we hasten the true and complete
Geulah, and Moshiach will come speedily in our days, wnn.
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1 nawn
Mumar L’Avodah Zarah’s Status for Shechitah

Food Laws > Laws of Prohibitions of Eating from a Living Animal

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer writes to Rabbi Betzalel of Prague. He answers several questions on
different sugyos.

The Question (Sha’ila): The first question concerns the Shach’s dispute with the Bach about a mumar Uavodah zarah
performing shechitah. A second question concerns Tosfos in Chullin 100b. R. Yochanan seems to permit efshar I’sochto
in Avodah Zarah but forbid it in Chullin 108a.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): On shechitah, the Chasam Sofer accepts the Bach’s conclusion over the Shach. Rashi, the
Rashba, the Beis Yosef, and the Rambam support it. Still, the Shach correctly rejects the Bach’s proof from Tosfos. On
efshar Usochto, the two passages follow different Amoraim.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Yoreh Deah 2 rules that a gentile’s shechitah is neveilah, even if he does not worship
idols. A mumar who eats neveilos ['tei’avon may slaughter if a Jew checks his knife. The Bach and Shach dispute
whether a mumar Uavodah zarah is disqualified like a gentile or retains the status of a circumcised Jew.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The Rashba explains why the decree against the Kutim changed over time. In R. Meir’s
day, only a minority were idolaters. By R. Avahu’s day, the Kutim had become corrupt and the decree was accepted.
The Chasam Sofer says a mumar Uavodah zarah keeps bris milah but loses bris Torah. A woman has the reverse status.
He also distinguishes circumcision of a Jew from circumcision for conversion. Only conversion requires intent for the
sake of Judaism. Finally, he supports Rashi against Tosfos on saleik. Abaye can answer the Menachos case without
using saleik.

Peace and all good to my beloved friend, the Rabbi, the celebrated  3"mxni 277 °wD1 7°7°7 230 201 DY
luminary, a tower of strength, a master of keen analysis, the honorable i35 ni*5°5 5y2 Ni*05A A 0°07IDN T
our teacher Rabbi Betzalel R”B, may his light shine, Domash of the holy W".['P: nbnp‘r WTv;;ﬁ '{J :3_"1 %ﬁ;g 3 = m
community of Prague. ' ' XD

I hastened and did not delay to fulfill his requests, etc. Regarding 5y 131 1°Di¥n? "Rnmana X?) snwn
his question on the words of the Shach, Yoreh Deah, Siman 2, sub- nyT ,—}-liv 'IWI'I ’j]‘[: 'ng;'? sj";f[
section 16. The correspondent raised a difficulty in the Shach’s ruling  n PRYR 'Y TR 7°Y0 " 1m0
th(.ere conu?rning the stettus of a mumar (al?ostate) for purposes of she- A02W 1 By oW 133 YN 2N
chitah. I will copy for him what is written in my m‘argln'f]l notes there. N72021 *Rand Aamd KbT Twn
Regarding what the Shach wrote, that the halacha is notin accordance 1 w0 TmEn KTS ynwn 1'3 "
with the Bach.! And I wrote: In accordance with the reasoning of the - § 5’ e 1 N
Bach, so it is explicitly indicated from Rashi on 3b, s.v. “chutz” — see oy 1 y mn ?D@U. T :1 Tmy
there.? Rashi’s distinctions among disqualified slaughterers support the NPT 2 TRy T W’W’WHQ LA
Bach. And the Rashba in his Chiddushim on 4b, s.v. “lo eima lach,” an2 121 19 _117 NPR K7 2
etc.® The Rashba’s analysis of the sugya likewise supports the Bach’s con- 1727 2nnnd 172 iR Ao N3
clusion. And so wrote the Beis Yosef in his name, under the heading  N¥7 YT ny? N30 1 22iK
“@wmumar ochel,” etc.* The Beis Yosef cites the Rashba here. And as 721y iX¥ i3 ¥73 X% *177 0"20717
it appears to my humble opinion, this is also the view of the Ram- %y 2°y? "nanaw mn 07 M1 1712y
bam.> For a mumar is certainly not worse than a gentile who is not  X57)0"2777 NYT2 '3 10R 7°Y0 117930

1Bach, Yoreh Deah 2.

2Rashi, Chullin 3b, s.v. “chutz” — The Gemara states: “YT°2I Xpy1 07T RRW 3702 RaW XY 01 72977 19°0XT 101 Twiv wnn yin” — “Except
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, whose shechitah is invalid even post facto, lest they delay, press, or conceal.” Rashi’s commentary
here distinguishes the types of disqualification, supporting the Bach’s differentiated treatment of various categories of invalid slaughterers.

SRashba, Chiddushim, Chullin 4b, s.v. “lo eima lach” — The Rashba discusses the status of various mumarim: “...N°77 777> °27 %31 X1 120
7172 7771 PWDIT X1201 KX L7172 777 RN21PN RNOPANA X2 ,ON7 RMAX 27 712 17787 2"YR1.” The Rashba analyzes the Tannaitic basis for the distinction
between a mumar who sins for appetite and one who sins to rebel.

4Beis Yosef, Yoreh Deah 2, s.v. “W’mumar ochel.”

SRambam, Hilchos Shechitah — The Rambam rules: “%21 inw>mwy 7711 772y 721y 1KY 0"39y ¥9DRY 12723773 7173 7111” — “They enacted a great
safeguard: even a non-Jew who does not worship idolatry, his shechitah is neveila.” The Chasam Sofer argues that the Rambam’s formulation
regarding a non-idolatrous gentile sheds light on the status of a mumar 'avodah zarah, who is no worse.
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Mumar L'Avodah Zarah's Status for Shechitah

an idolater. A mumar ’avodah zarah is circumcised, so he is no worse
than a non-idolatrous gentile. According to what I wrote above in the
marginal notes on sub-section 2, regarding the view of the Rambam.
And not as he [the Shach] wrote there. The Chasam Sofer disagrees
with the Shach’s interpretation of the Rambam in that sub-section. How-
ever, the Bach wrote this [argument] based on Tosfos. He distinguishes
the Bach’s conclusion from his proof from Tosfos. And the Shach right-
fully challenged him on that. And above, in sub-section 2, regarding
what the Shach wrote — that the Sages decreed regarding the Kutim
(Samaritans) even when they were not idolaters — I wrote that this is
according to the one who is concerned for the minority. R. Meir acted
because he takes even a minority of idolaters into account. As is explic-
itly stated in the Talmud on daf 6.° However, we have now found that
the majority of them are idolaters. As the Rashba wrote there. And if
so, they have the status of a gentile who is an idolater. And therefore
the correct reading is as the Beis Yosef and the Kesef Mishneh wrote.
Examine this carefully. Thus far are my words there.

And in my novellae on Masechta Avodah Zarah 26b, I wrote —’ and
these are my words: Know that it requires investigation in our sugya.
According to what the Rashba wrote in his Chiddushim.® For it is
stated there that R. Meir decreed regarding the Kutim. And [the other
Sages] did not accept it from him. And in the days of R. Avahu, they
accepted it. And the Rashba wrote there that in the days of R. Meir,
only the minority were idolaters. And R. Meir is the one who is con-
cerned for the minority. This is the well-known principle that R. Meir,
unlike the other Sages, takes the minority into account. Therefore they
did not accept it from him. Since the other Sages do not follow the mi-
nority, R. Meir’s decree was premature in their eyes. Unlike in the days
of R. Avahu, when they had all already become corrupted — then they
accepted it from him. And if so, in our sugya which discusses R. Meir
and R. Yehudah — Avodah Zarah 26b records a dispute over whether a
Kuti may circumcise a Jew.® whichever way you look at it — The Chasam
Sofer now poses a dilemma. If we are discussing ordinary Kutim — then
in the days of R. Meir and R. Yehudah, the majority had not yet be-
come corrupted. And R. Yehudah does not hold that we need to be
concerned for the minority. Since R. Yehudah follows the majority, and
the majority of Kutim were not idolaters, why would R. Yehudah disqual-
ify them? So why does he disqualify his circumcision? R. Yehudah
says a Kuti circumcises for Mount Gerizim. But he normally follows the
majority. And if we are discussing a Kuti whom we know to be an idol-
ater — then what is R. Yehudah’s reasoning, according to the opinion
that does not reverse the text? that a gentile is disqualified from cir-
cumcision by Torah law — (the verse “And you shall keep My covenant”
[Bereishis 17:9] is understood to exclude non-Jews, who are not party to

19 202 N"27 3Tn oY 2ndW D
nol 1Ry NWRn "EY) ninginax
aN3W M 9Y "2 10R Y03 YA 10
D°MI7 2 11 D°RINTY 170 "ol
NI T ATy 721 IRy 190N
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1NER 1K DINKY 1 AT 0'WA KITTY
AN2W N3 71 ATy 721y 02T ARy
72y 723y 131270 12 ON) OW R0
101 N°2 AN2Y 113 KOTAT 12 291 1
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2y 13 PN *277 DY ROPNT 1PYITNA
AN " 072 [P0 1°3p KDY 0NN
"I 7R3 DY K'Y 20D MR
RPN 71 1T7i2Y T2V KD UV ND
LYY WIIT NI RN *27) vy
212 PRY 0 PR 1M3p K2 107
1922p 072 12p%pN1 123w miaR M
TN 727 7IRT PRYRY 1 DX AN
O°113 DNY2 K WD M I °37)
N7 P7TY T 0271 PRR 37 02 N7
W KD N AT 2271 D20 39p7RN)
*PPK N IN R 210D PPN RDIYR?
OX 171 7712y 7237 A2 10y 70T "mioa
TRRT INDP I 27T RRYY N2 12
ON RI"*7IRT7 2108 X INT 7190 XD
MDD 1 AT7I2Y2 1ING 1T NI D
°37 DWW OMID PWIN NRYL N
RY M T ATIY? 10T 07 IR
NI W 0°19 92 Py 1770 N2 byl
min N2 Cnn 022 90 By D
RIPR 7R N°133 Dipp 29n Rp°?
YN NP2 DX TRRI LYK K2

6Chullin 6a — The Gemara discusses the basis for the Sages’ decree regarding the Kutim and whether it depends on concern for the

minority.

7Rashba, Chiddushim, Avodah Zarah 26b — The Rashba provides the chronological framework: in R. Meir’s time, only a minority of Kutim
had adopted idolatry, and R. Meir decreed against them because he is concerned for the minority. By R. Avahu’s time, the majority had become

idolaters, and the decree was universally accepted.

8 Avodah Zarah 26b — The Gemara records the braisa: “227 12 9K AT °271 °127 ,0°113 77 OWY 200 *3190 2RI 21m2 X2 M) 2man nK 27 9877

FIRY MYIAT T 1P AR 1977 79 0T —

“A Jew may circumcise a Kuti, but a Kuti should not circumcise a Jew, because he circumcises for the

sake of Mount Gerizim — these are the words of R. Yehudah. R. Yossi said to him: Where do we find that milah from the Torah must be for

its own sake?”
9Bereishis 17:9 — “Inwn *n>1a nX 71X —
performing milah be “within the covenant.”
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‘And you shall keep My covenant.” This verse is the source for the requirement that the one



the covenant, from performing circumcision) then the same should apply
to an apostate to idolatry, like a Kuti. The Gemara considers whether to
reverse the Tannaim’s opinions. And why does he validate the Kutim[‘s
circumcision, at least on a Biblical level]? R. Yehudah objects only to
the Kuti’s intent toward Mount Gerizim. This suggests the circumcision is
valid by Torah law. Yet a gentile is disqualified by Torah law. Therefore
it appears to me that a mumar ’avodah zarah is indeed a possessor of
the covenant of circumcision, at the very least. For he is circumcised in
any case. And although he lacks the covenant of Torah — nevertheless
he possesses the covenant of circumcision. He distinguishes bris milah,
the covenant of circumcision, from bris Torah, the covenant of Torah ob-
servance. And he is not excluded from [the verse] “And you shall keep
My covenant.”!® A circumcised mumar remains within the covenant and
may perform milah on others. And the reverse is true of a woman, who
does possess the covenant of keeping the Torah’s commandments —
but does not possess the covenant of circumcision. And this is not in
accordance with the Even Ozer on the Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim,
Siman 189. [See Chasam Sofer, Orach Chaim, Siman 117.] Thus far
are my words in my novellae there.

And see the She’ilas Yaavetz, volume 2, Siman 164.!! The She’ilas
Yaavetz is a work by R. Yaakov Emden. He poses a contradiction between
R. Yossi in [Masechta] Avodah Zarah daf 26 — who says: “Where do
we find milah [that requires it to be performed] for its own sake?” —
against R. Yossi in Yevamos 46b.'? In Yevamos, R. Yossi’s position regard-
ing conversion implies that milah does require specific intent for the sake
of Judaism. See there, that he shook the world with this contradiction.
The Yaavetz saw this as a major difficulty. And no expert can resolve it.
The Yaavetz offered a reward to anyone who could answer it. But with all
due respect to his great honor, there isn’t even a hint of a difficulty.
For granted, here — regarding an uncircumcised Jew — we do not
require milah lishmah. It is sufficient that his foreskin be cut off. But
there in Yevamos, regarding a gentile who enters under the wings of
the Divine Presence by means of milah — If it is not performed for the
sake of Judaism, how can he enter under the wings of the Divine Pres-
ence? Conversion requires intent because the circumcision must bring the
person into Judaism. And this is simpler than an egg in kutcha. This
proverb means that the answer is very obvious. [See below, Siman 300.]
Regarding his question on Tosfos, Chullin 100b.!® That the opinion in
[Masechta] Avodah Zarah which permits even when water fell in at the
end — would hold that “efshar I’sochto mutar” — [if something] can
be squeezed out, it is permitted. Tosfos discusses a mixture permitted
even when water was added last. This seems to treat extractable forbidden
flavor as insignificant. This rule treats forbidden flavor as absent when it
can be extracted. And the esteemed Rabbi [the questioner], may his
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10She’ilas Yaavetz, vol. 2, siman 164 — The Yaavetz writes: “IND 2 RINIWK K21 201 "TTX "0 17 KIMIT ...KIN TNT RIOR 7Sy 77°N0” — “A
tremendous contradiction according to one Tanna... I posed R. Yossi against R. Yossi, and I cannot find a resolution.” He further offers a

reward: “NMm2°v m°% XIP>n .RIN TAT XX N0 3702 0onnT N

HYevamos 46b — The Gemara discusses conversion requirements: “229 N1 212 *P%2 *3 23107 *198 K7 X7y *213 — Yn K91 Y2wa” —

“If he

immersed but did not circumcise — all agree it is effective; they disagree regarding one who circumcised but did not immerse.” The context

involves whether milah for conversion requires specific intent.

12Chullin 100b — The Gemara discusses the principle of min u'mino v'davar acher: “i2wam vy 117170 PRYYIPRY 73 170 X pP0” — “Remove
the like kind as if it were not there, and [assess whether] the unlike kind is sufficient to nullify it.”
13pri Megadim — The difficulty regarding Tosfos on Chullin 100b and the apparent contradiction in R. Yochanan’s position on efshar I'sochto

between Avodah Zarah and Chullin 108a.
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MuUMAR L’AVODAH ZARAH’S STATUS FOR SHECHITAH

light shine, found this difficult.'* For this statement follows the view
of R. Yochanan. And he [R. Yochanan] himself holds later on 108a that
“efshar 1’sochto asur” — if it can be squeezed out, it is forbidden!'> I
see that a great man [raised this question]. He considers this a strong
question. And as a resolution I would say: They are [a dispute among
different] Amoraim. There in Avodah Zarah, [the ruling is] according
to R. Yochanan — who holds efshar I’sochto mutar. And later on 108,
[the ruling] follows the other Amoraim in the Avodah Zarah [sugya].
Those Amoraim hold efshar I’'sochto asur.

And I will awaken his heart with what I wrote in my novellae on
Chullin 108 — regarding Tosfos, s.v. “d’amar Rava,” etc. Saleik es
mino k’mi she’eino treats the like kind as absent. Tosfos and Rashi dis-
agree about where Rava applies it. And in my humble opinion, Rashi is
correct. For if you do not say this, it is difficult regarding Abaye [in
the sugya] above. Tosfos’s reading creates a problem for Abaye because
he rejects saleik. Since he [Abaye] does not answer using “saleik” —
What will he answer regarding that case in Menachos?'® The Menachos
case involves forbidden oil mixed with permitted oil and flour. It seems
to require saleik. Rather, it must be that there [in Menachos] the mat-
ter is different. For the questioner [in Menachos] initially assumed —
that the [permitted] oil, which is the same kind [as the prohibited oill,
prevents the fine flour, which is a different kind, from nullifying the
[prohibited] oil of the minchah, which is liquid. The questioner thought
the two oils formed one block that the flour could not nullify. And there-
fore he challenged: the same kind mixed with its same kind cannot
be nullified! And to this he could have answered simply: Granted that
oil mixed with other oil [of the same kind] cannot be nullified. Never-
theless, a small amount of [forbidden] oil that is mixed with the fine
flour is nullified [by the flour]. And we do not need to say “remove
the like kind as if it were not there.” For even if it [the permitted oil]
is considered as if it is present — it simply does not negate the power
of the fine flour to nullify the small amount of [forbidden] oil. And
through this, it becomes a case of “ribbe shamnah” — it had too much
oil. Nullification may work, but counting all the oil creates a separate prob-
lem: the minchah has too much oil. And the fact that Rava said there
[in Menachos] “remove” [the like kind] — This is because for Rava,
the truth is indeed so. For according to his interpretation in Chullin
100, we say “remove” [the like kind].!” Therefore he said here too [in
Menachos], “remove.” But Abaye, who does not hold of “remove” —
he answered in Menachos as I wrote. Abaye instead says the flour nul-
lifies the forbidden oil without saleik. And if so, Rava’s main statement
refers to the earlier passage [Chullin 100b], in accordance with Rashi.
Rava’s use of saleik in Menachos applies his earlier ruling in Chullin, as
Rashi explains. And the words of Tosfos require further examination.

Pressburg, Tuesday, 21 Adar, [5]580.

14Chullin 108a — The Gemara states: “NN”7iRT — R?y3 iwnn K91 inyy 2ax 1y —
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‘Abaye said: Flavor without substance in general is

[prohibited] by Torah law.” The sugya discusses the significance of absorbed flavor, which is the context for the rule regarding efshar Usochto.
15Menachos — The Gemara there discusses a case involving the oil of a minchah offering where the question of min b’mino (like kind in like

kind) and nullification arises.
165ee footnote 12 above.
17Footnote 17
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Aged Shochet with Contradicting Witnesses on Knife Defect

Food Laws > Laws of Treifot * Laws of Governance > Laws of Accepting Testimony * Laws of Governance > Laws of False
Witnesses and Scheming Witnesses

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer addresses Rabbi Eliyahu Neiman, Av Beis Din of Reitz. Rabbi Neiman
asked about an elderly communal shochet and analyzed the relevant Tosfos in Eruvin.

The Question (Sha’ila): An elderly communal shochet had long been accepted as an expert. Two witnesses said they
found his knife defective after slaughter several months earlier. Two other witnesses contradicted them at the same
proceeding. A recent test showed that he could no longer feel a defect in a knife blade. Rabbi Neiman asks whether this
proves that he already lacked this ability at the earlier time. If so, the affected meat and vessels would be prohibited
retroactively. Alternatively, his ability may have declined only recently.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer rules that all the meat and vessels from the day the witnesses saw the
problem are prohibited at least rabbinically. Under Torah law, trei u’trei leaves the matter in its original chazakah.
The Sages nevertheless treat it as a real doubt in matters of Torah law. Since shechitah is a Torah-level matter, their
stringency applies. His present loss of sensitivity does not prove earlier incompetence. Such decline is natural in old
age, so it does not support either set of witnesses.

Shulchan Aruch Background: The discussion centers on Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh Deah, Siman 1, concerning who may
slaughter. It says that most regular slaughterers are presumed experts when they are unavailable for examination. The
Rema requires certain knowledge that the shochet once received formal certification (kabbalah). The Chasam Sofer
discusses the Taz and Nekudos HaKesef in Siman 1. He also cites their comments in Siman 397 about conflicting
testimony concerning death.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The Chasam Sofer first discusses the dispute between R. Meir and R. Yossi about trei
u'trei. Both preserve the original chazakah under Torah law. R. Meir allows a current deficiency to support one set of
witnesses, while R. Yossi still follows the original chazakah. The Chasam Sofer limits R. Meir’s rule. It applies when
the earlier status was expected to continue, such as the purity of terumah. It does not apply when the later change
is natural, such as aging or death. He then discusses the Agudah and the Rashba regarding rov metzuyin mumchin.
The Agudah uses the majority to infer that a regular shochet was originally competent. The Rashba requires definite
evidence of earlier certification, and the Rema follows him. Once certification is known, the majority adds nothing. It

also cannot establish continued competence after enough time has passed for the shochet’s ability to decline.

Peace and all good to my dear friend, the Rabbi, the illustrious Gaon,
the outstanding luminary of the exile, our honored master, Rabbi Eliyahu
Neiman, Av Beis Din of the holy community of Reitz, may God protect it.

His pleasant inquiry regarding a shochet who is an established expert for
the public, who is old and advanced in years, (his age is relevant because
it raises the possibility that his sensory abilities have declined) that two wit-
nesses testified about him that they found his knife defective after slaugh-
ter (a defective knife may invalidate the shechitah) some months ago, and
two [others] came and contradicted them at that very occasion. This cre-
ates trei w’trei: two sets of witnesses who contradict each other. And indeed,
now they tested him and he cannot feel a defect [on a knife blade]. A
shochet must be able to feel a nick in the knife blade. And his honor was
uncertain whether we say: since now he cannot feel, retroactively also he
did not feel [it], and all the vessels are prohibited retroactively from the
day the witnesses mentioned [the defect], or not — that we say it is only
now that his status became impaired. And his honor properly consulted
the Taz, Siman 1, and the Nekudos HaKesef there. These sources discuss
the framework for evaluating contradicting testimony regarding a shochet’s
competence. But his honor delved into the depths of the matter in Tos-
fos, Eruvin 35b, at the end of the passage beginning “R’ Yirmiya,” etc.
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Aged Shochet with Contradicting Witnesses on Knfie Defect

My beloved, dear friend: the summary of the matter is as follows. Two
contradicting sets of witnesses — the established halachah is that this con-
stitutes a doubt of rabbinic origin. That is to say: from Torah law, we set
these [witnesses] against those, and they are as if they do not exist. And
the matter remains in its original presumed status. Because the witnesses
cancel each other out, Torah law preserves the shochet’s prior chazakah of
competence. This is [the principle derived from] the case of the property
of bar Shatya in Kesubos 20a. In that case, two groups dispute whether a
property sale was valid. The property remains in its earlier status. And from
this, Tosfos in Eruvin 36a, d.h. “hacha bishni,” etc., raised a difficulty.
Tosfos question why, if trei u’trei simply maintains the chazakah, certain
cases are treated stringently. And it is noted there [as a cross-reference
to] Kesubos 26 — but this is a scribal error, and it should read Kesubos
20. Rather, it is only rabbinically that we impose stringency to treat it
as a doubt. And this [stringency] applies specifically in matters of Torah
law. But in a matter of rabbinic law where two [witnesses] and two [wit-
nesses] testify about it, it remains in its original status, and the Sages did
not impose stringency upon it. And this is the first answer of Tosfos in
Kesubos 26b. And in Tosfos Eruvin 36a mentioned above, [this answer]
was printed with errors and is nonsensical. And this is how it should be
emended: “Even though in Chapter 2 of Kesubos 20a we say ‘establish two
against two’ in a matter of Torah law it is different.”’ This means: We are
dealing with R. Meir’s view, who holds that eruv [i.e., the prohibition of
Shabbos boundaries] is of Torah-level origin. And in Torah-level matters,
it is prohibited at least rabbinically. And in this principle, R. Yossi does
not disagree. Rather, his position is that eruv is rabbinic [in nature]. Fur-
ther, Tosfos in Eruvin answered alternatively: “Or alternatively, here she
is now certainly impure.” This is Tosfos’ second answer. It relies on a current,
observable deficiency (rei’usa de’hashta). And their intent corresponds to
the second answer in [Tosfos] Kesubos. Tosfos in Eruvin is abbreviating the
more detailed discussion found in Tosfos Kesubos. Since she is impure be-
fore us, even if R. Meir held that techumin is rabbinic, since the matter
has been weakened before us, we do not say “establish two against two.”
The observable current impurity (rei’usa) tips the scales, breaking the stale-
mate between the two sets of witnesses. And there in Kesubos, Tosfos raised
a difficulty from [the case of] a mikveh, where we do not follow the cur-
rent status. In the mikveh case, even though the mikveh is currently lacking
water, we do not retroactively invalidate immersions — seemingly contradict-
ing the principle that current deficiency undermines the chazakah. And they
answered: Where there is one set [of witnesses] that removes [the mat-
ter] from its original chazakah, and the current deficiency supports that
set, the other set is weakened. And here in Eruvin, Tosfos did not bother
to elaborate on this, because they relied on what they wrote above at the
end of d.h. “R’ Yirmiya.” And nevertheless, [this second principle] is not
conclusive as practical law. Rather, this is the subject of dispute between
R. Meir and R. Yossi. Whether current rei’usa can break the trei u’trei stale-
mate is itself disputed. For according to R. Yossi, even with two sets of
witnesses and current deficiency before us, we nevertheless adjudicate it
like the mikveh case — maintaining the original chazakah.

And it appears to me that even according to R. Meir, we do not apply
this principle (the principle is that a current deficiency supports one set of
witnesses about the past) except in cases like terumah that became impure,

13277 R°R0 M 12 N2»p 0¥ N3
*237 "3 "RIR RDPMINTA MiP 130
IRAWK RNPM1 0T 07T IR *A]
NG 137 *023 71 RD7RR R
nIDDIR WP MM 'R TNy 'D Ni2NdT
X7 2°INKa 1127 'K TRy 1" Py
"2 ninnD myva own 10 w3
ni2ns % 9% X0 99i0 My
NP0 MY 1T 11217 9K 1D
132777702 228 RO7IRT 203 )
MRIN2 NI I A A7y TonT
W 121 A2 CIROR KDY RDHR
Ty 1" NiAND Nindina Xnp y11°n
7217 'R TIY 1" 1°217°y Ningingl 2
TR 121 70% 12 PRI Mywa 0871 2°Y?
'> Ni;NNIT 1 P93 23 7Y AN 137
M0 107 0 ORI CIPIRR R TRy
N7 2277 NP 187 2INY RN>IINT2
ND™IINT RDIRT 29T 1007
X? 121 022 93 DY 11277R 70N
217y 7% K20 KPX 01 "37 15D
X 1P27°Y2 Ninoim xR 1N 11377
TN K771 IR "N RAWT R ")
1197 IRRYTIPD NINND2°1 1PN
PR R °277 777 K730 1171708
RN K2 ArIDY YINNT 1D 13377
WP NI2ANI2 0 >N T2 "0 RIX
RRWT N2 1°71% K27 mpnn ningin
N°%INT NOX N2 RPRT 270 370
N37 ANINY Y700 My i "7
N? PITYI RIM TIWT NI YN
2y 19007 M2 TINT? Ningin wn
2°nnpa Mat Aio 2°y? 12 12038 M
RIT7 UM IPK Dipn 21 TR M
01> *27) TRR *27 °PPD K2 RN
YINR1 07y °N2 *3W3 190K "1 *2777
MR ™2 T 0ipp Pan ey

RIPP TRIIN

X? @1 TND °277 195K 0P NN
NRROLI R 1132 KN 12 17N
NTW T NDTRR TAT Rl

IEruvin 35b-36a — The Gemara states: “13277 PPN 01 °221 7120p” — R. Yossi holds that techumin (Shabbos boundary limits) are rabbinic
in nature. The Gemara resolves the apparent contradiction in R. Yossi’s rulings by explaining that his leniency regarding eruv stems from
techumin being rabbinic, while he is stringent regarding tumah (impurity) which has a Torah-level basis.
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and similar cases, where the original chazakah was that it is pure and will
never become impure. For in all matters, we establish something on its
original chazakah [assuming] that it will remain so forever. And now we
see that it is impure before us — it follows that this current deficiency sup-
ports that set [of witnesses] who removed it from its original chazakah.
And therefore we say: since now it is impure, from the beginning it was
also impure. But [in a case where] two say he died in Nissan and two say
he did not die in Nissan, and now in Iyar he is found certainly dead, as in
the type of case discussed by Tosfos in Chullin 96a, d.h. “planya,” etc., if
such a case occurred with two sets of witnesses, even R. Meir would con-
cede that we would not say “since now he is dead, from the beginning he
was also dead.” For what proof is this? Did we originally have a chazakah
that he would never die? The original chazakah of being alive does not imply
immortality; death is an expected eventuality. And the death of now does
not diminish the force of the witnesses who said he was alive in Nissan,
nor does it support the set that says he was [already] dead. Since death is
inevitable, the fact that he is dead now provides no information about whether
he was dead in Nissan. And see the Taz and Nekudos HaKesef, Siman 397.
These sources discuss the framework of contradicting witnesses in the context
of testimony about death. And this being so, there is reason to wonder at
the answer of Tosfos in Yevamos 68a, d.h. “reisha,” etc.? For even if one
strains to say it deals with two sets of witnesses and accords also with
R. Meir, nevertheless, from the fact that he is now nine [years old], the
chazakah of the witnesses who testified that he was originally eight is not
weakened. Just as death is the natural progression of life, reaching age nine
is the natural progression from age eight. The current age provides no retroac-
tive evidence about his age at an earlier time. And their words are puzzling,
as the Maharit wrote.?

And in our case before us, certainly from Torah law we establish two
against two and we maintain the man on his original chazakah (— his
longstanding status as a competent, authorized shochet) even though there
is current deficiency before us, for the established halachah follows R.
Yossi and not R. Meir. And all the more so regarding tactile sensitivity,
which naturally changes, for in old age a man weakens and loses his sense
of touch. Loss of sensitivity in old age is natural. Like death, it proves noth-
ing about an earlier time. And if so, even R. Meir would concede that the
current deficiency does not diminish the force of the witnesses who tes-
tified to his original competence. His earlier competence was not expected
to last forever. His current decline therefore proves nothing about the past.
However, two against two is a rabbinic-level doubt according to all opin-
ions. And it is rabbinically prohibited in a matter of Torah-level prohibi-
tion. And in this, R. Meir and R. Yossi do not disagree. It is only that
R. Yossi holds techumin is rabbinic, But in a matter of Torah-level prohi-
bition, he concedes [to stringency]. And here, shechitah is a Torah-level
matter. Therefore, the rabbinic stringency for trei uw’trei applies. And if so,
even if no current deficiency had been found before us, all the meat and
vessels would still be prohibited rabbinically without any doubt, from the
day the witnesses observed this occurrence.

And all the more so since current deficiency was also found before us. The
current deficiency strengthens the ruling, but it is not its basis. [Parentheti-
cally,] the words of the Nekudos HaKesef in Siman 1 are puzzling. For
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2Yevamos 68a — The Gemara discusses: “TnX 011 y&n 12% 02> NIMwa ,PRYT KPP0 Xp 121 0w ywn 121” — the legal implications of intercourse
by a boy of nine years and one day with a yevamah. Tosfos there (d.h. “reisha”) attempt to resolve a difficulty by invoking the principle that
current status retroactively supports one set of witnesses, which the Chasam Sofer finds problematic.

3Maharit (R. Yosef di Trani).
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AGED SHOCHET WITH CONTRADICTING WITNESSES ON KNIFE DEFECT

he writes that here there are two [supporting factors]: a chazakah and
a majority, since most who are found [slaughtering] are experts.* But it
is impossible to explain this reasoning. For the Rashba objected: How is
“most who are found [slaughtering]” applicable? Behold, he is from the
minority that is before us — one who is found [slaughtering] yet is not
an expert! The Rashba argues that a general majority cannot establish this
man’s expertise when his lack of expertise is before us. And God forbid that
this escaped the Agudah, nor was he mistaken in this. The Chasam Sofer
defends the Agudah from the Rashba’s critique. Rather, the Agudah holds
that even if he never received formal certification, we can still rely [on
the presumption] that presumably he did not originally begin to be found
at slaughtering unless he was then an expert. The Agudah’s logic is that no
one becomes a regular slaughterer without initially being competent. Rather,
he subsequently forgot. But at first he was certainly an expert, for the ma-
jority is so. The rov is used not to evaluate his current status, but to establish
that he was originally competent. And since through the force of the ma-
jority we know that he was certainly once an expert, it is as if he received
certification before us. As the Rosh writes in the first chapter of Chullin
regarding cheeses, and Tosfos at the beginning of [Masechta] Niddah —
see there. And he is thereby established [as competent], and we say it is
only now that his status was impaired. With the chazakah of prior expertise
established via the rov, we presume competence continued until proved oth-
erwise. But the Rashba holds that since now he is found at slaughtering
and is not an expert, we no longer have a chazakah upon him retroac-
tively. That he was certainly established from the beginning — we do not
say this. Rather, [we only invoke a chazakah] for someone who certainly
received certification once. And the Rema ruled like the Rashba, that we
require knowing with certainty that he received certification.” And now,
since we know he received certification, what benefit does the addition
of “most who are found [are experts]” provide? Given the Rema’s ruling,
our case necessarily involves a shochet with verified prior certification. Either
way: On the day he received certification and for some time shortly there-
after, even without the majority of those found being experts, he himself
was an expert who received certification. And later, at the time when we
could attribute: “since now he has forgotten, originally too he had for-
gotten,” what benefit does “most found [are experts]” provide? Shall we
say that presumably, if he had forgotten, he would have withdrawn him-
self and would not be found at slaughtering — since most found [there]
are experts? This is not [valid], for behold, before us he has forgotten
now and still has not withdrawn. The present case disproves this claim: the
shochet has lost his ability but has not retired. And he does not wish to with-
draw from slaughtering and lose his established position. And the words
of the Nekudos HaKesef require further investigation. [And see the Pleisi,
who distinguishes between one who forgot his halachic knowledge and
one who lost the strength of his tactile sense.]® In any case, in my hum-
ble opinion, all the meat and vessels from the day the witnesses testified
are prohibited at least rabbinically. What appears to my humble opinion
I have written and signed, thus I declare:
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4SA, Yoreh Deah 1:1 — The Shulchan Aruch rules: “0°3m101 1N nwn 219K 907 18 17197 1K@ X712 .PRIMA MR NPNa 0 mnw? 12500 10w
MMM NIT ON 1722 78 127199 NI OX PaR 1PN Y7 — most who regularly slaughter are presumed experts, but only when the individual is not
before us; if he is before us, he must be examined. The Rema (in his glosses there) rules that we require definite knowledge that the shochet

once received formal certification.

5SA, Yoreh Deah 1:1 — The Shulchan Aruch rules: “0°omo1 10w nwn 219K 9MA X 117107 1°KW X'™12 .PRIMN PANIA NP2 00 minws 2700 1w
MR NIT 0N 1P722 78 12710 NI OX PaR 1Pt Y7 — most who regularly slaughter are presumed experts, but only when the individual is not
before us; if he is before us, he must be examined. The Rema (in his glosses there) rules that we require definite knowledge that the shochet

once received formal certification.
6Pleisi, Yoreh Deah, Siman 1.
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Unreliable Shochet’s Nicked Knife and Retroactive Prohibition

Food Laws > Laws of Treifot * Food Laws > Mitzvot Related to Slaughter

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: A rabbinic colleague asks about a shochet who repeatedly failed to detect nicks on his
knife after slaughter.

The Question (Sha’ila): After a shochet declared eight animals kosher, a youth found many nicks on his knife. The
shamash confirmed this, but the shochet felt nothing. The question is whether the meat and vessels that absorbed its
taste are retroactively prohibited.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer prohibits the meat. The youth and shamash establish that the last animal
is prohibited. The other seven are also prohibited, because once the last animal is prohibited and his checks between
slaughters cannot be trusted, all the meat and fat left from these animals is safek neveilah. Separately, any sheep and
goat meat from his slaughtering is also not permitted, because he failed to clear wool, hair, and dirt from their necks.
He also suspects that the shochet is a paslan and cannot be trusted in matters of prohibition. For earthenware vessels,
he says one may rely on the lenient view after 24 hours when the loss would be great, because ta’am ke’ikar may be
rabbinic.

Shulchan Aruch Background: The relevant sources are Shulchan Aruch Yoreh Deah 1 on a shochet’s competence;
18:12 on a lost knife; 39:16-17 on conflicting reports about a detached lung; and 127 on a single witness who prohibits.
Key Disputes (Machlokes): The Chasam Sofer first distinguishes the Knesses HaGedolah from the Pelesi on whether
lost sensation creates a retroactive concern. From Bava Basra 153b and Kiddushin 79b, he argues that present status
controls when no chezkas mamon opposes it. He then reads Kiddushin 66a-b to show that Rava strengthens the rule:
when a claim can be checked, one prohibiting witness is believed even when contradicted. He explains that Tosfos’

reading of shlach v’achvi extends this rule even when another witness contradicts him.

Concerning the matter of the shochet whose chazakah was compromised,
because nicks were found on his knife multiple times after slaughter and
he did not feel them, whether to retroactively prohibit the vessels. This
raises whether his loss of sensation is a persistent condition. If the meat was
prohibited, vessels that absorbed its taste may require kashering or disposal.
The Knesses HaGedolah, in his glosses on the Beis Yosef, Siman 1, note
35, (the Knesses HaGedolah [R’ Chaim Benveniste] discusses the case of a
shochet who lost his ability to detect knife defects) and there he ruled as
a matter of halachah that loss of sensation comes all at once, in an in-
stant. And one should not prohibit retroactively. Since the loss arose at
one moment, earlier slaughters remain presumed valid. And even according
to what the Pelesi wrote at the end of sub-section vav, s.v. “yihyeh eich
she’yihyeh,”? (the Pelesi is R’ Yonasan Eybeschutz, author of Kereisi u’Pleisi)
that regarding loss of sensation, one should be stringent retroactively. Be-
cause since his knife is not in the presumption of having been checked —
then inevitably he slaughtered multiple times with a defective knife with-
out noticing. See there. Once his checks are unreliable, the knife no longer
has a presumption of being checked. Nevertheless, here where his chaza-
kah was not compromised before slaughter but only after slaughter — The
problem may arise only after slaughter, when exertion weakens the shochet’s
sense of touch. And as is apparent from his words, to attribute it to weak-
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IKnesses HaGedolah (R’ Chaim Benveniste), Haggahos Beis Yosef, Yoreh Deah, Siman 1, os 35.
2Pelesi (Kreisi u’Pleisi, R’ Yonasan Eibeshitz), Yoreh Deah, Siman 1, end of s.k. vav (6), s.v. “yihyeh eich she’yihyeh.”
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UNRELIABLE SHOCHET’S NICKED KNIFE AND RETROACTIVE PROHIBITION

ness and faintness caused by the slaughter. The correspondent attributed
the shochet’s loss of sensation to physical fatigue from the act of slaughter it-
self. Then the words of the aforementioned Pelesi are not relevant. The
Pelesi’s reasoning does not apply if the shochet could check the knife before
slaughter. For after all, his knife was in the presumption of having been
checked each time before slaughter. And behold, your honor was inspired
to say that all the lenient Acharonim apply their leniency only when he
received kabbalah. The correspondent says this leniency applies only to a
formally examined and certified shochet. And he was established as com-
petent — at least then we say “it is now that he became compromised.”
But retroactively we maintain his chazakah from the time he received his
kabbalah. Unlike this one whose chazakah was not compromised except
after slaughter. And for this he was never established. His certification
never tested whether he retained sensation after slaughter. For they never
tested him on this, as is known. And behold, he spoke a great thing in
this matter. Although at first glance one can question this and say: On
the contrary, we follow the majority. Perhaps we should follow the general
presumption that most people do not suffer this problem. Or even all people
— we have not heard that their faculties are impaired by slaughter. For
even regarding fainting mentioned in the Talmud — (the Gemara discusses
the concern that a shochet might faint during slaughter) several poskim hold
— that the reason we say “we do not worry about fainting” is — and we
do not merely say “most who are involved in shechitah are established
as competent.” Because it is better than a mere majority, and we do not
worry about it at all, even lechatchilah. And granted that we are strin-
gent and require the shochet to slaughter three chickens before the rabbi
— So that he should also be established regarding this matter — that he
will not faint. Nevertheless, we see that regarding fatigue from slaughter
causing him to lose his sensation through it — This we do not worry about
and we do not test him for it. Because it is not common at all. And if so,
regarding this man too, let us say: Granted that he became fatigued and
lost his sensation — Nevertheless, let us say “it is now that he became
compromised.” And he departed from the majority of people — and not
as your honor suggested.

Nevertheless, it appears to me that his words are correct. From that which
we say in Bava Basra 153b:3 “Who extracts from whom,” etc. The case con-
cerns a disputed gift. The parties disagree whether the giver was healthy or
on his deathbed. Rav Nachman said: If he is currently healthy, he must
bring proof that he was a shechiv mera. Since a shechiv mera‘s gift can be
retracted upon recovery, the person’s current status determines the burden of
proof. And if he is currently a shechiv mera, they [the recipients] must
bring proof that he was healthy. And the Rashbam there ruled like Rav
Nachman.* The Rashbam, the standard commentary on Bava Basra, follows
Rav Nachman’s approach. And even according to the Rambam, and simi-
larly the Shulchan Aruch ruled like R’ Yaakov — Because it is explained
that the reason is that chezkas mamon prevails. This result follows because
chezkas mamon, the presumption favoring the possessor, is stronger. But if
there were no issue of extracting from the one in possession — we would
follow the present status. As is well explained in the sugya of Kiddushin
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3Bava Basra 153b. The Gemara discusses the case of one who distributed his property and the dispute about whether he was healthy or a

shechiv mera at the time.

4Rashbam, Bava Basra 153b. The Rashbam is the standard commentary on Bava Basra, authored by R’ Shmuel ben Meir, Rashi’s grandson.
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79b.> The Gemara there discusses competing presumptions regarding a per-
son’s status. And this appears to me to be the view of the Rema in Choshen
Mishpat Siman 251.° In that law, where he did not write that if neither of
them is in possession, they should divide. As the Sma noted there.” And
it appears to me that this is because we follow the present status when
neither of them is in possession. And we do not say they should divide.

And behold, it is explained there in the Talmud of Kiddushin —® that all
people are in the presumption of being healthy. And one who claims he
was a shechiv mera needs to remove himself from this chazakah. See
there. And furthermore, there the man certainly had a clear established
chazakah of being healthy. For once upon a time he was definitely healthy.
Even so, when he is a shechiv mera before us — we say he was a shechiv
mera from the outset too. Where there is no conflicting chezkas mamon.
And according to Rav Nachman, even to extract money we say this. If
so, a fortiori here — where this fatigue from slaughter is a sickness and
weakness in the limbs. And if so, even if we say that all people are in
their chazakah of being healthy — so that for this reason there is no need
to test the shochet receiving kabbalah on this — Nevertheless, this man
who is weak before us in this matter — we say: since he is now weak,
he was weak from the outset too. And all the more so, for he never had a
clear chazakah to the contrary. Unlike that case, this shochet may never have
been free of this weakness. For it is possible that he was born this way and
always grew up like this. And there is no opposing chazakah. And on the
contrary, an animal stands in the presumption of being unslaughtered.
Until properly slaughtered, the animal remains presumed prohibited. This
supports the stringent view. If so, all the more so there is room for your
honor’s reasoning to be stringent.

However, despite all this, it appears to me that one may be lenient. Since
before slaughter, the chazakah of his sensation was not undermined.
Therefore, every knife with which he slaughtered was in the presumption
of having been checked. And we say: maintain the knife in its chazakah.
And it is like one who slaughtered many animals and did not check the
knife between slaughters, and the knife was lost. Where we maintain all of
them in the presumption of being permitted. As explained in the poskim
and in the Shulchan Aruch, Siman 18, Se’if 12.°

However, all this is when there is no other deficiency. But since this
shochet, after slaughtering eight animals and declaring them kosher —
A youth found his knife full of nicks. And the shamash also checked af-
ter him and found it to be as the youth said. And the shochet did not
feel anything. And if so, there are two witnesses against him. And more-
over, even if there were only one witness contradicting him regarding the
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SKiddushin 79b. The Gemara cites the Mishnah from Mikvaos: “IT71 ,°20 Npina NIy m02IW 13272 D°R0T 2@ i3 Nyn 1iyny >3 0K
NRUR R2PY 271 000 11970 27 7170 A3 7Y 1wyaw ninaw 2 - 1770 nRynn.” R Tarfon maintains the mikveh’s chazakah of being complete, while R’
Akiva maintains the person’s chazakah of being tamei. The sugya illustrates the principle that in the absence of chezkas mamon, we follow

the present status (hashta).
6Rema, Choshen Mishpat 251.
7Sma (Sefer Me'iras Einayim), Choshen Mishpat 251.

8See footnote 5 above. The Gemara in Kiddushin 79b establishes that all people are in the presumption of being healthy (bechezkas beri’im).
9SA, Yoreh Deah 18:12. This se’if rules that when one slaughtered many animals without checking the knife between slaughters and the
knife was subsequently lost, all the animals are maintained in the presumption of being permitted, based on the knife’s pre-slaughter chazakah.
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