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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 combi-
nation of advanced language and translation technology and experienced human editorial oversight.
The methods employed were carefully configured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish hashkafa and to
preserve fidelity to the original Hebrew text, and portions of the work were reviewed by an experi-
enced translator and editor of Torah literature. 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.
Itis 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 veri-

fied 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 responsi-
bility for accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.
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This volume of the Kornitzer Edition of the Aruch HaShulchan—presenting the
original Hebrew text together with a faithful English translation and practical
Piskei Dinim—is dedicated to the eternal memory of

Frida bas Tziyon Hasis -1
Rochel bas Michoel Kahalon -1

and

Eliyahu ben Amos Kahalon -1,

the beloved grandparents of Mrs. Reut Kornitzer, and the cherished
great-grandparents of Yosef Yitzchak, Uriel, Yoav Alexander, and Eidel Rose
Kornitzer.

Authored by Rabbi Yechiel Michel Epstein (1829-1908), the Aruch HaShulchan
stands among the greatest codifications of halachah, uniquely weaving together the
teachings of the Talmud, the Rishonim, the Shulchan Aruch, and later authorities into
a clear and living guide for Jewish practice. Combining extraordinary breadth of
scholarship with remarkable practical wisdom, it has served for generations as a trusted
companion for rabbanim, dayanim, and students of Torah, illuminating not only the
principles of halachah but their faithful application in everyday life.

Tt is our hope that this Kornitzer Edition, through its faithful translation and carefully
organized Pisker Dinim, will enable even more students of Torah to appreciate the
depth, clarity, and practical guidance of this timeless work, thereby strengthening the
study and observance of halachah in homes and communities throughout the world.

May the merit of learning this sefer serve as an everlasting zechus for the neshamos of
Frida bas Tziyon Hasis z'l, Rochel bas Michoel Kahalon 2], and Eliyahu ben Amos
Kahalon z'l, whose lives continue to inspire their family through enduring examples of
faith, kindness, and devotion.

May this effort also serve, in some small measure, toward fulfilling the longing so often
expressed by the Lubavitcher Rebbe—that through the ever-increasing dissemination
of Torah, illuminated and made accessible to every Jew, we hasten the true and
complete Gexlah. Then we will once again be reunited with our loved ones and merit
to learn Torah from the great sages of every generation, speedily in our days, with the
coming of Moshiach, Wnn.




SECTION 102: DAVAR SHEYESH LO MATIRIN (§19) #- 81

utensils one should not be stringent at all, if he is concerned about [losing] the
pot.

LATER AUTHORITIES

When may vessels be used after a forbidden one was nullified?

SOURCES  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:1

Whenever a forbidden vessel is permitted to be nullified among other vessels, the group
should ordinarily remain unused for twenty-four hours. The wait removes the Torah-level
taste prohibition without expense, so the vessels have a temporary matir even when the
mixed-in vessel is earthenware. A caterer or another owner facing substantial loss from the
delay has room to use them sooner.

§19 n"2w7 970 K2 PRRnn TNy PoRRIY X2°7 POT 002IWNRIT 1202 — The
Rishonim wrote that wherever the food is destined to spoil, [the rule of ] a davar
sheyesh lo matirin does not apply, R® 27y7 INWNAWIT A7 MRITI 702 RPVTT
R"2WM] 2"POWT M2 770 K PRPRNN AR ORY bvw:n PaR e B bvbvnn
[A%°2 w7 2277m T"TQ — for only with an egg and the llke, which will not sp011
if left until the evening, does [the rule of | a davar sheyesh lo matirin apply; but
a cooked dish which would spoil if he waits — [the rule of] a davar sheyesh lo
matirin does not apply to it (Rashba, Ran, and Mordechai, beginning of Beitzah).
RPN 290 18T 1230 72R7 ORTIT 2"25WT 7700 KD D" 712 REP) R"PUWET R M
¥17°2 O RIMWD — Consequently, [the rule of | a davar sheyesh lo matirin like-
wise does not apply to a pashtida and the like, for it will certainly lose its flavor,
since it is good only when hot, as is known. 2R7Pn% 2°8T D°3IWRT 1202 o9
Mann712 — And regarding bread, the Rishonim wrote that it is not ruined by
waiting. 72X ©°7PPPNR DIN D2 KEI°D) NIRPDIPIY NER ONP2 P AT O IR
5"292 1937 PRY T"1991 2 IONIW DD inyw3 1308 3wn Divaw 170 vrn men an®
n"99WT 1°T — And it appears to me that this applies only to matzah bread and
fine loaves and the like, which are not ruined; but as for leavened wheat bread, it
is known that on the second day it is not of the same flavor as on the day it was
baked, and in my humble opinion we do not apply the law of a davar sheyesh lo
matirin to it either. YY) DOIMN D7¥°3 "3 DY V12 17732 1372 127y X 107
2§92 1PWaNI 19°Y2 OIINI X KTVWD M2 — Accordingly, if they mixed an egg
laid on Yom Tov with two other eggs and made a pashtida with it, or put them
into dough, it is nullified by a majority. 773 5;87_: wy Fl’!;’? i1 73°22 P71 ON 5;8
TP NI DWW DaN NPT 19T 93 1707 1NT 073 93m ANWRT 0WY — But if
they made a dish with this egg alone, sixty is required; for with a different kind,
granted that we do not apply the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin to it, sixty is
nevertheless required. X1 227w DYDY 'X 7°Y02 11202 DYY? 19°DRT 0P NN
bRbRARY DiPR3 1713 K 1" XY BN Ppbpnn DoNmD DR 117 e 11591 e e
77;?;{?_3j — Andit appears to me that even accordlng to the reason we wrote in seif
1 for [the rule of | a davar sheyesh lo matirin, that it is because of the resemblance
— according to which what would it matter to us whether the food spoils or not
— nevertheless they did not decree where the food spoils. 1" *7% u'lTb i ukl!
11277 PP RnnY NPYT 209W DMINSYY NE0D W2 1 19T 202 K1Y T K120 Dy i
:[¥"%7 — (And a proof for this is that the Ran is the author of this reasoning,
and he wrote this ruling at the beginning of Beitzah. And see the Kreisi U’Pleisi,
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who wrote that [the leniency applies] only where it spoils considerably; and this
requires study.)

LATER AUTHORITIES

Is reheating a cooled dish counted as a loss?
Sources Pri Toar YD 102:5

Cooling while one waits for a later matir does not ordinarily remove the stringency of a
davar sheyesh lo matirin. The Pri Toar treats the cost of reheating as a minor expense,
not the substantial loss required for leniency. The mixture therefore remains forbidden
until its matir arrives.

LATER AUTHORITIES

May one rely on bitul for oneg Shabbos?

SoUrces  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:10

Authorities dispute whether losing oneg Shabbos removes the stringency of a davar sheyesh lo
matirin. Where enough other food is available, the mixture must wait. Poskim u Teshuvot
permits relying on the lenient side only in a shas badchak, such as when the household
lacks sufficient food or guests otherwise have nothing with which to be honored.

LATER AUTHORITIES
How much spoiling permits relying on nullification?
Sources Kaf HaChaim YD 102:19; Pri To’ar YD 102:5

Authorities dispute how much deterioration removes the status of a davar sheyesh lo
matirin. The Kaf HaChaim and many others require the food to spoil completely; slight
decline in quality is insufficient. The Pri To’ar is more lenient, and the practical synthe-
sis cited by Poskim uTeshuvot permits ordinary nullification when the deterioration is
serious enough that people generally object to it strongly.

EARLIER AUTHORITIES

Does the loss of a mitzvah remove the stringency?

SOURCES  Chasam Sofer YD 252; Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:0

If waiting for the later matir would cause a mitzvah opportunity to be lost, the item is not
treated as a davar sheyesh lo matirin. The Chasam Sofer and other authorities equate
spiritual loss with monetary loss; even losing the opportunity to perform the mitzvah at its
proper earliest time can qualify. The item is then nullified by the ordinary measure.

§20 N 1792 TIONT DN RPIT 1177 DI AN 0PN 27T NI N"HIT 1027 202
"5y Pua inyv D2R NI219YN32 DOND NIWRR 1°97Y W — Our teacher the Rema
wrote: [The rule] that a davar sheyesh lo matirin is not nullified applies specifi-
cally if the prohibited substance is present in its own right, or if there is still sub-
stance of the prohibited item in the mixture; but its taste is nullified. IN2N2Y 71
2DOK P IR PR P02 19K PORR M2 13277 — And that which was explained,
that where they whitened a dish with it it is not nullified — that is called the sub-
stance of the prohibited item. 27yN3Y 719°X ’1737 IN2NIY 77 12T ’9‘? =Fleh ]
M12 N7 77 oYY 139 Nk niNgin 15’757 wm-lb PIRY o0 T 97 P37 X nvb::
1!27?;7_: N’?'! nYV P71 98T M7 — However, accordlng to his words: that which was
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explained, that a forbidden utensil which became mixed with [other]| utensils is
not judged under the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin because he must incur ex-
pense for it — why do we need this reason? For in this case it is certainly only its
taste and not its substance! 777 "0 K27 2"W NINYINT QYL DOIWRIT 1200772 RPN
X7 — Rather, from the fact that the Rishonim wrote the reason of expense, it
is evident that they do not hold this ruling. YH'?;U MY 72 '7; ONT 1PN 710 R
1°Y2 X371 177RM 92 P¥2% 17777 90IX — However, from this there is not much of
a proof, since the absorbed substance renders the pot forbidden for cooking in it,
and the pot is present in its own right. ANT 7377 N°87 X277 2°297NN ’?ﬁ'l‘% NN
[A"21 "2 v"po 7"Y] n"9awTa 0IN 1YY — However, the great later authori-
ties brought many proofs that even its taste forbids in the case of a davar sheyesh
lo matirin (Shach sk 9, Bach and Pri Chadash) nyuT :ﬂ:W 'IT'T anav ’?: W’1
[v"PD toa e 3"po 2" brg; wr_; o3 SRy nr_z wwmj nw;;  And there
is one who wrote that when he wrote that its taste does not forbid, his intent is
where the entire prohibited item was removed intact and only its taste remained
there, in which case it is nullified; but where the prohibited item dissolved, even
though it is not recognizable, it is not nullified (Kreisi U’Pleisi sk. 13, and so it
appears in the Taz sk. 9) 8’715 e 1:1 1: ymzm N’b N"277 02 19wn Pax
language of our teacher the Rema this is not 1mp11ed and so he explalned explic-
itly in his work Toras Chatas: that whatever dissolved and is not present in its
own right is nullified (the Shach cited it there). ?'IPLAWD'I' N;’T? 12 Y72 U
7"Po "M 2"yn0] ’7?.’?'.3 910X — And some decided so as the halachah: that
when the prohibited item was removed it is nullified (Kreisi U’Pleisi and Chavas
Daas sk. 4).

LATER AUTHORITIES

May pareve food with nullified milk be eaten with meat?

SoUrces Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:7

Pareve food into which a small amount of milk fell and was already nullified may be eaten
with meat. Milk and the pareve food are different kinds, and the ability to eat the food
without meat is not a future matir for eating it with meat. Poskim uTeshuvot therefore
applies the ordinary nullification already achieved.

EARLIER AUTHORITIES
May the other eggs be eaten when the forbidden egg is recognizable?
Sources Shulchan Aruch HaRav OC 513:5S; Shach YD 102:9; Mishunah Berurahb 513:8

If an egg laid on Yom Tov remains recognizable after being cooked with other eggs, the
Shulchan Aruch HaRav forbids that egg alone and permits the others when they con-
tain sixty against it. He follows the view that the special stringency applies to forbidden
substance, not to emitted taste alone. The Bach, Shach, and other authorities forbid even
the taste; the Mishnah Berurab relies on the lenient view for great need or to prevent loss
of simchas Yom Tov.

§21 ow 7R PW iwnn nivnD XPW NI 9277 T1TW ONTIT 4021192 NN Ty
i MY 2 A"HDY N33 DINM 13279 N W DIV Aryws W iny —
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And in my humble opinion it appears, regarding his intent, that certainly where it
is the way of this matter that the substance of the prohibited item not be present
there — as with chadash, where they made beer from the barley, or where they
whitened a dish with the egg, and the like — its taste is like its substance. DIRN
Mowa T TNk AR 2NN TN 21YN3 121 DY Swnn nivnY mm 277 777 oN
M2°Wna — However, if it is the way of this matter that its substance be present,
and it indeed became mixed [in that form] but afterwards dissolved into the per-
mitted [food], its significance is nullified. 1P9N3W2 5"m Fl’j;’? T n@b N7
n"anyTa 21 121 NI2I7PN2 MOONT n’;w; — To what is this comparable? To a be-
riah and a piece fit to be served, which, when they have been crushed, the pro-
hibition is nullified in the mixture; and so too with a davar sheyesh lo matirin.
W"RD MONT 12T O Y NKIPUY Y2 KT 1" MW TER 1308 NN 27T A"YNY
'R 7°Y0 7102 — And although a davar sheyesh lo matirin is not [forbidden] on
account of significance, nevertheless we require that [the mixture] be called by
the name of the forbidden item, as written at the end of seif 1, N1 N A"y
M1 YR RURWT 1T 92 1RT 190 AR 1PRD MM Y Y 595 — and in such
a case it is not called by its name at all, and it is like a species with a different
kind, to which the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin does not apply for this very
reason. 3"°PN "D M"NUM K"R17 NIPNT D3 0D 70 WY T 23 WK M2
:[P"1T W'Y 2°179031 2230 NiNIPR T3V — (And with this all the difficulties raised
by the Shach and the Pri Chadash are well resolved, and the Rema’s proofs from
Orach Chaim Siman 513 and other places are sound and correct; see there and
examine it carefully.)
§22 Sw2 ingy npme $799°K 18 BN 191 202 7Y — He further wrote: And like-
wise, if its prohibition is not on account of itself, it is nullified. XP¥ 113°n1 199
202 9277 199BK 7LD NIMIY DORIN 1"POWT SR KW BYN BOR2 A 73N -m’m:
biny m2 371'?:'1 o7 nRnn Nbrz MTMOK 1°NT — Therefore a piece [ofmeat] that was
not salted within three days — even though some say it is called a davar sheyesh lo
matirin since it is permitted for roasting — is nevertheless nullified, for its prohi-
bition is only on account of the blood absorbed in it. 17727 117 2°3170X ¥2173 ©21
"INT N 57177:'1 719 NTT DN 3715: klck . '[":5 °¥3 1'10’?{ 7’: 715’?‘] W’ 5"ana Za!
T23n 'I‘? And all the great later authorities rejected his words, for only with a
piece fit to be served is there a distinction between a prohibited substance present
in its own right and an absorbed prohibited substance, because the absorbed pro-
hibited substance is not fit to be served [before guests]; QYL °K N7 ’7:8
0772 APOIRY ARD2°21 DO NO°NN RIT N0 RI0T M2 PPN — but with a davar
sheyesh lo matirin there is no reason to distinguish in this, for ultimately it is a
forbidden piece and he is able to eat it in a permitted manner. 17°N7% DPRIM
MR 1"ROWT SpR N FIT OYYR TN DYLR 1PAT 800 5 790 el NeY 10N
=lral - Raipleh N> *bx‘r-r 12 787 nnm XY — And the authorities who per-
mitted in the case of a piece that was not salted within three days permitted for
a different reason: that its being permitted for roasting is not called a davar
sheyesh lo matirin, since for roasting it was never forbidden. N122°2 11°9RRT 12
o%Ayn 7081 N 19mPY 1170 170 My oyen n"PwT X1 X2 Nt [.az]
m’?: TIBON NI S3En No PaR -wnn:-r 3" — Just as we say in Yevamos (82a)
that terumah is not called a davar she_yesh lo matirin on the grounds that it is
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permitted to a kohen, since to the kohen it was never forbidden — so too here,
correspondingly; but not because it is an absorbed prohibition.

LATER AUTHORITIES

Must all pieces be re-salted when unsalted meat mixed in?

SoUrcCes  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:7°

If a piece of meat that was never salted became mixed with salted pieces, all the pieces must
be salted again. Poskim uTeshuvot permits relying on ordinary nullification only when
salt is unavailable or the repeated salting would cause befsed mernbab. Thus the obligation
to re-salt is the default, not an absolute rule under loss conditions.

§23 1NT XKoo ¥I22 7 NIT MOONTT 11°DT 1N IRYY Y 10T 0T AN Ty
92 Y2227 7277 oW By KPR ¥1927 M0OK7 OY 7Y X3 9277 — And in my humble
opinion it appears that in this ruling too his reasoning is clear: since the prohi-
bition is only absorbed, consequently the item is not named after the absorbed
prohibited substance but after the item in which it was absorbed, %2 n2°nn 113
v by N3 7277 1PN W32 noonn NL)N Q7 nN2°nn ANIN 1PRIIR T’NT 'lﬂ‘??:l NBW
MOONT — such as a piece of meat that was not salted which is not called a piece
of blood but a piece of meat; and the item is not named after the prohibition.
MUMNDT 3" RUDOWT DR G2 1N 1] OYERT %% AOND MITT XYM — Conse-
quently it is like a different kind, to which for this reason [the rule of ] a davar
sheyesh lo matirin does not apply; and so too here, correspondingly. T°X T
IREY TIDONIN TN R0 §2 Y92 MONTY 12T NP WO — And further-
more, how is it possible that the item in which the prohibition is absorbed should
be more stringent than the prohibited substance itself? 17} %22 S??;;tl 71 °m
TI9NW2 19 NITW 2380 RO 197 93 13T 1370 KD WD T3 0y niaingna mon ax
3391 — For the blood absorbed in this meat, had it been in a mixture with kosher
meat, we would not have applied the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin to it, be-
cause it is a species with a different kind; 17°77° D77R V’?;;U 2w WER XY
IMXY 0T 1M — so how is it possible that meat which has absorbed the blood
should be more stringent than the blood itself? X7 *2$77 01w/ oYW 23 K7W MM
n"SOwT "R 2"152 03T 207 2" 0P9YR 90K — And as for the fact that he did
not write the reason that for roasting it was never forbidden — one may say that
he holds that even in such a case it is called a davar sheyesh lo matirin, 7 N’?ﬂ
NMMY rawa n"PwT SNt XN BRI TN OF DU Y DwaT My
T'IDL) — and it is not comparable to terumah for there they are two [dlfferent]
people, and how could we say that it should be called a davar sheyesh lo matirin
for the Israelite because it is permitted to a kohen? 7129) K371 X723 702 X277 P2X
:[@"Y .23 8°9732 177 202 9T R207] V9% 129N btm:m 1’7:1&’7 5 _ But here it
is one and the same man, and why should he eat it cooked? Let him eat it roasted!
(And the Ran wrote this reasoning in Nedarim 52a; see there.)
§24 n"PowT RITY YN P2 M 2YNIY 0T3P 9% 137 KPW MI0OK B2 an2 iy
"5y — He further wrote: Any prohibited substance that was not recognizable
[as such] before it became mixed is nullified, even though it is a davar sheyesh lo
matirin. AN DY TP 2A9F 177 1270 92 1M 0OWIY2 0022y TINDR NOP3 198D
1777 1 Nawa nP°® — For example, a vat full of trodden grapes which contained
much clear wine before Shabbos — it is permitted to take from the wine on Shab-
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bos, DU 12 N1 123 NEIW 112 100 Poann D23 17 NNy 03 NI DUHNY
D7IYR ¥"D2 177 OY 107y 1190 KDY AnRRm "7 — and even though wine is emerg-
ing from the grapes now as well, the [new] wine is nullified in the wine that had
already emerged, and [the rule of | a davar sheyesh lo matirin does not apply to
it, since it never bore the name of wine on its own. nvnbw D%y .'Ibﬁ?: nman N
SV 1 99 R T K DOYPEN SOIYT Tan NYEY? SR 1IN BoNpE
nﬁm;?‘? nawaumn '[W?g”? — And likewise a barrel full of whole grapes which they
fill with water to make temed, and the grapes burst after a time and all the wine
came out — it is permitted to draw from it on Shabbos to drink, 1?71 LY?Y D%
o 191 BRiYR P"D2 19°1 o7 K1 122 NENW 1900 Oy Danm 29ynn Naws Ry
12 N¥9°2 — because the small amount of wine that emerges on Shabbos becomes
mlxed and nullified with the wine that had already emerged, and it was never
recognizable on its own; and so too all similar cases. 771 11 1°7 537 1!277'! =it
DI1°2 12 7770 KD ¥"92 B7iYR 0% MO NPY 927 o7 100 vy — And they
already raised a difficulty against th1s rullng from what we find to the contrary,
that anything that was never recognizable on its own is not subject to nullification
atall, 1?U:.’ﬁ"W 1°%R N’Tﬂ Tkl msny Nb: N"NRT DR "HZ?:'! =K 7771!27 22 'I?JD
n:ﬁyn: INQY v"Da D'H'??J 92°%1 AN ’?D ma N’?W ’B’? n217n0 0702 vymna '7ﬁ'l

7" "?'l :WVM 3:!277372 N"D 73"'?7337] W"V U"D? e S?"'IN:! W"?:D 51?9’: ma ']”W Nb\
[7"10 N"29121 — as in the case of a yevamah who spat blood, which is valid be-
cause it is impossible [for the blood to come] without traces of saliva, and we do
not say that the small amount of saliva is nullified in the large amount of blood,
because neither one was previously recognizable on its own but they came [into
being together] in a mixture, and nullification does not apply in such a case, as
written in Even HaEzer Siman 169 (see there) — (see Mishneh LaMelech, ch. 1
of Mishkav U’Moshav, halachah 14, and Noda BiYehudah, Second Edition, §54).
19 N30 DEYY 927 192 Phn% 7" 0 PP 1M1 YD oY ¥UAND 112 1182 92
°R112 .'m"'l]? 3"RW ’D’? ’m:m 8 71'11 072 PN NAR2 US?VJ'I ’?U:.ﬂh ONTIT N\'l
vy vy ’?TQ:’W 731722 m:»wn — And we already explained this in Even
HaEzer there, seif 57, and above in Siman 14, distinguishing between something
whose very nature is such — where the smaller amount is certainly nullified in the
larger — while with blood and saliva it is not nullified, because it need not be so
and there is no significance in the larger amount that it should nullify the smaller
(see there). [1"PD 2"193] P12 11WRT 19WRT BYWYR °NTP 7Y W2 IXD21 — And here
there is a further basis to permit, on account of [the principle that] each [drop] is
nullified as it enters (Kreisi U’Pleisi sk. 8), 2"?°@7 12397 1971 ¥"02 oW/ N1? 1°% 03
:W"7221 12972 929RY 1°23 M7 — and also this has no name of its own, and therefore
with regard to a davar sheyesh lo matirin it is like a species with a different kind,
as written,
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LATER AUTHORITIES

Is water added to an urn on Shabbos nullified?
SoURCES  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:3°; Lehoros Nosson 10:40

If water was added to a boiling urn on Shabbos and became forbidden as maseh Shabbos,
it is nullified when the urn already contained sixty times that amount. The cooking prohi-
bition arose only after the new water had mixed with the old, so this is a prohibition born
within a mixture. If users added water unknowingly because a public urn was accidentally
left in weekday mode, later authorities classify the act as mzsasek and permit the water once
the appliance is corrected, even without sixty.

EARLIER AUTHORITIES
May wine be drunk from a vat of grapes on Shabbos?
SOURCES  Shulchan Aruch HaRav OC 320:4

When grapes in a vat containing wine burst on Shabbos, each amount of newly released
wine is nullified in sixty in the wine already present, according to the Shulchan Aruch
HaRav. The new liquid did not bear the name wine before entering the mixture, so its
mauktzeh status arose only after it was mixed. The wine in the vat may therefore be drunk

on Shabbos.

§25 WWDN N7 0"y MR 'I"f"'f'? "IN 27YN2 NN 27 7757 W'TJW "R ana Y
S'ay 1772 Y757 bNW’b — He further wrote: One who vowed concerning a certain
item, and it afterwards became mixed — for him it is called a davar sheyesh lo
matirin, since it is possible to seek release from his vow. X729 ¥"X 1?_:'5’? 9732 7aM
"Rt ST NUOWDY MR MO0 NP 19NN 99237057 it — Now, in the case of
a vow for a set time, this reasoning is unnecessary, for when the time passes it
will automatically become permitted, and it is obvious that it is a davar sheyesh lo
matiring "2707 "PR KD 972 NORWD DYURT IRIN N1 0PIYY 9732 19BN KON
Nb'f 5" ROV 'IT: WY Caen — rather [he means] even in a vow made forever
where I mlght have said that on account of seeking release from a vow it is not
called a davar sheyesh lo matirin because this involves exertion — he teaches us
thatitis notso. Q1732 11"2PN™ M9 KM% RPT 71 DY PRYSD M1%n WY s1en oyym
A"7'993 IN2N*Y 920 — And the reason is because thereisa mltzvah to seek release
from a vow, since vows are not pleasing to the Holy One, Blessed is He, as will be
explained in Siman 203. M¥% 1°X W 2"POWT PR KD MEN 9270w 17327 1197
W"Y 1"57 02 ININY M2 NN 108 031 973 NPNWA2 — Therefore it appears
to me that a vow made for the sake of a mitzvah is not called a davar sheyesh lo
matirin, since there is no mitzvah in seeking release from his vow, and it is also
not subject to annulment, as will be explained in Siman 228 (see there). 1OXY2 127
PINDD 1792 1R "W 2"POWT 979302 M KY 17930 PY — And likewise, where he
forbade [something] upon his fellow, it is not a davar sheyesh lo matirin for his
fellow, since it is not in his power to seek release.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

Is a vow made in distress a davar sheyesh lo matirin?

SOURCES  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:7°; Meshiv Davar 2:48

A vow made in a time of distress, or an ordinary vow of mitzvah or tzedakah, is not treated as
adavar sheyesh lo matirin, because one may not ordinarily seck its annulment. The mixture
is therefore subject to ordinary nullification. If halachah permits annulling a mitzvah vow
in the particular case - for example, to redirect funds to a higher-priority need - the available
annulment can restore the davar sheyesh lo matirin stringency.

EARLIER AUTHORITIES

Is food another forbade by vow a davar sheyesh lo matirin?
SoUrces Pri Toar YD 102:10; R’ Akiva Eiger, Chiddushim to YD 102

When a person forbade his food to others by a vow, the food is not a davar sheyesh lo matirin
for them because they cannot seek annulment; if it mixes into their food, ordinary nullifi-
cation applies. If the person included himself in the vow as well, R’ Akiva Eiger rules that
the mixture is not nullified even for the others, because the vow has a matir for the person
who made it.

§26 ovPwanny 219K 17X NP2 92°K 101 DD PR 'Y 1T vE2 0" aRIT AN
121 NYMN N2IYNT 93 MONA NODT INNY MY 0PIYY T1I0N N2NYAT RY *nb
5"3&7 — The Rambam wrote in chapter 15, halachah 9: Chametz on Pesach, etc.,
is not included among these prohibitions that are nullified, because the mixture
is not forbidden forever, since after Pesach the entire mixture will be permitted,
etc. N"POWT PR 023 YRnT 5"91 — He thus holds that chametz on Pesach is
called a davar sheyesh lo matirin. X271 0237 11°27 011027 2"22 202 %2701 '?;25
"y 0T MpR RP 971998 93102 — But the Mordechai wrote in chapter 2 of
Pesachim that since on the following Pesach it will revert to its prohibited sta-
tus, it is not called a davar sheyesh lo matirin (see there). "N X227 R"177 11727
el Nbﬁ NIYT7 — And our teacher the Rema cited both opinions and did not
decide between them. 2"2°WT DYV 12N2YW DoAYV *3W2 "M>NW 2" — And it
appears to me that it depends on the two reasons we wrote for [the rule of ] a davar
neDIY 2% 11 ﬂnv-m T'IDB'I X 1‘7:&’7 ’71:9 ’ﬂ'lw n"bvw-r w:n -n-| m-n: ﬂn"I:
ﬁﬂG’N’? a9t N2 — for accordlng to the reason we wrote — why should he eat it
ina prohlblted manner when, if he waits, he will eat it in a permitted manner —
chametz is certainly a davar sheyesh lo matirin, since he can eat it after Pesach in
a permitted manner; and what does it matter to us that on the following Pesach it
will revert to being forbidden? D12 1°XT 2"2°WT *pR R D277 1Y Dyv? PN
w21 TR MEORD M MEPRD TN THIY NI BFIYPY 112 MY — But accord-
ing to the reason of the equlvalence of the items, it is not called a davar sheyesh
lo matirin, for there is no equivalence between them: since it always stands to
revert to being forbidden, it is like a prohibited and a permitted [item together],
and it is nullified. X' 13297 QIR 2"DWT M KPT 2" 11WKT QYYT 027 DN
1790°K IO M KDY B9AYS XY I0TTIWD P D000 oW 1R — And it s
poss1ble that even accordmg to the first reason one may say that it is not a davar
sheyesh lo matirin, because the Rabbis were stringent that it not be nullified only
where the permitted status remains forever, and not where it will revert to its
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prohibited status. PR7RNWD DR PoRNN PRYRNY XPW 1DIND 21T R LIVD
W"nd n"PwT 9932 N7 1PRT 09791 P51 — And it is obvious that this deals with
a case where the food will not spoil; but where it would spoil, all agree that this
is not included in [the category of] a davar sheyesh lo matirin, as written. ¥
9% 42°K) DaRRT PIPRn A0t 97 P2 1o noh o' ananT anit ooy — And
some wish to say that the Rambam does not hold this lenlency of the food spoiling
at all, but this is not compelling. D°P0I2 237 P2y [w"w*] D"2W7D YIITY W
[2"P0 11N 59 R"an] "27913 5127 — And there is one who decided in accor-
dance with the Rambam (Yam Shel Shlomo), but most of the authorities decided
in accordance with the Mordechai (Magen Avraham, Siman 447, sk. 40). y2%n 121
[2"9KY T"9p0Y AP0 T"wy] 7"03 IN2N® oYY DY N"Na Y wn Toya 1eninT 2T
:¥"%71 18°2 70 'Y1 — And so it is implied from the words of our teachers, the
authors of the Shulchan Aruch, in Orach Chaim there, and it will be explained
there with God’s help (see the Shach sk. 13 and sk. 14; and this is not the place
[to elaborate]). And see the end of Beitzah; and this requires study.

EARLIER AUTHORITIES

Is chametz that mixed in on erev Pesach nullified?
SoURCES Toras Chatas, kelal 74:9; Rambam, Ma’achalos Asuros 15:9

The Toras Chatas and many later authorities rule that chametz mixed into permitted food
on erev Pesach after midday is nullified by the ordinary measure; the practical conclusion
follows them. The Rambam and Yam Shel Shlomo treat it as a davar sheyesh lo matirin
and disagree. During Pesach itself, chametz forbids even in the smallest amount for its in-
dependent Pesach stringency, regardless of this dispute.

§27 ﬂhﬁy'lw P2 wmw‘ D°un noan E'I"l? :wmw‘: TZ?"H'I okt 1’1575'!’ "7 XM
= ginimi=b'y 1?3157""27 =y alrly! "]'Hﬂ: W"ITJW m377 N2 07NN N® 2y — And it
appears to me that with regard to the prohlbltlon of chadash: when, before Pe-
sach, wheat sown in the summer — which the past Omer did not permit — became
mixed with much wheat sown the preceding winter, which the past Omer did per-
mit, 2917 IANDI NP0 MR 0% 1Y) — and they made flour and fine meal from
them, and the wheat had been m01stened — W"H'l wwam: D°7137 ANIN Y ’?’DNW
are careful about the prohlbltlon of cbadash may eat the mixture before Pesach,
even according to the Rambam’s view. 1/°1 2972 @117 Pw2an1 0own ¥RY: MY
212 ’7?9:!12? W2°3 W22 172 — For when they were [Stlll whole] wheat kernels the
chadash was nulhﬁed in the majority of old [grain], as is the law of dry with dry,
which is nullified by a majority, D7 > mJj?J QOWVRAT 1172 Y n"LoT N2 1°X)
1I9N? 102 YOI Y13 — and there is no davar sheyesh lo matirin here, since
once the wheat was moistened it is like chametz, and when Pesach arrives they
will become forbidden; M2 PRI N23TYN PIT N7 2P 1973 KD oD KD N
172 pran KD 2K nopn ﬁnx‘r — and after Pesach too they will have no permitted
status, for only a mixture of chametz is permitted after Pesach, but not chametz
present in its own right.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

Is chadash mixed into chametz nullified in sixty?

SOoURCES  Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:7°

Chadash grain or flour mixed with yashan is ordinarily a davar sheyesh lo matirin, because
it becomes permitted after the sixteenth of Nissan. If the mixture is chamerz that may not
be retained until then, waiting would cause violation of bal yera'eh. Poskim uTeshuvot
therefore applies ordinary nullification in sixty.

§28 W1 X Par ORI nh M7 OURK R"DUWT PR KPT X"RI7 1°27 20D
"oy n"sewT PR K NW3 Swann m: DOINRD IRy 3PN REieh; nbwb mRY —
Our teacher the Rema wrote that it is not called a davar sheyesh Io matirin unless
it becomes permitted to the one for whom it was forbidden; but if it remains
forever forbidden to one person, even though it is permitted to others — such as
one who cooks on Shabbos — 1t is not called a davar sheyesh lo matirin. '\7:1’?:
.ﬁ;t;? — That is to say, we hold in Orach Chalm Siman 318 that one who cooks
on Shabbos deliberately — [the food] is forbidden to him forever and permitted
to others after Shabbos. )7 17727 D NIK? 790X N2W2 POKBT 27yN1 OX 197
DRY% TN XD mOTUTY RIT M MUY PN no"9wT — Therefore, if the food
became mixed on Shabbos, it is forbidden to others, since for them it is a davar
sheyesh lo matirin; but for him it is permitted, since for him it will never become
permitted. TR 17 XY 1772 2 901 N2Y 0N 37YN12 RPITT iR 1YY on v
N"21] 710K 1% 03 72°0% z:ﬁrm'? 0" | NI S3Dn REX-T! 9908 NaW3 39yNIa Yo
[2"P0 0% — And there is one who wishes to say that only Where it became mlxed
after Shabbos is it permitted to him, since [then] it has no means of becoming
permitted; but where it became mixed on Shabbos it is forbidden to him as well,
because it is a davar sheyesh lo matirin for others, and therefore it is forbidden to
him too (Magen Avraham there, sk. 2). 1']’570:127 TRIANT RIIT 217 K7 720 927N

R"DUWT I DOIAND DN %P M T M XY -w'r"rb'r w:'r 2°5 _ But this is
astonlshlng, for it is analogous to the terumah [case] in seif 22: since for him
it is not a davar sheyesh lo matirin, what does it matter to me if for others it
is a davar sheyesh lo matirin? QN7 MONT PR 0°712230 K" W' 7'M 2"193]
:[n7’_7ty’m; 218n MO — (Kreisi U’Pleisi and Chavas Daas. And what the Magen
Avraham wrote from bikkurim is no proof, for there it was because of Jerusalem.)

LATER AUTHORITIES

May one eat dairy when unsure six hours passed?
SoURCES Darkei Teshuvah YD 89:S; Poskim uTeshuvot YD 102:7°

One who is genuinely unsure whether six hours have passed since eating meat may eat dairy,
according to the authorities applying the Tzlach. Waiting does not make this a davar
sheyesh lo matirin, because dairy is a repeatable use available both now and later, rather
than a food that would otherwise be consumed only once. The underlying leniency for the
factual doubt is governed by the rules of waiting after meat.




