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A NOTE ONMETHODOLOGY

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 conϮgured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish hashkafa and to
preserve Ϯdelity 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 certiϮed 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 qualiϮed 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. VeriϮcation: 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-
Ϯed by a qualiϮed 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.



BS"D

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 z"l

Rochel bas Michoel Kahalon z"l

and

Eliyahu ben Amos Kahalon z"l,
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 codiϮcations of halachah, uniquely weaving together the
teachings of the Talmud, theRishonim, 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.

It is our hope that this Kornitzer Edition, through its faithful translation and carefully
organized Piskei 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 z"l, and Eliyahu ben Amos

Kahalon z"l, whose lives continue to inspire their family through enduring examples of
faith, kindness, and devotion.

May this eϥort also serve, in some small measure, toward fulϮlling 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
completeGeulah. 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 ofMoshiach,ממש.
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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 nulliϮed?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD ז:102

Whenever a forbidden vessel is permitted to be nulliϮed 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 דשיל"מ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ לְהִתְקַלְקֵל עָתִיד אֲכָל הַמַּ שֶׁ הֵיכָא כָל דְּ הָרִאשׁוֹנִים תְבוּ —כָּ The
Rishonim wrote that wherever the food is destined to spoil, [the rule of ] a davar
sheyesh lo matirin does not apply, לאֹ לָעֶרֶב אֵר ָ שּׁ תִּ כְשֶׁ דִּ לָהּ וְהַדּוֹמֶה יצָה בֵּ דַוְקָא דְּ
"א בָּ [רַשְׁ דשיל"מ זֶה בָּ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ תְקַלְקֵל תִּ ין ימְַתִּ אִם שֶׁ יל בְשִׁ תַּ אֲבָל דשיל"מ יּיָךְ שַׁ תְקַלְקֵל תִּ
יצָה] בֵּ רֵישׁ כַי וּמָרְדְּ —וְרָ"ן for only with an egg and the like, which will not spoil
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, andMordechai, beginning of Beitzah).
אֶלָּא טוֹב אֵינוֹ דְּ טַעְמוֹ ד יְאַבֵּ אי וַדַּ דְּ דשיל"מ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ ג"כ זֶה בָּ וְכַיּוֹצֵא דפשטיד"א ילָא וּמִמֵּ
יּדָוּעַ כַּ חַם הוּא שֶׁ —כְּ 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 ϱavor,
since it is good only when hot, as is known. מִתְקַלְקֵל אֵינוֹ דְּ הָרִאשׁוֹנִים תְבוּ כָּ וְלֶחֶם
נָה הַמְתָּ —בְּ And regarding bread, the Rishonim wrote that it is not ruined by
waiting. אֲבָל מִתְקַלְקְלִים אֵינָם הֶם בָּ וְכַיּוֹצֵא וּגְלוּסְקָאוֹת ה מַצָּ לֶחֶם בְּ רַק זֶהוּ דְּ לִי וְירֵָאֶה
ג"כ בּוֹ נִין דָּ אֵין שֶׁ ולענ"ד בּוֹ נֶּאֱפָה שֶׁ בַיּוֹם כְּ טַעְמוֹ בְּ אֵינוֹ נִי ֵ הַשּׁ יּוֹם בַּ שֶׁ ידָוּעַ חָמֵץ ה חִטָּ לֶחֶם
דשיל"מ ין —דִּ And it appears to me that this applies only to matzah bread and
Ϯne 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 ϱavor 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. וְעָשׂוּ אֲחֵרִים יצִים בֵּ נֵי שְׁ עִם ביו"ט נּוֹלְדָה שֶׁ יצָה בֵּ עֵירְבוּ אִם ולפ"ז
רוֹב בְּ לָה טְּ נִתְבַּ ה עִיסָּ בָּ נְתָנוּם אוֹ טִידָא שְׁ פַּ זֶה —בָּ 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 nulliϮed by a majority. צָרִיךְ מַאֲכָל עָשׂוּ הּ לְבַדָּ זוֹ בֵיצָה בְּ רַק אִם אֲבָל
צָרִיךְ מִיהָא ים ִ שּׁ שִׁ אֲבָל דשיל"מ ין דִּ בּוֹ נִין דָּ אֵין דְּ נְהִי מִינוֹ אֵינוּ בְשָׂ דִּ ים ִ שּׁ —שִׁ But if
they made a dish with this egg alone, sixty is required; for with a diϥerent kind,
granted that we do not apply the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin to it, sixty is
nevertheless required. הוּא שֶׁ דשיל"מ טַעַם בְּ א' סְעִיף בִּ תַבְנוּ כָּ שֶׁ עַם לַטַּ אֲפִילּוּ דַּ לִי וְירֵָאֶה
תְקַלְקֵל מִּ שֶׁ מָקוֹם בְּ זְרוּ גָּ לאֹ מ"מ לָאו אִם מִתְקַלְקֵל אֲכָל הַמַּ אִם נוּ לָּ מַה ולפ"ז ימּוּי הַדִּ נֵי מִפְּ
אֲכָל —הַמַּ And it appears to me that even according 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. הָרָ"ן הֲרֵי שֶׁ לְזֶה [וּרְאָיהָ
ה הַרְבֵּ תְקַלְקֵל מִּ שֶׁ וְקָא דַּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ ועכרו"פ יצָה בֵּ רֵישׁ בְּ זֶה ין דִּ תַב כָּ וְהוּא זוֹ סְבָרָא עַל בַּ הוּא
—וצ"ע]: (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 To’ar 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 To’ar treats the cost of reheating as a minor expense,
not the substantial loss required for leniency. The mixture therefore remains forbidden
until itsmatir arrives.

LATER AUTHORITIES

May one rely on bitul for oneg Shabbos?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD ט:102

Authorities disputewhether losing oneg Shabbos removes the stringencyof adavar sheyesh lo
matirin. Where enoughother food is available, themixturemustwait. Poskim uTeshuvot
permits relying on the lenient side only in a sha’as hadchak, such as when the household
lacks suϨcient food or guests otherwise have nothing with which to be honored.

LATER AUTHORITIES

How much spoiling permits relying on nulliϮcation?
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. TheKaf HaChaim andmany others require the food to spoil completely; slight
decline in quality is insuϨcient. The Pri To’ar is more lenient, and the practical synthe-
sis cited by Poskim uTeshuvot permits ordinary nulliϮcation 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 ט:102

If waiting for the latermatir 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 nulliϮed by the ordinary measure.

§20 אוֹ עַיִן בְּ הָאִיסּוּר אִם וְקָא דַּ הַיְינוּ טֵל בָּ אֵינוֹ שיל"מ דָבָר דְּ הָא הָרַמָ"א ינוּ רַבֵּ תַב כָּ
עכ"ל טֵל בָּ טַעְמוֹ אֲבָל תַעֲרוֹבוֹת בְּ הָאִיסּוּר שׁותּ מַמָּ עֲדַיִין יּשֵׁ —שֶׁ Our teacher the Rema
wrote: [The rule] that a davar sheyesh lo matirin is not nulliϮed applies speciϮ-
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 nulliϮed. תְבָּאֵר נִּ שֶׁ וְזֶה
אִיסּוּר ל שֶׁ שׁוֹ מַמָּ רֵי מִקְּ טֵל בָּ אֵינוֹ מַאֲכָל הּ בָּ לְיִבְנוּ —דִּ And that which was explained,
that where they whitened a dish with it it is not nulliϮed— that is called the sub-
stance of the prohibited item. תְעָרֵב נִּ שֶׁ אִיסּוּר כְלִי דִּ אֵר תְבָּ נִּ שֶׁ זֶה בָרָיו דְּ לְפִי הַאֻמְנָם
זֶה בָּ הָא זֶה טַעַם לָנוּ ה לָמָּ הוֹצָאוֹת עָלָיו לְהוֹצִיא רִיךְ צָּ שֶׁ לְפִי דשיל"מ ין דִּ נִין דָּ אֵין כֵלִים בְּ
שׁוֹ מַמָּ וְלאֹ טַעְמוֹ רַק אי וַדַּ —הֲוָה However, according 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! הַךְ ס"ל לָא דְּ ש"מ הַהוֹצָאוֹת טַעַם הָרִאשׁוֹנִים כָתְבוּ מִדְּ א אֶלָּ
ינָא —דִּ Rather, from the fact that the Rishonim wrote the reason of expense, it
is evident that they do not hold this ruling. לוּעַ הַבָּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ ךְ כָּ ל כָּ רְאָיהָ אֵין ֶּה מִז מִיהוּ
עַיִן בְּ הוּא דֵרָה וְהַקְּ בּוֹ ל ֵ לְבַשּׁ דֵרָה הַקְּ —אוֹסֵר 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. אַף דְּ ה הַרְבֵּ רְאָיוֹת הֵבִיאוּ אַחֲרוֹנִים דוֹלֵי גְּ אָמְנָם
ופר"ח] וב"ח סק"ט "ךְ [שָׁ בדשיל"מ אוֹסֵר —טַעְמוֹ 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). טַעְמוֹ דְּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ זֶה דְּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ מִי וְישֵׁ
אֲבָל טֵל בָּ דבכה"ג ם שָׁ אַר נִשְׁ טַעְמוֹ וְרַק לֵימותּ שְׁ בִּ הָאִיסּוּר כָּל לְקַח נִּ שֶׁ כְּ ונָתוֹ וָּ כַּ אוֹסֵר אֵינוֹ
סק"ט] בט"ז וכ"מ סקי"ג [כרו"פ טֵל בָּ אֵינוֹ נִיכָּר אֵינוֹ שֶׁ אַף הָאִיסּוּר נִימּוֹח —בְּ 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 nulliϮed; but where the prohibited item dissolved, even
though it is not recognizable, it is not nulliϮed (Kreisi U’Pleisi sk. 13, and so it
appears in the Taz sk. 9). לְהֶדְיאָ יאֵר בֵּ וְכֵן ן כֵּ מַע מַשְׁ לאֹ הָרַמָ"א ינוּ רַבֵּ שׁוֹן מִלְּ אֲבָל
ם] שָׁ "ךְ ָ הַשּׁ [הֱבִיאוֹ טֵל בָּ עַיִן בְּ וְאֵינוֹ ימּוֹחַ נִּ שֶׁ כלֹ דְּ את חַטָּ תּוֹרַת סִפְרוֹ —בְּ But from the
language of our teacher the Rema this is not implied, and so he explained explic-
itly in his work Toras Chatas: that whatever dissolved and is not present in its
own right is nulliϮed (the Shach cited it there). נִּלְקַח כְשֶׁ דִּ לְדִינָא ן כֵּ הִכְרִיעוּ שֶׁ וְישֵׁ
סק"ד]: וח"ד [כרו"פ טֵל בָּ —הָאִיסּוּר And some decided so as the halachah: that
when the prohibited item was removed it is nulliϮed (Kreisi U’Pleisi and Chavas
Daas sk. 4).

LATER AUTHORITIES

May pareve food with nulliϮed milk be eaten with meat?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD יד:102

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

EARLIER AUTHORITIES

May the other eggs be eaten when the forbidden egg is recognizable?
Sources Shulchan Aruch HaRavOC 513:5; Shach YD 102:9;Mishnah Berurah 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; theMishnah Berurah relies on the lenient view for great need or to prevent loss
of simchas Yom Tov.

§21 ם שָׁ אִיסּוּר ל שֶׁ שׁוֹ מַמָּ לִהְיוֹת לּאֹ שֶׁ ֶּה הַז בָר הַדָּ רֶךְ דֶּ שֶׁ כְּ אי וַדַּ דְּ ונָתוֹ כַוָּ בְּ נִרְאֶה ולענ"ד
שׁוֹ מַמָּ כְּ טַעְמוֹ הָוֵי וכה"ג בֵיצָה בְּ מַאֲכָל נוּ יבְּ לִּ שֶׁ אוֹ כָר שֵׁ עוֹרִים ְ מֵהַשּׂ עָשׂוּ שֶׁ כְּ חָדָשׁ בְּ מוֹ —כְּ
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And inmy 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. אָמְנָם
טְלָה בָּ ר הַהֶיתֵּ לְתוֹךְ נִמְחָה אַחַ"כּ אַךְ נִתְעָרֵב וְכֵן ם שָׁ שׁוֹ מַמָּ לִהְיוֹת ֶּה הַז בָר הַדָּ רֶךְ דֶּ אִם
יבותּ —הַחֲשִׁ 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 signiϮcance is nulliϮed. קוּ תְרַסְּ נִּ שֶׁ כְּ וחה"ל לִבְרֵיהּ דּוֹמֶה זֶה לְמָה הָא
בדשיל"מ נָמֵי וְכֵן תַעֲרוֹבוֹת בְּ הָאִיסּוּר טְלָה —בָּ To what is this comparable? To a be-
riah and a piece Ϯt to be served, which, when they have been crushed, the pro-
hibition is nulliϮed in the mixture; and so too with a davar sheyesh lo matirin.
כמ"ש הָאָסוּר בָר דָּ ם שֵׁ עַל קְרָא יִּ שֶׁ עֵינןַ בָּ הָא מ"מ יבותּ חֲשִׁ מִצַּד אֵינוֹ שיל"מ דָבָר דְּ ואע"ג
א' סְעִיף סוֹף —בְּ And although a davar sheyesh lo matirin is not [forbidden] on
account of signiϮcance, nevertheless we require that [the mixture] be called by
the name of the forbidden item, as written at the end of seif 1, נִקְרָא לאֹ ובכה"ג
זֶה עַם מִטַּ דשיל"מ ין דִּ בּוֹ אֵין דְּ מִינוֹ אֵינוֹ שֶׁ בְּ מִין כְּ וַהֲוָה מוֹ שְׁ עַל לָל —כְּ and in such
a case it is not called by its name at all, and it is like a species with a diϥerent
kind, to which the law of a davar sheyesh lo matirin does not apply for this very
reason. תקי"ג סִי' מטא"ח הָרַמָ"א רְאָיוֹת וְגַם והפר"ח "ךְ ָ הַשּׁ הִקְשׁוּ ֶ שּׁ מַה כָּל א"ש [וּבָזֶה
ודו"ק]: ע"ש וּנְכוֹחִים טוֹבִים מְקוֹמוֹת —וְעוֹד (Andwith this all the diϨculties 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 טֵל בָּ עַצְמוֹ מֵחֲמַת אִיסּוּרוֹ אֵין אִם וְכֵן תַב כָּ —עוֹד He further wrote: And like-
wise, if its prohibition is not on account of itself, it is nulliϮed. לּאֹ שֶׁ חֲתִיכָה וְלָכֵן
טֵילָה בְּ הָכֵי אֲפִילּוּ לְצָלִי רֶת וּמֻותֶּ הוֹאִיל דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ דְּ שי"א אע"פ ימִָים ג' תּוֹךְ נִמְלְחָה
עכ"ל הּ בָּ לוּעַ הַבָּ ם דָּ מֵחֲמַת א אֶלָּ אִיסּוּרָהּ אֵין —דְּ Therefore a piece [of meat] 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 nulliϮed, for its prohi-
bition is only on account of the blood absorbed in it. בָרָיו דְּ חוּ דָּ אַחֲרוֹנִים דוֹלֵי גְּ וְכָל
רָאוּי אֵינוֹ לוּעַ הַבָּ הָאִיסּוּר דְּ וּם מִשּׁ לוּעַ בָּ אִיסּוּר לְבֵין עַיִן בְּ אִיסּוּר ין בֵּ חִילּוּק ישֵׁ בחה"ל רַק דְּ
ד בֵּ —לְהִתְכַּ And all the great later authorities rejected his words, for only with a
piece Ϯt 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 Ϯt to be served [before guests]; טַעַם אֵין בדשיל"מ אֲבָל
ר הֶיתֵּ בְּ לְאוֹכְלָהּ וּבִיכָלְתּוֹ אִיסּוּר חֲתִיכַת הוּא סוֹף סוֹף דְּ זֶה בָּ ק —לְחַלֵּ 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. ירוּ הִתִּ שֶׁ וְהַפּוֹסְקִים
מַה דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא זֶה דְּ עַם מִטַּ אַחֵר עַם מִטַּ ירוּ הִתִּ ימִָים ג' תּוֹךְ נִמְלְחָה לּאֹ שֶׁ חֲתִיכָה בַּ
מֵעוֹלָם נֶאֶסְרָה לאֹ לְצָלִי דִּ יוָן כֵּ לְצָלִי רֶת מֻותֶּ הִיא —שֶׁ And the authorities who per-
mitted in the case of a piece that was not salted within three days permitted for
a diϥerent reason: that its being permitted for roasting is not called a davar
sheyesh lo matirin, since for roasting it was never forbidden. יבָמוֹת בִּ אָמְרִינןַ דְּ וּכְמוֹ
מֵעוֹלָם נֶאֱסַר לאֹ הַכּהֵֹן לְּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ לְכהֵֹן ר ותָּ מֻּ שֶׁ עַם מִטַּ דשיל"מ נִקְרָא לאֹ תְרוּמָה דִּ [פב.]
לוּעַ: בָּ אִיסּוּר הוּא שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ לאֹ אֲבָל כְוָותֵיהּ דִּ —וה"נ Just as we say in Yevamos (82a)
that terumah is not called a davar sheyesh 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?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD יד:102

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 nulliϮcation only when
salt is unavailable or the repeated salting would cause hefsed merubah. Thus the obligation
to re-salt is the default, not an absolute rule under loss conditions.

§23 אֵין דְּ ילָא מִמֵּ לוּעַ בָּ רַק הוּא הָאִיסּוּר דְּ כֵיוָן דְּ רוּר בָּ טַעְמוֹ זֶה דִין בְּ גַם דְּ נִרְאֶה ולענ"ד
בּוֹ בְלָע הַנִּ בָר הַדָּ ם שֵׁ עַל א אֶלָּ לוּעַ הַבָּ הָאִיסּוּר ם שֵׁ עַל נִקְרָא בָר —הַדָּ 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, ר שָׂ בָּ חֲתִיכַת מוֹ כְּ
ם שֵׁ עַל נִקְרָא בָר הַדָּ וְאֵין ר שָׂ בָּ חֲתִיכַת א אֶלָּ ם דָּ חֲתִיכַת אוֹתָהּ קוֹרְאִין אֵין דְּ נִמְלְחָה לּאֹ שֶׁ
—הָאִיסּוּר 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.
כְוָותֵיהּ דִּ וה"נ דשיל"מ וּם מִשּׁ בּוֹ אֵין זֶה עַם מִטַּ דְּ מִינוֹ אִינּוּ כְּ הֲוָה דַּ ילָא —וּמִמֵּ Conse-
quently it is like a diϥerent kind, to which for this reason [the rule of ] a davar
sheyesh lo matirin does not apply; and so too here, correspondingly. אֵיךְ וְעוֹד
עַצְמוֹ מֵהָאִיסּוּר חָמוּר יְהֵא בּוֹ לוּעַ בָּ הָאִיסּוּר שֶׁ בָר הַדָּ שֶׁ לִהְיוֹת ר —אֶפְשָׁ 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? זֶה ר בָשָׂ בְּ בְלָע הַנִּ ם הַדָּ וַהֲרֵי
אֵינוֹ שֶׁ בְּ מִין הוּא שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ דשיל"מ ין דִּ בּוֹ נִין דָּ הָיִינוּ לאֹ ר שֵׁ כָּ ר שָׂ בָּ עִם תַעֲרוֹבוֹת בְּ הָיהָ אִם
—מִינוֹ 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 diϥerent kind; יִהְיהֶ ם מֵהַדָּ בְלָע הַנִּ ר שָׂ הַבָּ שֶׁ ר אֶפְשָׁ וְאֵיךְ
עַצְמוֹ ם מֵהַדָּ —חָמוּר so how is it possible that meat which has absorbed the blood
should bemore stringent than the blood itself? לאֹ לְצָלִי דִּ וּם מִשּׁ עַם הַטַּ תַב כָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ וְזֶה
דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ בכה"ג גַם דְּ דס"ל י"ל מֵעוֹלָם —נֶאֱסַר 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, מֵי דָּ וְלָא
רֶת ותֶּ מֻּ שֶׁ בִיל שְׁ בִּ דשיל"מ רָאֵל לְיִשְׂ קְרָא יִּ שֶׁ נאֹמַר וְאֵיךְ הֵם ים אֲנָשִׁ נֵי שְׁ ם בְשֵׁ דִּ לִתְרוּמָה
—לְכהֵֹן and it is not comparable to terumah, for there they are two [diϥerent]
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? ה וְלָמָּ הוּא בְרָא גַּ חַד בְּ הָכָא אֲבָל
ע"ש]: נב. נְדָרִים בִּ הָרָ"ן תַב כָּ זוֹ [וּסְבָרָא צָלִי יאֹכְלֶנּוּ ל ָ מְבֻושּׁ לְאָוכְלוֹ —לוֹ 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 דשיל"מ הוּא שֶׁ אע"פ טֵל בָּ הָוֵי תְעָרֵב נִּ שֶׁ קוֹדֶם נִיכָּר הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ אִיסּוּר כָּל תַב כָּ עוֹד
—עכ"ל He further wrote: Any prohibited substance that was not recognizable
[as such] before it became mixed is nulliϮed, even though it is a davar sheyesh lo
matirin. ר מֻותָּ ת בָּ ַ הַשּׁ קוֹדֶם צָלוּל ייִַן ה הַרְבֵּ בּוֹ וְהָיהָ עוֹטִים בְּ עֲנָבִים מְלֵאָה יגִית גִּ גוֹן כְּ
הַיּיִַן מִן ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ ח —לִיקַּ 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, וּם מִשּׁ בּוֹ וְאֵין בָר כְּ יּצָָא שֶׁ הַיּיִַן בְּ הַיּיִַן ל טֵּ מִתְבַּ מֵהָעֲנָבִים ייִַן ה עַתָּ ם גַּ יּוֹצֵא שֶׁ ואע"פ
מֵעוֹלָם בפ"ע ייִַן ם שֵׁ עָלָיו הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ מֵאַחַר —דשיל"מ and even thoughwine is emerg-
ing from the grapes now as well, the [new] wine is nulliϮed 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. לֵמִים שְׁ עֲנָבִים מְלֵאָה חָבִית וְכֵן
ר מֻותָּ הַיּיִַן כָּל וְיצָָא זְמַן לְאַחַר עִים קְּ מִתְבַּ וְהָעֲנָבִים מָד תְּ לַעֲשׂוֹת מַיִם בְּ הֶחָבִית אִים וּמְמַלְּ
תּוֹת לִשְׁ ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ נּוּ מִמֶּ ךְ שֵׁ —לִימָּ And likewise a barrel full of whole grapes which they
Ϯll 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, הַיּיִַן עַט מְּ שֶׁ לְפִי
כָּל וְכֵן מֵעוֹלָם בפ"ע נִיכָּר הָיהָ וְלאֹ בָר כְּ יּצָָא שֶׁ הַיּיִַן עִם ל טֵּ וּמִתְבַּ מִתְעָרֵב ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ יּוֹצֵא שֶׁ
זֶה בָּ יּוֹצֵא —כַּ because the small amount of wine that emerges on Shabbos becomes
mixed and nulliϮed with the wine that had already emerged, and it was never
recognizable on its own; and so too all similar cases. ה מִמַּ זֶה ין דִּ עַל הִקְשׁוּ וּכְבָר
יטּוּל בִּ בּוֹ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ בפ"ע מֵעוֹלָם נִיכָּר הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ בָר דָּ כָל דְּ לְהֵיפֶךְ צִינוּ מָּ —שֶׁ And they
already raised a diϨculty against this ruling from what we Ϯnd to the contrary,
that anything that was never recognizable on its own is not subject to nulliϮcation
at all, ל טֵּ יִּתְבַּ שֶׁ אָמְרִינןַ וְלָא רוֹק צִחְצוּחֵי לאֹ בְּ דא"א וּם מִשּׁ ר כָשֵׁ דְּ ם דָּ רָקְקָה שֶׁ יבָמָה בִּ מוֹ כְּ
תַעֲרוֹבֶת בְּ וּבָאוּ בפ"ע מִקּוֹדֶם נִיכָּר אֶחָד כָּל הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ לְפִי ה הַמְרֻובֶּ ם הַדָּ בְּ הַמּוּעָט הָרוֹק
י"ד הֵל' ב וּמוֹשָׁ כָּב שְׁ מִמִּ פ"א [עמל"מ ע"ש קס"ט סִי' באה"ע כמ"ש יטּוּל בִּ זֶה בָּ יּיָךְ שַׁ וְלאֹ
סנ"ד] —ובנוב"ת 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 nulliϮed 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 nulliϮcation 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).
ן כֵּ רִיאָה הַבְּ עֶצֶם שֶׁ בָר דָּ ין בֵּ ק לְחַלֵּ י"ד סִי' וּלְעֵיל נ"ז סְעִיף ם שָׁ באה"ע זֶה בָּ אַרְנוּ בֵּ וּכְבָר
וְאֵין ן כֵּ לִהְיוֹת שא"צ לְפִי ל טֵּ מִתְבַּ אֵינוֹ וְרוֹק דָם בְּ וְרַק ה מְרֻובֶּ בִּ הַמּוּעָט ל טֵּ מִתְבַּ אי וַדַּ דְּ הוּא
ע"ש הַמּוּעָט ל בַטֵּ יְּ שֶׁ ה רֻובָּ הַמְּ בְּ יבותּ —חֲשִׁ 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 nulliϮed in the
larger — while with blood and saliva it is not nulliϮed, because it need not be so
and there is no signiϮcance in the larger amount that it should nullify the smaller
(see there). סק"ח] [כרו"פ טֵל בָּ רִאשׁוֹן רִאשׁוֹן עַם מִטַּ יר לְהַתִּ עוֹד ישֵׁ —וּבְכָאן And here
there is a further basis to permit, on account of [the principle that] each [drop] is
nulliϮed as it enters (Kreisi U’Pleisi sk. 8), דשיל"מ לְעִנְיןַ וְלָכֵן בפ"ע ם שֵׁ לָזֶה אֵין וְגַם
וכמ"ש: מִינוֹ אֵינוֹ וְשֶׁ מִין כְּ —הֲוָה 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 diϥerent kind,
as written.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

Is water added to an urn on Shabbos nulliϮed?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD ;יג:102 Lehoros Nosson 10:40

If water was added to a boiling urn on Shabbos and became forbidden asma’aseh Shabbos,
it is nulliϮed 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 asmisasek 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 HaRavOC 320:4

When grapes in a vat containing wine burst on Shabbos, each amount of newly released
wine is nulliϮed 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
muktzeh status arose only after it was mixed. The wine in the vat may therefore be drunk
on Shabbos.

§25 ר אֶפְשָׁ הָא דְּ דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לְדִידֵיהּ אַחַ"כּ וְנִתְעָרֵב אֶחָד בָר דָּ עַל נָּדַר שֶׁ מִי תַב כָּ עוֹד
עכ"ל נִדְרוֹ עַל אֵל ָ —לִישּׁ 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. סְבָרָא א"צ לִזְמַן נֶדֶר בְּ וְהִנֵּה
דשיל"מ הָוֵי דְּ יטָא וּפְשִׁ ר מֻותָּ יִהְיהֶ ילָא מִמֵּ מַן ְּ הַז יּעֲַבוֹר כְשֶׁ דִּ —זוֹ 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
matirin; דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא נֶדֶר אָלַת הַשְׁ עַם מִטַּ דְּ אוֹמֵר וְהָיִיתִי לְעוֹלָם נֶדֶר בְּ אֲפִילּוּ א אֶלָּ
לָא דְּ קמ"ל טִירְחָא זֶה בָּ יּשֵׁ שֶׁ נֵי —מִפְּ rather, [he means] even in a vow made forever,
where I might 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
that it is not so. נְדָרִים בִּ להקב"ה לֵיהּ נִיחָא לָא דְּ נֶדֶר עַל אֵל ָ לִישּׁ מִצְוָה יּשֵׁ שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ עַם וְהַטַּ
ר"ג סִי' בְּ אֵר יִּתְבָּ שֶׁ מוֹ —כְּ And the reason is because there is a mitzvah 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. מִצְוָה אֵין הֲרֵי שֶׁ דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא מִצְוָה בָר דָּ לַּ שֶׁ נֶדֶר בְּ נ"ל וְלָכֵן
ע"ש רכ"ח סִי' בְּ אֵר יִּתְבָּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ רָה הַתָּ בְּ אֵינוֹ וְגַם נִדְרוֹ אָלַת הַשְׁ —בְּ 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). אָסַר שֶׁ כְּ וְכֵן
אוֹל: לִשְׁ ידָוֹ בְּ אֵין הֲרֵי שֶׁ דשיל"מ לַחֲבֵירוֹ הֲוָה לָא חֲבֵירוֹ —עַל 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 Meshiv;יד:102 Davar 2:48

Avowmade in a time of distress, or an ordinary vowofmitzvah or tzedakah, is not treated as
a davar sheyesh lomatirin, because onemay not ordinarily seek its annulment. Themixture
is therefore subject to ordinary nulliϮcation. 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 To’ar YD 102:10;R’ Akiva Eiger, Chiddushim to YD 102

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

§26 לִים טְּ תְבַּ מִּ שֶׁ אִיסּוּרִים אֵלּוּ כְלָלותּ בִּ אֵינוֹ וְכוּ' פֶסַח בְּ חָמֵץ ט' ין דִּ בפט"ו הָרַמְבַּ"ם תַב כָּ
וְכוּ' רֶת מֻותֶּ עֲרוֹבֶת הַתַּ כָּל הְיהֶ תִּ סַח הַפֶּ לְאַחַר הֲרֵי שֶׁ לְעוֹלָם אֲסוּרָה עֲרוֹבֶת הַתַּ אֵין שֶׁ לְפִי
—עכ"ל The Rambam wrote in chapter 15, halachah 9: Chametz on Pesach, etc.,
is not included among these prohibitions that are nulliϮed, because the mixture
is not forbidden forever, since after Pesach the entire mixture will be permitted,
etc. דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ פֶסַח בְּ חָמֵץ דְּ —וס"ל He thus holds that chametz on Pesach is
called a davar sheyesh lo matirin. הַבָּא בְפֶסַח דִּ כֵיוָן דְּ פְסָחִים דִּ בפ"ב כָּתַב כַי הֲמָרְדֳּ אֲבָל
ע"ש דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא לְאִיסּוּרוֹ —יחֲַזוֹר 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). י תֵּ שְׁ הֵבִיא הָרַמָ"א ינוּ וְרַבֵּ
הִכְרִיעַ וְלאֹ עוֹת —הַדֵּ And our teacher the Rema cited both opinions and did not
decide between them. דשיל"מ טַעַם בְּ תַבְנוּ כָּ שֶׁ עָמִים הַטְּ נֵי שְׁ בִּ לוּי תָּ שֶׁ —ונ"ל And it
appears tome that it depends on the two reasonswewrote for [the rule of ] adavar
sheyesh lo matirin: יאֹכְלֶנּוּ ין ימְַתִּ אִם שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ אִיסּוּר בְּ לֶאֱכוֹל לוֹ ה לָמָּ דְּ תַבְנוּ כָּ שֶׁ לְטַעַם דִּ
פֶסַח בְּ שֶׁ לָנוּ וּמַה ר הֶיתֵּ בְּ סַח הַפֶּ אַחַר לְאָכְלוֹ יכָוֹל הֲרֵי שֶׁ דשיל"מ חָמֵץ הֲוָה אי וַדַּ בְּ ר הֶיתֵּ בְּ
לְאִיסּוּר יחֲַזוֹר —הַבָּא for according to the reason we wrote — why should he eat it
in a prohibited 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? הֶם בָּ אֵין דְּ דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא בָרִים הַדְּ וּוּי שִׁ לְטַעַם אֲבָל
וּבָטֵל ר וְהֶיתֵּ אִיסּוּר כְּ הֲוָה לְאִיסּוּר יּחֲַזוֹר שֶׁ עוֹמֵד הוּא עוֹלָם לְּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ וּוּי —שִׁ But accord-
ing to the reason of the equivalence 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 nulliϮed. לאֹ נןָ רַבָּ דְּ וּם מִשּׁ דשיל"מ הֲוָה לָא דְּ י"ל רִאשׁוֹן לְטַעַם גַם דְּ ר וְאֶפְשָׁ
לְאִיסּוּרוֹ יּחֲַזוֹר שֶׁ מַה וְלאֹ לְעוֹלָם אַר נִשְׁ ר הַהֶיתֵּ שֶׁ כְּ רַק טֵל לִיבָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ —הֶחְמִירוּ And it is
possible that even according to the Ϯrst reason one may say that it is not a davar
sheyesh lo matirin, because the Rabbis were stringent that it not be nulliϮed only
where the permitted status remains forever, and not where it will revert to its
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prohibited status. יִּתְקַלְקֵל שֶׁ כְּ אֲבָל אֲכָל הַמַּ יִתְקַלְקֵל לּאֹ שֶׁ אוֹפֶן בְּ מַיְירֵי דְּ הוּא וּפָשׁוּט
כמ"ש דשיל"מ כְלַל בִּ זֶה אֵין דְּ מוֹדִים —הַכּלֹ 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. וְישֵׁ
מֻוכְרָח וְאֵינוֹ אֲכָל הַמַּ לְקוּל מִקִּ ר הֶיתֵּ הַךְ לָל כְּ לֵיהּ לֵית "ם הָרַמְבַּ דְּ לוֹמַר רוֹצִים —שֶׁ And
somewish to say that the Rambam does not hold this leniency of the food spoiling
at all, but this is not compelling. הַפּוֹסְקִים רוֹב אֲבָל [יש"ש] "ם הָרַמְבַּ כְּ הִכְרִיעַ שֶׁ וְישֵׁ
סק"מ] תמ"ז סִי' [מג"א כַי רְדְּ הַמָּ כְּ —הִכְרִיעוּ And there is one who decided in accor-
dance with the Rambam (Yam Shel Shlomo), but most of the authorities decided
in accordance with theMordechai (MagenAvraham, Siman 447, sk. 40). מַע מַשְׁ וְכֵן
ואכ"מ] וסקי"ד סקי"ג [עש"ך בס"ד יִתְבָּאֵר ם וְשָׁ ם שָׁ בא"ח הש"ע עֲלֵי בַּ רַבּוֹתֵינוּ בְרֵי מִדִּ
וצ"ע: יצָה בֵּ סוֹף —וְע' 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 nulliϮed?
Sources Toras Chatas, kelal 74:9;Rambam, Ma’achalos Asuros 15:9

TheToras Chatas andmany later authorities rule that chametzmixed into permitted food
on erev Pesach after midday is nulliϮed by the ordinary measure; the practical conclusion
follows them. TheRambam 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 הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁ יִץ קַּ בַּ זְרְעוּ נִּ שֶׁ ים חִטִּ סַח הַפֶּ קוֹדֶם תְעָרֵב נִּ שֶׁ כְּ חָדָשׁ אִיסּוּר לְעִנְיןַ דִּ לִי וְירֵָאֶה
ירָם הִתִּ הֶעָבַר הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁ הַקּוֹדֵם חוֹרֶף בַּ זְרְעוּ נִּ שֶׁ ה הַרְבֵּ ים חִטִּ בְּ ירָם הִתִּ לאֹ —הֶעָבַר And it
appears to me that with regard to the prohibition of chadash: when, before Pe-
sach, wheat sown in the summer—which the pastOmer did not permit—became
mixedwithmuchwheat sown the precedingwinter, which the past Omer did per-
mit, ים הַחִטִּ וּלְתִתּוֹ סוֹלֶת קֶמַח מֵהֶם —וְעָשׂוּ and they made ϱour and Ϯne meal from
them, and the wheat had been moistened — חָדָשׁ אִיסּוּר בְּ זְהָרִים הַנִּ אוֹתָם אֲפִילּוּ שֶׁ
"ם הָרַמְבַּ לְדַעַת אֲפִילּוּ סַח הַפֶּ קוֹדֶם עֲרוֹבוֹת הַתַּ לֶאֱכוֹל —יְכוֹלִים then even those who
are careful about the prohibition of chadash may eat the mixture before Pesach,
even according to the Rambam’s view. ן הַיּשָָׁ רוֹב בְּ הֶחָדָשׁ ל טֵּ נִתְבַּ ים חִטִּ הָיוּ שֶׁ כְּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ
רוֹב בְּ טֵל בָּ שֶׁ יבֵָשׁ בְּ יבֵָשׁ דִין —כְּ For when they were [still whole] wheat kernels, the
chadash was nulliϮed in the majority of old [grain], as is the law of dry with dry,
which is nulliϮed by a majority, הֵם הֲרֵי תוּ נִלְתְּ ים הַחִטִּ דְּ יוָן כֵּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ דשיל"מ כָּאן וְאֵין
יאֵָסְרוּ סַח הַפֶּ יעַ יּגִַּ וּכְשֶׁ חָמֵץ —כְּ 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; ר מֻותָּ חָמֵץ עֲרוֹבֶת תַּ רַק דְּ ר הֶיתֵּ לָהֶם יִהְיהֶ לאֹ סַח הַפֶּ לְאַחַר וְגַם
עַיִן: בְּ חָמֵץ לאֹ אֲבָל סַח הַפֶּ —לְאַחַר 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 nulliϮed in sixty?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD יד:102

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

§28 אַר נִשְׁ אִם אֲבָל נֶּאֱסַר שֶׁ לְמִי ר הֻותַּ אא"כ דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא דְּ הָרַמָ"א ינוּ רַבֵּ תַב כָּ
עכ"ל דשיל"מ רֵי מִקְּ לָא ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ ל ֵ הַמְבַשּׁ גוֹן כְּ לַאֲחֵרִים ר ותָּ מֻּ שֶׁ אע"ג אָסוּר לְעוֹלָם —לְאֶחָד
Our teacher the Rema wrote that it is not called a davar sheyesh lo 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 — it is not called a davar sheyesh lo matirin. לוֹמַר כְּ
מוֹצָאֵי בְּ לַאֲחֵרִים ר וּמֻותָּ לְעוֹלָם לוֹ אָסוּר מֵזִיד בְּ ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ ל ֵ בַשּׁ הַמְּ דְּ שי"ח סִי' בא"ח דקיי"ל
בָּת —שַׁ That is to say, we hold in Orach Chaim Siman 318 that one who cooks
on Shabbos deliberately — [the food] is forbidden to him forever and permitted
to others after Shabbos. הָוֵי לְדִידְהוּ דִּ לַאֲחֵרִים אָסוּר ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ אֲכָל הַמַּ נִתְעָרֵב אִם וְלָכֵן
לְעוֹלָם יוֹתֵר לאֹ לְדִידֵיהּ הָא דְּ ר מֻותָּ לְדִידֵיהּ אֲבָל —דשיל"ימ 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. ירִין מַתִּ לוֹ אֵין שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ לוֹ ר מֻותָּ ת בָּ שַׁ אַחַר נִתְעָרֵב בְּ דַוְקָא דְּ לוֹמַר רוֹצֶה שֶׁ מִי וְישֵׁ
[מג"א אָסוּר לוֹ ם גַּ לְפִיכָךְ לַאֲחֵרִים דשיל"מ הוּא שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ לוֹ ם גַּ אָסוּר ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ נִתְעָרֵב בְּ אֲבָל
סק"ב] ם —שָׁ And there is one who wishes to say that only where it became mixed
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). סְעִיף בִּ שֶׁ תְרוּמָה דִּ ומְיאָ דֻּ הָוֵי הָא מוּהַּ תָּ בָר וְהַדָּ
דשיל"מ הֲוָה לַאֲחֵרִים אִם לִי מַה דשיל"מ הֲוָה לָא לְדִידֵיהּ דִּ כֵיוָן דְּ —כ"ב But this is
astonishing, 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? הָתָם דְּ רְאָיהָ אֵין כּוּרִים מִבִּ המג"א ומ"ש וח"ד [כרו"פ
לַיִם]: יְרוּשָׁ נֵי מִפְּ —הֲוָה (Kreisi U’Pleisi and Chavas Daas. And what the Magen
Avrahamwrote 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 89:5; Poskim uTeshuvot YD יד:102

Onewho is genuinely unsurewhether six hours have passed since eatingmeatmay 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.


