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Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Multiple transgressions (cont.) 

If one harvests and grinds with inadvertence regarding 

Shabbos and deliberateness regarding the melachos and then 

repeated these activities with deliberateness regarding Shabbos 

and inadvertence regarding the melachos, Rava ruled that if he 

became aware of the inadvertence regarding Shabbos, which 

only requires one chatas, the chatas will atone for the second set 

of violations as well.  If, however, he became aware of the inad-

vertence regarding the melachos he must bring a chatas for the 

second act of harvesting, which covers his obligation to offer a 

korbon for the first harvesting as well as the first grinding (גורר) 

and a second chatas for the second grinding violation. 

Abaye maintains that in the second scenario the first grind-

ing will also cover the second grinding.  The point of dispute 

between Rava and Abaye is whether something, that was itself 

drawn along, can drag something else along (גרירה דגרירה). 

R’ Assi ruled that, if one was to harvest and grind only half 

the amount necessary to violate the Torah prohibition with in-

advertence regarding Shabbos and deliberateness regarding the 

melachos and then harvested and ground a second half of the 

requisite amount with deliberateness regarding Shabbos and 

inadvertence regarding the melachos, since the two acts are sep-

arate in terms of their korbon obligation the two half measure-

ments do not combine. 

This principle of R’ Assi is unsuccessfully challenged. 
 

2) Multiple violations discovered at different times 

A person ate two kzayis size pieces of cheilev in one lapse of 

awareness.  He became aware of the first transgression and then 

the second. R’ Yochanan, based upon an implication from a 

pasuk, rules that he must bring two korbonos and Reish Lakish, 

also based upon an implication from a pasuk, rules that one 

korbon is sufficient. 

Ravina asked R’ Ashi the circumstances of the dispute be-

tween R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish.  The dispute may be in a 

case where he discovered the violation before designating an 

animal as his chatas, or after he designated an animal as his 

chatas or perhaps they argue in both cases. 

R’ Ashi suggests that based upon the way the dispute was 

presented it seems that they argue in both cases. 

This suggestion is refuted because the presentation might 

be the result of uncertainty rather than a definitive statement 

that they differ in both cases. 
 

3) Multiple korbon asham transgressions  

Ulla begins to issue a ruling regarding multiple violations 

that result the obligation to offer a korbon asham.   

Timed Eating 
 אכל חלב וחלב בהעלם אחד

I n Hilchos Pesach, the Shulchan Aruch writes (O.C. 475:6) that if 

a person ate one-half of a k’zayis of matzah, and then he waited and 

then ate another one-half of  k’zayis, the person has fulfilled his obli-

gation. This, however, is provided that between the first amount he 

ate and the second amount he ate (בין אכילה לחבירתה) was not 

interrupted with a delay of more than the time necessary for an 

 means “half”.  It is the amount of time it פרס ,technically) אכילת פרס

typically takes for an average person to eat a peras in a single sitting.  

A peras contains four egg-volumes.)  However, if this amount of time 

was surpassed, the two half-k’zaysim do not combine, and the person 

has not consumed the minimum amount of matzah adequately. 

Magen Avraham (#15) writes that the words of the Shulchan 

Aruch are not precise. It is not the delay between eatings that is meas-

ured as אכילת פרס, but rather the total amount of time from the 

beginning of the first eating until the end of the final amount con-

sumed that must be no more than this amount of time. 

There are those who support this opinion of Magen Avraham, 

because we find a similar situation described in reference to Yom 

Kippur (O.C. 612:3).  “If a person eats a little bit, and then he eats a 

little more, if the time of אכילת פרס has not elapsed from the 

beginning of the first amount until the end of the final amount, then 

the total consumptions combine.” We see that the Shulchan Aruch 

himself defines the time of אכילת פרס to encompass the total time 

allowed for consumption, from the beginning of the first bit to the 

end of the final amount, and not as the time between one eating and 

the other.  Magen Avraham compares the law of Yom Kippur to that 

of eating required or prohibited foods. 

There are others (Pri Chadash, Birkei Yosef) who point out that 

there is a distinction to be made between eating on Yom Kippur, 

which is a function of יתובי דעתא—to satisfy his hunger—and required 

or prohibited foods, which require a legal amount of “eating”.  Ac-

cordingly, they claim that the language of the Shulchan Aruch is, in 

fact, precise. Regarding eating foods, the entire event can indeed be 

combined if the time interval between eating each of the small 

amounts is within כדי אכילת פרס. However, regarding Yom Kippur, 

the person is only liable if his hunger has been neutralized, and that 

occurs only if he ate the entire amount within the אכילת פרס. 

The Beis Ephraim (O.C. #51) points out that the word “between 

 is often used in a manner which is inclusive of the limits.  For ”בין –

example, we refer to the “ten days between Rosh HaShana and Yom 

Kippur.”  Even though, technically speaking, there are only seven 

days between Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur, and it is only ten 

days if we include the limits, the word “between – בין” is appropriate.  

Therefore, it can be that here, too, when the  Shulchan Aruch says 

the time of אכילת פרס between eating the first half-k’zayis and the 

last half-k’zayis, it may actually mean from beginning to end, and not 

only the time in the middle. 
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Combining Two Types of Prohibitions 
"וזו חומר במין אחד ממיין הרבה שאם אכל חצי זית וחזר ואכל חצי זית  

ממין אחד חייב משי מיין פטור...  משי מיין פטור, צריכה למימר? ואמר 
ריש לקיש משום בר תוטי לעולם ממין אחד ואמאי קרי ליה שי מיין 

 שאכלו בשי תמחויין, ורבי יהושע היא דאמר תמחויין מחלקין.

And the following is the stringency of one type over many types: that if he ate 

a half of an olive and then ate half from one type, he is liable [to a chatas] 

from two types of prohibitions, he is exempt...Is it necessary to say that if 

someone eats two types of prohibited items, each less than the size of an ol-

ive, he is exempt [from an offering] ? Reish Lakish said in the name of Bar 

Tutni: Actually, it was of one type. But why does [the Mishnah] call it two 

types? Because he ate it prepared as in two dishes; and it accords with R' 

Yehoshua who said that different dishes distinguish. 

T osafos 1 asserts that the Gemara could have answered that it was 
necessary to say that one who eats of two types of prohibited items is 

exempt from bringing an offering - because the law is that a person 

who eats the total volume of an olive of two types of prohibited 

items (e.g. half an olive of forbidden fat and half an olive of forbid-

den blood) is subject to lashes. Hence, it would have been necessary 

to teach us that this is only the case in regard to lashes, not in regard 

to an offering, in which case the two types cannot be combined. 

Rambam2, on the other hand, maintains that a person who eats 

a combination of two types of prohibited items is not subject to lash-

es. To be subject to lashes, according to Rambam, one must eat an 

entire olive’s worth of one type of prohibited item to be subject to 

lashes. 

But elsewhere, Rambam3 rules that two prohibited items do join 

together to make up the minimum measure of prohibition to forbid a 

mixture. For example, to permit the eating of a mixture that contains 

permitted fruit, orlah fruit (fruit from within the first years of the 

tree’s growth, which is forbidden) and kil’ei hakerem fruit (fruit that 

grew in a vineyard within which grains or vegetables grew as well, 

which is forbidden), there must be enough permitted fruit to nullify 

both the orlah and the kil’ei hakerem. The question is obvious: If two 

types of prohibited items cannot be combined with each other, then, 

on the contrary, the orlah should combined with the permitted fruit 

to nullify the kil’ei hakerem, and then, in turn, the kil’ei hakerem 

should combine with the permitted fruit to nullify the orlah? 

Reb Chaim Soloveitchik4 resolves this difficulty. Let us summa-

rize and paraphrase his suggestion: 

It is indeed not possible, according to Rambam, to combine two 

different types of prohibited items to make up the total volume of an 

olive, whether for the purpose of making a person subject to lashes 

or making him liable to bring an offering. This would require the 

fusion of the two disparate substances, so that they might be regard-

ed as one new, uniform, homogenous prohibition. Clearly, such 

fusion is not possible. On the other hand, in the case of a mixture 

that contains two different types of prohibited substances, they need 

not be seen as fused together. Rather, so long as the one prohibited 

item does not nullify the other prohibited on its own, and vice versa, 

they coexist. And therefore, the mixture must contain enough of the 

permitted item to nullify the total amount of these coexisting pro-

hibited substances, although they continue to retain their independ-

ent nature vis-a-vis each other.  

We can suggest that Tosafos are evidently of the opinion that 

offerings must be brought by the formula of one offering per prohi-

bition. Hence, prohibited items do not fuse, and they remain dis-

tinct prohibitions.  When the amount eaten of each is less than the 

volume of an olive, there can be no offering.  Lashes, on the other 

hand, are a penalty for acting improperly - as long as one acted im-

properly to the extent of a volume of an olive one can be subject to 

lashes, even if the prohibitions did not fuse. 
 ד"ה משי                .1

 הלכות מאכלות אסורות פרק ד' הט"ז, והלכות שגגות ו:ז .2

 טו:יד         הלכות מאכלות אסורות .3

 הלכות מעשי הקרבות פרק י' הלכה י"ב       .4
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Dragging Korbanos 
 בתר דשמעה מאביי סברה

A ccording to the conclusion of the Ge-
mara, both Abaye and Rava agree that we use 

the concept of גרירה – dragging.  In the case 

discussed, where a person had three separate 

half-k’zeisim of a forbidden food, any offer-

ing he brings for a combined full k’zayis will 

also exempt the person from having to bring 

atonement for the remaining amount. 

It is fascinating, though, that Rambam (

 rules that if the person brought (שגגות ו:יא

an offering for the first amount, the third 

eating is not exempted. The commentators 

on Rambam explain that Rambam holds 

that, in truth, Rava did not capitulate and 

totally agree with Abaye. Rava still holds that 

we do not use this rule universally.  It is only 

in the realm of the laws of Shabbos that 

Rava agrees that we apply “dragging”, be-

cause the different variations of inadvertently 

harvesting and plowing on Shabbos are basi-

cally parallel. Atonement for one can cover 

for the other. However, a person who eats 

several pieces of forbidden fat cannot be 

considered to be doing one extended error. 

Each piece is independent of the others, and 

the mistake the person makes in eating one 

piece, and the atonement necessary, does not 

reflect upon the need to atone for the others.  

Here, Rambam holds that Rava would not 

agree that “dragging” is appropriate. 

Gemara GEM  

HALACHAH Highlight  REVIEW and Remember 
1. Explain the concept of גרירה as it applies to liability for 

korbanos? 

2. Why does the Gemara consider inadvertence towards Shab-

bos and inadvertence towards melachos as separate with 

regard to chatas offerings? 

3. What is an אשם ודאי? 


