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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

זבחים צ
 ה“

Kashering metal, but not earthenware 
 טעונין מריקה ושטיפה

T he law of scouring and rinsing utensils is found in the 

Torah (Vayikra 6:21) among the laws of a chattas offering.  

A chattas may be eaten on the day when it is offered, and 

into the next night, until midnight, but not into the next 

day.  There is no way to purge the earthenware vessel of 

the particles of chattas meat which become absorbed in its 

walls, so those particles will inevitably become “left over” 

 The Torah therefore tells us that such a vessel in  .(נותר)

which a chattas is cooked must be broken.  However, if a 

metal pot is used for cooking the chattas, the particles of 

chattas which enter its walls can be expunged with hot wa-

ter.   

Ra”n explains that the reason these particles of chattas 

must be removed from the utensil is that just as the Torah 

commands us to destroy the “left-over” chattas meat once 

the time limit has expired (see Shemos 12:10), so too does 

the Torah command that we remove and destroy all ab-

sorbed particles of the chattas.  Rashi here explains that 

although both an earthenware vessel and a metal vessel are 

porous and absorb food cooked in them, the difference 

between  is highlighted in the Gemara in Pesachim (30b).  

There, we are told that an earthenware vessel cannot be 

cleansed of the particles which become embedded within 

its walls, while these foreign particles can be extracted 

from metal through scouring with hot water and rinsing. 

Ramban (to Pesachim, ibid.) writes that scouring can 

diminish the absorbed element within the walls of even an 

earthenware vessel to the point where the foreign material 

no longer contributes a taste (אינו נותן טעם), the Torah still 

commands that such a vessel be broken and thereby de-

stroyed because it is prohibited to keep and maintain chat-

tas particles past its deadline.  The halacha would allow 

cooking in such a pot, and even permit any food cooked 

in the earthenware vessel once it is scoured and cleansed, 

but the Torah does not allow us to preserve a vessel which 

has  chattas remnants in its walls. 

Ra”n uses this approach to explain how this halacha 

can be understood according to those who say that we can 

generally permit absorbed particles which linger overnight 

in the walls of the vessel in which they are contained.  The 

reason must be that although these particles can contrib-

ute only a bad taste to the food into which they enter, the 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

The Gemara clarifies the rulings related to the earthen-

ware utensil and the copper utensil. 

2)  A garment that cannot be ripped 

Reish Lakish describes the procedure for laundering the 

me’il that became tamei. 

This ruling is unsuccessfully challenged. 

3)  Laundering a garment with chattas blood 

The Gemara questions how urine which is necessary to 

remove a blood stain could be brought into the Beis HaMik-

dash. 

The Gemara explains how the urine could be brought 

into the Beis HaMikdash in a permitted manner. 

4)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses the requirement to 

purge and rinse utensils used for cooking korbanos. 

5)  Purging and rinsing 

A Baraisa teaches that a utensil must be purged and 

rinsed even if hot broth was merely poured into the utensil. 

Rami bar Chama inquires about an earthenware oven in 

which a chattas was suspended while cooking. 

Two unsuccessful attempts to resolve this inquiry are pre-

sented. 

6)  Kashering an oven 

Rabbah bar Ahilai ruled that an oven that was coated 

with fat before baking bread renders all bread baked in that 

oven prohibited. 

The indication that the oven cannot be koshered is suc-

cessfully challenged. 

The conclusion that ovens could be koshered raises a 

question about Rav’s ruling that earthenware pots cannot be 

koshered for Pesach. 

R’ Ashi answers this challenge. 

An application of these principles is suggested.    � 

 

1. What was done with a chatas splattered me’il that be-

came tamei outside of the Beis HaMikdash? 

 __________________________________________ 

2. How many detergents are needed to remove a blood 

stain? 

 __________________________________________ 

3. What is the point of dispute between Tanna Kamma 

and R’ Shimon? 

 __________________________________________ 

4. Why is it prohibited to make fleishig bread? 

 __________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Pouring from a kli rishon 
 ואחד שעירה לתוכו רותח

Or one who poured hot meat gravy into it 

T he Mishnah teaches that a metal utensil into which hot 

chattas liquid was poured must be purged and rinsed.  The 

Gemara cites a Baraisa that records the exposition that 

teaches that even if a chattas was poured into a utensil that 

utensil must be purged and rinsed.  Tosafos1, in the name 

of Rabbeinu Tam, infers from this that pouring from a kli 

rishon cooks to the same degree as a kli rishon.  This princi-

ple is true for the halacha of cooking a chattas, for cooking 

meat and milk together or even as far as the prohibition 

against cooking on Shabbos. Tosafos then suggests that the 

Gemara indicates the opposite. The Gemara in its discus-

sion of pouring from a kli rishon describes the effect as 

causing taste to become absorbed (בולע) and does not use 

the term cooking.  This implies that pouring from a kli 

rishon does not cook what it is poured onto; it merely caus-

es the taste to be absorbed.  Tosafos then rejects this and 

raises the possibility that the Gemara utilized the term בולע 

rather than cooked because the cooking does not happen 

within the kli rishon but it is still causing cooking to occur.  

In fact, Rashbam maintains that pouring from a kli rishon 

cooks to the same degree as a kli sheni. 

The fact that pouring from a kli rishon causes cooking 

to some degree raises the question of whether it is permitted 

on Shabbos to pour hot water from an urn into a cup that 

has droplets left from the first hot beverage that was in that 

cup.  Seemingly, since the droplets that remain are cold and 

the hot water from the urn causes cooking it should be pro-

hibited.  Sefer Shevisas Hashabbos offers a number of expla-

nations why this is permitted.  One explanation is that alt-

hough חצי שיעור –half the minimum amount for a melacha 

to be significant – is prohibited, that prohibition applies 

only when the חצי שיעור is discernable but in this case the 

droplets are insignificant to the rest  of the liquid and there-

fore, permitted.  Additionally, since according to Rema it is 

only a stringency that we assume that liquids that were al-

ready cooked could be cooked again we do not apply that 

stringency to quantities that are so small.   � 
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A Shared Cloth 
   "ת"ר אשר תבושל..."

I n a certain place people would only 

change their tablecloths for Shabbos. 

But eating all meals on one tablecloth 

presents potential halachic problems, 

since families sometimes eat dairy 

while on other occasions they consume 

meat. A certain man wondered if it was 

permitted to eat meat on a tablecloth 

where people had eaten dairy. 

When a certain rav was asked this 

question he assumed that it was a prob-

lem but decided to ask the Rashba, 

zt”l. “Can’t we can learn that this is 

forbidden from Zevachim 95? There 

we find that if a vessel absorbed the 

taste of the meat of a korban chattas in 

any way it must be broken. We see that 

what is absorbed is clearly prohibited. 

Presumably meat which was absorbed 

in the tablecloth forbids one from eat-

ing dairy on the same tablecloth.” 

The Rashba agreed that this is in-

deed a problem, but not only because 

of meat which was absorbed. “It is ob-

vious that it is prohibited to eat cheese 

on a tablecloth where they ate meat 

since it is impossible to avoid dropping 

bits of meat from the earlier meal onto 

the table. I don’t mean only matter 

which was absorbed into the cloth, 

which would not be a problem unless 

something hot rests on it. I mean drips 

from the food which they ate, which 

remain on the table. Another problem 

is the common practice to wipe off the 

knife used to slice hot meat on the ta-

ble cloth. Since this is actual meat, if a 

piece of cheese is placed on it, the 

cheese must at least be washed in a 

manner that will remove any trace of 

meat. 

He concluded, “In Chulin we find 

a situation where cheese and meat are 

stored in the same cloth in a manner 

that the two are touching. Although 

they are both cold, they at least require 

rinsing.”1
   � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

particles themselves are not completely ruined, and they 

remain viable while in the pot’s walls until they emerge. 

Meiri explains that we do not use the leniency of 

“contributing a bad taste” for sanctified items and rem-

nants of offerings.  In fact, he notes, that the “bad taste” 

which remains is precisely why the Torah would forbid it, 

because the Torah does not want offerings to be eaten in a 

disparagingly manner.  � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 


