Does the Statistical Minority Matter? Week 2 - Mi’ut HaMatzui - a prevalent
minority

Why do we check our vegetables for bugs if most of those vegetables will not have
bugs? Don’t we follow the majority, and the majority of a given vegetable species does

not have bugs?

Questions? Comments? Email dinanddaf@gmail.com
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Rav Huna says: An animal during its lifetime exists with the presumptive status of
prohibition until it will become known to you in what manner it was slaughtered. Once
the animal was slaughtered, it exists with the presumptive status of permissibility until it
will become known to you in what manner it was rendered a tereifa. The Gemara
challenges this: And let us say that once the animal was slaughtered, it became
permitted, instead of saying that it exists with the presumptive status of permissibility.
The Gemara explains: This teaches us that even if a flaw developed in the animal that
raises uncertainty with regard to its permitted status, it retains its presumptive status of
permissibility.
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As Rabbi Abba raised a dilemma before Rav Huna: If a wolf came and took the innards
of a slaughtered animal, what is the halakha?
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The Gemara asks: Took? In that case the innards are not there, and therefore there is
no way of seeing an indication of a flaw. Rather, the dilemma is: In a case where a wolf
perforated the innards of a slaughtered animal, what is the halakha? The Gemara
challenges: Perforated? We see that the wolf perforated them and in that case too there
is no indication of a flaw. Rather, the dilemma is: In a case where a wolf took the innards
and returned them when they are perforated, what is the halakha? Are we concerned
that perhaps the wolf perforated the innards in the place of a preexisting perforation and
the animal was a tereifa from the outset, or is that possibility not a concern?
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Rav Huna said to Rabbi Abba: One is not concerned that perhaps the wolf perforated
the innards in the place of a preexisting perforation, because one relies on the
presumptive status of permissibility.
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HALAKHAH: Rebbi Abba in the name of the rabbis there: If he slaughtered it and
wolves ate its intestines it is qualified *Even though punctured intestines make the
animal terefa and forbidden for consumption, this is when the defect has been noted.
The only organ which must be checked is the lung., for the presumption of intestines is
qualification *Babli Hulin 9a.. Should one not worry that maybe they were punctured?
The presumption of intestines is that they are qualified.
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1 - It is not necessary to examine an animal for any disqualifying blemishes (causes of
terefa), except for the lung. One must examine the animal or beast to see if it has a an
adhesion (Rivash and R.I. ibn Habib, etc.) and anyone who “breaks a fence” (=i.e.,
trasngressing the standard) to eat without examining it will be punished:

R. Moshe Isserles: And it was customary to inflate every lung, even if it has a if it had no
concerning indications (S.D. 92, etc.) and in some places they are lenient not to inflate it
unless it had a temporary adhesion by feeling it, and this is the proper ruling (Rambam
chapter 11; Mordechai, etc.)
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2 - If someone tore open the belly of an animal and before the lung was examined, a
dog or a pagan came and took it away, the animal is permissible, and we do not say
that perhaps it was punctured or torn:

R. Moshe Isserles: And some are stricter if the lung was lost (Behag, Ra’avan, R.I.
Halevi, Mordechai, and G”a, etc.); and one should not permit except in the case of
major financial loss or in kids, lambs and wild animals, as adhesions are not prevalent
among them (Tur in the name of author of the Sefer HaTerumah)

What is considered a “prevalent minority?”
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For a prevalent minority refers to something that happens close to half the time like
adhesions on an animal’s lung; for even though we generally follow the majority, and
there is no legal presumption of prohibition, nonetheless one must check the adhesions
on the lung because it is prevalent minority. And this is only when there is a possibility to
check; but if a wolf came and stole the innards (=therefore, one could not check the
lungs for adhesions), the animal is kosher...
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With regard to one who sells produce...a cellar containing barrels of wine, the buyer
accepts that up to ten barrels of souring wine may be present in each hundred barrels
purchased...
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One who sets aside produce planning to use them to separate terumot and tithes from
among them...may later verbally declare the separation of teruma or tithe from them,
based on the presumption that they are still extant...Rabbi Yehuda says: One checks
the wine that is set aside to be used for separating terumot and tithes for other wine to
see if it has turned to vinegar, which would render it unfit for this purpose, at three times
during the year: When the east wind blows at the conclusion of the festival of Sukkot,
and when the blossoms fall and the grape buds emerge and appear as small clusters,
and at the time when water enters and fills the unripe grape. (Since there is a change in
the weather at these times, one should check to ensure that the wine has not turned to
vinegar.)
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All types of fruits that typically have worms while they are still attached to the ground
should not be eaten until the fruit is checked inside to see if there is a worm. If the fruit
was left after it was detached for twelve months, it may be eaten without inspection
because any living creature without a spine does not survive twelve months.
Nonetheless, one must still inspect them to remove any worms found on the outside or
on the fruit. Even after removing those found outside, there is concern that when placed
in water in the pot, they may come out and wriggle (translation of "reshisha derachish")
in the water or on the sides of the pot or on the fruit. Therefore, one who wishes to cook
fruits that have been left for more than twelve months should place them in cold water;
the worms and larvae will rise to the surface. Afterward, they should be placed in a pot
of boiling water, so if there is any worm left, it will die immediately.

(It does not suffice if the majority is checked; one must check all of them because the
minority is common) (Responsa of the Rashba, Section 5 and in Responsa Section
274).
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You asked about what | wrote regarding the preparation of foods - lentils, beans and
olives that often have bugs in them while they are still attached to the ground, and
therefore require checking. And you were uncertain whether, if someone checked
some and didn’t find any bugs, where we should presume that they are a species
that has not bugs found among them when attached to the ground. And then one
would not need to check further, or should one still check each and every one?
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Answer: There is not doubt that among these species bugs are found, and therefore
even if one already checked some of them, checking some does not render the others
pure; because in truth the bugs will not be in the majority, and yet there is a prevalent
minority, and where there is a prevalent minority we do not rely on checking some or
even the majority. And the exemplar of this is checking the lung (where a disqualifying



adhesion) is (only) a prevalent minority, and yet we do not rely on checking only some
or even the majority of animals.



