3;7'v> nyv - Avodah Zarah 67a-b

Ever accidentally have a drop of milchig (dairy) fall into a large pot of fleishig (meat)? The
reason that poses a kashrut question is because of the ruling of 2j7'v> nyo - the taste is like the
food item itself. In this shiur, we will probe that concept - what is its source, and what is its logic?
Is its status Biblical or Rabbinic?

Questions? Comments? Email dinanddaf@gmail.com
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Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan says: In any case where the flavor and substance of
the forbidden food are perceptible in the mixture, the mixture is forbidden, and one is flogged for
consuming it. And it is a tradition that this is the measure for such a case: One who eats an
olive-bulk of the forbidden element in the mixture in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread is
liable for eating the forbidden food.
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if only the flavor of the forbidden food is recognizable in the mixture, but not its substance, as it
was completely dissolved into the permitted food, the mixture is forbidden, but one is not
flogged for consuming it.
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Rava says, in summary of these halakhot. The Sages said that the status of an item in a mixture
is determined by the taste, i.e., if the taste of one substance is noticeable in a mixture with
another substance it is not nullified, and the Sages said that a prohibited item is nullified by the
majority, and the Sages also said that the status of an item in a mixture is determined by the
appearance, i.e., if the appearance of a substance is recognizable in a mixture it is not nullified.
Rava elaborates: With regard to a type of food mixed with food not of its own type, the
nullification is determined by the taste. In the case of a type of food mixed with food of its own
type, the nullification is determined by the majority. In a case where there is a possibility to
determine the status of an item based on appearance, the nullification is by appearance.
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God spoke to Moses, saying:

.....

Speak to the Israelites and say to them: If any men or women explicitly utter a nazirite’s vow, to
set themselves apart for God,
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they shall abstain from wine and any other intoxicant; they shall not drink vinegar of wine or of
any other intoxicant, neither shall they drink anything in which grapes have been steeped, nor
eat grapes fresh or dried.
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“He shall not drink anything in which grapes have been steeped.”

Did the text leave anything unsaid? Did it not already say, “He shall abstain from wine
and any other intoxicant; he shall not drink vinegar of wine or of any other intoxicant™?
What added point is taught by “he shall not drink anything in which grapes have been
steeped™?

It teaches that if he soaked grapes in water, then the water 1s forbidden as soon as 1t tastes
like grapes.

From here one can deduce a general point about all prohibitions in the Torah: 1f in the
case of the ban on grape products for the Nazirite, where the ban was at one point not in
effect for this person, where the ban does not include a ban on benefit, and where the ban
has a possibility of being lifted in the future, the Torah nonetheless treats forbidden
flavor like the essence of the prohibition itself, surely with respect to other prohibitions,
where the prohibited item [can have been] always in effect, [can include] a ban on
benefit, and [might not] have a possibility of being lifted in the future, the Torah also
treats forbidden flavor like the essence of the prohibition itself!
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A forbidden cut [of meat] that got mixed up with [permitted] cuts, even if they are 1000, they are
all forbidden. A sauce that [has the potential to] impart taste -- if it dissolved [among the cuts of
meat], behold, it is problematic if it imparts taste. A cut of sin offering [meat] that got mixed up
with 100 cuts of chullin [meat] and so too a loaf of showbread that got mixed up with 100 loaves
of chullin [bread], behold, these are lifted up (neutralized). Rabbi Yehuda says they are not lifted
up. A cut of impure sin-offering that got mixed up with 100 cuts of pure sin-offering, and so too
an impure loaf of showbread that got mixed up with 100 loaves of pure showbread, behold
these are lifted up. Rabbi Yehuda says, they are not lifted up. And so too with untithed [loaves]
of thanksgiving challah (i.e., the priestly portion of dough) or wine of libation: [these are
forbidden regardless of the amount] if one kind is mixed with the same kind. But anything that is
mixed with something that is not of the same kind, [it is only prohibited if it] imparts taste. And
all other forbidden [mixtures], whether of the same kind or not of the same kind, [they are
forbidden if they] impart taste.
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Dough made out of wheat and rice: If it has the taste of abligated grain, it is obligated in
hallah, and one fulfills the obligation to eat matzah with it; if it does not have the taste of
obligated grain, then it is exempt from hallah, and one does not fulfill the obligation to
eat matzah with it.
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If one creates dough from a mixture of wheat and rice flour, according to Rabban Simeon b.
Gamaliel, that dough is only subject to the dough-offering if the wheat flour comprises the
requisite volume—in this case, five-fourths of a gab. Moreover, an individual can only fulfill their
obligation to eat unleavened bread on Passover with this mixture if the wheat flour alone makes
up the required volume—an olive's bulk.
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that which was taught in a baraita elsewhere: Soaked
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comes to establish the principle that the legal status of the taste of a forbidden food is like that
of its substance. This term teaches that any food that absorbs the taste of a prohibited item



assumes the status of this prohibited item itself. As, in a case where one soaked grapes in
water and the water has the taste of wine, a nazirite is liable for drinking this mixture, as it
assumes the status of wine.
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From here you derive the halakha with regard to the entire Torah; in all cases, the legal status of
the taste of a forbidden food is like that of its substance. The Gemara elaborates. Just as with
regard to a nazirite, whose prohibition against eating grapes is not an eternal prohibition, as he
will be permitted to eat grapes once his period of naziriteship is over, and furthermore, his
prohibition is not a prohibition against deriving benefit from wine, and there is dissolution for his
prohibition against eating grape products by requesting a Sage to release him from his vow,
nevertheless, in his case, the Torah rendered the legal status of the taste of food forbidden to
him like that of its substance; with regard to a forbidden mixture of diverse kinds, whose
prohibition is an eternal prohibition [issuro issur olam] and whose prohibition is a prohibition
against deriving benefit, and there is no dissolution for its prohibition, is it not right that the Torah
should render the legal status of the taste of its forbidden food like that of its substance?...
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And Rabbi Akiva, from where does he derive the principle: The legal status of the taste is like
that of the substance itself? He derives this principle from the prohibition of meat cooked in milk.
In that case, there is merely the taste of the milk absorbed by the meat, and the mixture is
nonetheless forbidden. Here, too, in the case of other prohibitions, it is no different, and the
same principle applies...
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Rather, he derives the principle: The legal status of the taste is like that of the substance itself
from the required purging of the vessels of gentiles. In the section of the Torah that deals with
the spoils of Midian (Numbers 31:21-24), it states that a vessel used by a gentile to cook food
must be purged through fire and purified before it may be used by a Jew. Isn’t the purging of
vessels of gentiles necessary only to cleanse them from the mere taste that was absorbed
through the process of cooking? Even so, these vessels are prohibited if this cleansing was not
performed...
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As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Anything that touches in its flesh shall
become consecrated” (Leviticus 6:20). | might have thought that non-sacred meat that touched
any part of a sin-offering is rendered prohibited even if it did not absorb the taste of the



sin-offering it touched. Therefore, the verse states: In its flesh shall become consecrated, to
teach that this meat is not consecrated until the taste of the sin-offering is absorbed within its
flesh.
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The baraita continues: Shall become consecrated means that its legal status becomes like that
of the sin-offering itself; that is, if the sin-offering is disqualified, this meat will also be
disqualified. And if the sin-offering is valid, the meat that touched it may be eaten in accordance
with the more stringent standards of a sin-offering as far as when and where it may be eaten.
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Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says in the name of bar Kappara: All
the forbidden foods in the Torah are nullified when they are mixed with kosher food that is sixty
times their volume. Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said before Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: My
teacher, you say this citing Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who said that bar Kappara said it. But this
is what Rav Asi says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says in the name of bar Kappara: All the
forbidden foods in the Torah are nullified when they are mixed with kosher food that is one
hundred times their volume.
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The Gemara adds: And both of them learned their principles of nullification only from the term:
“Cooked foreleg,” as it is written with regard to the nazirite’s ram: “And the priest shall take the
cooked foreleg of the ram” (Numbers 6:19). And it is taught in a baraita: The verse states:
“Cooked,”
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and the term “cooked” indicates that the verse is referring only to a foreleg that is whole. Rabbi
Shimon ben Yohai disagrees and says: The term “cooked” indicates that the verse is referring
only to a foreleg that is cooked with the entire ram.
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Everyone agrees that one cooks the foreleg with the rest of the ram. But one Sage holds that
one first cuts the foreleg off the animal and then cooks it along with the rest of the animal. And
one Sage, Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, holds that one first cooks the entire ram and then cuts off
the foreleg.
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And if you wish, say that everyone agrees that one first cuts off the foreleg and then cooks it.
But one Sage, Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, holds that one cooks the foreleg with the rest of the
ram, and one Sage holds that he cooks the foreleg in another pot, separate from the rest of the
ram.
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The foreleg of the nazirite’s ram is permitted to be eaten only by a priest, whereas the rest of the
ram is eaten by the nazirite even if he is not a priest. Consequently, according to the first
formulation, all agree that the principle of nullification may be derived from here, since all agree
that the foreleg is cooked together with the rest of the ram, and yet it does not cause the rest of
the ram to be forbidden to a non-priest. According to the latter formulation, the principle of
nullification may be derived from here in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben
Yohai, who says that the foreleg is cooked together with the rest of the ram. But according to the
latter formulation the first tanna holds that the foreleg is not cooked with the rest of the ram, in
which case the principle of nullification cannot be derived from here.
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The Gemara now returns to the dispute about whether non-kosher food is nullified in sixty or
one hundred times its volume of kosher food, and explains how each opinion is derived from the
halakha of the foreleg of the nazirite’s ram. The one who said that non-kosher food is nullified in
sixty times its volume of kosher food holds that we assess the ratio of meat and bones of the
foreleg to the meat and bones of the rest of the ram, and this is a ratio of one to sixty. The one
who said that non-kosher food is nullified in one hundred times its volume of kosher food holds
that we assess only the volume of the meat of the foreleg to the meat of the rest of the ram, and
this is a ratio of one to one hundred.
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...And Rava does not hold that the taste of a food is equivalent to its substance in chullin except
at a rabbinic level - as is explained that Biblically it is nullified by the majority. And we hear this
too from R. Yochanan in Avodah Zarah (67a): if there is only taste but not substance, one does
not incur lashes. And that which we learn in Pesachim (44a) from Nazir “and seeped liquid” to
teach that taste is equivalent to substance, the later amoraim thought this was merely an
asmachta (merely a reference for a rabbinically created law) rather than the actual source of the
law, as Nazir and purging gentile pots are two verses that teach the same thing (and we do not
extrapolate law from such cases); alternatively, purging gentile pots/pans is innovative (and
therefore we do not extrapolate law from it generally) as we say there, and “seeped liquid” is



used to teach that permissible and forbidden items are considered together in calculating what
someone has eaten (for the purpose of violating the law).
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And in the name of Rabbeinu Yitzchak they said that the case of taste without
substance about which R. Yochanan said that one does not incur lashes, this is when
there is not an “olive’s worth” in the time it takes to eat half a loaf of bread. Therefore,
one does not incur lashes, but there is still a prohibition, for half the required
measurement is still Biblically forbidden. But if there is both taste and substance - e.g.,
there is an “olive’s worth” in the time it takes to eat half a loaf of bread, it is prohibited,
and one gets lashes for it. And Ra’avad also wrote that Biblically taste is equivalent to
substance in diverse mixtures, and they only ruled that one in two items is nullified in
the case of the same species. Yet even in the case of diverse mixtures, regarding
lashes, sometimes one gets lashes and other times one does not. How so? If there is
an “olive’s worth” of prohibited substance eaten in the time it takes to eat half a loaf of
bread, anyone who eats an “olive’s worth” of the prohibited item gets lashes. But if
there’s less
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And Rabbenu Tam interpreted taste as the food itself as Biblical in status in a case of diverse
mixture, for once the prohibited item imparted taste to the permitted item, the whole mixture is
transformed into a prohibited food item, and one gets lashes for eating an “olive’s worth” of any
of it as though the entirety of it is prohibited food. And we consider taste as definitive even
where it leads to leniency, as in the case of fulfilling one’s obligation with a dough made mostly
of rice because it has taste (of one of the five grains), even though it is mostly rice. And we
learn this from the absorption of the pots and pans of pagans (from the war with Midian).
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And the statement of Rabbi Yochanan: everything that has taste but not the item does not incur
lashes, that is a case of a non-diverse mixture, and the case of having both taste and the item
itself for which one incurs lashes is when the prohibited item is extant and recognizable. But if
there is only taste and not the item itself, this is a rabbinic prohibition, and one does not incur
lashes because Biblically it is nullified by the majority. And the ruling would be the same if the
prohibited item was extant, i.e., not melted away, but it is not recognizeable: there are not lashes
for it because it is nullified by the majority.

But here R. Yochanan’s statement is teaching us that even so it is rabbinically prohibited. And
this is why he used the litmus test of taste even though elements in a non-diverse mixture don’t
actually impact new taste to each other: because he wanted to state that if there is only taste
without the item itself it is prohibited (rabbinically), and only to what ratio? Only if the ratio is
such that if it were a diverse mixture, the prohibited element would still impart taste to the
permissible element...and now according to the ruling of our Rabbeinu Tam, if the sauce is
spilled and it is not known whether there was 60 times its amount in it, it is a doubt in a Biblical
matter, and we prohibit it; whereas to the ruling of Rashi, it is a doubt in a rabbinic matter, and it
is thus permissible to consume.
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And Rabbi Yosef of Orleans would interpret that even though even Biblically, taste is like the
thing itself, one does not receive lashes even on a diverse mixture, for Rabbi Yochanan held like
Rabbi Akiva who learned that taste is like the thing itself from the case of pots of idolaters;
hence, there is only a positive commandment of “and you shall passe (the pots/pans) through
fire,” which requires libun (=burning/whitening) and hagalah (boiling/purging with water).






