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:'eke mihtynd dl`e
After matan Torah, Hakadosh Boruch Hu charged Moshe with the responsibility of teaching the numerous dinim and halachos to the masses

in a very clear and understandable way.  Although one might be at a loss of where to start, it seems very peculiar that Hashem told Moshe to begin by
teaching the halachos of an eved ivri (Jewish slave).  Not only is this a halacha that does not necessarily apply to everyone, it would seem the most
unlikely candidate to qualify as a topic of choice.  This is especially true since the Jewish people were just released from slavery; very much
appreciative of the plight of a slave, it would seem superfluous for the Torah to need to warn them to treat their own slaves properly.

HaRav Zalman Sorotzkin zt"l explains that although one would think this to be so, this is actually not the case.  He explains that although
logically a person who was once oppressed should be more sensitive once the tables are turned, human nature is not so.  Once a person is released of
his plight, he not only quickly forgets about hit, but for some reason, he sometimes can become even more insensensitive to others than if he had never
gone through the ordeal himself.  To this end, the Torah begins its lessons by warning us to be sensitive to those less fortunate.  Perhaps, this is the
reason why the Torah is replete with mitzvos to remind us of yetzias Mitzrayim; a primary tenet of yiddishkeit is that the mitzvos themselves are
supposed to increase our sensitivity to others.  Since we were once the underdog, we need to be constantly reminded not to mistreat those who are
less fortunate, and not become haughty that we are now in a better situation.  This is a lesson that we cannot forget.

:mdiptl miyz xy`...
When Hakadosh Boruch Hu instructed Moshe to teach the Jewish people the laws of the Torah, He warned Moshe not to just teach it to them

until they know it, but that he should also explain their logic and reasoning so that they will understand it as well. This needs to be understood. Why was
it necessary to teach every member of k’lal Yisroel to the point that they understand the reasoning behind everything.  Teaching anyone anything often
requires an investment of much time and effort.  Teaching all of Torah to an entire population to the point that they properly absorb the material is an
awesome accomplishment.  Why did the Ribono shel Olam see it necessary to insist that Moshe make sure they understand the reasons behind the
mitzvos as well?

HaRav Moshe Feinstein zt”l  explains that the answer can be found by observing human nature as follows:  A person who exerts himself in a
forced labor camp or is drafted into an army typically feels down and depressed.  Yet, someone who runs a successful business of his own might work
even harder and for longer hours, but walks smiling and happy all day long!  The fundamental difference between the two is that the forced-laborer sees
no purpose in his efforts. Avoiding punishment is not enough of an incentive to make him feel accomplished. Contrast this to the business owner who
senses purpose in every thing he does throughout his long day.  Knowing that his efforts are significant and purposeful motivates his continuous toil.

When Hakadosh Boruch Hu bid Moshe to teach us the laws and intricacies of Torah, he warned him to make sure we understand the mitzvos.
This gives us a sense of purpose in our actions.  Torah is true and its mitzvos are great, but if we don’t actively understand and appreciate their worth,
our lives lose meaning, and so we must constantly remind ourselves of the purpose of our actions and thereby infuse our Torah and mitzvos with
excitement and zeal.

It is worth noting that the Torah chooses to teach us this lesson in parshas Mishpatim.  For the most part, these are halachos which we tend
to understand on a logical level. If we need to understand the deeper side of these mitzvos, then certainly we must attempt to delve into the deeper
meaning of parts of Torah for which we have less of a natural appreciation.



“ H a l a c h i c    D i s c u s s i o n “
“STATUS OF PARVE FOODS COOKED IN A FLEISHIG POT”

The prohibition of mixing meat and milk appears in the Torah three times, the first on which is in our parsha. Let us take this opportunity to
discuss how pareve foods are affected by using pots that are either fleishig (meat) or milchig (dairy).

The Gemara (Chulin 111b) tells us that fish which was placed on a meat dish may subsequently be eaten with kutach (a dip made of milk).
The gemara explains that this is because of the principal of “nat bar nat” (nosein taam bar nosein taam) which means that the meat
imparted flavor into the dish which in turn imparted its flavor into the fish. Such a “weak” meat taste may be consumed together with milk.
Since there is nothing forbidden about the meat taste per se, as it gets passed from one place1 to another, it becomes a “weaker” taste
which is not strong enough2 to prohibit the milk it mixes in to. This However, this concept does not apply to a forbidden taste. For example,
non-kosher meat that is cooked in a pot will impart taste into a kosher food subsequently cooked in it, which will in turn forbid the plate on
which it is served. Theoretically, this could continue ad infinitum.

There is, however, a dispute among the Rishonim as to how to understand the words of the Gemara which speaks of a very specific case
of fish that was roasted over the fire being placed on a fleishig platter. There are three major opinions among the Rishonim as to how far
(if at all) to extend this leniency.

(1) Some understand that the case in the Gemara is not specific, and the leniency of nat bar nat applies anytime a pareve food comes in
contact with a fleishig (or milchig) utensil, even if it was cooked directly inside it, so long as it the pot itself was clean and contained no
particles of meat (or dairy). This is the opinion of Rabeinu Tam and the Ri Hazakein in Tosfos, and may also be the opinion of Rashi3 and
the Rambam.
(2) The Rivan, however, quotes Rashi as ruling that the leniency applies only in the case where the fish came in contact with the plate
after it was already cooked.4 If, however, the fish was roasted or cooked in fleishig pot, one would be prohibited from eating it in kutach.5

(3) Others however, understand that it makes a difference how the food was cooked; if it was cooked in a pot with liquids or other foods, it
is indeed permitted. If, however, the pareve food was directly roasted or fried in a fleishig utensil, it will be rendered “fleishig” inasmuch
that one may not eat it with milk. These authorities explain that when the pareve food is cooked in a liquid, the meat flavor it  receives from
the pot is evenly distributed throughout the food and the potency any single part of it receives is considered weak enough to be deemed
completely parve. If, however, the pareve food was cooked directly in a fleishig pan, then it receives a higher potency of fleishig flavor and
thus it is not pareve "enough" to eat with milk.6 This is the opinion of the Sefer HaTerumah, Smak and Rosh.
The Beis Yosef sides with the opinion of Tosfos and in Shulchan Aruch rules that any pareve food cooked in a fleishig pot may be
consumed with dairy (and vice versa). The Rema, however, takes a more stringent approach, writing that lechatchila one should conduct
himself in accordance with the Rivan and avoid consuming pareve foods that were cooked in a fleishig pot together with milk. Following
the clear wording of the Gemara, one may, however, consume a food that was merely placed on meat platter together with dairy.7 The
Rema, however, does rule that one may be lenient b’dieved. Therefore, if fish which was cooked in a meat pot was already dipped in
kutach, one may eat it.8

It is important to note that this entire discussion revolves around a fleishig pot that was used (for meat) within the last 24 hours. The flavor
of a pot that has not been used in the last 24 hours (called eino ben yomo) is so weak that it will not forbid even milk that is cooked in it
(although the pot itself will be rendered “treif”). Additionally, this leniency is limited to ordinary pareve foods. It the pareve food item is a
davar charif (sharp item) such as onions or garlic, its potency may be strong enough to “revive” the otherwise dormant flavor. As always,
a competent halachic authority should be consulted.

1. According to most poskim, this is only true if the first recipient of the taste was a utensil; a piece of meat that was placed on a hot potato, for example, will
render the plate that the potato is served on to be fleishig. See, however, Pischei Teshuva who quotes a dissenting view. The basic halacha follows the
mainstream opinion for several reasons.

2. See Aruch Hashulchan who is careful to point out that this is not because the taste does not transfer to the third level. Were this to be the case, we would be
forced to say the same thing regarding a forbidden taste as well. Rather, it is the potency of the taste which is affected, and halacha always views a forbidden
taste as more potent than a permitted one. [This can be seen is several areas of halacha and is discussed at length in hilchos Pesach as to whether we view
chametz as “heteira bala” (a permitted taste was absorbed) or “isura bala” (a forbidden taste…).]

3. See Rashi Chulin 11b  d”h who seems to have this understanding. See also Aruch Hashulchan who does understand Rashi this way.
4. See also Beis Yosef who quotes the Rabeinu Yeruchem as requiring that either the plate or the food be cold; if both the plate and the fish are hot, the taste

transfer is strong enough to prohibit as if the fish had been cooked in a meat pot.
5. They argue that in such a case, the taste transfer remains strong enough to prohibit, which explains why the Gemara speaks only of the case where roasted

fish are placed on a platter. See, however, Bach who contends that the Gemara’s example was a deliberate attempt to communicate a leniency; he explains
that when cooking in a meat pot, the flavor the food receives is spread throughout and is certainly permitted. When a hot piece of fish is placed on a platter,
however, the flavor imparted remains on the side of the fish touching the plate. One might think, then, that since the ‘bottom’ layer of fish contains a higher
concentration of flavor, one would be prohibited from eating it with kutach. Therefore, the Gemara speaks specifically of this case, ruling that eating even the
bottom layer of the fish is indeed permitted.

6. Although he certainly need not wait before consuming milk as he would need to do after eating meat.
7. The leniency also extends to include a further level of nat bar nat bar nat (otherwise refered to as “three nosnei taam”)
8. See, however, Shach who (quoting the Maharshal) rules that one can only rely on the third opinion b’dieved and not that of Tosfos. As such, fish that was

dry-roasted in a fleishig pot and subsequently mixed with dairy will be forbidden.


