The choicest first fruits of your land you shall bring into
the house of the Lord your God. You shall not cook a
kid in its mother’s milk.

(Exodus 23:19)

The choicest first fruits of your land you shall bring into
the house of the Lord your God. You shall not cook a
kid in its mother’s milk.

(Exodus 34:26)

You shall not eat of any animal carcass; you may give
it to the resident alien who is within your gates, that
he may eat it; or you may sell it to a foreigner; for you
are a sacred people to the Lord your God. You shall
not cook a kid in its mother’s milk.

Deuteronomy 14:21
y

The Torah proscribes cooking meat in milk on three separate occasions. In all three
instances, the prohibition is formulated in terms of cooking a kid in its mother’s
milk. The halakhic tradition passed down from generation to generation as a halakha
transmitted to Moses from Sinai is that these verses are all referring to a general
prohibition against cooking meat and milk together. The Torah’s repetition of the
injunction three times teaches that not only is the act of cooking the two substances
together prohibited, but also that if one did so, the cooked dish is then prohibited
for both consumption and benefit.

The wording of the prohibition gives rise to several questions with regard to the
scope of the prohibition. One can ask whether the Torah is referring to the meat
of all animals, including undomesticated animals and birds, and perhaps even fish,
or whether it is referring only to the meat of domesticated animals like kids, the
animal mentioned in the verse. It must also be determined whether only milk itself
is included in the prohibition or if derivative milk products are included as well.

A unique aspect of the prohibition against cooking meat in milk is that each ingre-
dient is permitted for consumption by itself; only when they are cooked together
are they prohibited. Consequently, even placing the two substances side by side is
considered problematic, as it could lead to transgression. This chapter discusses the
extent to which meat must be kept separate from milk in order to prevent people
from unwittingly violating the prohibition.

The chapter discusses other significant issues relating to this prohibition as well. What
is the definition of cooking in this context? What is the requisite ratio between the
two substances that renders them prohibited? In which cases are mixtures of meat
and milk considered forbidden? Another issue that requires clarification is whether
itis permissible to consume animal udders, which contain both meat and milk, and
what is the correct manner of preparing them. In addition, the chapter deals with
whether it is permissible and how to properly curdle milk, since it was typically
curdled by using congealed milk from a nursing animal’s stomach or even skin of the
stomach itself as a coagulant. These issues constitute the main topics of this chapter.

Introduction to
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Itis prohibited to cook" any meat of domes-
MISHNA . ;

ticated and undomesticated animals and
birds in milk, except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers,®™
whose halakhic status is not that of meat. And likewise, the Sages
issued a decree that it is prohibited to place any meat together with
milk products, e.g., cheese, on one table." The reason for this pro-
hibition is that one might come to eat them after they absorb sub-
stances from each other. This prohibition applies to all types of meat,

except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers.

It is prohibited to cook — Sw:’v T1oK: There are three prohibitions
concerning meat with milk: Cook\ng meat together with milk, eat-
ing the meat or milk that was cooked with the other, and deriving
benefit from the meat or milk that was cooked with the other.
Cooking meat together with milk is counted as a Torah prohibition

Except for the meat of fish and grasshoppers - 0%7 "wan yin
o23m: The prohibition of meat cooked in milk does not apply
to the meat of fish and grasshoppers even by rabbinic law, and
therefore they may be eaten together with milk. This ruling is in
accordance with the Rambam’s interpretation of the mishna, that
when the mishna excludes the meat of fish and grasshoppers, it
excludes them from the prohibition of eating them when cooked
with milk. The mishna uses the term cooking due to the wording
of the verse (Exodus 23:19): “You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s
milk” (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Maakhalot Assurot 9:5, and
see Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 87:3).
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NOTES

HALAKHA

(Rambam Sefer HaMitzvot, prohibition 186; Smag, prohibition 140;
Sefer HaHinnukh, positive mitzva 92), and one who cooks meat
together with milk is liable to receive lashes, just like one who
transgresses any other regular prohibition (see 108b; Tosefta, Makkot
4:7; Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 9:1).

And it is prohibited to place meat with cheese on one table -
19w by my33m oy niyn o1 One may not place the meat
ofamma\s on the same table upon which he is eating cheese, lest
he come to consume them together. This restriction also applies
to meat of birds, despite the fact that the prohibition against con-
suming such meat with milk is by rabbinic law only, and the Sages
do not issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree
(Rambam). One may arrange the two dishes side by side on a table
used for preparing them but on which one does not intend to
eat them (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:20;
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 88:1).

And one who takes a vow that meat is prohibited to him is permit-
ted to eat the meat of fish and grasshoppers.

GEMARA Since the mishna does not distinguish

between the meat of animals and that of
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birds, it may consequently be inferred that the meat of birds cooked

in milk is prohibited by Torah law, just like the meat of animals. In

accordance with whose opinion is this ruling? It is not in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as, if you say it is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, didn’t he say that the

prohibition of the meat of undomesticated animals and birds

cooked in milk is not by Torah law?

The Gemara continues: But say the latter clause of the mishna: One
who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to him" is permitted to eat
the meat of fish and grasshoppers. It may consequently be inferred
that it is prohibited for him to eat birds. If so, here we arrive at the
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: Anything about which an agent
sent to purchase a given item would inquire, being unsure whether
it qualifies as that type of item, is considered its type."

HALAKHA

One who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to him - ja 1127
wa: With regard to one who takes a vow that meat s forbidden to
him, it is prohibited for him to eat the meat of birds but it is permit-
ted for him to eat the meat of grasshoppers. If the circumstances
of his vow indicate that he had only the meat of animals in mind,

it is permitted for him to eat the meat of fish and the meat of birds
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nedarim 9:6, and see Kesef Mishne,
Lehem Mishne, and Radbaz there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 217:8,
and in the comment of Rema).
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BACKGROUND

Grasshoppers [hagavim] - ©#231: Although in the

Bible hagavim refers to a particular species of grass-
hopper, in the language of the Sages it is used as

an umbrella term for a large group of grasshoppers
with long hind legs, short antennae, and a body that
is flattened on the sides. The narrow and hard upper
wings of these creatures cover its wider, softer lower
wings. These animals move primarily by means of
gentle hops and occasionally fly. As indicated by
their name, grasshoppers live mainly among weeds,
from which they receive their sustenance. Some

grasshoppers are permitted for consumption, as it
states: “Yet these you may eat of all winged swarm-
ing things that go upon all fours, which have jointed

legs above their feet, with which to leap upon the

earth” (Leviticus 11:21). These include “the locust after
its kinds, and the bald locust after its kinds, and

the cricket after its kinds, and the grasshopper after
its kinds” (Leviticus 11:22), although the identity of
these creatures is uncertain (see also 593, 65a).

NOTES

Anything about which an agent would inquire
whether itis its type — 12 9w a4y Pt ombs
X717 Some of the early commentaries limit the
application of this principle to those cases where
the one appointing the agent referred to a general
term, similar to vegetables, as in the example in
the mishna.
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BACKGROUND

Stewpot [ilpas] - Dﬂ'?*x The ilpas was apparently
an earthenware vessel with a broad base, straight
sides, and a wide opening. The sides of an ilpas
were thinner than those of a regular pot. It also dif-
fered from a pot in that it came with a cover, which
had a pointed end and was sometimes perforated.
An ilpas was probably used to cook all types of
foods, like a pot, but it was used particularly for
foods that required speedy preparation, or to warm
food that had already been cooked in a pot.

HALAKHA

The meat of birds may be placed with cheese
on one table — i by myasm oy myiy g
It is prohibited to place meat of birds with cheese
on a table at which one is eating the cheese, lest
one come to eat them together. This is the halakha
despite the fact that poultry cooked in milk is pro-
hibited by rabbinic law. Later authorities note that
the same applies to the reverse case, i.e, one may
not place cheese on a table at which one is eating
the meat of birds or undomesticated animals. This
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Beit
Hillel. Nevertheless, it is customary to place bread
between those eating meat and those eating
cheese, and this is sufficient to render it permitted
to eat these foods at the same table (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 9:20 and
Haggahot Maimoniyyot there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
De'a 88:1 and Shakh there).

On atable upon which one prepares the cooked
food — wami me woy T1iEw jowa: Although
it is prohibited to place poultry with cheese on a
table at which one is eating the cheese, one may
place them side by side on a table at which one is
merely arranging the food (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
De'a 88:).

Without washing hands and without wiping
the mouth — 1371 mp xb21 o1 Aoy Ko If
one wishes to eat birds after cheese he may do
so immediately and need not even wash his
hands or wipe his mouth, in accordance with the
opinion of Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba.
Some authorities write that there is a custom to
be stringent and to wait in the case of eating
meat after cheese (Rema, citing Maharam). The
Rema adds that this is the proper custom in a case
where the cheese is hard, which is assumed to
apply to cheese that was aged for six months or
more (Shakh). Therefore, one may not eat even
birds after consuming that cheese for the same
amount of time as one waits to eat cheese after
meat (see Zohar). Others are lenient with regard
to eating meat after cheese, and one need not
object to those who follow this practice, but they
should wipe and rinse their mouths and wash their
hands. Nevertheless, it is preferable to be stringent.
The Maharshal disagrees with this stringent prac-
tice, though the Shakh supports it (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 9:27; Shulhan
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 89:2).
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Rav Sheshet objects to the premise of Rav Yosef’s inference: Even
if one were to posit that the meat of birds in milk is prohibited by
Torah law, ultimately this is still a decree issued due to another
decree, as it is a case of cold food in another cold food, consump-
tion of which is itself prohibited by rabbinic law. Abaye said: It is
arabbinic decree, lest one place the meat with cheese in a boiling
stewpot,® which is a manner of cooking and therefore prohibited
by Torah law.

The Gemara counters: Ultimately, even a stewpot is only a second-
ary vessel, i.e., not the vessel that was on the fire, and as a rule, a
secondary vessel does not cook. Rather, one must say thatitisa
rabbinic decree, lest one place the meat with cheese in a stewpot
that is a primary vessel, i.e., that was on the fire. This is certainly
cooking meat in milk, and it is prohibited by Torah law.

MI S HNA The meat of birds may be placed with

cheese on one table" but may notbe eaten
together with it; this is the statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit
Hillel say: It may neither be placed on one table nor be eaten with
cheese. Rabbi Yosei said: This is one of the disputes involving
leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel.

The mishna elaborates: With regard to which table are these hal-
akhot stated? It is with regard to a table upon which one eats. But
on a table upon which one prepares the cooked food," one may
place this meat alongside that cheese or vice versa, and need not
be concerned that perhaps they will be mixed and one will come
to eat them together.

GEMARA The Gemara challenges: The opinion of
Rabbi Yosei is identical to that of the first
tanna. And if you would say that there is a difference between
them with regard to the permissibility of eating itself, as the first
tanna says that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard
to placing meat of birds with cheese on one table, which indicates
that with regard to eating they do not disagree, and Rabbi Yosei
said in response to this that they also disagree with regard to the
permissibility of eating meat of birds in milk, and this is itself
one of the disputes involving leniencies of Beit Shammai and
stringencies of Beit Hillel, one can refute this claim.

The refutation is as follows: Isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Yosei says that six matters are included as the disputes involving
leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel, and
this is one of them: The meat of birds is placed with cheese on
one table, but it may not be eaten together with it; this is the
statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel say: It may neither
be placed on one table nor be eaten with cheese. Evidently, Rabbi
Yosei agrees that even according to Beit Shammai the meat of birds
may not be eaten with cheese.

Rather, this is what the mishna teaches us: Who is the first
tanna? It is Rabbi Yosei. The identification is important, since
whoever reports a statement in the name of the one who said it
brings redemption to the world. As it is stated with respect to
the incident of Bigthan and Teresh: “And Esther reported it to
the king in the name of Mordecai” (Esther 2:22), and Mordecai
was later rewarded for saving the king’s life, paving the way for the
miraculous salvation.

§ The Gemara continues discussing the consumption of poultry
cooked in milk. The Sage Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba,
taught: The meat of birds and cheese may be eaten freely
[apikoren], i.e., there is no need to be strict in this matter. The
Gemara notes: He, Agra, teaches it and he says it, i.e., explains his
statement: The meat of birds and cheese may be eaten without
washing one’s hands and without wiping the mouth" between
the consumption of each.
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The Gemara relates: Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Mesharshiyya, hap-
pened to come to the house of Rav Ashi. They brought him cheese,
and he ate it. Next they brought him meat, and he ate it without
first washing his hands. The members of Rav Ashi’s household said
to him: But didn’t Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba, teach
only that the meat of birds and cheese may be eaten freely? One
can infer that with regard to the meat of birds and cheese, yes, one
may eat them without washing one’s hands in between, but with
regard to the meat of domesticated animals and cheese, no, one
may not.

Rav Yitzhak said to them: This statement of Agra applies only if
one eats them at night, as one cannot see whether some of the food
of the previous dish still remains on his hands, and he must therefore
wash them. But if one eats by day, I can see that no food remains on
his hands, and consequently there is no need to wash them.

It is taught in a baraita: Beit Shammai say: Between the consump-
tion of meat and milk one must wipe out his mouth, and Beit Hillel

say that he must rinse his mouth. The Gemara asks: What is the

meaning of the word: Wipe [mekaneah], and what is the meaning
of the word: Rinse [mediah]?

If we say that Beit Shammai say that one wipes out his mouth with
solid food and does not need to rinse" his mouth with water, since
they maintain that wiping is more effective than rinsing, and Beit
Hillel say that he rinses™ his mouth in water and does not need to
wipe his mouth, as rinsing is more effective, one can respond: But
as for that which Rabbi Zeira said: Wiping of the mouth can be
performed only with bread, in accordance with whose opinion is
it? It is apparently in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai,
since Beit Hillel do not require wiping. Yet, it is unlikely that Rabbi
Zeira would rule in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai
rather than Beit Hillel.

Rather, one must explain the dispute as follows: Beit Shammai
say that one wipes his mouth after eating meat and does not need
to rinse his mouth as well, and Beit Hillel say that in addition to
wiping one must also rinse. This interpretation is difficult as well,
since if so, this constitutes one of the disputes between them that
involve leniencies of Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel,
and consequently, let the tanna of tractate Eduyyot teach it along-
side the other disputes listed there that involve leniencies of Beit
Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel.

Rather, one must interpret their statements as follows: Beit Sham-
mai say that one wipes his mouth after eating meat, and the same
is true of rinsing, i.e., one must rinse his mouth as well. And Beit
Hillel say that one rinses his mouth, and the same is true of wiping.
And one Sage said one statement and one Sage said another
statement, and they do not disagree.

§ After citing Rabbi Zeira’s statement tangentially, the Gemara
discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Zeira says: Wiping of the mouth
can be performed only with bread. The Gemara explains: And this
statement applies only to bread prepared from wheat flour. But
with regard to bread prepared from barley flour, one may not use
it for wiping, as barley bread crumbles in the mouth and does not

wipe thoroughly.

NOTES

Beit Shammai say that one wipes and does not need
to rinse — My w3 N'71 Mapn DN XY 13 The early
commentaries dlsagree about whether wiping or rinsing is
a more effective method of cleansing one’s mouth. Some
write that wiping is preferable, and therefore Beit Sham-
mai maintain that once one has already wiped there is
no further need for rinsing. Conversely, Beit Hillel rule that
cleansing thoroughly with wiping is unnecessary; rather,
it is enough merely to rinse one’s mouth (Rashi). Others
contend that rinsing is a more thorough procedure than
wiping. Accordingly, Beit Shammai maintain that wiping
one’s mouth is sufficient, whereas Beit Hillel rule that only
rinsing is effective. Admittedly, according to this interpre-
tation the Gemara could have raised the same difficulty
here as it does afterward, that this case should have been
listed alongside the other leniencies of Beit Shammai and
stringencies of Beit Hillel, but it did not do so, as in any case
the Gemara raises a difficulty from Rabbi Zeira's statement
(Tosafot).

Wipes...rinses — mapn...m»1: Most of the early commen-
taries maintain that both wiping and rinsing refer to one’s
mouth (Ritva; see Rashi and Tosafot). Others claim that
wiping refers to the mouth and rinsing applies to the hands
(Ra'ah). The Rosh Yosef contends that this is the Rambam’s
opinion, and the Hatam Sofer claims that it is the opinion
of Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar.
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