We do not decree a second decree upon the first - n2'ta 2y anrma i )X - Chullin 104a-b

The Gemara in Chullin 104a-b discusses that principle that the rabbis do not add a second
decree on top of a first decree. What is the logic behind this? And is it always true?
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The mishna teaches further: And it is prohibited to place any meat with cheese on one table.
Rav Yosef said: Conclude from this clause that eating the meat of birds cooked in milk is
prohibited by Torah law. As, if it enters your mind that the prohibition against eating it applies
merely by rabbinic law, this would be because the consumption of the meat of birds cooked in
milk is itself a rabbinic decree, lest one come to eat the meat of an animal in milk. And would we
decree against placing birds together with cheese on one table due to the possibility of
consumption, which is itself a decree? The Sages do not enact one decree to prevent the
violation of another decree.
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The Gemara asks: And from where do you say that we do not issue one rabbinic decree to
prevent violation of another rabbinic decree? The source is as we learned in a mishna (Halla
4:8): Halla from outside of Eretz Yisrael, which must be eaten by a priest,
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may be eaten with a non-priest present at the same table. The Sages did not issue a decree
prohibiting this lest the non-priest partake of the halla, as the separation of halla outside of Eretz
Yisrael is itself a rabbinic decree. This proves that the Sages do not issue one decree to prevent
violation of another decree. And similarly, halla from outside of Eretz Yisrael may be given to
any priest that one wishes, even an uneducated priest who would not guard its state of ritual
purity. This is in contrast to halla from Eretz Yisrael, which may be given only to priests who
observe the halakhot of ritual purity.
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Granted, your inference would be valid if the mishna in tractate Halla
had taught us this with regard to halla from outside of Eretz Yisrael that had been brought into
Eretz Yisrael. As in that case, there could be reason to decree against eating it while a
non-priest is at the same table, despite the fact that the non-priest eating it is prohibited only by
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rabbinic law, due to the concern that one might come to eat halla from Eretz Yisrael, which is
prohibited to the non-priest by Torah law, at the same table as a non-priest; and yet we do not
decree against this practice. If so, there would be grounds to learn from this mishna that the
Sages do not issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree.
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But the mishna actually teaches this halakha with regard to halla from outside of Eretz Yisrael
that remains there. It therefore proves nothing about compound decrees, as it can be claimed
that the practice is permitted only because there is no reason to decree. Since by Torah law the
obligation of halla does not apply outside of Eretz Yisrael, there is no chance that such behavior
will lead to transgression of Torah law. But here, if you permit one to place the meat of birds and
cheese on the same table, some might come to place the meat of domesticated animals and
cheese on a single table and to eat this meat cooked in milk, thereby transgressing a prohibition
by Torah law.
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There because there is no reason to decree: note that we do not remove terumah from Eretz
Yisrael to other countries, and produce from Eretz Yisrael that exit from there are exempt, like R.
Akiva at the beginning of the second chapter of Tractate Challah.
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You shall keep My charge not to engage in any of the abhorrent practices that were carried on
before you, and you shall not defile yourselves through them: | the ETERNAL am your God.

N> Ninar 4

SRNNYNYT NRYN 1YY — "RNNYN NX DDA 1NN DK K102 1N
Rav Kahana said that the prohibition of secondary forbidden relationships (which are
rabbinically prohibited) is alluded to from here, in the verse stated at the conclusion of the
verses discussing the halakhot of forbidden relationships: “Therefore shall you protect
[ushmartem] My prized possession [mishmarti], that you do not any of these abominable
customs” (Leviticus 18:30). This means: Establish a safeguard [mishmeret] for My prized
possession.
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Mar Zutra said (that an allusion to the obligation to mark graves so that people can avoid
impurity is found in the verse) “Thus you shall separate the children of Israel from their impurity”
(Leviticus 15:31), which indicates that people must be warned to stay away from that which
could cause them to become ritually impure. Rav Ashi said it is derived from the verse: “And you
shall keep My charge” (Leviticus 18:30), which means that you must establish a safeguard for
My charge, i.e., protective measures must be enacted to prevent people from transgressing
halakha, a task that includes distancing people from ritual impurity by marking off graves, so that
they not come to convey ritual impurity to teruma or other consecrated items.
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In a few places it says: It itself is a decree, and we will come and establish a decree upon a
decree? In the first chapter of Tractate Shabbat and the second chapter and the beginning of
Beitzah. And here we need to bring proof regarding the decree of placement because of a
concern for eating. And there are also places where we actually do place a decree upon another
decree, and we are unconcerned. One should not compare rabbinic decrees to one another
unless the Talmud itself does so.
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Mishnah: With regard to an egg that was laid on a Festival (Eduyyot 4:1), Beit Shammai say: It
may be eaten even on that day, and Beit Hillel say: It may not be eaten...
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The Gemara proceeds to explain other interpretations of the mishna. Rav Yosef said: An egg
laid by a chicken designated for food is prohibited for a different reason: It is a decree due to
fruits that fall from a tree (Eiruvin 39b). Fruits that fall from a tree on Shabbat or a Festival may
not be eaten, and the same applies to eggs that emerge from a chicken.
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: With regard to fruits that fall, what in fact is the reason that the Sages
prohibited them?
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It is a decree lest one climb the tree and pick the fruit, as this would constitute the prohibited
labor of harvesting. If so, the prohibition against eating fruit is itself due to a decree. And will we
arise and issue a decree to prevent violation of another decree? Rav Yosef responded: That is
not so; rather, when the Sages issued the initial decree, they enacted the prohibitions against



both fruit that fall and a laid egg, as all the prohibitions are components of one decree. In other
words, the similar cases of the fruit and the egg were both included in the original decree.
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Rabbi Yitzhak said a different reason: An egg that was laid on a Festival is prohibited as a
decree due to liquids that seeped from the fruit (Eiruvin 39b), which is prohibited on that day.
The legal status of an egg that was laid on a Festival is like that of liquids that seeped from a
fruit on a Festival.
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Abaye said to him: With regard to liquid that seeped from fruit, what is the reason that the Sages
prohibited it? It is a decree lest one purposely squeeze the fruit, and thereby perform the
prohibited labor of threshing. However, the prohibition against consuming this juice is itself a
rabbinic decree. And will we arise and issue a decree to prevent violation of another decree?
Rabbi Yitzhak replied: All the prohibitions are components of one decree. When the Sages
prohibited this juice, they banned the eating of an egg laid on a Festival for the same reason, as
the actions are similar.
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When a pot is removed from the fire on Shabbat eve it may be insulated in materials that
preserve its heat, but not in materials that increase its heat. Raising the temperature of a pot is
tantamount to cooking. The mishnayot that follow list those materials in which such a pot may
be insulated on Shabbat eve and those materials in which it may not be insulated.
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...And know that the insulation that it discusses, where some materials of forbidden and others
are permitted, refers to erev Shabbat (=Friday before Shabbat), but on Shabbat, they did not
permit insulation of anything hot, but only of something cold, as will be explained in this chapter.
And one would have thought that insulation in materials that do not increase heat would be
permitted even on Shabbat, but they forbade them as a decree, lest one insulate with embers



which is hot ashes, and insulating with hot ashes is a decree out of our fear that it may have a
small coal within it, and when one moves the ashes, one will stir the coals. And therefore they
did not permit any insulation on Shabt even in material that merely preserves heat out of decree
regarding embers, which itself is out of a decree lest one stir coals.
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And you may question based on the principle that we have that we do not add one decree to
another: but that refers to one the beit din (=court) made one decree and then later they wish to
make another decree to safeguard the first one. This is something that we do not do. If,
however, the two decrees emerged at the same time, they may do so. And this is something
that is often done, and this is what is meant by what they say, “It is all one decree,” i.e., whoever
made this decree saw that this decree would not stand without another decree that would
strengthen it and support it. Therefore, they decreed both together.

For practical halacha concerning hatmanah (insulating food), see here:
https://www.koltorah.org/halachah/hatmanah-and-crockpots-by-rabbi-chaim-jachter
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We do not knead dough with dairy products, lest one come to eat it with meat. And if one did so,
the entire bread is forbidden even to eat on its own. But if is was a small dough that could be
eaten in one bite, or one changed the shape of the bread so that it would be recognizable so
that one would not eat meat with it, it is permissible...
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Even to eat it one its own - a decree lest one come to eat it with meat...And even though it is
only a rabbinic prohibition, at any rate, this is not a decree on a decree because it is so easy to
make this mistake, because bread is such a staple, and people eat it with meat, milk and
spices...



