What is the logic behind nxan "n10'x, those items/foods from which one may not derive
benefit?
Chullin 114b

Jewish law not only forbids cooking meat and milk together, or consuming a cooked mixture, but
even deriving benefit - such as feeding one’s animals or making money - off a mixture of milk
and meat. While the Gemara from Chullin 114b and on will discuss this issue for a while -
moving from universal reasons to reasons that are particular to the prohibition of milk and meat
per se - in this shiur we will try to offer an overall logic for the notion that an item would
prohibited not only for consumption but for deriving benefit.
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And | have derived only that meat cooked in milk is prohibited with regard to consumption; from
where do | derive that it is also prohibited with regard to benefit? It is derived in accordance with
the statement of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Elazar says: Wherever it is
stated, “He shall not eat,” or “you,” in the singular, “shall not eat,” or “you,” in the plural, “shall
not eat,” both a prohibition against eating and a prohibition against deriving benefit are
indicated. This is so unless the verse specifies for you that one may derive benéefit, in the
manner that it specified for you with regard to an animal carcass, from which the verse explicitly
permits one to derive benefit, as it states: “You may sell it to a foreigner” (Deuteronomy 14:21).
Accordingly, one may provide such meat to a gentile resident alien in Eretz Yisrael by giving it to
him as a gift, and to any other gentile by sale...
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Wherever the Torah states: "Do not eat," "You shall not eat," "They shall not eat," or "It shall not
be eaten," the intent is that it is forbidden both to partake of or benefit from the forbidden entity
unless:
a) a verse explicitly states otherwise, as it does with regard to a nevelah [Deuteronomy 14:21]:
"Give it to the stranger in your gate and he shall partake of it," or with regard to forbidden fat
[Leviticus 7:24]: "You may use it for any task"; or
b) the Oral Law states explicitly that it is permitted to benefit from it, as is the case with
regarding to teeming animals, swarming animals, blood, a limb from a living animal, and the gid
hanesheh. For according to the Oral Tradition, it is permitted to benefit from all these prohibited
entities, even though it is forbidden to partake of them.
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And the answer to this is that milk and meat are prohibited from benefit because the
Torah prohibited them for consumption, as we explained that every prohibition of eating
is also a prohibition of deriving benefit until the Torah specifies otherwise. And there is
not one verse prohibiting eating and another prohibiting benefit. Rather, they are one
united issue called the prohibition of meat and milk...
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Hizkiya said: From where is it derived in the mishna that it is prohibited to derive benefit from
leavened bread on Passover? As it is stated: “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” (Exodus
13:3). Since the verse uses the passive, it should be understood as follows: There shall be no
permitted consumption of it at all, even deriving benefit, as benefit could be exchanged for
money, which could be used to buy food. The Gemara reads precisely: The reason deriving
benefit is prohibited is that the Merciful One writes in the Torah: “Leavened bread shall not be
eaten.” Had the Torah not written: “Shall not be eaten,” and instead used the active form: You
shall not eat, | would have said that the prohibition of eating is implied but that the prohibition of
deriving benefit is not implied.
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The Gemara comments: And this conclusion disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as
Rabbi Abbahu said that wherever it is stated: “It shall not be eaten,” “You, singular, shall not
eat,” or “You, plural, shall not eat,” both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving
benefit are implied, unless the verse specifies that one may benéefit, in the manner that it
specified with regard to an unslaughtered animal carcass.
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Since we read “it shall not be eaten” it sounds like there should not be a permission that would
ultimately cause any eating, and generally benefit leads to eating because one buys food with
the money (derived from selling the forbidden item).
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“Chametz shall not be eaten” - it shall have no permissibility of eating. See Rashi’s explanation.
And in my humble opinion, “it shall not be eaten” sounds like even by dogs. And it explains that



it is because of benefit. And this is the case for all types of benefit. And in this manner, R.
Shimon expounded in Menachot (101b) (in explaining why a stoned ox and the like should not
conduct ritual impurity as food) from “all found that is eaten” - meaning food that you may feed
to others, which leaves out those items that are prohibited from benéefit...
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The rabbis of Caesarea, Rabbi Abbahu in the name of Rebbi Johanan: Nowhere do you
understand a prohibition of usufruct included in the prohibition of eating if it is written do not eat,
do not eat. It may not be eaten (f.). it may not be eaten (m.), you understand a prohibition of
usufruct included in the prohibition of eating. The paradigm for all cases is *Lev. 6:23.: Any
purification offering of whose blood was brought into the Tent of Meeting to purify the sanctuary
shall not be eaten, in fire it shall be burned...
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The Gemara relates: One of the Sages sat before Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani, and he sat and
said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: From where is it derived with regard to all the
prohibitions in the Torah that just as it is prohibited to eat them, so too, it is prohibited to benefit
from them? And what are the prohibited objects to which this statement refers? They are

leavened bread on Passover and an ox that is stoned...
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...As it is written: “And no sin-offering, of which any of the blood is brought into the Tent of
Meeting to make atonement in the sacred place, shall be eaten; it shall be burnt with fire”
(Leviticus 6:23).
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As there is no need for the verse to state: “It shall be burnt with fire”; And for what purpose then
does the verse state: “It shall be burnt with fire*? If it does not apply to the subject matter itself in
its context, as it is already written: “And Moshe diligently inquired about the goat of the
sin-offering, and, behold, it was burnt” (Leviticus 10:16), apply it to the matter of all the
prohibitions in the Torah.
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And if it does not apply to the matter of the prohibition against eating, as the prohibition against
eating these items has already been mentioned, apply it to the matter of the prohibition of
deriving benefit.
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..Regarding all prohibitions like the stoned ox - that the owners did not guard, to the extent that
they are liable to death in the hands of Heaven; and chametz that they did not remove from the
world - where a transgression was don with them, and it is written “it shall not be eaten” (in
passive voice), then it is prohibited for benefit. But when it comes to creepy crawlers and fruit of
a tree in its first three years, they are not in this category, as no transgression has been done
with them - they should be permissible for benefit. And this is right.
Since this is so, the reasoning of R. Yirmiya in the Yerushalmi who said that the chametz of a
non-Jews is permissible for benefit during Pesach is understood: because a Jew is not
commanded to destroy it, and then it is like all other prohibitions, which are only barred from
eating, and we cannot learn from these other verses. Long after | wrote this, | found it written in
the Ra’avad in his commentary to the Sifra (also known as Torat Kohanim), and | was happy
that he wrote about this a bit.
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...R. Yehuda ben Kolonymus prohibited throwing chametz into an ownerless place, for we see in
Temura that every item prohibited for benefit requires burial. And he brings proof from the
Yerushalmi - [once one may no longer eat chametz] one may not feed chametz - even to dogs.
What does this refer to? If it's for one’s own dog, this is already outlawed as benefit. It must
even refer to other dogs (where the issue is not benefit; rather the item itself must be destroyed.
The Yerushalmi then concludes that one may not even feed the chametz to an ownerless dog).
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And these are the items that are burned: Leavened bread on Passover shall be burned. And the
same halakha applies to ritually impure teruma. And with regard to the fruit that grows on a tree
during the three years after it was planted [or/a], and diverse kinds of food crops sown in a
vineyard, those items whose appropriate manner of destruction is to be burned, e.g., foods,
shall be burned; and those items whose appropriate manner of destruction is to be buried, e.g.,
liquids, shall be buried. And one may ignite a fire with bread and with oil of impure teruma, even
though the priest derives benefit from that fire. And with regard to all sacrificial animals that


https://yerushalmi.alhatorah.org/Pesachim/9

were slaughtered with the intent to sacrifice or consume them beyond their designated time or
outside their designated place, those animals shall be burned.



