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Overview

Halacha Highlight

Siman 467 Seif 11:

If a split kernel of wheat is found in dough or a baked mat-
zah one should remove a removable amount and the re-
mainder is permitted. Another authority prohibits the entire
dough or matzah and one should follow that opinion unless
it is a circumstance of great loss or a pressing circumstance.
And this is the custom during Pesach to prohibit the marzah
that contained the kernel and to permit the others whether it
was found baked in a matzah or a raw matzah since we as-
sume that since it was found here it must have originated
from here. If it is found in dough the entire dough is prohib-
ited. This is true during Pesach but before Pesach only a re-
movable amount is prohibited and this is the custom.

R/

< We would be stringent if the kernel softened even though
it didn’t split. However, this is true as far as eating is
concerned but when facing a financial loss one could be
lenient and derive benefit from the food after removing
a removable part. (M.B. 45)
< Even though the dough is cold the concern is that while
kneading some of the taste was spread to its surround-
ing area. (M.B. 46)
< While kneading the dough becomes warmed and then
the water in the dough transports that taste throughout
the dough. (M.B. 47)
< If the kernel was merely softened but did not split it is
possible that one may be lenient in the face of a finan-
cial loss. (M.B. 48)
< It should say: max Nnws 12 x3mw and Rema means
that it doesn’t matter whether the kernel was found after
the matzah was baked or whether it was found after the
dough was shaped, in both cases we assume that it ap-
peared now rather than assume it was in the large pile
of dough so that it should be prohibited. If the kernel is
filled with liquid so that it is obvious that it was in the wa-
ter of the dough, the entire dough is prohibited. Howev-
er, if it is possible that the kernel became wet from an-
other source and then fell into the matzah one can make
that assumption since assumptions can be made regard-
less of whether they generate a stringency or a leniency
and it is not even considered an uncertainty. If one cut
dough into a number of pieces and gave those pieces to
others and then he discovers a kernel of grain in his
dough all of the other pieces of dough are prohibited.
Other authorities maintain that even in this case there is
room for leniency since it may have fallen into the dough
now and even if it fell previously, perhaps it never leav-
ened. When facing a financial loss one may rely on the
lenient position. Some authorities write that this applies

Discovering grain in dough

Mishnah Berurah Siman 467 Seif Koton 49
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Someone who had dough and cut from it

Mishnah Berurah (v7n pro) addresses a circumstance in
which one has a large quantity of dough which he cuts into
smaller pieces, giving away those pieces and retaining only
one for himself. After distributing the pieces he discovers a
kernel of grain in the dough he kept for himself. The Aalacha
in this case is that all of the pieces of dough that were distrib-
uted to others are prohibited. The reasoning is based on the
concern that perhaps the kernel of grain was present even
before the other pieces of dough were removed and distrib-
uted to others. Even though other pieces were removed and
normally we do not prohibit items that already moved to a
different location (01pnY DIPNN NNON PPINN PN), in this case
we are concerned that the kernel of grain was there before
the other items were removed (N1DON 1PINN Y15 WD).

The principle that once something prohibited was discovered
we have to be concerned that it was there previously,
Tosafos (myn n77 .2 N1) explains is limited to sacred items
(@wp) and ferumah. Regarding non-sacred items we
presume that if it was previously permitted it was likely per-
mitted until the last possible moment and the change hap-
pened just before the discovery (NIPYNRT  NpIN).
Consequently, Shev Shemeita (079 » nnnynw) asks why in
this case the other pieces of dough are prohibited. Since this
dough is neither sacred nor ferumah we should assume that
the prohibited item, the kernel of grain, fell into the dough
right before it was discovered and the other pieces of dough
that were previously distributed should be permitted. He an-
swers that it would seem that Chazal were stringent concern-
ing chometz in accordance with the high standards normally
reserved for sacred items. Pri Megadim (0 pro nN)
suggests that since chometz prohibits a mixture even if a mi-
nute quantity of chomefz is added the original presumption
is not so strong since it is not known that kernel of grain was
not there in the first place and thus it is likely that what was
just discovered was present all along (xnwnT NPN).

when the kernel is split but if it merely softened there is
more room for leniency. If the liquid around the cab-
bage in which a kernel of grain was found does not cov-
er the cabbage, the cabbage is permitted since it is not
considered kavush, it is merely salted and prohibits only
the place where it was found and the remainder is per-
mitted as mentioned by Rema in se/f 14. (M.B. 49)




