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Rabbi Ariel Rackovsky

1. Talmud Bavli Masechet Berachot 35b-
אֶלָּא,סָעֵיד!לָאחַמְרָאדְּסָעֵידהוּאנהֲַמָא—וְגוֹ׳״יסְִעָדאֱנוֹשׁלְבַבוְלֶחֶםאֱנוֹשׁלְבַבישְַׂמַּח״וְייַןִוְהָכְתִיב:כְּלָל?!סָעֵידוּמִי

קָבְעִילָאבְּרָכוֹת!שָׁלֹשׁעֲלֵיהּנבְָרֵיךְהָכִיאִימְשַׂמַּח.לָאשַׂמּוֹחֵיסָעֵיד,מִסְעָדנהֲַמָאוּמְשַׂמַּח.סָעֵידתַּרְתֵּי:בֵּיהּאִיתחַמְרָא
אֵלִיּהָוּלִכְשֶׁיּבָאֹלֵיהּ:אָמַרמַאי?סְעוֹדְתֵּיהּעִלָּוֵיהּקָבַעאִילְרָבָא:יצְִחָקבַּרנחְַמָןרַבלֵיהּאֲמַרעִלָּוֵיהּ.סְעוֹדְתַּייְהוּאִינשֵָׁי
אָדָם.כׇּלאֵצֶלדַּעְתּוֹבָּטְלָהמִיהָאהַשְׁתָּאקְבִיעוּתָא.הָוֵיאִיוְיאֹמַר

Again, the Gemara asks: Does wine satisfy one at all? Isn’t it written: “Wine gladdens
the heart of man, making the face brighter than oil, and bread fills man’s heart”
(Psalms 104:15); bread is that which satisfies, wine does not satisfy. Rather, this verse
is not a proof; wine has two advantages, it satisfies and gladdens. Bread, however,
satisfies but does not gladden. Since wine possesses all of these virtues, the Gemara
asks: If so, let us recite the three blessings of Grace after Meals over it after
drinking, just as we do after eating bread. The Gemara answers: People do not base
their meals on wine. Rav Naḥman bar Yitzḥak said to Rava: If one based his meal on
it, what is the ruling? Must he recite the Grace after Meals as he does after bread?
He replied: When Elijah comes and says whether or not it can serve as the basis for
a meal, this will be resolved. Nevertheless, now, until then, his intention is rendered
irrelevant by the opinions of all other men and he is not required to recite the
complete Grace after Meals.

2. Talmud Bavli Masechet Shabbat 144b-
לְרַברָבָאלֵיהּאֲמַרמְנחֵַם.בַּרמְנשְַּׁיאָבֵּיתכְּשֶׁלהֲלָכָהנחְַמָן:רַבאָמַרבְּרִמּוֹניִם.סוֹחֲטִיןהָיוּמְנחֵַםבַּרמְנשְַּׁיאָבֵּיתשֶׁל

כִּמְנשְַּׁיאָדְּסָבַרוּמִשּׁוּםמְנחֵַם,בֶּןמְנשְַּׁיאָכְּשֶׁללַהּדְּסָבַרתַּנּאָהַאיכִּיהֲלָכָהתֵּימָאוְכִיהוּא?!תַּנּאָמְנחֵַםבֶּןמְנשְַּׁיאָנחְַמָן:
קִדֵּשׁ,אוֹמֵר:אֱלִיעֶזרֶרַבִּיבַּכֶּרֶם,קוֹצִיםהַמְקַיּיֵםדִּתְנןַ:אִין,דְּעָלְמָא?רוּבָּאהָוֵימְנחֵַםבֶּןמְנשְַּׁיאָכְּמוֹתוֹ?הֲלָכָהמְנחֵַםבֶּן

בַּעֲרַבְיאָשֶׁכֵּן—אֱלִיעֶזרֶדְּרַבִּיטַעְמָאמַאיחֲניִנאָ:רַבִּיוְאָמַרמְקַיּיְמִין.שֶׁכָּמוֹהוּדָּבָראֶלָּאמְקַדֵּשׁאֵינוֹאוֹמְרִים:וַחֲכָמִים
כִּדְרַבטַעְמָא,הַייְנוּאֶלָּאאָדָם!כׇּלאֵצֶלדַּעְתּוֹבָּטְלָה—הָכָאאַתְרָא,דַּעֲרַבְיאָאִירְיאָ?מִידֵּילִגְמַלֵּיהֶם.שָׂדוֹתקוֹצֵימְקַיּיְמִין
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ניִנהְוּ?סְחִיטָהבְּניֵלָאווְהָאמַרְאֶה.בְּשִׁינּוּיהַמִּקְוֶהאֶתפּוֹסְלִין—בְּמִקְוֶהוּנתְָנןָשֶׁסְּחָטָןתְּרָדִיןחִסְדָּא:רַבדְּאָמַרחִסְדָּא.
מַשְׁקֶה.לְהוּהָווּדְּאַחְשְׁבִינהְוּ,כֵּיוָןנמֵָי:הָכָאמַשְׁקֶה,לְהוּהָווּדְּאַחְשְׁבִינהְוּ,כֵּיוָן—לְמֵימַרלָךְאִיתמַאיאֶלָּא

It was taught in the baraita cited above that people from the house of Menashya bar
Menaḥem would squeeze pomegranates on weekdays. This indicates that it is
typical for people to squeeze pomegranates, and therefore it is prohibited to do so
on Shabbat. Rav Naḥman said: The halakha is in accordance with the practice of the
people from the house of Menashya bar Menaḥem. In other words, squeezing
pomegranates is considered typical, and therefore it is prohibited on Shabbat. Rava
said to Rav Naḥman: Is Menashya ben Menaḥem a tanna that you say the halakha is
in accordance with his opinion? And if you say that Rav Naḥman meant that the
halakha is in accordance with this tanna, who held in accordance with the practice
of the people from the house of Menashya ben Menaḥem, there is still room to ask:
Does it make sense that because he held in accordance with the practice of the
people from the house of Menashya ben Menaḥem, the halakha is in accordance
with his opinion? Does Menashya ben Menaḥem constitute the majority of the
world? Since most people do not squeeze pomegranates, the practice of the people
from the house of Menashya ben Menaḥem should be irrelevant relative to the
typical practice of others. Rav Naḥman answered: Yes, in cases of this kind, halakhic
rulings are based even on practices that are not universal, as we learned in a mishna
that addresses the prohibition of diverse kinds, particularly forbidden food crops in
a vineyard. With regard to one who maintains thorns in a vineyard, Rabbi Eliezer
says: He rendered the crops a forbidden mixture of food crops in a vineyard. And
the Rabbis say: Only a crop that people typically maintain renders a vineyard
forbidden. And Rabbi Ḥanina said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer? Because in Arabia they maintain the thorns of the fields to feed them to
their camels. There, thorns are treated as a bona fide crop. According to this
opinion, since thorns are maintained in one place, they are considered to be
significant everywhere. The same reasoning applies to the issue of juicing
pomegranates. The Gemara rejects this answer: Is this comparable? Arabia is a
place, and a custom practiced in an entire country is significant. Here, with regard
to the practice of the house of Menashya bar Menaḥem, who was an individual, his
opinion is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all other men. Rather, this is the
reason for Rav Naḥman’s statement: It is in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Ḥisda,as Rav Ḥisda said: In the case of beets that one squeezed and then placed
their juice in a ritual bath, the juice invalidates the ritual bath if it causes a change
of appearance. Any liquid that causes the water of a ritual bath to change color
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invalidates the ritual bath. Rav Ḥisda elaborated: Aren’t beets typically not
designated for squeezing? Rather, what have you to say? Since he ascribed it
significance, it is considered a liquid. Here, too, with regard to pomegranates, since
he ascribed it significance, it is considered a liquid. Even if one person ascribes
significance to a liquid, it assumes for him the status of a liquid and is prohibited on
Shabbat.

3. Commentary of Ritva to Talmud Bavli Masechet Shabbat 144b
אדםבנידרךשאיןכיוןלכךיסחוטשמאלחוששלאהיההדיןדשורתאדם...אלאכלאצלדעתובטלההכאאבל

משקה,לשםלהוסחיטדילמאנמיבהאיכןחיישינןלסחוטנוהגיםמנשיאבןמנחםבית]ד[שלכיוןאבלכן,לעשות
מיעוטא…מנחםביתדשלואע"גלכךלחושהואראויהאדלגבי

But here, his preferences are insignificant compared to prevalent
pratice…according to the strict law one would not need to be concerned about
squeezing pomegranates, as it is not the practice of most people to do so. However,
since the house of Menashya bar Menaḥem do squeeze pomegranates for their
juice, we must be concerned lest we are squeezing them for their juices as well,
even though the house of Menashya was a minority…

The Pesach Connection

4. Talmud Bavli Masechet Pesachim 21b-
זמְַנּוֹ.לְאַחַראֲפִילּוּבַּהֲנאָָהמוּתָּר—זמְַנּוֹקוֹדֶםחֲרָכוֹרָבָא:דְּאָמַר

As Rava said: If one charred leavened bread before its time, it is permitted to derive
benefit from it even after its time, since it no longer has the legal status of leavened
bread.

5. Commentary of Tosafot to Talmud Bavli Masechet Pesachim 21b-
דפתדומיאשריהוילאאחרדבעניןלכלבמלאכולשנפסלוכגון-זמנולאחראףבהנאהמותרזמנוקודםחרכו

טו:(:)דףבפ"קשעיפשה
It was cinged before its time of biur hametz - he is allowed to derive benefit even
after the time - For example, that is disqualified from being eaten by a dog, that in
any other manner - this would not be allowed (to derive benefit). This is similar to
the case of bread that became spoiled cited in the first chapter of Pesachim (15B).

6. Commentary of Rosh to Talmud Bavli Masechet Pesachim 2:1-
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לאחראףבהנאתומותרזמנוקודםחרכורבאדאמרוכדרבאזמנוקודםשחרכוצריכאלאפשיטאבהנאתו…ומותר
אכילהנמיהדיןדהואהנאהדוקאלאולומרשרוציםיששעיפשה.דפתדומיאלכלבמלאכולשנפסלוכגוןזמנו.

אסור.ליהקאכילדאיהוכיוןמ"מאדםכלאצלהאוכלדעתדבטלהדאע"פמסתברולאהוא.בעלמאדעפרא
…”One is allowed to benefit.” This seems obvious. However, it is necessary in a case
where the leaven was burned before its time of prohibition, in accordance with the
view of Rava, who said that if the Chametz had been destroyed before its time of
prohibition, it would still be permitted to derive benefit from it even after the time
it became prohibited. For example, if it was no longer fit to be eaten even by a dog,
like bread that became moldy.
There are those who wish to permit eating such products, and not just deriving
benefit from them, because this is akin to mere dust. This opinion is illogical. Even if
one were to say that it is not considered food because most people would not eat
such an item, here, since he is eating it, it is clear that it is prohibited for him
[because he considers it food].

7. Commentary of Rabbeinu Nissim to Dapei HaRif Masechet Pesachim 5b-
שיצאכיוןשרינמיבאכילהדאפילוהואבדיןבהנאתומותרזמנו.…ודאמרי'אחרבהנאתומותרזמנוקודםחרכו

אכילדאפי'בהנאתודמותרלישנאנקטחרוךבלחםאכילהדרךשאיןלפיאלאחמץאיסורבושיחולקודםפתמתורת
מיניה…דמיתהניאלאהיאאכילהלאוליה

Those who say that it is permitted to derive benefit from this product, should also
maintain that it is permitted to consume it as well, since it lost its status as bread
before the hour bread became prohibited. However, since no one eats burnt bread,
the language chosen focused on permissibility of benefit rather than consumption,
because even if someone were to eat this, it would not be considered eating- only
that a person is deriving benefit from it.

8. Talmud Bavli Masechet Shevuot 24a
פטורעפרואכלאוכלשלאשבועהרבאדאמרכדרבאאלא

Rather, do not distinguish between the former and the latter clauses of the mishna
based on whether he specifies what he is eating. In both cases he takes an oath not
to eat, without specifying. In the case where he eats something inedible, he is
exempt, in accordance with that which Rava says, as Rava says that if one said: On
my oath I will not eat, and he ate dirt, he is exempt, since eating an inedible
substance is not considered to be eating. Eating non-kosher meat is considered to
be eating; for that reason, the latter clause of the mishna states that one is liable for
doing so if he took an oath not to eat. The oath takes effect with regard to the
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non-kosher items because, as Rabbi Yoḥanan noted, it includes items that would
otherwise be permitted.

9. Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 442:9
לכלבראוישאינועדונחרך(ר"ן)(זמנוקודם)באשששרפואוהכלבמאכילתונפסלאיסורוזמןקודםשנתעפשחמץ
בפסח:לקיימומותרבטיטאותווטחלישיבהשייחדואו

Hametz that became spoiled before the time it would be forbidden (to derive
benefit) and it became disqualified from dog consumption, or it was burned before
its time, and it was singed until it would not be appropriate for dog consumption, or
it was dedicated for sitting upon and it was plastered with tar, one is allowed to
keep it on Pesach.

10. Commentary of Mishneh Berurah to Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 442-
שאינהדאכילהואע"גהפסחאחרעדמדרבנןאסורבאכילהאבלבהנאהדמותרוה"ה-בפסחלקיימומותר)מג(

אחשביה…דהאאסורלאכולרוצהשהואכיוןמ"מלכלנפסלדהאהיאראויה
It is permitted to maintain the Chametz in one’s possession during Pesach.
Correspondingly, it is permitted to benefit from the Chametz. On the other hand, to
eat this product is forbidden by Rabbinical law, until after Pesach. Although this
would be abnormal eating, since such Chametz is not fit for any creature to eat, it is
nevertheless forbidden, because when one wishes to eat it he makes it of
consequence as food…

11. Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 442:4
שמותרפיעלאףבווכיוצאהתריא"קהכגוןאדםכלמאכלשאינואוכללאדםמאכלואינוחמץבושנתערבדבר

לאכלו…אסורה"זשהואכלאלאהחמץמןבושאיןואע"פהפסחאחרעדלאכלואסורלקיימו
If an article with which Chametz mixed is not human food at all or it is not food that
all people would eat, such as theriaca and the like, then although it is permitted to
maintain it on one’s possesion during Pesach, it is forbidden for one to eat it until
after Pesach. Even if the mixture contains no more than a slight amount of Chametz
it is nevertheless forbidden to eat it…

12. Commentary of Mishneh Berurah to Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 442
אחשביה:אכלודהואכיוןמ"מלאכילהראוישאינוואף-לאכלואסורלקיימושמותראע"פ)כא(

(21) Although it is permitted to maintain it, it is forbidden to eat it. Although the
mixture is not suitable to be eaten, which is why one may retain it, it is nevertheless
forbidden to eat it, since by eating it one makes it of consequence.
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Istenis

13. Mishnah Masechet Berachot Chapter 2 Mishnah 6
כָּלכִשְׁאָראֵיניִלָהֶם,אָמַרלִרְחץֹ.אָסוּרשֶׁאָבֵלרַבֵּנוּ,לִמַּדְתָּנוּ,לֹאתַלְמִידָיו,לוֹאָמְרוּאִשְׁתּוֹ.שֶׁמֵּתָההָרִאשׁוֹןלַילְָהרָחַץ
אָניִ:אִסְטְניִסאָדָם,

The mishna relates another episode portraying unusual conduct by Rabban Gamliel.
He bathed on the first night after his wife died. His students said to him: Have you
not taught us, our teacher, that a mourner is prohibited to bathe?He answered
them: I am not like other people, I am delicate [istenis]. For me, not bathing causes
actual physical distress, and even a mourner need not suffer physical distress as
part of his mourning.

14. Commentary of Rashi to Talmud Bavli Masechet Berachot 16b
אניאסטניסטעמאכדאמררחץהואברחיצהאסורשאבלואע"פביוםבוונקברה–אשתושמתההראשוןלילהרחץ
ומפונק:מעונגאדםוהוא

And she was buried on the same day; even though a mourner is prohibited from
washing, he did so anyway because he was of delicate constitution, sought pleasure
and/or was accustomed to being pampered.

15. Commentary of Tosafot to Talmud Bavli Masechet Berachot 16b
איתאיראשולחוףוגםתענוגמשוםאלאאבלובימילרחוץאסורדאינורוחץהיהלאאםצערואיכא-אניאסטניס

נמיולרחוץשבעהתוךלרחוץאבלהליולדתשמואלרבינוהתירוכןשבעהתוךאפי'שריברישיהערבוביאליה
באב…בתשעה

I am delicate-and he would experience physical discomfort if he didn’t wash,
because it is not prohibited to wash during mourning unless it is in a pleasurable
way. It is also permitted to wash one’s hair if it is tangled, even during Shiva.
Rabbeinu Shmuel permitted a post-partum mother in mourning to bathe during
shiva, and also on Tisha B’Av…
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Applicability of Achshevei

16. Responsa Igrot Moshe Yoreh Deah II: 30

ידידימע"כתשכ"ו.שבטכ"גבוכליםלנקותמותראםכלבמאכילתשפגוםמחלבשבאמאלקאהאלשעושיןבבורית
שליט"א.ליווידובערר'הרה"גהנכבד
עסיד,מיניעםהחלבמבשליםשמתחלההואהאלקאהאלעשייתואופןמחלב,שעושיןמאלקאהאלבוריתבדברהנה
עדוגעזמתכותבחתיכותאותומבשליםלאכילהראוישאינוהחלקואתמשם,מסלקיםאדםלאכילתשראויומה

כלים.לנקותזהבבוריתלהשתמשמותראםבע"ח,להרבההמותסםשהואאלקאהאלמזהשנעשה
בפסחיםהרא"שאוסרלכלבמלאכולשנפסלאיסורדברלאכולדרקאיסור,שםבזהרואהאיניהדבראמתאםהנה
שמנקהבזהלאוכלאחשביהשליכאכ"שאחשביה…וא"כמטעםוהואאסור,ליהקאכילדאיהודכיוןמהטעםכ"אדף

זהמאלקאהאלשנעשהבבוריתלנקותלאסוראיןלע"ד]ולכןהכליםלנקותראויאינואוכלכשהואדאדרבההכלים
האלקאהאללעשותכדילפגוםוכ"שלאסור…איןמזהבוריתלצורךהאלקאהאללכתחלהלעשותואפילוהכלים.את

פיינשטייןמשהידידו,איסור.מבטלמצדאיסורבזהשאיןכליםלנקותבוריתלעשות

With regard to a detergent made from alcohol that is derived from fat that is no
longer edible by a dog…

With regard to the matter of detergent made from alcohol derived from fat, in
which the manner the alcohol is manufactured is that the fat is cooked with some
kinds of acid and anything fit for human consumption is removed and that which is
not fit for consumption is cooked with pieces of metal and gas until the alcohol
made from it is poisonous to many animals. Can this be used to clean dishes?
Truthfully, I see no prohibition in this, because the Rosh only prohibits eating
something prohibited that is too repulsive for a dog to eat, because of the fact that
this person is eating it after all. This is because his choice makes it significant…if so,
certainly in this case, where there is no significance accorded to this food which
cleans dishes, because when it is food, it cannot clean dishes. Therefore, in my
humble opinion, there is no prohibition against cleaning with this detergent that is
made from this alcohol. There is not even a prohibition against making this kind of
alcohol for the purpose of this detergent…
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17. Rav Moshe Feinstein, Igrot Moshe Orach Chaim II:92

שליט"א.גרינבלאטאפריםמוהר"רהרה"גאהוביידידימע"כניתוח...לרפאותחמוץחששיששאוליברפואה

לרפאותשהואמכיוןהנהחמץחששאיזהשםישאוליחוששואתהבפסחגםליקחצריךשאתההרפואהובדבר
קודםנבטלדכברחששאיןסכנהבלאאףובעצםחמץודאיהיהאםאףליקחשצריךפשוטפנימיבאברשעשוהניתוח
לךאיןולכןלרפואה.נוטליןומאוסיםמריםדבריםדאףלרפואהשלוקחבדברשייךלאואחשביהאוכל,משםהפסח

לרפואה.זהשיהיהיתןוהשי"תהרופאלךשאמרכפיהרפואהותקחלחשושמה

With regard to medical treatments, in which the cure for an operation might lead to
Chametz…

With regard to medicine one needs to take on Pesach as well, and there is a
concern that it might contain some Chametz in it, since it is designed to cure an
internal organ, it is clear that one must take the medicine- and one would be
required to do so even if it contained actual Chametz. In truth, even when there is
no immediate concern for one’s health, there is no problem, because the Chametz
was already nullified before Pesach as it is not considered food. Furthermore, the
notion that something is accorded significance because it is needed or desired
does not apply to medicine, because medicine may be bitter and repulsive.
Therefore, there is nothing to worry about- you should take the medicine as your
doctor prescribed, and God should grant that this will be curative.

Halachah= Happiness

18. Mishneh Torah Hilchot Yesodei Hatorah 4:13
נכְִנסְוּאַרְבָּעָהשֶׁאָמְרוּכְּמוֹפַּרְדֵּסאוֹתוֹקוֹרְאִיןהָרִאשׁוֹניִםשֶׁחֲכָמִיםהֵםהָאֵלּוּמִצְוֹתשֶׁבְּחָמֵשׁאֵלּוּפְּרָקִיםאַרְבָּעָהוְעִניְנְיֵ
בֻּרְיןָ.עַלהַדְּבָרִיםכָּלוּלְהַשִּׂיגלֵידַעכּחַֹבָּהֶןהָיהָכֻּלָּםלֹאהָיוּגְּדוֹלִיםוַחֲכָמִיםהָיוּישְִׂרָאֵלשֶׁגְּדוֹלֵיפִּיעַלוְאַףלַפַּרְדֵּס.

וְכַיּוֹצֵאוְהַמֻּתָּרהָאָסוּרלֵידַעהוּאוּבָשָׂרוְלֶחֶםוּבָשָׂר.לֶחֶםכְּרֵסוֹשֶׁנּתְִמַלֵּאמִיאֶלָּאבַּפַּרְדֵּסלְטַיּלֵרָאוּישֶׁאֵיןאוֹמֵרוַאֲניִ
מֶרְכָּבָהמַעֲשֵׂהגָּדוֹלדָּבָרחֲכָמִיםאָמְרוּשֶׁהֲרֵיחֲכָמִיםאוֹתָןקָרְאוּקָטָןדָּבָראֵלּוּשֶׁדְּבָרִיםפִּיעַלוְאַףהַמִּצְוֹת.מִשְּׁאָרבָּהֶם
הַטּוֹבָהשֶׁהֵםוְעוֹדתְּחִלָּה.אָדָםשֶׁלדַּעְתּוֹמְיַשְּׁבִיןשֶׁהֵן.לְהַקְדִּימָןהֵןרְאוּייִןכֵןפִּיעַלאַףוְרָבָא.דְּאַבַּיּיֵהֲוָיוֹתקָטָןוְדָבָר

אִישׁוְגָדוֹלקָטָןהַכּלשֶׁיְּדָעֵםוְאֶפְשָׁרהַבָּא.הָעוֹלָםחַיֵּילִנְחלכְּדֵיהַזֶּההָעוֹלָםלְיִשּׁוּבהוּאבָּרוּךְהַקָּדוֹשׁשֶׁהִשְׁפִּיעַהַגְּדוֹלָה
קָצָר:לֵבוּבַעַלרָחָבלֵבבַּעַלוְאִשָּׁה
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The matters discussed in these four chapters concerning these five mitzvot are
what the Sages of the early generations termed the Pardes, as they related: "Four
entered the Pardes...." Even though they were great men of Israel and great Sages,
not all of them had the potential to know and comprehend all these matters in their
totality.
I maintain that it is not proper for a person to stroll in the Pardes unless he has
filled his belly with bread and meat. "Bread and meat" refer to the knowledge of
what is permitted and what is forbidden, and similar matters concerning other
mitzvot. Even though the Sages referred to these as "a small matter" - for our Sages
said: "'A great matter,’ this refers toMa'aseh Merkavah. `A small matter,’ this refers to
the debates of Abbaye and Ravva" - nevertheless, it is fitting for them to be given
precedence, because they settle a person's mind.
Also, they are the great good which the Holy One, blessed be He, has granted, [to
allow for] stable [living] within this world and the acquisition of the life of the world
to come. They can be known in their totality by the great and the small, man or
woman, whether [granted] expansive knowledge or limited knowledge.

19. Rav Yosef Caro, Introduction to Shulchan Aruch
השו"עהקדמתערוךלשולחןהקדמות
ה'תורתתהיהלמעןונעים,יפהוכוללצחבלשוןקצרהבדרךאמריוספירישושניללקוטטובכיבלביאניראיתי
את,אחותילחכמהיאמראלאבהיגמגםלאהלכהדברלת"חישאלוכאשרכיישראל,אישכלבפישגורהתמימה
זהספרבפיושגורבהיותולמעשההלכהעליושישאלדיןכללוברוריהיהכךלו,אסורהשאחותולושברורכשם
חוזרהואחדששבכלונמצאחלק,יוםבכלבוללמודשלשיםלחלקיםלחלקובו,פוניםשהכלתללתלפיותהבנוי

בידו.ותלמודולכאןשבאמיאשריעליוויאמרתלמודו
:

I realized that it would be beneficial to gather the lillies and the sapphires [i.e. the
Halachic conclusions] of it’s [Beit Yosef’s] discussion, [and present them] briefly,
clearly and comprehensively in an elegant and pleasant style, so that God’s perfect
Torah may be fluent on the tongue of every Jew. Thus, when a scholar will be asked
a matter of Halachah, he will not need to hesitate.
The law will be applied in practice on any question that he will be asked will be clear
to him because he will be fully familiar with this book, which is so excellently
constructed . It is divided into thirty parts, so that if one studies one part each day,
he will have reviewed its contents every month. Of such a person it will be said,
“Happy is he who comes here with his knowledge readily in hand.”
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