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Daf Yomi - The Full Daf - Elucidated Talmud - Navy & Gold Edition - with Rashi

LJ THE SUGYA

We begin the daf by delving deeper into Rabbi Shimon's shitta regarding food impurity (tum'as ochlin) and forbidden
benefits. The Gemara first questions why Rabbi Shimon needs the concept of a "period of fitness” to explain why meat cooked
in milk can contract tumah, since he holds that one may derive benefit from meat cooked in milk, meaning it could simply be
fed to a non-Jew. The Gemara answers that the Tanna is employing a "one and furthermore” style of argument to give

multiple reasons.

Fromthere, the shakla v'tarya moves into a fascinating discussion regarding a firstborn donkey whose neck was broken
(arifah). Rava attempts to bring a raaya fromhere regarding whether Rabbi Shimon permits benefit after arifah. This leads the
Gemara into a deep lomdishe analysis of whether we say "its prohibition is its intent” (issuroo hi b'yaso) —meaning, does the
Torah's very prohibition of an item make it significant enough to be considered "food" without explicit human intent? We
analyze various Mishnayos regarding non-kosher carcasses and kosher birds in villages to see if the Rabbis or Rabbi Shimon
hold of this rule.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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The Gemara asks: If so, that Rabbi Shimon holds that any food from which benefit is forbidden cannot contract food impurity,
then regarding meat cooked in milk, why does he specifically argue that it is susceptible to impurity because it had a period of

fitness before they were cooked together?
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Let this halacha derive for me fromthe fact that it is food that you can feed to others, namely to non-Jews, since Rabbi

Shimon holds that deriving benefit from meat cooked in milk is permitted!
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As it is taught in a braisa: Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: Meat cooked in milk is

forbidden for eating but permitted for benefit,
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as it is stated regarding meat in milk: "For you are a holy people to Hashem your Elokim; you shall not cook a kid in its
mother's milk," and elsewhere regarding a tereifah it says: "And you shall be holy men to Me; therefore you shall not eat any

flesh that is torn by animals in the field."
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Just as there, by a tereifah, itis forbidden for eating but permitted for benefit, so too here, by meat in milk, it is
forbidden for eating but permitted for benefit. If so, it is fit to feed to non-Jews, so why did Rabbi Shimon need the reason

of "a period of fitness"?
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The Gemara answers: The Tanna of the braisa is stating a "one and furthermore” argument, giving two reasons why it is

susceptible to impurity:
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One reason is that it is food that you can feed to others, i.c., non-Jews, since benefit is permitted,
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and furthermore, even for him, the Jew himself who is forbidden to eat it now, behold, it had a period of fitness before they

were cooked together, which keeps it in the category of food.
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Rava continues his proof: And if it is so, that after the breaking of the neck of a firstborn donkey Rabbi Shimon permits
deriving benefit, let the Tanna teach: "And Rabbi Shimon concedes in the case of a firstborn donkey and meat cooked in

milk, that they contract food impurity!” Since the Tanna did not list the firstborn donkey as an exception, Rabbi Shimon must
hold that benefit is forbidden after its neck is broken.
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The Gemara responds: If we are dealing with a case where he had intent for it to be caten, indeed so, Rabbi Shimon would

agree that it is susceptible to food impurity.
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But here we are dealing with a case where he did not have intent for it to be eaten. Since donkey meat is not standard food,

it requires explicit intent to be considered food, and without it, it cannot contract impurity.
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The Gemara asks: But if so, what is the reason the Rabbis render it susceptible to impurity even without explicit intent?
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The Rabbis said before Rav Sheshet: Since its prohibition is its intent. The very fact that the Torah forbade it makes it

significant, which stands in place of explicit intent to eat it.
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The Gemara asks: But according to the Rabbis, do we say "since its prohibition is its intent"?
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But didn't we learn in a Mishnah: Thirteen matters they said regarding the carcass of a kosher bird, and this is one of
them: It requires intent to eat it in order to contract food impurity, but it does not require preparation by coming into

contact with liquid.
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And if you say its prohibition is its intent, why do I need intent here? It is a forbidden carcass, so its prohibition should

automatically make it food!
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The Gemara answers: Whose opinion is this Mishnah? It is Rabbi Shimon, who does not hold of this rule.
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof fromanother Mishnah: The carcass of a non-kosher animal in any place, and
the carcass of a kosher bird or the fat of a kosher animal in the villages where people do not usually eat them, require intent

to eat them to contract food impurity, but they do not require preparation by liquid.
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And if you say its prohibition is its intent, why do I need intent? They are all forbidden foods!
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The Gemara answers: Whose opinion is this? It is Rabbi Shimon.
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the continuation of that Mishnah: The carcass of a kosher animal in any
place, and the carcass of a kosher bird or the fat in the marketplaces of cities where some people eat them, do not require

intent nor preparation.

MY RIY3 IRDY K

We infer from here: But the carcass of a non-kosher animal requires intent. If the rule "its prohibition is its intent” is accepted by

the Rabbis, why does it require intent?
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And if you should say: Whose opinion s this? It is Rabbi Shimon — but since the latter clause is Rabbi Shimon, it

implies that the first clause is not Rabbi Shimon, but rather the Rabbis!
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As the latter clause teaches: Rabbi Shimon says: Even the camel, the hare, the rock badger, and the pig do not require

either intent or preparation.
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And Rabbi Shimon said: What is the reason? Since they have some signs of purity, they are already considered food. This
proves that the first clause is the Rabbis, and yet they require intent for non-kosher carcasses, meaning they do not hold "its

prohibition is its intent"!
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Rather, Rava said: Everyone agrees we do not say "its prohibition is its intent."
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And if we are dealing with a case where he broke its neck, which is the Torah's command for a firstborn donkey, indeed so, it

would not contract impurity without intent, even according to the Rabbis.
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Here in the Mishnah with what case are we dealing? We are dealing with a case such as where he slaughtered the firstborn

donkey to teach himself with it how to properly performshechitah, and not to eatit,
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and they argue in the dispute of Nimos and Rabbi Eliezer regarding whether the prohibition of an animal serves as its "intent”

to be treated as food.
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As it is taught in a braisa, Rabbi Yosei said: Nimos, the brother of Rabbi Yehoshua HaGarsi, related to me, that one

who slaughters a crow to teach himself with it how to slaughter, its blood renders other foods susceptible to tumah.
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Rabbi Eliezer says: The blood of slaughter always renders foods susceptible to tumah.
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The Gemara asks: But the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer is identical to that of the first Tanna, Nimos! Both agree that the blood of this

shechitah is machshir.
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Rather, is it not that the question of whether its prohibition serves as its intent to be food is the difference between them?
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The first Tanna, Nimos, holds thatits blood renders other foods susceptible to tumah generally, but for the crow itself to

become tamei as food, it requires explicit intent to eat it, because the prohibition does not make it food.
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And Rabbi Eliezer comes to say that the blood of slaughter always renders foods susceptible, and even for the crow

itselfitalso does not require explicit intent, because its prohibition serves as the intent to make it food.
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The Gemara objects: From where do we know this? Perhaps the reason of Rabbi Eliezer there is that a crow is different,

since it has some signs of taharah, and therefore it is automatically considered food without needing intent.
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And from where do we know that signs of taharah are a significant matter regarding food tumah?
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As it is taught on that Mishnah, Rabbi Shimon said: What is the reason that camel meat is susceptible to tumah? Since it has

some signs of taharah.
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And if you will say: If it is because of signs of taharah, why did they discuss specifically where he slaughtered it to teach

himself? Even if he slaughtered it unintentionally as a mere act of occupation, it should also be food!
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The Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it is so according to Rabbi Eliezer, and the braisa mentioned this case only because of

Nimos, who holds that even when slaughtered intentionally to learn, it is not food.
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An objection was raised: He challenged him froma braisa: If he did not want to redeem it, he breaks its neck with a cleaver
from behind and buries it, and it is forbidden for benefit; these are the words of Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Shimon

permits benefit! This contradicts Rabba's view that Rabbi Shimon forbids benefit after the neck is broken.
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The Gemara answers: Say that the braisa means: And while it is alive it is forbidden for benefit, according to Rabbi Yehuda,

and Rabbi Shimon permits it, but after its neck is broken, Rabbi Shimon would agree it is forbidden.
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The Gemara challenges: But since the latter clause of the braisa is dealing with the animal while it is alive, the first clause

must not be dealing with it while it is alive!
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As the latter clause teaches: He may not kill it, not with a reed, and not with a sickle, and not with an ax, and not with a
saw, and he may not put it into a room and lock the door before it so that it dies, and it is forbidden for shearing and
labor; these are the words of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Shimon permits! Since shearing and labor are only while it is alive,

the first clause must refer to after death.
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The Gemara answers: Both the first clause and the latter clause deal with the animal while it is alive; the first clause refers

to benefit fromits value by selling it, and the latter clause refers to benefit from its body by shearing or working it.
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And both are necessary, for if he had taught only the dispute regarding benefit from its value, we would say that in that case

Rabbi Shimon permits, but in benefit of its body, say he agrees with Rabbi Yehuda that it is forbidden.
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And if he had taught only benefit of its body, we would say that only in that case does Rabbi Yehuda forbid, but in

benefit of its value, say he agrees with Rabbi Shimon.
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Therefore, both are necessary.

STATEMENT
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And likewise, Rav Nachman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: Rabbi Shimon agrees after the breaking of the neck that it
is forbidden for benefit.
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And Rav Nachman said: From where do Isay this? As it is taught in a braisa: "And you shall break its neck”"—it is stated

here "breaking of the neck,” and it is stated there by the eglah arufah "breaking of the neck”; just as there it is




forbidden for benefit, so too here it is forbidden for benefit.
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Now, whose opinion is this braisa? If we say it is Rabbi Yehuda, why would he need a gezeirah shavah for after death? Even

while it is alive he already forbids it!
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Rather, is it not that this braisa represents the view of Rabbi Shimon? This proves Rabbi Shimon forbids it after the neck is

broken.
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Rav Sheshes said to him: Sifra, your colleague, already explained it: Actually, the braisa can be Rabbi Yehuda, and it was

necessary to have a gezeirah shavah,
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for it might enter your mind to say: Breaking the neck stands in place of redemption; just as redemption permits the

donkey, so too breaking the neck permits it. Therefore, the gezeirah shavah comes to teach us that it is forbidden.
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Rav Nachman said: From where do I'say this? From that which Levi taught in a braisa: He caused aloss to the money of

the Kohen by not redeeming it, therefore his own money shall be lost by breaking its neck.
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Whose opinion is this? If we say it is Rabbi Yehuda, why does the loss only start at the breaking of the neck? He is already

losing the benefit of the donkey while it is alive!
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Rather, is it not that this is Rabbi Shimon, who permits benefit while it is alive, and the loss only begins after the neck is broken?
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The Gemara answers: If you want, say it is Rabbi Yehuda, and if you want, say it is Rabbi Shimon.




If you want, say it is Rabbi Yehuda, and the "loss" refers to the loss of the difference in value between a live donkey and a

dead carcass.
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And if you want, say it is Rabbi Shimon, and the loss refers to the depreciation of death itself; as it is now completely
forbidden for benefit.

STATEMENT
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And likewise, Reish Lakish said: Rabbi Shimon agrees after the breaking of the neck that it is forbidden. And Rabbi

Yochanan, and some say Rabbi Eleazar, said: It is still a dispute even after the neck is broken.

STATEMENT
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There are those who teach this statement of Rav Nachman on this Mishnah: One who betroths a woman with a firstborn

donkey, she is not betrothed.
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Shall we say that the Mishnah is not in accordance with Rabbi Shimon, who permits benefit froma firstborn donkey?
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Rav Nachman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The Mishnah is dealing with a case after the breaking of the neck, and it is in

accordance with the words of all, since Rabbi Shimon agrees it is forbidden then.
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There are those who say: Whose opinion is this Mishnah? It is neither Rabbi Yehuda nor Rabbi Shimon!
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If it is Rabbi Shimon, she should be betrothed with all of it because he permits benefit while it is alive! If it is Rabbi Ye huda,
she should be betrothed with that value which is the difference between its value now and the cost of the lamb needed to

redeemit!

ANSWER
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Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: Actually, the Mishnah is Rabbi Yehuda, and it is a case such as where the donkey is only
worth a shekel, and he holds like Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda regarding redemption.
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As it is taught in a braisa: The double expression "you shall redeem” "you shall redeem” teaches: you shall redeem

immediately, and you shall redeem with any amount of value.
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Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: There is no redemption less than a shekel. Therefore, if the donkey is only worth a shekel,

there is no leftover value to betroth her with.
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The Master said above: "You shall redeem” "you shall redeem"—you shall redee m immediately, you shall redeem with

any amount. The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious?
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The Gemara answers: It was necessary, for it might enter your mind to say: Since it is compared to a firstborn of man, just

as a firstborn of man is redeemed only after thirty days, this donkey too should only be redeemed after thirty days.
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Therefore, the Torah teaches us: "you shall redeem"—immediately, "you shall redeem"—with any amount.

Winm — DTN 79929 WoRR ON WD Man Dpwn ININD MNTD 1N S MIN AT 929050 020
22 NI ORY — WU K7 K1 YT

The Gemara asks: Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: There is no redemption less than a shekel. Whichever way you look at

it: If he compares it to a firstborn of man, he should require five shekalim! And if he does not compare it, from where

does he derive a shekel?
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The Gemara answers: Actually, he does not compare it, but Rava said: The verse says, "And all your valuations shall be

according to the shekel of the Sanctuary,” which teaches that all valuations that you value shall not be less than a shekel.
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And the Rabbis—what do they do with that verse?

SUMMARY

The Gemara concludes that we do not say "its prohibition is its intent” according to everyone. Therefore, a firstborn donkey
whose neck was broken would indeed require explicit intent to be considered food for tumah purposes. To resolve the
underlying dispute, Rava establishes that the Mishnah is actually dealing with a case where one slaughtered a firstborn
donkey not to eat t, but rather to practice and teach himself the laws of shechitah. This brings the Gemara to a braisa where
Rabbi Yosei quotes Nimos (the brother of Rabbi Yehoshua HaGarsi) and Rabbi Eliezer disputing whether blood froma

practice shechitah on a non-kosher bird (a crow) is halachically considered blood that renders items susceptible to tumah.
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In our sugya, the Gemara discusses the fascinating concept of "ho'il v'issuro chishuvo”, the idea that the very fact that the
Torah prohibits something makes it significant, standing in place of a person's explicit intent to make it important. Even
though the Gemara concludes that we do not ultimately apply this rule to food impurity, the underlying concept is a powerful

yesod for our daily avodah.

Think about what this means for a Yid. Sometimes we look at the restrictions of the Torah, the things we cannot eat, the
places we cannot go, the words we cannot say, and we feel the weight of the boundary. But the Torah is teaching us a deep
chiddush: the very fact that Hashem put a boundary around something makes it incredibly significant. The prohibition itself
elevates the object, and more importantly, it elevates you. By refraining fromwhat is forbidden, you are not just holding back;

you are actively creating a state of kedushah. Your restraint is itself a powerful act of connection.

Today, when you encounter a boundary, whether it is stopping yourself from speaking lashon hara, waiting between meat
and milk, or turning away from something inappropriate, don't just view it as a restriction. Realize that "issuro chishuvo": the
prohibition itself is what makes this moment highly significant in the eyes of Hashem. Your choice to say "no" is the ultimate

declaration of your neshama's value.
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