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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on our daf continuing the shakla v'tarya regarding Rava's shitta on salting kosher and non-kosher meat together.

The Gemara brings a kasha from a braisa about salting kosher and non-kosher fish, analyzing the different cases of which fish

is salted and which is unsalted, and whether we can draw a proof to challenge Rava's ruling.

From there, the Gemara moves into the practical halachos of kashering meat through salting. We learn the yesodos of how to

salt meat properly to remove the blood, including the requirement of rinsing the meat before and after salting, using the right

kind of salt, and the necessity of using a perforated vessel so the blood can drain out freely.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.

וּד א׳ מּ עַ D A F  1 1 3 A

O BJECT IO N

ל! שָּׁ  בוּ מְ כִּ י הוּא  כָבוּשׁ הֲרֵ , וְ חַ רוֹתֵ כְּ י הוּא  יחַ הֲרֵ לִ ל: מָ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ ל, דְּ מוּאֵ שְׁ  דִּ יהּ מִ א לֵ ימָ לֵ וְ

And le t him say to him the same ruling from the statement of Shmuel, as  Shmuel said: A salted food is  like  a boiling  food,

and a marinated food is  like  a cooked food! If so, the kosher meat should absorb the taste of the tereifa meat just as if they were

cooked together.

ANSWER

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  מַ ן – לָא, קָ בָ טְ רוֹ ן וְ ירָ ל צִ ן, אֲבָ מָ י – דָּ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ ינָא: הָ מֵ ל, הֲוָה אָ מוּאֵ שְׁ  דִּ י מִ אִ

The Gemara answers: If Rava had derived his ruling only from the statement of Shmuel, I would have  said: This  applie s  only

to the ir blood, which is absorbed, but the ir juice  and the ir g ravy are not absorbed to prohibit the other piece. Therefore, the

derivation from the pasuk comes to teach us  that even the juices and gravy of a tereifa prohibit.

QU E ST IO N

ר. תָּ א – מוּ מֵ ג טָ ם דָּ חוֹ עִ לָ מְּ שֶׁ הוֹר  ג טָ י: דָּ יבִ יתִ מֵ

The Gemara raise s  an objection from a braisa: A kosher fish that one  salted with a non-kosher fish is  permitted.

IN FER ENCE

ין? לוּחִ ן מְ יהֶ נֵ שְׁ יוּ  הָ שֶׁ או  אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not referring to a case where  both of them were  salted, and they both emit juices? This would prove that the juices

of a non-kosher fish do not prohibit the kosher one, which is a kasha on Rava!

ANSWER

ל. פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ יָה טָ הָ שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ לָא, 



The Gemara answers: No, it is a case where  the  kosher fish was salted and the  non-kosher fish was unsalted. Since the non-

kosher fish is unsalted, it does not emit juices to prohibit the kosher one.

QU E ST IO N

ין לוּחִ ם מְ נֵיהֶ שְּׁ   שֶׁ  א בְּ שָׁ י רֵ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  ל, מִ פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ יָה טָ ם הָ ל אִ יפָא: אֲבָ י סֵ נֵ תָ קָ דְּ א מִ הָ וְ

ינַן! קִ סְ עָ

The Gemara asks: But from that which the  latter clause  teaches: But if the  kosher fish was salted and the  non-kosher fish

was unsalted, it is permitted, by implication, the  first clause  is  dealing  with a case where  both of them are  salted!

ANSWER

ל. פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ יָה טָ הָ שֶׁ ד?  יצַ כֵּ ר,  תָּ א – מוּ מֵ ג טָ ם דָּ חוֹ עִ לָ מְּ שֶׁ הוֹר  : טָ שׁ פָרֵ א מְ י קָ שֵׁ  פָּרוֹ

The Gemara answers: The latter clause is  explaining  the first clause, and we read it as follows: A kosher fish that one  salted

with a non-kosher fish is  permitted. How so? Where  the  kosher fish was salted and the  non-kosher fish was unsalted.

PR O O F

הוֹר י, טָ רֵ שְׁ ים  לוּחִ ם מְ נֵיהֶ שְׁ א  תָּ  שְׁ  ים – הַ לוּחִ ם מְ נֵיהֶ שְׁ א  שָׁ י ךְ רֵ תָּ  עְ א דַ קָ לְ י סָ אִ א, דְּ רָ בְּ תַּ  סְ י מִ י נָמֵ כִ הָ

יָא? עְ בַּ י ל מִ פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ מָ

The Gemara notes: So too, it is  reasonable  to explain it this way, for if it should enter your mind that the  first clause  refers

to where both of them are  salted, now if even when both of them are  salted it is  permitted, is  it necessary to state that it is

permitted when the  kosher fish is  salted and the  non-kosher fish is unsalted? That is obvious!

R EFU TAT IO N

ל ל, אֲבָ פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ א טָ שָׁ י א רֵ ימָ תֵּ לָא  א, דְּ שָׁ י י רֵ יֵ וֹ לּ גַ יפָא לְ נָא סֵ יָא, תְּ ירְ א לָא אִ וּם הָ שּׁ  י מִ אִ

וּ ילּ פִ אֲ ין, וַ לוּחִ ן מְ יהֶ נֵ שְׁ א  שָׁ י רֵ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  ל, מִ פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ יפָא טָ נָא סֵ סוּר, תְּ ין אָ לוּחִ ם מְ נֵיהֶ שְׁ

י. רֵ שְׁ י  כִ הָ

The Gemara rejects this: If it is  because  of that, there  is  no proof, for the Tanna taug ht the  latter clause  to clarify the  first

clause , so that you should not say that the  first clause  is only where the  kosher fish is  salted and the  non-kosher fish is

unsalted, but if both of them are  salted it is  forbidden. Therefore, he  taug ht the  latter clause  explicitly referring to where

the  kosher fish is salted and the  non-kosher fish is unsalted, so that by implication, the  first clause  must refer to where both

of them are  salted, and even so it is  permitted.

QU E ST IO N

סוּר. ל – אָ פֵ תָּ הוֹר  טָ יחַ וְ לִ א מָ מֵ יָה טָ ם הָ ל אִ יפָא: אֲבָ סֵ יפָא דְּ סֵּ  ע מִ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the  end of the  latter clause : But if the  non-kosher fish was salted and

the  kosher fish was unsalted, it is  forbidden.

IN FER ENCE

י. רֵ שְׁ ין –  לוּחִ ן מְ יהֶ נֵ שְׁ א  סוּר, הָ אָ ל הוּא דְּ פֵ תָּ הוֹר  טָ יחַ וְ לִ א מָ מֵ טָ

We can infer: It is specifically when the  non-kosher fish is salted and the  kosher fish is unsalted that it is  forbidden, but if

both of them are  salted, it is  permitted! This contradicts Rava's ruling.

ANSWER



ל. פֵ תָּ הוֹר  טָ יחַ וְ לִ א מָ מֵ יפָא: טָ י סֵ נָא נָמֵ ל, תְּ פֵ תָּ א  מֵ טָ יחַ וְ לִ הוֹר מָ א: טָ שָׁ י נָא רֵ תְ י דִּ ידֵ יְּ אַ

The Gemara answers: No, s ince  he  taug ht the  first clause : The  kosher fish is salted and the  non-kosher fish is unsalted, he

also taug ht the  latter clause  using parallel language: The non-kosher fish is salted and the  kosher fish is unsalted, but no

inference can be drawn regarding when both are salted.

STATEMENT

א(. קוּתָ נַּח נַפְ  מַ א דְּ רָ ישְׂ ן: בִּ ימָ )סִ

The Gemara provides a mnemonic: Meat that is  placed, the  departure .

STATEMENT

יחוֹ יָפֶה יָפֶה. דִ חוֹ יָפֶה יָפֶה, וּמְ לְ ן מוֹ כֵּ ם  לָּא אִ  , אֶ מוֹ י דָּ ידֵ צֵא מִ ר יוֹ שָׂ בָּ  ין הַ ל: אֵ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ

Shmuel said: Meat does  not leave  its  blood to become permitted unless  one  salts  it very well, and rinses  it very well.

STATEMENT

. יחַ דִ חַ וּמֵ לֵ ר: מוֹ מַ ב הוּנָא אָ ר: רַ מַ תְּ אִ

It was  stated: Rav Huna said: One  salts  and then rinses .

BR AI SA

יח. דִ חַ וּמֵ לֵ יחַ וּמוֹ דִ נָא: מֵ א תְּ יתָ נִ תְ מַ בְּ

In a braisa it was  taug ht: One  rinses  first, and then salts , and then rinses  again.

R E SO LU T IO N

א. חָ בָּ  י טַ בֵּ יהּ  לֵ לְ לָא חַ א דְּ א, הָ חָ בָּ  י טַ בֵּ יהּ  לֵ לְ חַ א דְּ י, הָ יגִ לִ פְּ לָא  וְ

And they do not disag ree : This  ruling of Rav Huna, who did not require a first rinsing, is where they rinsed it in the  butcher

shop; whereas that braisa, which requires a first rinsing, is where they did not rinse  it in the  butcher shop.

STATEMENT

. יהּ יץ לֵ פֵּ נַ א, וּמְ יתָ נִ לְ לָ א גְּ חָ ילְ מִ יהּ בְּ לַח לֵ א מָ עָ דְּ רְ נְּהַ י מִ ימִ ב דִּ רַ

Rav Dimi of Neharde 'a would salt meat with coarse  salt, and then shake  it off before rinsing.

STATEMENT

ים. יִ עַ י מֵ נֵ בְ ם בִּ ין דָּ יקִ זִ חֲ ין מַ יָא: אֵ שְׁ  רְ שַׁ  ב מְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Mesharshiyya said: We do not presume  there is blood in the  intestines , and therefore they do not require salting.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. תָּ נְ כַ א דְּ רָ דְ הַ יָּיא וְ  עַ א וּמְ שָׁ  כְּ  כַּרְ  אּ אַ מַ גְּ רְ תַּ

The Sages interpreted this  statement as referring specifically to the  rectum, the  intestines , and the  spiral colon.

STATEMENT

ב. נוּקָּ י מְ לִ כְּ י  בֵּ ל גַּ לָּא עַ  יחַ אֶ לִ ר מָ שָׂ בָּ ין  יחִ נִּ ין מַ ל: אֵ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ



Shmuel said: One  may place  salted meat only on a perforated vesse l, so that the blood can drain out.

STATEMENT

א. מָ א גַּרְ מָ יהּ גַּרְ לַח לֵ ת מָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ

Rav Sheshet would salt meat one  piece  at a time .

QU E ST IO N

אי? ע הַ לַ אי וּבָ הַ ישׁ מֵ פָרֵ וּם דְּ שּׁ  א לָא? מִ מָ עְ אי טַ י מַ רֵ תְּ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason he would not salt two  pieces together? Is it because  blood discharg es  from this  piece

and is absorbed by that piece?

O BJECT IO N

א! יסָ אי גִּ ע הַ לַ א וּבָ יסָ אי גִּ הַ ישׁ מֵ פָּרֵ י  ד נָמֵ חַ

But even with one  piece, blood discharg es  from this  s ide  and is absorbed by that s ide !

R E SO LU T IO N

נָא. שְׁ לָּא לָא   אֶ

Rather, there  is  no difference , and one may salt many pieces together.

STATEMENT

ת יד אֶ בִּ כְ י זֶה מַ הּ – הֲרֵ שָׁ  צֵא נַפְ תֵּ  שֶׁ ם  דֶ ה קוֹ מָ הֵ ל בְּ שֶׁ הּ  תָּ  קְ רַ פְ וֹבֵר מַ שּׁ  יָּיא: הַ  י חִ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ל, מִ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ

ים. בָרִ אֵ בָּ ם  יעַ דָּ לִ בְ יּוֹת, וּמַ רִ בְּ ת הַ זֵל אֶ גוֹ ר, וְ שָׂ בָּ  הַ

Shmuel said in the  name  of Rabbi Chiyya: One  who breaks  the  neck of an animal before  its  soul departs , behold, this

makes  the  meat heavy, and thereby robs people , and causes  blood to be  absorbed in the  limbs.

QU E ST IO N

א ים – הָ בָרִ אֵ בָּ ם  יעַ דָּ לִ בְ מַ וּם דְּ שּׁ  יּוֹת מִ רִ בְּ ת הַ זֵל אֶ גוֹ ר, וְ שָׂ בָּ  ת הַ יד אֶ בִּ כְ ר? מַ מַ אָ י קָ יכִ הוּ: הֵ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

יר? סִ י אֲ יהּ נָמֵ ידֵ דִ א לְ מָ לְ י, אוֹ דִ מֵ יר דָּ פִּ  שַׁ יהּ  ידֵ דִ לְ

A dilemma was raised before  them: How is  he  saying ? Does he mean that it makes  the  meat heavy and robs  people

because  it causes  blood to be  absorbed in the  limbs, but for himse lf to eat, it is fine? Or perhaps for himse lf to eat, it is

also forbidden because of the blood?

R E SO LU T IO N

יקוּ. תֵּ

The Gemara concludes: The question shall stand unresolved.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH



ה. שֶׂ עֲ לֹא תַ ינוֹ עוֹבֵר בְּ ן – אֵ חָ לְ שֻּׁ   ל הַ ינָה עַ בִ גְּ ם הַ עוֹף עִ ת הָ לֶה אֶ עֲ מַּ  י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One who bring s  up poultry with cheese  onto the  table  does  not transg ress  a neg ative  commandment.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

א! יתָ יְ אוֹרָ לָב דְּ חָ ר עוֹף בְּ שַׂ : בְּ נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ ה,  שֶׂ עֲ לֹא תַ לוֹ – עוֹבֵר בְּ כְ א אוֹ ׳ הָ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: The Gemara infers: But if he eats  it, he transg resse s  a neg ative  commandment! Shall we  conclude  from this

that poultry in milk is  forbidden Torah-law?

ANSWER

ה. שֶׂ עֲ י לֹא תַ ידֵ בָּא לִ ינוֹ  ן – אֵ חָ לְ וּ שּׁ  ל הַ ינָה עַ בִ גְּ ם הַ עוֹף עִ ת הָ לֶה אֶ עֲ מַּ  א: הַ ימָ אֵ

The Gemara answers: No, say instead: One who bring s  up poultry with cheese  onto the  table  does  not come  to  the

possibility of transgressing a neg ative  commandment, because even if he eats them together, it is only a Rabbinic prohibition.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. נָאָ בַּהֲ סוּר  אָ ל וְ שֵּׁ   בַ סוּר לְ ה – אָ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ לֵב בְּ חֲ בַּ ה  הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ ר בְּ שַׂ י׳ בְּ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: The meat of a kosher animal in the  milk of a kosher animal is  forbidden to cook and forbidden in benefit.

MISHNAH

ר תָּ ל וּמוּ שֵּׁ   בַ ר לְ תָּ ה – מוּ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ לֵב בְּ חֲ בַּ ה  אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ר בְּ שַׂ ה, בְּ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ לֵב בְּ חֲ בַּ ה  הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ ר בְּ שַׂ בְּ

ה. נָאָ בַּהֲ

But the  meat of a kosher animal in the  milk of a non-kosher animal, or the  meat of a non-kosher animal in the  milk of a

kosher animal, is  permitted to cook and permitted in benefit.

MISHNAH

ים – מִ עָ פְּ לֹשׁ   שָׁ ״  וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ י  דִ ל גְּ שֵּׁ   בַ ״לֹא תְ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ה,  וֹרָ תּ ן הַ ינָם מִ עוֹף אֵ יָּה וָ  ר: חַ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

ה. אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ עוֹף, וּבְ לְ יָּה, וּ  חַ ט לְ רָ פְּ

Rabbi Akiva says: A wild beast and poultry are  not forbidden from the  Torah, as  it is  said: "You shall not cook a kid in

its  mother's  milk" three  times  in the Torah — excluding  a wild beast, and poultry, and a non-kosher animal.

MISHNAH

ת ״, אֶ וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ י  דִ ל גְּ שֵּׁ   בַ ״לֹא תְ ר  מַ נֶאֱ לָה״, וְ ל נְבֵ לוּ כׇ ״לֹא תֹאכְ ר  מַ ר: נֶאֱ מֵ י אוֹ ילִ לִ גְּ י הַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

לָב. חָ ל בְּ שֵּׁ   בַ סוּר לְ לָה אָ וּם נְבֵ שּׁ  סוּר מִ אָ שֶׁ

Rabbi Yose  HaGelili says: It is  said: "You shall not eat any carcass  (neve ilah)," and in the same pasuk it is  said: "You shall

not cook a kid in its  mother's  milk"; this teaches that that which is  forbidden under the  law of neve ilah is  forbidden to



cook in milk.

MISHNAH

ין אֵ שֶׁ ״ – יָצָא עוֹף  וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ ״ ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ לָב?  חָ ל בְּ שֵּׁ   בַ סוּר לְ א אָ ל יְהֵ לָה, יָכוֹ וּם נְבֵ שּׁ  סוּר מִ אָ שֶׁ עוֹף 

ם. לֵב אֵ לוֹ חֲ

If so, poultry, which is  forbidden under the  law of neve ilah, I mig ht think it should be  forbidden to cook in milk?

Therefore  the  Torah says: "in its  mother's  milk" — excluding  poultry, which has  no mother's  milk.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

ים״, זִּ עִ י הָ דִ ת גְּ ה אֶ לַח יְהוּדָ שְׁ  יִּ ״וַ א  רָ ר קְ מַ זָר: אָ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ י? אָ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ נָא הָ ׳ מְ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: From where  do we  know these  words  that the word "kid" (gedi) on its own refers to a young goat? Rabbi Elazar

said: The  pasuk says: "And Yehudah sent the  kid of the  g oats ,"

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  1 1 3 B

IN FER ENCE

ע. מָ שְׁ  מַּ  בַּ ל  חֵ רָ ה וְ פָּרָ וּ  ילּ פִ ם – אֲ תָ י סְ דִ ר גְּ מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ קוֹם  ל מָ כׇּ א  ים, הָ זִּ י עִ דִ אן גְּ כָּ

We can infer that only here ,  where the Torah specifies, does it mean a kid of the  g oats ;  consequently, anywhere  that it is

stated simply "kid" without specification, even a cow or a ewe  is  included in the meaning.

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ נֵּ י ילַף מִ לֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But why not derive  from it,  from this verse, that every unspecified "kid" in the Torah is indeed a goat?

ANSWER

ם תָ י״ סְ דִ ״גְּ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ קוֹם  ל מָ כׇּ א  ים״, הָ זִּ עִ י הָ יֵ דָ ״גְּ אן  כָּ ים״ –  זִּ עִ י הָ יֵ דָ ת עֹרֹת גְּ אֵ ״וְ ינָא:  חֲרִ א אַ רָ יב קְ תִ כְּ

ע. מָ שְׁ  מַּ  בַּ ל  חֵ רָ ה וְ פָּרָ וּ  ילּ פִ – אֲ

The Gemara answers: Another verse  is  written regarding Yaakov Avinu: "And the  skins  of the  kids  of the  g oats". This

indicates that only here  they are specifically "kids  of the  g oats",  consequently, anywhere  that it is  stated "kid" without

specification, even a cow or a ewe  is  included in the meaning.

O BJECT IO N

? יהּ נֵּ י ילַף מִ לֵ וְ

The Gemara objects: But le t us  derive  from it,  from this second verse as well, that a "kid" is always a goat!

EXPLANAT IO N

ין. דִ מְּ לַ ין מְ ד – אֵ חָ אֶ ים כְּ אִ בָּ  ים הַ תוּבִ י כְ נֵ שְׁ ל  כׇ ד, וְ חָ אֶ ין כְּ אִ בָּ  ין הַ תוּבִ כְּ י  נֵ שְׁ הוּ  ווּ לְ הָ



The Gemara explains: They are  two verses  that come  as  one  to teach the same thing, and we have a rule that any two verses

that come  as  one  do not teach their common rule to other cases.

QU E ST IO N

ר? ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י אי אִ ין, מַ דִ מְּ לַ ר מְ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ לָּא לְ  ין, אֶ דִ מְּ לַ ין מְ ר אֵ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ א לְ יחָ נִ הָ

The Gemara asks: This  works  out we ll according  to the  one  who says  that two verses that come as one do not teach,  but

according  to the  one  who says  they do teach, what is  there  to say? How does he know that an unspecified "kid" includes

other animals?

ANSWER

ים״. זִּ עִ ״הָ ים״,  זִּ ״עִ י:  יבִ תִ כְּ י  יעוּטֵ י מִ רֵ תְּ

The Gemara answers: Two exclusions  are  written in these verses, as they use the words "g oats" and "the  g oats" with the

definite article, which limits the specific definition of a goat to those cases alone.

STATEMENT

יל. לִ שְּׁ   ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ ה,  תָ מֵּ  ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ לֶב,  חֵ ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ ל:  מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ

Shmuel says : The three mentions of the word "kid" in the context of meat and milk serve to include other cases: the first "kid" is

to include  forbidden fat in the prohibition; the second "kid" is to include  a dead carcass ;  and the third "kid" is to include  a

fetus .

STATEMENT

ה. אָ מֵ טְּ  ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ יָא,  לְ שִּׁ   ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ ם,  דָּ ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ י״ – לְ דִ ״גְּ

And each mention also excludes a case: the first "kid" is to exclude  blood;  the second "kid" is to exclude  the  placenta;  and the

third "kid" is to exclude  a non-kosher animal.

STATEMENT

לֵב חֲ בַּ לֹא  ״ – וְ וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ ״ ה,  חוּטָ שְׁ לֵב  חֲ בַּ לֹא  ״ – וְ וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ ״ לֵב זָכָר,  חֲ בַּ לֹא  ״ – וְ וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ ״

ה. אָ מֵ טְ

Furthermore, the first instance of "in its  mother's  milk" teaches: and not in the  milk of a male ;  the second "in its  mother's

milk" teaches: and not in the  milk of a s laug htered animal;  and the third "in its  mother's  milk" teaches: and not in the  milk

of a non-kosher animal.

QU E ST IO N

ינַן! שִׁ  רְ א דָּ תָּ י שִׁ נַן  אֲ י, וַ יבִ תִ כְּ י״  דִ ״גְּ א  לָתָ א תְּ הָ

The Gemara challenges: But only three  times is the word "kid" written, and yet we  expound six different halachot from them!

ANSWER

י. קִ א נָפְ רָ ד קְ חַ ה מֵ תָ לֶב וּמֵ וּר חֵ יסּ אִ וּר, וְ יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ ל אִ מוּאֵ שְׁ בַר  סָ קָ

The Gemara responds: Shmuel holds  that a prohibition can take  effect upon an existing  prohibition, and therefore the

added prohibition of cooking forbidden fat and a dead carcass  in milk are  derived from one  verse ,  as they are both

applications of a prohibition to an already prohibited item.



EXPLANAT IO N

א הוּא. מָ לְ עָ א בְּ שָׁ  ירְ פִּ י  יָא נָמֵ לְ שִׁ  י״ הוּא, וְ דִ ״גְּ או  י לָ ם נָמֵ דָּ

Furthermore, blood is  also not considered a "kid" at all, so it does not need a verse to exclude it, and a placenta is  also mere ly

waste  matter and not meat, so it also does not need a verse.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ י בְּ טֵ עוֹ מַ ד לְ חַ יל, וְ לִ שְּׁ   ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ ד לְ י: חַ רֵ הוּ תְּ וּ לְ שׁ פָּ

Therefore, two  mentions of "kid" remain for us: one  to include  a fe tus , and one  to exclude  a non-kosher animal.

QU E ST IO N

וּר? יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ ל אִ מוּאֵ שְׁ בַר  סָ וְ

The Gemara asks: And does  Shmuel really hold that a prohibition can take  effect upon an existing  prohibition?

O BJECT IO N

ה? יתָ מִ ינוֹ בְּ אֵ שֶׁ ה  אָ מֵ ה טְ רוּמָ ל תְּ כַ אָ שֶׁ א  מֵ ן טָ כֹהֵ ן לְ יִ נַּ  זָר: מִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ל מִ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ הָ וְ

But didn't Shmuel say in the  name  of Rabbi Elazar: From where  is  it derived that an impure  Kohen who ate  impure

terumah is  not punished with death at the hand of Heaven?

PR O O F

ת. דֶ מֶ עוֹ לֶת וְ לֶּ  חוּ מְּ שֶׁ זוֹ  ט לָ רַ פְּ ״ –  לֻהוּ לְּ חַ י יְ כִּ תוּ בוֹ  ״וּמֵ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ

As it is  stated: "And they shall die  there in if they desecrate  it",  which serves to exclude  this  impure terumah, which is

already desecrated. This implies that since it was already prohibited, the second prohibition of the impure Kohen does not take

effect!

R E SO LU T IO N

״. תוּ בוֹ ״וּמֵ נָא  מָ חֲ ט רַ יעֵ מִ ם דְּ תָ י הָ אנֵ שָׁ  וּר, וְ יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ א אִ מָ לְ עָ א: בְּ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that in g eneral, a prohibition does  take  effect upon an existing  prohibition, and it

is  different there  regarding terumah, as  the  Merciful One  excluded it by writing "and they shall die  there in".

R E SO LU T IO N

י״. דִ ״גְּ נָא  מָ חֲ י רַ בִּ רַ כָא דְּ י הָ אנֵ שָׁ  וּר, וְ יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ ין אִ ל אֵ מוּאֵ שְׁ בַר  סָ א קָ מָ לְ עָ א: בְּ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

And if you wish, say instead that in g eneral, Shmuel holds  that a prohibition does  not take  effect upon an existing

prohibition, and it is  different here  regarding meat and milk, as  the  Merciful One  explicitly included them by repeating the

word "kid".

R E SO LU T IO N

. יהּ בֵּ  רַ א דְ יה, הָ ידֵ א דִ א: הָ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ וְ

And if you wish, say that this  statement regarding meat and milk is  his  own opinion, while that statement regarding terumah is

his  teacher's ,  Rabbi Elazar's, opinion.

QU E ST IO N



הוּ? ה, מַ יקָ נִ לֹּא הֵ  שֶׁ י  דִ לֵב גְּ חֲ בַּ ל  שֵּׁ   בַ מְ ב: הַ רַ י מֵ מֵּ  בַּר אַ י  בוּ דְ חָ ב אַ יהּ רַ נֵּ י א מִ עָ בְּ

Rav Achadvoi bar Ami asked of Rav: One  who cooks  meat in the  milk of a young  g oat that has  not yet nursed offspring,

but has produced milk, what is  the  halacha?

ANSWER

לֵב זָכָר, חֲ בַּ לֹא  ״ – וְ וֹ מּ לֵב אִ חֲ בַּ ״ ר  ימַ מֵ ל לְ מוּאֵ שְׁ  יכָא לִ רִ טְ יצְ אִ דְּ : מִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav said to him: From the  fact that it was  necessary for Shmuel to say that the phrase "in its  mother's  milk" teaches: and

not in the  milk of a male ,

EXPLANAT IO N

סוּר. ם – אָ ל אֵ לַ כְ בָא לִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ אי,  ל הַ ם, אֲבָ ל אֵ לַ כְ י לִ תֵ לָא אָ זָכָר הוּא דְּ

we infer that it is  a male  that is  excluded, because  it can never come  to the  categ ory of a mother, but this  young goat,

s ince  it will eventually come  to the  categ ory of a mother, is  prohibited.

STATEMENT

ה. ינוֹ לוֹקֶ ר: אֵ מַ ד אָ חַ ה, וְ ר: לוֹקֶ מַ ד אָ י – חַ סִּ י אַ בִּ רַ י וְ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ לָב, רַ חָ לֶב בְּ ל חֵ שֵּׁ   בַ מְ ר: הַ מַ תְּ אִ

It was  stated: One  who cooks forbidden fat in milk, Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Assi argue about this; one  says  he  is

flog g ed, and one  says  he  is  not flog g ed.

IN FER ENCE

בַר: סָ ה קָ ינוֹ לוֹקֶ ר אֵ מַ אָ אן דְּ וּר, וּמַ יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ בַר: אִ סָ ה קָ ר לוֹקֶ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א קָ הָ א בְּ ימָ לֵ

וּר. יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ ין אִ אֵ

The Gemara suggests: Shall we  say that they arg ue  about this : that the  one  who says  he  is  flog g ed holds  that a

prohibition can take  effect upon an existing  prohibition, and the  one  who says  he  is  not flog g ed holds  that a

prohibition cannot take  effect upon an existing  prohibition?

R EFU TAT IO N

י יגִ לִ פְּ י  כִּ י,  קֵ לָא לָ י דְּ יגִ לִ פְּ א לָא  מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ ילָה דְּ כִ אֲ וּר, אַ יסּ ל אִ ל עַ וּר חָ יסּ ין אִ א אֵ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ לָא, דְּ

וּל. שּׁ  בִּ אַ

The Gemara rejects this: No, everyone  ag rees  that a prohibition does  not take  effect upon an existing  prohibition, and

reg arding  eating , everyone  ag rees  that he  is  not flog g ed; they only arg ue  reg arding  cooking .

EXPLANAT IO N

ן וֹ שׁ לְ ילָה בִּ כִ אֲ נָא לַ מָ חֲ הּ רַ קַ פְּ  י אַ כִ הָ ה – לְ ינוֹ לוֹקֶ ר אֵ מַ אָ אן דְּ א הוּא, וּמַ וּרָ יסּ ד אִ ה – חַ ר לוֹקֶ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ

וּל, שּׁ י בִּ

The one  who says  he  is  flog g ed holds that cooking is  a s ing le  prohibition that was never prohibited beforehand, and the

one  who says  he  is  not flog g ed holds that the  Merciful One  expressed the  prohibition of eating  in the  terms of

cooking  to show they are linked.

S U M M A RY



The Gemara resolves the kasha on Rava by clarifying the exact cases of salted and unsalted fish in the braisa. It then discusses

the halachos of salting meat, establishing that meat must be rinsed before salting to soften it and after salting to wash away the

blood, and that it must be placed on a perforated vessel. After discussing whether intestines require salting and the prohibition

of breaking an animal's neck before it dies, the Gemara transitions to a new Mishnah. This Mishnah teaches that putting

poultry and cheese on the same table does not violate a Torah prohibition, leading into a discussion on the Rabbinic nature of

the prohibition of poultry in milk, and the Torah-level parameters of basar b'chalav which only apply to kosher meat cooked in

kosher milk.

ה שֶׂ עֲ מַ לְ W H AT  T O  T A K E  H O M E

In our sugya, Shmuel teaches a powerful halachah in the name of Rabbi Chiyya: one who breaks the neck of an animal

before its soul departs causes the blood to be absorbed in the limbs, which makes the meat heavier. The Gemara calls this

'gozel es habriyos', robbing the creations, because the butcher is selling blood under the guise of meat, charging people for

weight that isn't actually food.

Look at the depth of this chiddush. The animal is already shechted, the meat is kosher, and the butcher is just trying to speed

up the process. Yet, by rushing the natural process and forcing the blood back into the limbs, he is creating an illusion of

substance. He is selling something that looks heavy and valuable on the scale, but is actually hollow and forbidden.

In our own avodas Hashem, we often face the temptation to 'make our meat heavy', to present ourselves to the world as

spiritually weighty, full of substance, and deeply pious, when inside we might be rushing through our davening or neglecting

our inner middos. We want the credit and the respect of being a 'heavyweight' without putting in the quiet, honest work of

refining our neshama. This is a subtle form of 'gozel es habriyos', deceiving those around us and, ultimately, fooling ourselves.

Today, focus on absolute authenticity in one small area of your life. When you daven or learn, do it purely for Hashem,

without looking around to see who is watching or trying to project an image of being more than you currently are. Let your

weight be real.
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