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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this daf by concluding the fifth perek of Maseches Chullin, Perek Behemah Hamakshah, with a beautiful and

haimish discussion about having rachmanus on one's fellow Yid. The Gemara teaches us that when a person is going through

a tzarah, they must let the tzibbur know so that others can daven to Hashem on their behalf. This is derived from the metzora

who must call out "Impure, impure!" to publicize his distress and awaken the tefillos of the community.

Immediately following this, we begin the sixth perek, Perek Oto Ve'es Beno, which deals with the severe d'Oraisa prohibition

of slaughtering an animal and its offspring on the same day. The Mishnah outlines the various applications of this mitzvah,

showing how it applies both in Eretz Yisrael and Chutz la'Aretz, in the times of the Beis HaMikdash and when it is not

standing, and to both chullin (non-sacred animals) and kodashim (sacrificial animals). The Mishnah details the halachic status

of the meat and the lashes incurred under different permutations of chullin and kodashim slaughtered inside or outside the

Azarah.

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

, יהּ ילֵ שׁ חֵ חוֹ יכְ נִ דְּ

that its  streng th should be  weakened by the stones, preventing it from shedding its fruit,

QU E ST IO N

אי? מַּ  א אַ רָ יקְ סִ רוֹ בְּ קְ לָּא סוֹ  אֶ

but as for painting  it with red paint, why is it permitted? What benefit is there in this?

ANSWER

. יהּ לָּוֵ י י עִ מֵ חֲ י רַ עֻ יבְ לִ י וְ שֵׁ ינָ יוּהּ אִ זְ יחְ לִ י דְּ יכִ י הֵ כִּ

The Gemara answers: One does so in order that people  will see  it and pray for mercy upon it, that the tree should become

fruitful.

PR O O F

ים. מִ חֲ יו רַ לָ ים עָ שִׁ  קְּ בַ ים מְ בִּ רַ ים, וְ בִּ יעַ לָרַ דִ הוֹ יךְ לְ א״ – צָרִ רָ קְ א יִ מֵ א טָ מֵ טָ ״וְ יָא:  נְ תַ דְ כִּ

As it is  taug ht in a baraita: The verse regarding a leper states: “And he  shall cry: Impure , impure !” This teaches that a person

who suffers a misfortune needs to inform the  public, and the  public will seek mercy on his  behalf.

PR O O F



ים. מִ חֲ יו רַ לָ ים עָ שִׁ  קְּ בַ ים מְ בִּ רַ ים, וְ בִּ יעַ לָרַ דִ הוֹ יךְ לְ בָר – צָרִ וֹ דָּ ע בּ ירַ אֵ שֶׁ י  ן מִ כֵ וְ

And likewise , whoever has  a bad thing  happen to him needs  to inform the  public, and the  public will seek mercy on his

behalf.

STATEMENT

אן? מַ כְּ לָא,  יקְ דִ א בְּ סָ וּבְ ינַן כּ לֵ תָּ אן  מַ כְּ ינָא:  בִ ר רָ מַ אָ

Ravina said: Like  whom is our practice when we hang  bunches  of unripe dates  on a palm tree  that casts off its fruit? Like

whom is this done, seeing as it resembles the ways of the Amorites?

STATEMENT

נָּא.  תַּ אי  י הַ כִּ

It is like  this  very tanna of the baraita, who says that a person must publicize his distress so that others will pray for him.

STATEMENT

ה. שָּׁ   קַ מְ ה הַ מָ הֵ ךְ בְּ לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we  return to you, Perek Behemah Hamakshah.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ץ, רֶ אָ חוּצָה לָ ין בְּ בֵּ ץ  רֶ אָ בָּ ין  בֵּ ג  נוֹ נוֹהֵ ת בְּ אֶ י׳ אוֹתוֹ וְ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: The prohibition of slaughtering an animal itse lf and its  offspring  on the same day applie s  both in Eretz Yisrae l

and outside  of Eretz Yisrae l,

MISHNAH

יִת, בַּ  י הַ נֵ פְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ  יִת וְ בַּ  י הַ נֵ פְ בִּ

both in the  presence  of the  Temple  and not in the  presence  of the  Temple ,

MISHNAH

ין. שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ ין וּבְ לִּ חוּ בְּ

and both with reg ard to non-sacred animals  and with reg ard to sacrificial animals .

MISHNAH

, נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ט אוֹתוֹ וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ד? הַ יצַ כֵּ

How so? One  who s laug hters  an animal itse lf and its  offspring ,

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ים, וְ רִ שֵׁ  כְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ץ –  חוּ בַּ ין  לִּ חוּ



and both were non-sacred animals slaughtered outside  the Temple courtyard; both of them are  fit for consumption, but the

one who slaughters the second rece ives  the  forty lashes for violating the prohibition.

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ ים אֶ גִ פְ ם סוֹ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים, וּ לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ת, וּ כָּרֵ יָּיב   ן חַ וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ קָ

If they were sacrificial animals slaughtered outside  the Temple courtyard; for the  first, the slaughterer is liable  to karet for

slaughtering a holy offering outside the Sanctuary, and both of them are  disqualified as offerings, and both of them rece ive

forty lashes apiece — the first for slaughtering outside, and the second for violating the prohibition of 'itself and its offspring'.

MISHNAH

ים; עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ין, וְ לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים –  נִ פְ ין בִּ לִּ חוּ

If they were non-sacred animals slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard; both of them are  disqualified, because it is

forbidden to slaughter non-sacred animals in the Azarah, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  the  forty lashes.

MISHNAH

סוּל. ים וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ים – הָ נִ פְ ים בִּ שִׁ  דָ קָ

If they were sacrificial animals slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard; the  first is  fit as an offering and the slaughterer is

exempt from punishment, but the  second slaughterer rece ives  the  forty lashes and the second animal is disqualified, as it was

slaughtered on the same day as its parent.

MISHNAH

סוּל. ים, וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר, וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ קָ ין וְ לִּ חוּ

If the first was non-sacred and the second was sacrificial, and both were slaughtered outside  the Temple courtyard; the  first is

fit for eating and the slaughterer is exempt, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  the  forty lashes and the animal is

disqualified as an offering.

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ ים אֶ גִ פְ ם סוֹ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ר, וּ שֵׁ  כָּ י  נִ שֵּׁ   הַ סוּל, וְ ת וּפָ כָּרֵ יָּיב   ן חַ וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ בַּ ין  לִּ חוּ ים וְ שִׁ  דָ קָ

If the first was sacrificial and the second was non-sacred, and both were slaughtered outside  the Temple courtyard; for the

first, the slaughterer is liable  to karet and the animal is disqualified, and the  second is  fit for consumption, and both

slaughterers rece ive  forty lashes.

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ין, וְ לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים –  נִ פְ ים בִּ שִׁ  דָ קָ ין וְ לִּ חוּ

If the first was non-sacred and the second was sacrificial, and both were slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard; both of

them are  disqualified, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  forty lashes.

MISHNAH

סוּל. ים וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ים – הָ נִ פְ ין בִּ לִּ חוּ ים וְ שִׁ  דָ קָ

If the first was sacrificial and the second was non-sacred, and both were slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard; the  first is

fit and the slaughterer is exempt, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  forty lashes, and the second animal is disqualified

because it was non-sacred in the courtyard.



MISHNAH

סוּל. ים, וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר, וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ים – הָ נִ פְ ץ וּבִ חוּ בַּ ין  לִּ חוּ

If both were non-sacred and the slaughter of the first was outside  and the second was inside ; the  first is  fit and the slaughterer

is exempt, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  forty lashes and the animal is disqualified.

MISHNAH

ים. לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים, וּ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ ים אֶ גִ פְ ם סוֹ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ת, וּ כָּרֵ יָּיב   ן חַ וֹ אשׁ רִ ים – הָ נִ פְ ץ וּבִ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ קָ

If both were sacrificial, and the first was slaughtered outside  and the second inside ; the  first slaughterer is liable  to karet, and

both slaughterers rece ive  forty lashes, and both animals are  disqualified.

MISHNAH

ר. שֵׁ  ים, וּכָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ סוּל, וּפָ פָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ ים וּבַ נִ פְ ין בִּ לִּ חוּ

If both were non-sacred and the first was slaughtered inside  and the second outside ; the  first is  disqualified and the

slaughterer is exempt, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  forty lashes and the second animal is fit.

MISHNAH

סוּל. ים, וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר, וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ ים וּבַ נִ פְ ים בִּ שִׁ  דָ קָ

If both were sacrificial, and the first was slaughtered inside  and the second outside ; the  first is  fit and the slaughterer is

exempt, and the  second slaughterer rece ives  forty lashes and the second animal is disqualified.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

ין? שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ ג בְּ נּוֹהֵ שֶׁ נוֹ  ת בְּ אֶ אוֹתוֹ וְ ן לְ יִ נַּ  נַן: מִ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The  Sag es  taug ht in a baraita: From where  is it derived that the prohibition of slaughtering an animal itse lf and

its  offspring  applie s  to sacrificial animals?

PR O O F

ד״, לֵ וָּ י יִ כִּ ז  ב אוֹ עֵ שֶׂ וֹר אוֹ כֶ ״שׁ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

The verse  state s : “When a bull, or a sheep, or a g oat, is  born,” which refers to sacrificial offerings,

PR O O F

ג נּוֹהֵ שֶׁ נוֹ  ת בְּ אֶ ל אוֹתוֹ וְ ד עַ מֵּ י ד״ – לִ חָ יוֹם אֶ טוּ בְּ חֲ שְׁ  נוֹ לֹא תִ ת בְּ אֶ ה אֹתוֹ וְ וֹר אוֹ שֶׂ שׁ ״וְ  : יהּ רֵ בָּתְ יב  תִ וּכְ

ין. שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ בְּ

and it is  written afterward: “And whether it be  a cow or a ewe , you shall not s laug hter it and its  offspring  both in one

day.” This proximity teaches  that the prohibition of itse lf and its  offspring  applie s  to sacrificial animals .

QU E ST IO N

ין – לָא! לִּ חוּ ין, בְּ ין – אִ שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ א: בְּ ימָ אֵ וְ



The Gemara asks: But say that to sacrificial animals , ye s , the prohibition applies, but to non-sacred animals , no, it does not

apply!

ANSWER

יָן. נְ עִ יק הָ סִ פְ וֹר״ הִ ״שׁ

The Gemara answers: The word “bull” in the second verse separated the  matter from the previous section, making it a new,

general commandment that applies to all animals.

QU E ST IO N

ין – לָא! שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ ין, בְּ ין – אִ לִּ חוּ א: בְּ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say that to non-sacred animals , ye s , it applies, but to sacrificial animals , no, it does not apply!

ANSWER

ן. וֹ אשׁ יָן רִ נְ ל עִ יף עַ סִ י״ו מוֹ וֹר״ – וָ שׁ ״וְ יב:  תִ כְּ

The Gemara answers: It is  written: “And a cow” — the letter vav meaning 'and' adds to the  first matter, connecting it to the

previous section regarding sacrifices.

QU E ST IO N

יִם לָא? אַ לְ כִּ נוֹ  ת בְּ אֶ ף אוֹתוֹ וְ יִם לָא, אַ אַ לְ כִּ ים  שִׁ  דָ ה קָ י מָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, just as  in sacrificial animals , a hybrid animal is not acceptable as an offering, so too, the prohibition of

itse lf and its  offspring  should not apply to a hybrid?

O BJECT IO N

י? כוֹ יִם וּבְ אַ לְ כִ ג בְּ נוֹ נוֹהֵ ת בְּ אֶ יָא: אוֹתוֹ וְ נְ תַּ ה  מָ לְּ אַ

Why, then, is  it taug ht in a baraita: The prohibition of itse lf and its  offspring  applie s  to a hybrid and to a koy?

O BJECT IO N

בָא: ר רָ מַ אָ יב, וְ תִ כְּ ה״  ״שֶׂ ד,  עוֹ וְ

And furthermore , “a lamb” is  written in the verse regarding itself and its offspring, and Rava said on this...

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  7 8 B

STATEMENT

יִם. אַ לְ כִּ  ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ לָּא לְ  ינוֹ אֶ ה״ אֵ ״שֶׂ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ קוֹם  ל מָ כׇּ ב –  נָה אָ בָּ זֶה 

This  e stablished a paradig m for other cases: Wherever it is  stated "seh" in the Torah, it is  only to exclude  the  offspring of

diverse  kinds .

ANSWER

יִם. אַ לְ כִּ  ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ ״ לְ ״אוֹ א  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ

The Gemara answers: The verse  state s  "or" in the passage of oto v'es b'no to include  the  offspring of diverse  kinds  in the

prohibition.



QU E ST IO N

א יַּיב, קָ  יחַ נוֹ לָא מִ ה וּבְ נוֹ שֶׂ וֹר וּבְ יט שׁ חֵ שָׁ  ד דְּ ינָא: עַ מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ סָ לֵּק, דְּ  חַ יהּ לְ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ ״ מִ ״אוֹ אי  הַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  מַ

The Gemara challenges: But this  "or" is  required by it to separate  the prohibitions, as  it mig ht enter your mind to say:

Until he  s laug hters  both a bull and its  offspring  and a sheep and its  offspring  on the same day he  is  not liable ; therefore,

the word "or" teaches  us  that one is liable for either one alone.

ANSWER

א. קָ ״ נָפְ נוֹ ״בְּ לֵּק – מִ  חַ לְ

The Gemara responds: The need to separate  them is  derived from the singular word "its  offspring " rather than "their

offspring."

QU E ST IO N

ה שֶׂ וֹר וָ חוֹט שׁ שְׁ  יִּ שֶׁ ד  ר: עַ מֵ י אוֹ יתִ יִ ״, הָ נוֹ ה וּבְ שֶׂ וֹר וָ ״שׁ ר  מַ וּ נֶאֱ ילּ יָא: אִ נְ תַ דְ כִ יהּ לְ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ י מִ כַּתִּ  אַ וְ

״. נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ה אוֹתוֹ וְ וֹר אוֹ שֶׂ ״שׁ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ  , נוֹ וּבְ

The Gemara challenges: And still, it is  required for that which is  taug ht in a Braisa: If it were  stated: "A bull and a sheep

and its  offspring ," I would have  said: One is not liable until he  s laug hters  a bull and a sheep and the  offspring  of one of

them; therefore, the  verse  state s : "A bull or a sheep... it and its  offspring ."

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ א לֵ קָ ״ נָפְ ״אוֹ או מֵ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not from the word "or" that the Braisa derives  it? If so, "or" is not available to include diverse kinds.

ANSWER

״. ״אוֹתוֹ לָא, מֵ

The Gemara responds: No, it is derived from the word "it" (oto).

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ נָא לֵ לֵּק מְ  חַ ״, לְ ״אוֹתוֹ יהּ  ר לֵ תַּ י יַ לָא מְ יָה, דְּ נַנְ חֲ לָּא לַ  ״, אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ הוּ  ר לְ תַּ י יַ מְ נַן, דִּ בָּ  רַ א לְ יחָ נִ הָ

The Gemara asks: This  works  out we ll according  to the  Rabbis , for whom "it" is  superfluous  and available for this

derivation; but according  to Chananya, for whom "it" is  not superfluous, from where  does  he  derive to separate  them?

ANSWER

ן. נָתָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  סָ א, דְּ רָ יךְ קְ רִ לֵּק לָא צְ  חַ לְ

The Gemara answers: To separate  them, Chananya does  not need a verse , as  he  holds  in accordance  with Rabbi Yonatan

regarding the use of conjunctions.

BR AI SA

לֹּא  שֶׁ וֹ  מּ אִ וֹ וְ מּ לֹּא אִ  שֶׁ יו  בִ , אָ וֹ מּ אִ יו וְ בִ לָּא אָ  י אֶ ין לִ ״, אֵ וֹ מּ ת אִ אֶ יו וְ בִ ת אָ ל אֶ לֵּ  קַ ר יְ שֶׁ  ישׁ אֲ ״אִ יָא:  נְ תַ דְּ

יָּה.  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ל, דִּ לֵּ  וֹ קִ מּ ל, אִ לֵּ  יו קִ בִ ל״ – אָ לֵּ  וֹ קִ מּ אִ יו וְ בִ ״אָ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ן?  יִ נַּ  יו מִ בִ אָ



As it is  taug ht in a Braisa: From the verse, "A man who curses  his  father and his  mother," I have  only derived that he is liable

if he curses both his  father and his  mother together. From where  do we derive that he is liable for cursing his  father without

his  mother, or his  mother without his  father? The  verse  state s : "His  father and his  mother he  has  cursed" — meaning, if

his  father he  cursed, or if his  mother he  cursed, he is liable; this is the  statement of Rabbi Yoshiya.

BR AI SA

ו״. דָּ ״יַחְ כָּתוּב   ךָ הַ רוֹט לְ פְ יִּ שֶׁ ד  , עַ מוֹ צְ י עַ נֵ פְ ד בִּ חָ ע אֶ מָ שְׁ  ד, וּמַ חָ אֶ ם כְּ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ע  מָ שְׁ  ר: מַ מֵ ן אוֹ נָתָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yonatan says: The phrasing implie s  both of them tog ether, and it also implie s  each one  on its  own, unless  the

verse  specifies  for you "tog ether" (yachdav). Thus, Chananya, who holds like Rabbi Yonatan, does not need a verse to

separate the prohibitions, leaving "or" free to include diverse kinds.

QU E ST IO N

נַן? בָּ  אי רַ יָה, וּמַ נַנְ אי חֲ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  this dispute between Chananya and what is  the opinion of the  Rabbis  that was mentioned?

BR AI SA

בוֹת. קֵ נְ ין בִּ ים וּבֵ כָרִ זְ ין בִּ בֵּ ג  ר: נוֹהֵ מֵ יָה אוֹ נַנְ ים. חֲ כָרִ זְ ג בִּ ינוֹ נוֹהֵ אֵ בוֹת, וְ קֵ נְ ג בִּ נוֹ נוֹהֵ ת בְּ אֶ יָא: אוֹתוֹ וְ נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht in a Braisa: The prohibition of "it and its  offspring " applie s  to females , i.e., a mother and its offspring, but it

does  not apply to males , i.e., a father and its offspring. Chananya says: It applie s  both to males  and to females .

QU E ST IO N

נַן? בָּ  רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reasoning  of the  Rabbis?

BR AI SA

בוֹת? קֵ נְ ין בִּ ים וּבֵ כָרִ זְ ין בִּ בֵּ ג  נוֹ נוֹהֵ ת בְּ אֶ א אוֹתוֹ וְ ל יְהֵ יָא: יָכוֹ נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht in a Braisa: One  mig ht think that "it and its  offspring " should apply both to males  and to females .

BR AI SA

ף ים, אַ כָרִ זְ לֹא בִּ בוֹת וְ קֵ נְ ים – בִּ נִ בָּ  ל הַ ם עַ אֵ יֵּיב בְּ  חִ שֶׁ  כְּ ה  ים; מָ נִ בָּ  ל הַ ם עַ אֵ יָּיב בְּ  חַ אן, וְ כָּ יֵּיב   ין הוּא: חִ דִ וְ

ים. כָרִ זְ לֹא בִּ בוֹת וְ קֵ נְ אן – בִּ כָּ יֵּיב   חִ שֶׁ  כְּ

And indeed, it is  a log ical derivation: The  Torah oblig ated here  regarding an animal and its offspring, and it oblig ated

reg arding  the  mother bird over the  young ; just as  when it oblig ated reg arding  the  mother bird over the  young , it

applies only to females  and not to males , so too when it oblig ated here , it should apply only to females  and not to males .

BR AI SA

, נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ אוֹתוֹ וְ ר בְּ תֹּאמַ ן,  מָּ זוּ ינוֹ מְ אֵ שֶׁ  כְּ ן  מָּ זוּ בָּהּ מְ ה  שָׂ ן לֹא עָ כֵּ  שֶׁ ים,  נִ בָּ  ל הַ ם עַ אֵ תָּ בְּ  רְ מַ ם אָ לֹא, אִ

ן? מָּ זוּ ינוֹ מְ אֵ שֶׁ  כְּ ן  מָּ זוּ וֹ מְ ה בּ שָׂ עָ שֶׁ

The Braisa refutes this: No! If you say so reg arding  the  mother bird over the  young , where  the  Torah did not make

prepared birds equivalent to unprepared ones, shall you say so reg arding  "it and its  offspring ," where  the  Torah made

prepared animals equivalent to unprepared ones?



BR AI SA

יִם. נַ שְׁ לֹא  ד וְ חָ ״ – אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore, the  verse  state s : "it" (oto) — to teach that the prohibition applies to only one  parent and not to two  parents.

BR AI SA

ים – נִ בָּ  ל הַ ם עַ אֵ יֵּיב בְּ  חִ שֶׁ  כְּ ה  ים – מָ נִ בָּ  ל הַ ם עַ אֵ יֵּיב בְּ  חִ אן וְ כָּ יֵּיב   ין: חִ דִ י לְ יתִ כָּתוּב, זָכִ  לֵּק הַ  חִ שֶׁ ר  חַ אַ

ים. כָרִ זְ לֹא בִּ בוֹת וְ קֵ נְ אן – בִּ כָּ יֵּיב   חִ שֶׁ  כְּ ף  ים, אַ כָרִ זְ לֹא בִּ בוֹת וְ קֵ נְ בִּ

After the  verse  separated them, limiting the prohibition to one parent, I have  merited to return to the  log ical derivation:

The  Torah oblig ated here  and oblig ated reg arding  the  mother bird over the  young  — just as  when it oblig ated

reg arding  the  mother bird over the  young , it applies to females  and not to males , so too when it oblig ated here , it

applies to females  and not to males .

BR AI SA

יו. חֲרָ כָּרוּךְ אַ נוֹ  ין בְּ אֵ שֶׁ יו, יָצָא זָכָר  חֲרָ כָּרוּךְ אַ נוֹ  בְּ שֶׁ י  ״ – מִ נוֹ ״בְּ ר,  מַ ךָ לוֹ שְׁ  ם נַפְ אִ וְ

And if you wish to say an alternative proof: The verse says "its  offspring " (b'no) — referring to one  whose  offspring  cling s

after it, which excludes  the  male , whose  offspring  does  not cling  after it.

QU E ST IO N

ר? מַ ךָ לוֹ שְׁ  ם נַפְ ה אִ מָ

The Gemara asks: What is  the meaning of "and if you wish to say"? Why is the second proof necessary?

ANSWER

נוֹ ין בְּ אֵ שֶׁ יו, יָצָא זָכָר  חֲרָ כָּרוּךְ אַ נוֹ  בְּ שֶׁ י  ״ – מִ נוֹ ״בְּ ר  מֵ י הוּא אוֹ ע, הֲרֵ מַ שְׁ  ״ זָכָר מַ ״אוֹתוֹ א  ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

יו. חֲרָ כָּרוּךְ אַ

The Gemara answers: Lest you say that "it" (oto) implie s  a male , therefore  it says  "its  offspring " (b'no) — referring to one

whose  offspring  cling s  after it, which excludes  the  male , whose  offspring  does  not cling  after it.

S U M M A RY

The Gemara begins its analysis of Perek Oto Ve'es Beno by seeking the source in the Torah for applying this prohibition to

sacrificial animals. Through a detailed limud of the pesukim, the Gemara connects the parsha of sacrifices to the prohibition of

"it and its offspring," establishing that the law encompasses both holy and non-sacred animals. The Gemara then raises

questions regarding whether this prohibition applies to hybrid animals, such as a crossbreed, or a koy, analyzing the specific

terminology used in the Torah to define the boundaries of this mitzvah.



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

In the closing of Perek Behemah Hamakshah, the Gemara teaches us a beautiful and deeply moving principle of Jewish life.

We learn that a metzora is commanded to call out, "Impure, impure!" and that we paint a failing tree red so that passersby will

notice it. Why? So that the public will see their distress and pray for them. Chazal tell us clearly: "Whoever has a bad thing

happen to him needs to inform the public, and the public will seek mercy on his behalf."

Think about what this means for our daily avodah. Sometimes, when we are going through a difficult nisayon, a health

struggle, or parnassah worries, our natural instinct is to pull back, hide our pain, and suffer in silence. We might feel

embarrassed or think we shouldn't burden others. But the Torah is teaching us the exact opposite. Hashem created the world

such that we need each other's tefillos. By sharing our pain with our fellow Yidden, we are not showing weakness; we are

opening the gates of rachamim.

This goes both ways. When someone shares a struggle with you, it is not just casual conversation. It is a holy invitation.

Hashem brought that information to your ears because He wants you to stop what you are doing and daven for them. The

power of a community crying out for an individual is limitless, and it is one of the greatest acts of chesed we can perform.

Today, when someone mentions a difficulty they are facing, whether it is a health issue, a child struggling, or financial stress,

do not just offer a polite nod. Take ten seconds right then and there to say a short, heartfelt prayer to Hashem on their

behalf.
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