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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the daf by continuing our discussion on the Mishnah's list of animals that are exempt from the prohibition of "it and

its offspring" (oto v'es b'no) when slaughtered. The Gemara focuses on the red heifer (parah adumah) and the heifer whose

neck is broken (eglah arufah), analyzing whether their slaughter is considered a "fit slaughter" and questioning the

authenticity of these cases in our Mishnah's text.

We then move into a new Mishnah that deals with the practical halachos of two people who buy a cow and its offspring. The

Gemara discusses who has the right to slaughter first and the status of the second buyer if he goes ahead anyway. Finally, we

learn a new Mishnah detailing the lashes incurred when multiple generations of animals—such as a mother, daughter, and

granddaughter—are slaughtered on the same day, leading into a deep halachic analysis of the Torah's wording.

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  8 2 A

EXPLANAT IO N

. הּ תָּ  כְ עֲרַ י מַ בֵּ ל גַּ ית עַ דֵּ פְ ה נִ פָּרָ ן,  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ יָה רַ ר הָ מֵ : אוֹ ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ וְ

And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Rabbi Shimon would say that the red heifer can be  redeemed with money even upon

its  pyre ,  right before it is burned. Since it can be redeemed and eaten, its slaughter is considered a fit slaughter, which is why Rabbi

Shimon had to explicitly exempt it in our Mishnah.

ANSWER

נָה. שְׁ  ינָהּ מִ את אֵ טָּ  ת חַ פָּרַ נָן:  חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ ן  מֶ שֶׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Shemen bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: The case of the  he ifer of purification in the Mishnah is  not an

authentic Mishnah text, as it was inserted by an error, and Rabbi Shimon actually agrees that one who slaughters it is liable.

QU E ST IO N

יא? יָה הִ אוּ ה רְ יטָ חִ שְׁ או  לָה עֲרוּפָה, לָ גְ עֶ וְ

The Gemara asks: And as for the heifer whose  neck is  broken, is  its slaughter not a fit s laug hter? Why does the Mishnah

exempt one who slaughters it?

PR O O F

ר. דֶ עֵ בָּ ה  עֶ רְ תִ צֵא וְ תֵּ לָה –  עֲגָ ף הָ רֵ עָ תֵּ לֹּא   שֶׁ ד  ג עַ הוֹרֵ צָא הַ מְ נַן: נִ תְ הָ וְ

But didn't we  learn in a Mishnah: If the  murderer was  found before  the  he ifer's  neck was  broken, the heifer shall g o out

and g raze  in the  herd, because it is not consecrated? This proves that before its neck is broken, it is permitted to derive benefit

from it, so its slaughter is fit!



ANSWER

נָה. שְׁ  ינָהּ מִ לָה עֲרוּפָה אֵ גְ נַּאי: עֶ י יַ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ישׁ מִ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said in the  name  of Rabbi Yannai: The case of the heifer whose  neck is  broken is  not an

authentic Mishnah text, and Rabbi Shimon actually holds that one is liable.

QU E ST IO N

הּ תָ ידָ ר: יְרִ מַ יָּא לוֹ  רַ בְ ין חַ בִ נָסְ י, וְ תִּ חְ כַ שָׁ  , וְ בָּהּ י  תִּ עְ מַ שָׁ בוּל  נַּאי: גְּ י יַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ י? וְ כִ נַּאי הָ י יַ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ וּמִ

. הּ תָּ  רְ סַ ן אוֹ יתָ ל אֵ נַחַ לְ

The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yannai really say this? But didn't Rabbi Yannai say: I heard a boundary,  a specific point,

reg arding  when it becomes forbidden, but I forg ot what it was; and the  colleag ues  inclined to say that its  descent to the

rug g ed valley is  what forbids  it?

O BJECT IO N

ה. ידָ ר יְרִ חַ אַ אן לְ כָּ ה,  ידָ ם יְרִ דֶ אן קוֹ כָּ י:  נֵּ  שַׁ י א, לִ יתָ ם אִ אִ וְ

And if it is  so  that Rabbi Yannai holds the Mishnah is authentic, le t him resolve  the contradiction by saying: Here , where he is

liable, it is before  the  descent; there , where he is exempt, it is after the  descent, when it is already forbidden to derive benefit

from it! Why say the Mishnah is not authentic?

R E SO LU T IO N

ינָהּ לָה עֲרוּפָה אֵ גְ , עֶ ינַן לַהּ נֵ תְ ישׁ מַ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   נַן מִ י: אֲ מֵּ  ב אַ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ ס בְּ חָ נְ פִּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

נָה. שְׁ  מִ

Rav Pinchas  the  son of Rav Ami said: We learn this  statement in the  name  of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish himse lf, and not

in the name of Rabbi Yannai, that the heifer whose  neck is  broken is  not an authentic Mishnah text.

QU E ST IO N

י? כִ ישׁ הָ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ ן, מִ יָא לַ שְׁ  י קַ פֵּ  פַּ ב  י רַ בֵּ ינַן  וֵ י הֲ כִּ י:  שֵׁ  ב אָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Ashi said: When we  were  in the  study hall of Rav Pappi, this  was  difficult for us: Did Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish

really say this , that the heifer whose neck is broken is not an authentic Mishnah?

PR O O F

ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ ה, וְ יטָ חִ שְׁ ת  עַ שְּׁ   ר: מִ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ין? רַ רִ סָ י נֶאֱ תַ ימָ אֵ ע מֵ צוֹרָ י מְ וֹרֵ פּ ר, צִ מַ יתְּ א אִ הָ וְ

ה, יחָ קִ ת לְ עַ שְּׁ   ר: מִ מַ אָ

But was  it not stated that there is an Amoraic dispute: From when are  the  birds  of a metzora forbidden for benefit? Rabbi

Yochanan said: From the  time  of s laug hter; and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: From the  time  of taking  and designating

them.

EXPLANAT IO N

לָה עֲרוּפָה. גְ עֶ ה״ מֵ יחָ ״קִ ה״  יחָ ״קִ ר  מַ ? גָּ ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ ינַן: מַ רִ מְ אָ וְ

And we  said: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? He  derives  it by a gezerah shavah of "taking " written by the

birds from "taking " written by the  he ifer whose  neck is  broken. Just as the heifer is forbidden from the moment of taking, so



are the birds. Thus, Reish Lakish holds the heifer is forbidden while alive, making its slaughter unfit, so he would agree with our

Mishnah's exemption!

R E SO LU T IO N

נָה. שְׁ  ינָהּ מִ לָה עֲרוּפָה אֵ גְ נָן: עֶ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

Rather, Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: The case of the heifer whose  neck is  broken is  not an

authentic Mishnah text. It was Rabbi Yochanan, not Reish Lakish, who said this.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

י – זָכָה. נִ שֵּׁ   ם הַ דַ ם קָ אִ ן, וְ וֹ אשׁ חוֹט רִ שְׁ  ן יִ וֹ אשׁ ח רִ לָּקַ  שֶׁ יזֶה  , אֵ נָהּ ה וּבְ פָּרָ חוּ  קְ לָּ  שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: Two people  who purchased a cow and its  offspring , each buying one of them, whichever purchased first

shall s laug hter first, and if the  second preceded him and slaughtered first, he  has  merited and the first must wait.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

נַן, ינָא תְּ יַן דִּ נְ עִ סֵף: לְ ב יוֹ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: Rav Yosef said: We learned this reg arding  a matter of a court judg ment, meaning that the first purchaser only

has legal recourse to prevent the second from slaughtering first, but there is no actual prohibition if the second does so.

PR O O F

א. רָ שְׂ יל בִּ כֵ אָ קָ כָּר – דְּ  שְׂ נִ א, וְ וּרָ יסּ ד אִ לָא עֲבַ יז – דְּ כָּר, זָרִ  שְׂ נִ יז וְ י זֶה זָרִ י – הֲרֵ נִ שֵּׁ   ם הַ דַ ם קָ נָא: אִ תְּ

A Sage taug ht in a Baraita: If the  second preceded and slaughtered, he  is  dilig ent and rewarded; dilig ent because  he  did

not perform a prohibition, and rewarded because  he  eats  meat on that day.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ים, נִ מוֹ שְׁ פֵג  יהָ – סוֹ נֶ בָּ י  נֵ שְׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ ה וְ פָּרָ ט  חַ שָׁ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If one  s laug htered a cow and afterwards  slaughtered its  two offspring  on the same day, he  rece ives  e ig hty

lashes, forty for each offspring.

MISHNAH

ים, עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ הּ – סוֹ טָ חָ שְׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ יהָ וְ נֶ בָּ י  נֵ שְׁ ט  חַ שָׁ

If he  s laug htered its  two offspring  and afterwards s laug htered it, he  rece ives  forty lashes, because the prohibition was

only violated when the mother was slaughtered.



MISHNAH

ים. נִ מוֹ שְׁ פֵג  הּ – סוֹ תָּ  בַּת בִּ ת  אֶ הּ וְ תָּ  ת בִּ אֶ הּ וְ טָ חָ שְׁ

If he  s laug htered it, and then its  daug hter, and then its  daug hter's  daug hter, he  rece ives  e ig hty lashes.

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ הּ – סוֹ תָּ  ט בִּ חַ שָׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ , וְ הּ תָּ  בַּת בִּ ת  אֶ הּ וְ טָ חָ שְׁ

If he  s laug htered it and its  daug hter's  daug hter, and afterwards s laug htered its  daug hter, he  rece ives  forty lashes.

MISHNAH

ים. נִ מוֹ שְׁ פֵג  יר: סוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ר מִ מֵ כוֹס אוֹ מְ סוֹ

Sumachos says  in the  name  of Rabbi Meir: He  rece ives  e ig hty lashes, because slaughtering the daughter violates the

prohibition in relation to both its mother and its offspring.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

! אוֹתוֹ נוֹ וְ לֹא בְּ נָא, וְ מָ חֲ ר רַ מַ ״ אָ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ אי?  מַּ  ׳ אַ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: The Gemara asks: Why is one liable when slaughtering the offspring first and then the mother? "It and its  offspring "

said the  Merciful One  in the Torah, and not "its  offspring  and it"!

ANSWER

ן? יִ נַּ  וֹ מִ מּ ת אִ אֶ , אוֹתוֹ וְ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ לָּא אוֹתוֹ וְ  י אֶ ין לִ ״ – אֵ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ יָא:  נְ תַ , דְּ ךְ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ לָא סָ

The Gemara answers: Do not le t this  enter your mind, as  it is  taug ht in a Baraita: "It and its  offspring "—I only know the

prohibition applies to it and its  offspring  (parent then offspring); from where  do we  know it applies to it and its  mother

(offspring then parent)?

ת ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ד הַ חָ אֶ ה, וְ פָּרָ  ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ד הַ חָ ד? אֶ יצַ כֵּ א  יִם, הָ נַ שְׁ אן  כָּ י  ״ – הֲרֵ טוּ חֲ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ ר  מֵ הוּא אוֹ שֶׁ  כְּ

ין. יבִ יָּ  ים חַ נִ חֲרוֹ אַ יִם הָ נַ שְׁ נָהּ –  ת בְּ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ד הַ חָ אֶ , וְ הּ מָּ  אִ

When it says  "you shall not s laug hter" in the plural, behold here  are  two  people addressed. How so? Whether one

slaug hters  the  cow, or one  s laug hters  its  mother, or one  s laug hters  its  offspring , the  latter two are  liable . This proves

the prohibition applies in both directions.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  8 2 B

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ גוּפֵ יהּ לְ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ אי מִ הַ

The Gemara asks: But this  verse is  required for itse lf,  to teach the basic prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its offspring

on the same day? How can we use it to teach that two people are prohibited?



ANSWER

״? טוּ חֲ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ אי  חוֹט״, מַ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ וֹב  תּ יכְ ן, לִ כֵּ ם  אִ

The Gemara answers: If so ,  that the Torah only wanted to teach the basic prohibition, le t it write  "you shall not s laug hter" in

the singular form, lo tishchot. What is the meaning of the plural form "you shall not s laug hter",  lo tishchatu? It must be to teach

that even two people are prohibited.

O BJECT IO N

נָא מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י – לָא.  רֵ ין, תְּ ד – אִ ינָא: חַ מֵ חוֹט״ הֲוָה אָ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י  אִ , דְּ יהּ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ י מִ כַּתִּ  אַ וְ

י! רֵ וּ תְּ ילּ פִ אֲ ״, וַ טוּ חֲ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ

The Gemara objects: But still, it is  required to write the plural, for if the  Merciful One  had written "you shall not

slaug hter" in the singular, I would have  said: For one  person to do both, yes ,  it is forbidden, but for two  people, where one

slaughters the mother and another slaughters the offspring, no ,  it is not forbidden. Therefore, the  Merciful One  wrote  "you

shall not s laug hter" in the plural, to teach and even if two  people do it, it is forbidden!

R E SO LU T IO N

י. תֵּ  רְ תַּ נַּהּ  י ע מִ מַ שְׁ ״?  טוּ חֲ שְׁ  ״לֹא תִ אי  ״! מַ טוּ חֲ שְׁ  ״לֹא יִ וֹב  תּ כְ ן, לִ כֵּ ם  אִ

The Gemara answers: If so ,  that this is all the Torah meant, le t it write  "they shall not be  s laug htered" in the passive voice,

which would cover any case. What is the meaning of the active plural "you shall not s laug hter"? Learn from it two  things: that

even two people are forbidden, and that both slaughtering the offspring after the mother and the mother after the offspring are

forbidden.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

, הּ תָּ  בַּת בִּ ת  אֶ הּ וְ טָ חָ שְׁ

We learned in the Mishnah: If one  s laug htered an animal and its  daug hter's  daug hter,  and then slaughtered its daughter, he

gets eighty lashes according to Sumachos.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

כוֹס? מְ סוֹ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ סֵף: מַ ב יוֹ רַ י לְ יֵ בָּ  יהּ אַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Abaye  said to Rav Yosef: What is  the  reasoning  of Sumachos  for giving eighty lashes?

QU E ST IO N

אוֹת. טָּ  י חַ תֵּ  שְׁ יָּיב   ד – חַ חָ לֵם אֶ עְ הֶ לֶב בְּ י חֵ יתֵ י זֵ נֵ שְׁ ל  כַ כוֹס: אָ מְ בַר סוֹ א סָ קָ

Does Sumachos hold as a general rule that if one ate  two olive -bulks  of forbidden fat in one  lapse  of awareness ,  he is

liable  to bring  two s in-offering s  because he violated the prohibition twice?



EXPLANAT IO N

ין גוּפִ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ אַ נַן, דְּ בָּ  רַ ן דְּ כֹּחָ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ א, לְ הָ ן בְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ אי דְּ הַ א, וְ מָ לְ עָ ינַן בְּ עִ מְ שְׁ י לַ ין הוּא דְּ דִ וּבְ

נַן. בָּ  י רַ רִ טְ פָּ ין –  קִ לָ מוּחְ

And by rig ht, the Mishnah should have  le t us  hear this dispute in a g eneral case of eating forbidden fat, and this  that it le ts

us  hear the dispute specifically in this  case of slaughtering, is to le t you know the  power of the  Rabbis , that even thoug h

the animals are distinct bodies , the  Rabbis  still exempt him from the second set of lashes.

QU E ST IO N

א מָ עְ ינוּ טַ יְ כָא הַ הָ ת, וְ חַ לָּא אַ  יָּיב אֶ  ינוֹ חַ ד אֵ חָ לֵם אֶ עְ הֶ לֶב בְּ י חֵ יתֵ י זֵ נֵ שְׁ ל  כַ כוֹס: אָ מְ בַר סוֹ סָ א קָ מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

ין? קִ לָ ין מוּחְ גוּפִ יל וְ אִ – הוֹ

Or perhaps Sumachos holds  that if one ate  two olive -bulks  of forbidden fat in one  lapse  of awareness , he  is  only liable

for one  sin-offering, and here , this  is  the  reason he gets eighty lashes: s ince  they are distinct bodies ,  which makes them

separate transgressions?

ANSWER

אוֹת. טָּ  י חַ תֵּ  שְׁ יָּיב   ד חַ חָ לֵם אֶ עְ הֶ לֶב בְּ י חֵ יתֵ י זֵ נֵ שְׁ ל  כַ בַר אָ סָ ין, קָ : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Yosef said to him: Yes , Sumachos indeed holds  that if one ate  two olive -bulks  of forbidden fat in one  lapse  of

awareness , he  is  liable  for two s in-offering s .

QU E ST IO N

ה. יִם לוֹקֶ אַ לְ כִּ יִם  אַ לְ כִּ עַ  זּוֹרֵ נַן: הַ תְ דִּ אי? מִ מַּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: From where  does Rav Yosef know this? From that which we  learned in a Baraisa: One who sows diverse

seeds, diverse  seeds, is  flog g ed.

EXPLANAT IO N

יּוֹת. קִ לְ י מַ תֵּ  שְׁ א  יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא   יִם? אֶ אַ לְ כִּ יִם  אַ לְ כִּ אי  ד, מַ עוֹ א! וְ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ ת –  חַ ה אַ א לוֹקֶ ימָ לֵּ י ה? אִ אי לוֹקֶ מַ

The Gemara analyzes: What is  the meaning of "is  flog g ed"? If we  say it means he  is  flog g ed once , that is obvious! And

furthermore , why does the Baraisa repeat "diverse  seeds, diverse  seeds"? Rather, it is  obvious  that he receives two sets  of

lashes .

QU E ST IO N

ינוֹ יּוֹם אֵ ל הַ כׇּ ן  יִ ה יַ וֹתֶ יָה שׁ הָ שֶׁ יר  ינָא: נָזִ נֵ אוֹת – תְּ רָ תְ י הַ תֵּ  שְׁ  ר זֶה וּבִ חַ זֶה אַ א בְּ ימָ ילֵ ינַן? אִ קִ סְ אי עָ מַ בְּ

ת חַ ל אַ כׇּ ל  יָּיב עַ  ה – חַ וֹתֶ הוּא שׁ ה!׳ וְ תֶּ  שְׁ  ל תִּ ה, ׳אַ וֹתֶ הוּא שׁ ה!׳ וְ תֶּ  שְׁ  ל תִּ : ׳אַ רוּ לוֹ מְ ת, אָ חַ לָּא אַ  יָּיב אֶ  חַ

ת. חַ אַ וְ

The Gemara continues: With what are  we  dealing ? If we  say we are dealing with sowing one  after the  other, and with two

separate  warning s, we  already learned this in a Mishnah: A Nazirite  who was  drinking  wine  all day is  only liable  for one

set of lashes; but if they said to him, "Do not drink!" and he  drinks, "Do not drink!" and he  drinks, he  is  liable  for each

and every one . So we do not need a Baraisa to teach this.

ANSWER

ת. חַ ה אַ אָ רָ תְ הַ ת וּבְ חַ בַת אַ א בְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא   אֶ



Rather, it is  obvious  that we are dealing with sowing two types of diverse seeds at the  same  time , and with a s ing le  warning .

QU E ST IO N

כָא נַן, הָ בָּ  י רַ רִ טְ פָּ ין  קִ לָ ין מוּחְ גוּפִ ם דְּ תָ ה הָ א, וּמָ תָּ  שְׁ  כוֹס – הַ מְ סוֹ יהּ דְּ לֵ י עֲ יגִ לִ פְ נַן דִּ בָּ  א רַ ימָ לֵּ י י? אִ נִּ מַ

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ לֹא 

Now, whose  opinion is this Baraisa? If we  say it is the  Rabbis  who arg ue  with Sumachos  in our Mishnah, that cannot be:

Now, if there , where  the animals are distinct bodies , the  Rabbis  exempt him from a second set of lashes, here , where seeds

are not distinct bodies, is  it not all the  more  so  that they would exempt him?

IN FER ENCE

יא? כוֹס הִ מְ או סוֹ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not that this Baraisa is  the opinion of Sumachos ,  proving that he holds one can get two sets of lashes for violating a

single prohibition twice under one warning?

R EFU TAT IO N

יִם. אַ לְ כִּ י  ונֵ י גַּוְ רֵ כָּא תְּ י אִ ן דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ יהּ קָ חֵ גַּב אוֹרְ א אַ תָ ילְּ נַן, וּמִ בָּ  לָם רַ עוֹ לָא, לְ

The Gemara rejects this: No, actually the Baraisa can be in accordance with the  Rabbis ,  and he sowed with two separate

warnings. And the reason it repeated the words "diverse seeds" is that by the  way, it le ts  us  hear a matter: that there  are  two

types  of diverse  seeds  that are forbidden.

EXPLANAT IO N

ע מַ שְׁ  א מַ לֶת יָד, קָ וֹ פּ מַ ן בְּ צָ רְ חַ ה וְ עוֹרָ ה וּשְׂ טָּ  ע חִ זְרַ יִּ שֶׁ ד  יָּה: עַ  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ יָּה, דְּ  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ רַ דְּ י מִ קֵ וֹ פּ אַ לְ וּ

יַּיב.  חַ י מִ ן נָמֵ צָ רְ חַ ה וְ עוֹרָ ן וּשְׂ צָ רְ חַ ה וְ טָּ  ע חִ י זָרַ כִ ן דְּ לַ

And this is to exclude  the view of Rabbi Yoshiyah, for Rabbi Yoshiyah said: One is not liable until he  sows wheat, barley,

and a g rape  seed tog ether with a s ing le  throw of the  hand. Therefore, the Baraisa le ts  us  hear that when he  sows wheat

and a g rape  seed, or barley and a g rape  seed, he  is  also liable  for each combination separately.

PR O O F

ים. נִ מוֹ שְׁ פֵג  יִת – סוֹ זַ כְּ זֶּה  יִת וּמִ זַ כְּ זֶּה  ל מִ כַ ע: אָ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from another Baraisa: If one ate  an olive -bulk of this  forbidden fat and an olive -

bulk of that forbidden fat, he  rece ives  e ig hty lashes.

STATEMENT

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ לָּא אַ  פֵג אֶ ינוֹ סוֹ ר: אֵ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: He  only rece ives  forty lashes.

QU E ST IO N

ה? י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ אוֹת – מַ רָ תְ י הַ תֵּ  שְׁ  ר זֶה וּבִ חַ זֶה אַ א בְּ ימָ לֵּ י י? אִ מֵ י דָ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara analyzes: What are  the  circumstances? If we  say he ate them one  after the  other, and with two warning s, what

is  the  reason of Rabbi Yehuda for exempting him from the second set of lashes?

EXPLANAT IO N



ה. אָ רָ תְ הּ הַ מָ שְׁ פֵק לֹא  ת סָ אַ רָ תְ ר: הַ מַ אָ ה דְּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ יהּ לְ ינַן לֵ עִ מְ שָׁ  יא, וְ פֵק הִ ת סָ אַ רָ תְ הַ

Is it because it is  a doubtful warning ,  since at the time of the warning we did not know if he would eat enough to be liable, and

we have  heard Rabbi Yehuda say that a doubtful warning  is  not considered a valid warning ?

PR O O F

ת, חַ בַת אַ ם בְּ נֵיהֶ שְׁ כָּה   הִ שֶׁ ת זֶה, אוֹ  ל אֶ לֵּ  קִ זַר וְ חָ ת זֶה וְ ל אֶ לֵּ  ת זֶה, קִ כָּה אֶ  הִ זַר וְ חָ ת זֶה וְ כָּה אֶ  יָא: הִ נְ תַ דְּ

יָּיב.  ת – חַ חַ בַת אַ ם בְּ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ל  לֵּ  קִּ שֶׁ אוֹ 

As it is  taug ht in a Baraisa: If a son struck this  parent and went back and struck that parent, or cursed this  parent and went

back and cursed that parent, or if he  struck both of them at the  same  time , or cursed both of them at the  same  time , he

is  liable  to the death penalty.

STATEMENT

טוּר. פָּ ר זֶה –  חַ זֶה אַ יָּיב, בְּ  ת – חַ חַ בַת אַ ר: בְּ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: If he did it at the  same  time , he  is  liable ; but if he did it one  after the  other, he  is  exempt because the

warning was doubtful.

ANSWER

ת. חַ ה אַ אָ רָ תְ הַ ת וּבְ חַ בַת אַ א בְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, it is  obvious  that the Baraisa of the eighty lashes is dealing with eating them at the  same  time , and with a s ing le

warning .

QU E ST IO N

י רִ טְ פָּ ין  קִ לָ ין מוּחְ גוּפִ ם דְּ תָ ה הָ א, וּמָ תָּ  שְׁ  כוֹס – הַ מְ סוֹ יהּ דְּ לֵ י עֲ יגִ לִ פְ נַן דִּ בָּ  א רַ ימָ ילֵ א? אִ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ אן  וּמַ

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ כָא לֹא  נַן, הָ בָּ  רַ

And who is  the  First Tanna who says he gets eighty lashes? If we  say it is the  Rabbis  who arg ue  with Sumachos, now, if

there , where  the animals are distinct bodies , the  Rabbis  exempt him, here , where it is just two pieces of fat, is  it not all the

more  so  that they would exempt him?

IN FER ENCE

יא! כוֹס הִ מְ או סוֹ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not that the First Tanna is  Sumachos ,  proving that Sumachos holds one gets two sets of lashes for two olive-bulks

under one warning?

R EFU TAT IO N

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ נָּא דְּ  תַּ ךְ  ידַּ אִ בַר לַהּ כְּ נָּא סָ  תַּ אי  הַ נַן, וְ בָּ  רַ ר זֶה, וְ חַ זֶה אַ לָם בְּ עוֹ לָא, לְ

The Gemara rejects this: No, actually we are dealing with eating them one  after the  other, and the First Tanna is the  Rabbis .

And this  Tanna holds  like  the  other Tanna who argues with Rabbi Yehuda on another matter.

EXPLANAT IO N

שׁ אֵ בָּ ר  בֹּקֶ ד  וּ עַ נּ מֶּ  ר מִ נֹּתָ  הַ ר וְ בֹּקֶ ד  וּ עַ נּ מֶּ  ירוּ מִ ״לֹא תוֹתִ יָא:  נְ תַ ה, דְּ אָ רָ תְ הּ הַ מָ שְׁ פֵק  ת סָ אַ רָ תְ ר: הַ מַ אָ דְּ

״ – רֹפוּ  שְׂ תִּ



Who said: A doubtful warning  is  considered a valid warning . As it is  taug ht in a Baraisa: "You shall not leave  over any

of it until morning , and that which is  le ft over of it until morning  you shall burn in fire"—

S U M M A RY

The Gemara first analyzes the opinions of Reish Lakish and Rabbi Yochanan regarding the status of the red heifer and the

eglah arufah, with various Amoraim suggesting that these cases are actually scribal errors and not authentic parts of our

Mishnah. Next, the Gemara clarifies that if two people buy a mother and its offspring, the first buyer has the legal right to

slaughter first, but if the second buyer precedes him, he is considered "diligent and rewarded" and does not violate a

prohibition. We then analyze the source for the prohibition of "oto v'es b'no" applying in both directions—whether one

slaughters the parent first or the offspring first—deriving this from the plural phrasing of "lo tishchatu" in the Torah.

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

In our sugya, we learn a fascinating halachah regarding two people who bought a cow and its calf. The halachah is that

whoever bought first has the right to slaughter first. But the Gemara brings a Baraita with a beautiful twist: if the second buyer

ran ahead and slaughtered his animal first, he is called "zariz v'nischar", diligent and rewarded. Why? Because he didn't

actually violate any prohibition himself, and lichoira, he gets to eat his meat today without waiting.

Look at the deep yesod the Torah is teaching us here. Sometimes in life, we find ourselves in a situation where things didn't

go according to the official order. You had a plan, a structure, a specific way things were "supposed" to go, but someone else

stepped in or circumstances changed. The natural reaction is to get upset, to feel like we lost out, or to dwell on the mess-up.

But the Torah shows us a different way to look at reality. The second buyer didn't do anything wrong; he simply acted, and

mimeila, he is eating meat today.

This is a powerful lesson in emunah and how we view the daily events of our lives. When things happen out of order, or when

someone else gets the head start we thought was ours, Hashem is telling us: look at the reality in front of you right now.

Don't waste your energy on what "should" have been. Find the good, find the opportunity to serve Hashem in the present

situation, and be "zariz v'nischar" with what you have.

Today, if a plan gets disrupted or someone takes a turn ahead of you, do not get frustrated or try to force the old order.

Instead, accept the new reality with a smile, find the immediate good in it, and move forward with alacrity.
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