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

LJ THE SUGYA

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.
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And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Rabbi Shimon would say that the red heifer canbe 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.
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Rav Shemen bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: The case of the heifer 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.

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

exempt one who slaughters it?
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But didn't we learn in a Mishnah: If the murderer was found before the heifer's neck was broken, the heifer shall go out
and graze in the herd, because it is not consecrated? This proves that before its neck is broken, it is permitted to derive benefit

fromit, so its slaughter is fit!




MY APR ADTIY NPy PRI 3 DR WP 13 1IR30 T

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

authentic Mishnah text, and Rabbi Shimon actually holds that one is liable.
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The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yannai really say this? But didn't Rabbi Yannai say: I heard a boundary, a specific point,
regarding when it becomes forbidden, but I forgot what it was; and the colleagues inclined to say thatits descent to the

rugged valley is what forbids it?
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And if itis so that Rabbi Yannai holds the Mishnah is authentic, let 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

fromit! Why say the Mishnah is not authentic?
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Rav Pinchas the son of Rav Ami said: We learn this statement in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish himself, and not

in the name of Rabbi Yannai, that the heifer whose neck is broken is not an authentic Mishnah text.
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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?
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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 slaughter; and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: From the time of taking and designating

them.
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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 heifer 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!
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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.
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MISHNAH: Two people who purchased a cow and its offspring, cach buying one of them, whichever purchased first

shall slaughter first, and if the second preceded himand slaughtered first, he has merited and the first must wait.

GEMARA
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GEMAR A: Rav Yosef said: We learned this regarding a matter of a court judgment, meaning that the first purchaser only

has legal recourse to prevent the second fromslaughtering first, but there is no actual prohibition if the second does so.
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A Sage taught in a Baraita: If the second preceded and slaughtered, he is diligent and rewarded; diligent because he did

not performa prohibition, and rewarded because he eats meat on that day.
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MISHNAH: If one slaughtered a cow and afterwards slaughtered its two offspring on the same day, he receives eighty
lashes, forty for each offspring.
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If he slaughtered its two offspring and afterwards slaughtered it, he receives forty lashes, because the prohibition was

only violated when the mother was slaughtered.
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If he slaughtered it, and then its daughter, and then its daughter's daughter, he receives eighty lashes.
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If he slaughtered it and its daughter's daughter, and afterwards slaughtered its daughter, he receives forty lashes.
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Sumachos says in the name of Rabbi Meir: He receives eighty lashes, because slaughtering the daughter violates the

prohibition in relation to both its mother and its offspring.

GEMARA
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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"!
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The Gemara answers: Do not let this enter your mind, as it is taught 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)?
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When it says "you shall not slaughter” in the plural, behold here are two people addressed. How so? Whe ther one
slaughters the cow, or one slaughters its mother, or one slaughters its offspring, the latter two are liable. This proves

the prohibition applies in both directions.

2 TY DATF 828

?7moDa% Mm% Sy2on ORN

The Gemara asks: But this verse is required for itself, 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?
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The Gemara answers: If so, that the Torah only wanted to teach the basic prohibition, let it write "you shall not slaughter” in
the singular form, lo tishchot. What is the meaning of the plural form "you shall not slaughter”, lo tishchatu? It must be to teach

that even two people are prohibited.

OBJECTION
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The Gemara objects: But still, it is required to write the plural, for if the Merciful One had written "you shall not
slaughter” 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 slaughter” in the plural, to teach and even if two people do it, it is forbidden!

SRR AR YRY 27nwn KD” ORR PNyt X9 23109 10 oX

The Gemara answers: If so, that this is all the Torah meant, let it write "they shall not be slaughtered” in the passive voice,
which would cover any case. What is the meaning of the active plural "you shall not slaughter"? 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.
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We learned in the Mishnah: If one slaughtered an animal and its daughter's daughter, and then slaughtered its daughter, he

gets eighty lashes according to Sumachos.

GEMARA
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the reasoning of Sumachos for giving eighty lashes?
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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 sin-offerings because he violated the prohibition twice?
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And by right, the Mishnah should have let us hear this dispute in a general case of eating forbidden fat, and this that it lets
us hear the dispute specifically in this case of slaughtering, is to let you know the power of the Rabbis, that even though

the animals are distinct bodies, the Rabbis still exempt him from the second set of lashes.
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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: since they are distinct bodies, which makes them

sepa rate transg ressions?
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Rav Yosef said to him: Yes, Sumachos indeed holds thatif one ate two olive-bulks of forbidden fat in one lapse of

awareness, he is liable for two sin-offerings.
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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 flogged.
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The Gemara analyzes: What is the meaning of "is flogged"? If we say it means he is flogged once, thatis obvious! And
furthermore, why does the Baraisa repeat "diverse seeds, diverse seeds”? Rather, it is obvious that he receives two sets of

lashes.
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The Gemara continues: With what are we dealing? If we say we are dealing with sowing one after the other, and with two
separate warnings, 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.
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Rather, it is obvious that we are dealing with sowing two types of diverse seeds at the same time, and with a single warning.
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Now, whose opinion is this Baraisa? If we say it is the Rabbis who argue with Sumachos in our Mishnah, that cannot be:
Now, if there, where the animals are distinct bodies, the Rabbis exempt him froma second set of lashes, here, where seeds

are not distinct bodies, is it not all the more so that they would exempt him?
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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?
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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 lets us hear a matter: that there are two

types of diverse seeds that are forbidden.
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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 grape seed together with a single throw of the hand. Therefore, the Baraisa lets us hear that when he sows wheat

and a grape seed, or barley and a grape seed, he is also liable for each combination separately.
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof fromanother Baraisa: If one ate an olive-bulk of this forbidden fat and an olive-

bulk of that forbidden fat, he receives eighty lashes.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Yehuda says: He only receives forty lashes.
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The Gemara analyzes: What are the circumstances? If we say he ate themone after the other, and with two warnings, what

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

EXPLANATION
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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?
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As it is taught 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
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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.
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Rather, it is obvious that the Baraisa of the eighty lashes is dealing with eating themat the same time, and with a single

warning.

"V RPN 1°DINT DN MY NOWD - 0IORI0T MOY 20 7DT 112 NR PON TRRR NID TN
712% 23 N N7 ,1327

And who is the First Tanna who says he gets eighty lashes? If we say it is the Rabbis who argue 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?
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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?

ITIM 9277 RIA TTORD M2 T30 NIA ORTIIIN LT N M2 DPYT KD

The Gemara rejects this: No, actually we are dealing with eating themone 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.
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Who said: A doubtful warning is considered a valid warning. As it is taught in a Baraisa: "You shall not leave over any

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

SUMMARY

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.

wym WHAT TO TAKE HO ME

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, Hashemis 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 Hashemin 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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