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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 deep dive into the shakla v'tarya of cooking and eating chelev in milk. The Gemara is
bothered by how the rules of "ein issur chal al issur" —that a new prohibition cannot take effect on an already existing one—
apply to the acts of cooking and eating meat in milk, bringing a kasha froma braisa regarding piggul, notar, and tamei meats,

and offering a teretz based on different Tannaitic views.

Fromthere, the Gemara moves into a fascinating series of derashos based on the three times the Torah repeats the phrase "in
its mother's milk." We learn how the Sages derive the prohibitions of cooking meat in the milk of other animals, such asa cow
ora ewe, oreven the milk of its older sister. The Gemara attempts to build these halachos through a kal vachomer, but Rav
Ashi refutes each logical step, showing why we davka need the extra pesukim to teach us these halachos.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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Since on eating of chelev cooked in milk he does not receive lashes, because the prohibition of meat in milk cannot take effect

on the already-forbidden chelev, on cooking it also he does not receive lashes, because the Torah links the two.
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And there are those who say the opposite: Regarding cooking, everyone agrees that he receives lashes, because the rule
of a prohibition not taking effect on another prohibition does not apply to the mere act of cooking; when they disagree, itis only

regarding eating.
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The one who says he does not receive lashes for eating it holds that indeed, a prohibition does not take effect on

another prohibition, and the chelev was already forbidden before the cooking.
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And the one who says he receives lashes holds that for this reason the Merciful One expressed the prohibition of eating
meat in milk in the language of cooking, to teach thatsince for cooking he receives lashes, for eating he also receives

lashes.
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And if you want, say instead: One Master said one thing, and the other Master said another one thing, and they do not

disagree atall, because they are talking about different cases.
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The Gemara raises an objection froma braisa: One who cooks meatin whey is exempt fromlashes; blood that he cooked

in milk is exempt; the bones, and the tendons, and the horns, and the hooves that he cooked in milk is exempt.
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But piggul meat, and notar meat, and tamei meat of a korban, which he cooked in milk, he is liable! This is a kasha,

because we see that a new prohibition of meat in milk can indeed take effect on an existing prohibition.
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The Gemara answers: This Tanna of the braisa holds thata prohibition takes effect on another prohibition, whereas Rabbi
Ami and Rabbi Asi hold like the other Tannaim who say it does not.

STATEMENT

NAT 290 POiRm L2700 17 090 227 2R 30T WY WU M0 ¥or0n MuD 270 T2 byans
1RY3

The Gemara notes: The ruling that one who cooks in whey is exempt supports Reish Lakish, as we learned in a Mishnah:

Whey is like milk, and the olive-secretion is like oil regarding the laws of rendering food susceptible to tumah.

STATEMENT
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And Reish Lakish said: They only taught this to render seeds and food susceptible to tumah, but regarding cooking

meat in milk, whey is not like milk.
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The Rabbis taught in a braisa: From the words "in its mother’s milk" I only have a prohibition in its mother's milk; in the

milk of a cow or a ewe, from where do we derive it?
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You cansay an a fortiori argument: If its mother, which is not forbidden with it in mating because they are of the same

species, is forbidden with it in its cooking,
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acow oraewe, which are forbidden with it in mating because they are kilayim, is it not logical that they should be

forbidden with it inits cooking!
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Therefore, the verse teaches by repeating "in its mother's milk" a second time to include them.
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The Gemara asks: But why do I need a verse? This is already derived from the kal vachomer!
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Rav Ashi said: Because there is to say a refutation at the very start of the law: From where do you bring it? From its

mother.
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What is unique about its mother is that she is forbidden with it in slaughtering on the same day; can you say the same of

a cow, which is not forbidden with it in slaughtering ? Therefore, the kal vachomer is refuted.
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Therefore, the verse teaches "in its mother's milk” to include other species.
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It was taught in another braisa: From"in its mother's milk"” I only have a prohibition in its mo ther's milk; in the milk of its

older sister, from where do we derive it?
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You cansay an a fortiori argument: If its mother, which enters with it into the pen to be tithed together, is forbidden

with it in cooking,
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its sister, which does not enter with it into the pen to be tithed because they are of different years, is it not logical that

she should be forbidden with it in cooking!
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Therefore, the verse teaches "inits mother's milk” a third time to include her.
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The Gemara asks: But why do I'need a verse? This is already derived from the kal vachomer!
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Rav Ashi said: Because there is to say a refutation at the very start of the law: From where do you bring it? From its

mother.
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What is unique about its mother is that she is forbidden with it in slaughtering on the same day; can you say the same of

its older sister, which is not forbidden with it in slaughtering?
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Therefore, the verse teaches "inits mother's milk".
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The Gemara asks: We have found a source for its older sister; its younger sister, from where do we derive it?
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The Gemara answers: It is derived from the common factors of the other cases.
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The Gemara asks: From which one should it be derived? If it is derived from its mother, what is unique about its mother

is that she is forbidden with it in slaughtering.
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The Gemara answers: Its older sister proves it, as she is not forbidden in slaughtering, yet her milk is forbidden.

QUESTION

The Gemara asks: What is unique about its older sister is that she does not enter with it into the pen to be tithed? Its

mother proves it, as she does enter the pen, yet her milk is forbidden.
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And the argument goes back and forth: The aspect of this one is not like the aspect of that one, and the aspect of

that one is not like the aspect of this one.
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The common factor between themis: that it is meat, and it is forbidden to cook in milk; so too I will bring its

younger sister, which is meat, and it is forbidden to cook in milk.
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The Gemara asks: If so, its older sister should also be derived from the common factors of its mother and a cow, without

needing a verse!
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The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; but then "in its mother's milk”, the third verse, why do I need it?
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Itis needed for that which was taught in a braisa: "In its mo ther's milk"” — I only have a prohibition in its mo ther's milk.
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But as for the meat of the mother animal itself cooked in its own milk, from where do we derive that it is forbidden?
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You can say it is derived through a kal vachomer, an a fortiori argument:
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And if in a place where the fruit with the fruit was not forbidden in the case of slaughter—since it is permitted to slaughter
two offspring of the same mother on the same day—yet the fruit with the mother is forbidden in the case of slaughter, as the

Torah prohibits slaughtering an animal and its offspring on the same day,
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then in a place where the fruit with the fruit is forbidden in the case of cooking —as it is forbidden to cook an offspring in its
mother's milk—is it not logical that the fruit with the mother should be forbidden in the case of cooking, meaning that

the mother's meat should not be cooked in her own milk?

STATEMENT
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Therefore, the verse states: "inits mother's milk," to explicitly prohibit cooking the mother's meat in her own milk.
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The Gemara asks: But why do I need this verse? Behold, it is already derived on its own from the kal vachomer!
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Rav Achadvoi bar Ami said: The verse is necessary because there is roomto say that the case of a male horse, the sonofa
mare, who is the brother of a female mule —where the mare also gave birth to a mule froma donkey—proves that this logic
can be refuted. For there, the fruit with the fruit is forbidden—one may not mate the horse with his sister the mule—and yet

the fruit with the mother is permitted, as one may mate the horse with his mother the mare.

8713 KT X 287 97,807

The Gemara rejects this: There, in the case of the mule, it is the seed of the father that causes the prohibition of crossbreeding,

and not their relationship as offspring of the same mother.
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Forbehold, the case of a male mule, the son of a mare, who is the brother of a female mule, proves this. For here, the
fruit with the fruit is permitted—one may mate the male mule with his sister the female mule since they are the same species—
and yet the fruit with the mother is forbidden, as one may not mate the mule with his mother the mare. This shows that the

prohibition depends on the father's species, not on maternal relation.
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Rather, Mar the son of Ravina said: The verse is necessary because there is roomto say that the case of a Canaanite slave,
the son of a maidservant, who is the brother of a freed maidservant, proves the kal vachomer is invalid. For here, the fruit
with the fruit is forbidden—the slave may not marry his freed sister—and yet the fruit with the mother is permitted, as he

may marry his slave mother!
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The Gemara rejects this: There, it is the bill of manumission that causes the prohibition, not their maternal relationship.
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Forbehold, the case of a slave, the son of a freed maidservant, who is the brother of a maidservant, proves this. For
here, the fruit with the fruit is permitted—he may marry his sister since both are slaves—and yet the fruit with the mother is

forbidden, as he may not marry his freed mother.
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Rather, Rav Idi bar Avinsaid: The verse is necessary because there is roomto say that the laws of diverse seeds of the
vineyard prove it. For there, the fruit with the fruit is forbidden—one may not sow two different species of seeds together—

and yet the fruit with the mother is permitted, as one may sow any seed in the ground, which is the mother of all growth.
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The Gemara rejects this: Is the fruit with the fruit forbidden at all except by means of the mother, the ground? For
behold, if one puts wheat and barley in a pitcher, they are not forbidden as kilayim. The prohibition only applies when they

are sown in the ground.
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Rather, Rav Ashi said: The verse is necessary because there is roomto say: What is unique about fruit with fruit—such as

the kid and its mother's milk—that makes them forbidden? For they are two separate bodies that were never one. Can you say




the same for the fruit with the mo ther—the mother's meat and her milk—which are essentially one body? Because of this,

the verse was necessary to explicitly include them.
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Rav Ashi says: From where do we derive that meat cooked in milk is forbidden for eating, since the Torah only explicitly

wrote a prohibition against cooking?
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As it is stated: "You shall not eat any abominable thing."” This teaches: Anything that I have made abominable, meaning

forbidden, to you by prohibiting its cooking, behold it is under the prohibition of "you shall not eat.”
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And I only have a source for a prohibition against eating; from where do we derive a prohibition against deriving benefit

from it?
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Itisin accordance with the teaching of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said: Wherever it is
stated "it shall not be eaten,” "you shall not eat,” or "you shall not eat” in the plural, both a prohibition of eating and a

prohibition of benefit are implied,

PR3 °1021 NNI2 W2 17232 77 ©IPY 7772 ,3N20 77 LR TY

unless the verse specifies for you that benefit is permitted, just as it specified for you regarding a carcass, where the Torah

permitted deriving benefit by giving it to the resident alien as a gift and to the non-Jew by sale.
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As it is taught in a baraisa: "You shall not eat any carcass; you may give it to the stranger who is within your gates that
he may eat it, or you may sell it to a foreigner.” From this I only know that it may be given to a resident alien as a gift,

and to a non-Jew by sale;
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from where do we know that it may be transferred to a resident alien by sale as well? The verse states: "you may give it to

the stranger... or sell it,” showing you have both options.
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From where do we know that it may be transferred to a non-Jew as a gift? The verse states: "you may give it...orsell it to a

foreigner."

STATEMENT
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Consequently, we find that forboth a resident alien and a non-Jew, both by sale and by gift are permitted. This is the

statement of Rabbi Meir.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Yehuda says: The matters are to be understood literally as they are written: it may only be given to a resident

alien as a gift, and to a non-Jew by sale.
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda?

PIWYS IR W32 723393 29KN K9” K3 2NI7 KD 231 MWKRTD ANV KPP0 0K

7 gy "IN =" 2N 1A

If it could enter your mind to say as Rabbi Meir says, let the Merciful One write: "You shall not eat any carcass; you

may give it to the stranger who is within your gates that he may eat it, and sell it.” Why do I need the word "or"?
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Learn from this that it comes to teach that the matters are literally as they are written: a gift is only to a resident alien

as a gift, and a sale is only to a non-Jew by sale.
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And Rabbi Meir would say to you: This word "or" is needed to give precedence to giving to a resident alien over

selling to a non-Jew.
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And Rabbi Yehuda argues: To give precedence to giving to a resident alien over selling to a non-Jew does not require
averse, foritis alogical deduction: This one, the resident alien, you are commanded to sustain, and that one, the non-

Jew, you are not commanded to sustain.
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The Gemara provides a mnemonic: Shabbos, plowing, diverse seeds, "it and its offspring,” and sending away the nest.
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The Gemara asks: But if so,

SUMMARY

In this daf; the Gemara clarifies the machlokes regarding whether one receives lashes for cooking or eating already-forbidden
meats like chelev, piggul, or notar in milk, resolving the kasha by showing that some Tannaimhold that an issur can indeed
take effect on another issur. We then analyze the status of cooking meat in whey, which supports Reish Lakish's view that
whey is not treated like milk for this prohibition. Finally, the Gemara goes through a detailed analysis of the three pesukim of
"in its mother's milk,” showing how we derive the prohibitions of cooking meat in the milk of other species, in the milk of an
older sister, and ultimately, the meat of the mother animal itself in its own milk, demonstrating that these cannot be derived

through a simple kal vachomer or a binyan av due to various refutations.




TWYR? WHAT TO TAKE HOME

Look at the beautiful shakla v'tarya we have on today’s daf. The Gemara is trying to build a kal vachomer, a logical
deduction, to extend the prohibition of basar b'chalayv to other animals, like a cow or a sheep. Lichoira, the logic is absolutely
ironclad! But then Rav Ashi comes and shows us that at the very foundation of the logic, there is a 'pircha’, a subtle,
overlooked difference that refutes the entire structure. What worked for the mother animal doesn't apply to the cow, because
of a completely different halachah regarding slaughtering on the same day. Without a specific, extra word fromthe Torah,

our most brilliant human logic would have fallen apart.

This is a massive yesod for our daily avodas Hashem. How often do we build elaborate structures of logic in our own minds to
justify our actions? We tell ourselves, 'If this is muttar, then surely that must be muttar,” or 'If Hashem wants me to do this,
then lichoira He must want me to do that." We use our own intellect to decide what is right, what is wrong, and how we
should run our lives. But the Gemara is teaching us that human logic, as sharp as it may be, has its limits. There is always a

'pircha’, a blind spot we didn't see, a bias we didn't account for.

True emunah and yiras Shamayim mean realizing that we cannot rely solely on our own understanding to navigate the world.
We need the Torah's guidance, the words of Chazal, and the mesorah of our Rabbeim to anchor us. When we submit our

intellect to the ratzon of Hashem, we save ourselves from the mistakes that even the most logical minds can make.

Today, before you make a decision based on your own logical justification, especially one where you are tempted to bend a
halachah ora hanhagah, stopand ask yourself: 'Am1 relying on my own intellect here, oramI following the clear guidance

of the Torah and Shulchan Aruch?'
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