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דף קטו\ב   לא תבשל גדי בחלב אמו ג' פעמים אחד לאיסור אכילה ואחד לאיסור הנאה ואחד לאיסור בשול


Laboratory testing for meat and milk


Sometimes the Torah forbids us to eat certain foods and sometimes it forbids the benefit from certain foods.  The prohibition of meat with milk, in addition, includes a unique prohibition, the like of which is not found in the entire Torah – the prohibition to cook, that one who cooks meat and milk together transgresses a prohibition from the Torah.


The poskim expanded on the definition of cooking – as to if roasting, frying, smoking, cooking in a hot spring, etc. are included in the Torah’s prohibition.  But in this article we shall focus on the definition of the prohibition to cook – what type of cooking does the Torah forbid?


Cooking meat with milk not for consumption or benefit: The investigation we undertake is whether the prohibition to cook meat with milk connects to the prohibition of deriving benefit or eating the mixture.  I.e., are we forbidden to cook meat with milk for the purpose of eating or having benefit from the cooked mixture, or perhaps the prohibition on cooking is independent of any later results or ramifications.


Why someone who eats meat with milk is punished with lashes: A tremendous question hovers over the halachos of meat with milk.  The Torah only says, “You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Shemos 23:19, 34:26; Devarim 14:21).  As the Torah repeated this verse three times, Chazal learnt in our sugya about the three prohibitions: consumption, deriving benefit and cooking.  Apparently, then, the punishment of lashes (malkos) should not be administered for eating or deriving benefit from meat with milk.  The Torah mentioned explicitly only cooking meat with milk and the other two prohibitions are learnt by an interpretation (derashah).  Malkos are not administered for transgressing a prohibition learnt by a derashah, so why is someone who eats meat cooked in milk punished with lashes (Rambam, Hilchos Tumas HaMeis 1:2)?


To solve this question, the Kesef Mishneh (ibid, 2nd answer) asserts the following definition: “It seems that the Torah only forbade cooking meat in milk so that he won’t eat it.”  That is, as the prohibition to cook is only so as to refrain from consumption, then when the Torah repeated the prohibition to cook, it is as if it explicitly forbade eating meat cooked in milk.  Thus it is not regarded as a prohibition learnt by a derashah.


We thus learn that the prohibition to cook meat in milk applies if one might come to eat them together.  We can appreciate the halachic implication stemming from this issue by means of the following question, which was brought to HaGaon Rabbi Meir Shapira of Lublin, the founder of the Daf HaYomi.


A person wanted to examine the ingredients of a certain type of chocolate to make sure that it didn’t contain a mixture of meat with milk.  The trouble was that the examination could only be accomplished by cooking the chocolate.  If it turns out that it contains a mixture of meat with milk, he has cooked meat in milk.  Is it allowed?  


Cooking chocolate suspected to contain meat: The Gaon of Tchebin zt”l replies (Dovev Meisharim, I, end of 30) that according to the aforesaid statement of the Kesef Mishneh, it could be that there’s no prohibition.  The Kesef Mishneh indicates that the prohibition to cook is valid only if there’s a possibility that the mixture will be eaten.  However, in our case the person intends to cook the chocolate only to avoid the prohibition of meat with milk and we shouldn’t suspect lest he transgresses this very prohibition, if the whole point of the cooking is to prevent eating a mixture of meat with milk.  This contention is joined by the fact that we have a doubtful mixture of meat with milk and the prohibition is not certain.


As we close this article, we again emphasize that the halachic issues mentioned in our publication are meant to interest readers and mustn’t be relied on as halachic rulings.  We emphasize this at the end of this article, whose contents are most topical.





דף קטו\ב   לא תבשל גדי בחלב אמו ג' פעמים אחד לאיסור אכילה ואחד לאיסור הנאה ואחד לאיסור בשול


The difference between cooking on Shabbos and cooking meat with milk


An apparently simple matter concerning the Chanukah lights mentioned by the author of Sha’ar Efrayim (38) aroused the great halachic authorities to a ramified correspondence about the halachos of cooking meat in milk.


Butter mixed with meat for the Chanukah lights: The event occurred when some butter was cooked with meat (to be exact, in a pot that had been used to cook meat within the last 24 hours) and the taste of the meat was felt therein.  It was forbidden to eat or derive benefit from the butter and it should have been discarded but Chanukah was approaching and the owner thought to use it to light the Chanukah lights.


The author of Sha’ar Efrayim first tends to permit its use as, though it is forbidden to derive benefit from the butter, which is a mixture of meat with milk, we still have the rule that “mitzvos were not given to derive benefit therefrom”.  Using an article for a mizvah is not considered deriving benefit therefrom.  He finally decides that, for another reason beyond the scope of this article, it is forbidden to use the butter for the Chanukkah lights.


Lighting the butter is cooking meat in milk: Amazed, the two brothers-in-law, the author of Eliyah Rabah (Eiliyah Zuta, 673) and the author of Shevus Ya’akov (Responsa, O.C. 38) posed the question that if a person would light a wick in the butter, he would be cooking the butter with the taste of meat and transgress the prohibition to cook meat in milk!  


The fascinating part of their question is the issues arising from their statements: is the burning up of a mixture of meat and milk included in the prohibition of cooking them together?  Furthermore, the butter was already cooked once so is there “cooking after cooking” in the prohibition to cook meat with milk?  Perhaps the second cooking is not considered cooking at all (see Sha’arei Teshuvah, beginning of 673, and Kuntres Yemei HaChanukkah [Shechter], p. 60, etc.).


Let us focus on the question as to if burning up a mixture of meat and milk is considered cooking.  Indeed, the Gemara (108b) indicates that the prohibition of cooking meat in milk requires that they are edible afterwards.  In our case, as long as the burning wick does not cook the butter, there’s no prohibition and after it’s cooked, there’s no butter left as it becomes burnt up...  Therefore, apparently the author of Sha’ar Efrayim is correct that someone who uses the butter for lighting does not transgress the prohibition of cooking meat with milk.  However, the author of Shevus Ya’akov explains (ibid) that before the butter is burnt up, it heats up from the flame and cooks with the taste of meat in it.  That was his intention and the intention of the Eliyah Rabah when they ruled that someone who lights the butter transgresses the prohibition of cooking.


As simple as it sounds, any reader surely asks if someone lights a wick in butter containing meat transgresses the prohibition of cooking meat in milk, why have we never heard that someone who lights oil on Shabbos transgresses the prohibition to cook aside from the prohibition to ignite?


The difference between the melachah of cooking and the act of cooking: The Chasam Sofer zt”l explains this point by saying (Responsa, Y.D. 92) that we must distinguish between the prohibition to cook on Shabbos and the prohibition to cook meat in milk.  The melachah of cooking is forbidden on Shabbos whereas the act of cooking is forbidden by the prohibition to cook meat in milk.  The definition of melachah on Shabbos was determined according to the way and for the purpose that they were performed in the Sanctuary.  As people cooked in the Sanctuary in order to obtain a cooked substance, then cooking not meant for obtaining a cooked substance but which happens during the process of burning is not considered as the melachah of cooking.  On the other hand, in the prohibition of cooking meat in milk the Torah forbade the act of cooking: It is forbidden to cook meat in milk and nothing is mentioned about melachah or a goal.  The prohibition transpires when the meat and milk are cooked and fit to be eaten even if the process of lighting burns them up (the exemption of bishul achar bishul is also apparently unique to melachah because the cooked substance was already obtained).





דף קטז\ב   אם יש בנותן טעם


What is a “taste”?


In the current dapim we address the topic of a taste exuded from a food into a utensil in which it was cooked or into other foods with which it was cooked.  


What is the nature of exuded/absorbed taste?  There’s no doubt that this question bothers any Daf HaYomi learner.  Indeed, HaGaon Rabbi Moshe Feinstein zt”l (Responsa, Y.D., I, 41) corresponded at length with his brother, HaGaon Rabbi Mordechai, about this issue and in his letter he finally detailed his opinion, based on the Tur and Shulchan ‘Aruch.


Solid food only exudes a taste; a liquid exudes a taste with substance: There are two possibilities for a food to exude a taste.  Sometimes a food exudes only a taste and sometimes an actual part of the food becomes separated from it and, of course, this part also bears a taste.  When is a mere taste exuded and when are actual substances exuded?  Indeed, says Rabbi Feinstein, solid foods only exude taste while their body stays intact.  On the other hand, liquid foods don’t only exude a taste but their taste is always accompanied by a part of the liquid itself.  Therefore, if meat exuded a taste, its weight and size could stay intact.  But if wine exuded a taste, the weight of the wine becomes less because it doesn’t exude taste alone.


This rule has an interesting and practical halachic implication.  If someone stirs a pot of meat with a dairy spoon, we estimate as though the entire spoon is milk and the meat must be 60 times greater than the spoon’s size so that we can say that the milk becomes insignificant in 60 parts.  The same applies to the opposite case, if someone stirred a pot of milk with a meaty spoon, we estimate the entire spoon as though it is meat and if the milk is not 60 times greater than the spoon, it is forbidden.


Weighing the milk can save the pot of meat: But if the spoon is new and was used only once for milk or meat, then there’s a difference between the pot of meat and the pot of milk.  Let’s start with the pot of meat.  At first the spoon was used to stir boiling milk and was then used to stir meat.  If we know the amount of the milk before the spoon was put in it, we can weigh the milk and estimate the amount of milk absorbed in the spoon.  Therefore there’s no need for an amount of meat 60 times greater than the entire spoon but it suffices with an amount of meat 60 times greater than the amount of milk missing.  However, in the opposite case this way of measurement doesn’t help as even if we discover that nothing was missing from the pot of meat, that’s no proof that the entire spoon didn’t become meaty as solid foods exude a taste without any actual substance and it could be that the entire spoon was absorbed with the meat’s taste.





דף קטז\א   במקומו של רבי יוסי הגלילי היו אוכלין בשר עוף בחלב


 “In the place of Rabbi Yosi HaGelili they ate fowl with milk”: Why?


The people living in a certain town ignored Chazal’s ruling not to eat fowl with milk, a regulation to further us from the Torah’s prohibition to eat an animal’s meat with milk, because that was the town of Rabbi Yosi HaGelili, who disagreed and held that Chazal never regulated such.  Although the other chachamim disagreed, people followed him in his town.  This doesn’t only apply to a rabbinical prohibition but also to disagreements concerning prohibitions of the Torah, as our Gemara states, that in Rabbi Eliezer’s town they cut down trees on Shabbos and used the wood to light a fire to prepare circumcision tools on Shabbos!


There are very many different halachic opinions among different communities and the Rishonim already relied (Rosh, Mo’ed Katan, Ch. 3, §87; Tosfos, ‘Avodah Zarah 38b, s.v. i mishum; etc.) on an ancient reply from the Geonic era (printed at the end of Yam shel Shlomo, Bava Kama) mentioning 50 differences between the Babylonian Jews and those in Eretz Israel in all facets of halachah.  Since then until today the exiles have become intertwined and exiled again till opinions have become extremely varied.


The important information in our Gemara, that those residing in the place of a chacham who holds a minority opinion may behave according to his opinion though the other chachamim disagree, constituted a fruitful source for many different customs among different communities.  The Rashba (Responsa, I, 253) and the Ran (Responsa, 48) reached this conclusion when they ruled, concerning certain disagreements, that in the place of the Rif and Rambam one should follow their opinion although their opinion was not followed in other communities.


When the Rashba answered two contradictory rulings to the same question: The Rashba’s apporoach is evident in his responsa when sometimes he states two contradictory replies to the same question.  A glance at the beginning of the replies reveals that each is meant for a different destination and therefore the residents should behave according to the ruling of the rav who lived there many years ago (see Responsa Admas Kodesh, O.C. 10).


The obvious question is that the Torah said, “Follow the majority”!  How, then, can a single halachic authority remain fast in his opinion and rule to the residents of his town to follow his opinion against the majority opinion?  Having approached this basic question, we should clarify an important rule.


Follow the majority: in disagreement decided in a beis din: The rule of “follow the majority” concerns the decision of a beis din.  In other words, if a beis din assembled, heard the sides and decided according to one of them, then the person whose opinion was not accepted should stop ruling according to his opinion (see Chazon Ish, Y.D. 150, os 1, 7 and 8, and see a lengthy explanation in Yesod HaMishnah Va’arichasah about the disagreements of Beis Shamai and Beis Hillel).  The matter differs concerning a disagreement that was not resolved by a beis din.  If a rav faces such a disagreement, he should follow the opinion of most of the poskim, as logic dictates, unless he is a talmid chacham and an outstanding rav and his opinion tends to the minority (see Chazon Ish, ibid, os 8).  We don’t have to emphasize that we are speaking about a reliable talmid chacham who can judge the opinions.  Indeed, all the halachic works we follow are based on deciding the halachah according to the majority of the poskim’s opinions, not because of the halachah of “follow the majority” but because of logic (see Chazon Ish, ibid).


Therefore we can well understand how Rabbi Yosi HaGelili ruled according to his opinion in his town as the great beis din did not resolve this disagreement and the same applies to all those disagreements among the Rishonim.


A community that accepted all the rulings of a certain chacham: Not only that but also the residents of a certain community whose chachamim accepted all the rulings of a certain chacham shouldbehave according to him, whether strictly or leniently, even if he doesn’t reside among them.  The Rashba explains (ibid) that “any community that behaves in all ways according to one of the great poskim… accepts that posek like their rav.”  


Eretz Israel, the place of Rabbi Yosef Karo: As a result, a ramified issue arose about the customs of the residents of Eretz Israel.  Eretz Israel is considered the place of Rabbi Yosef Karo, author of Shulchan ‘Aruch, and many poskim offer evidence that the residents of Yerushalayim and its environs accepted his rulings (see Chazon Ish, ibid, os 10, that the matter is not agreed by all).  Eventually, Ashkenazim started to settle in Eretz Israel and the question arose as to if they should behave like the local residents according to Shulchan ‘Aruch although they followed the Remo in their hometown.


In the past, when Ashkenazim were a real minority among the Jews in Eretz Israel, we find the ruling of Chochmas Adam (Sha’arei Tzedek, Sha’arei Mishpetei HaAretz, Ch. 11, §26) that the Ashkenazim should be forced to behave strictly like the Sephardic custom concerning “feeling sirchos” as the residents of Eretz Israel accepted the authority of Shulchan ‘Aruch and Rambam (see ibid in Binas Adam).


In our era different communities each practice their individual halachos and customs as explained by the poskim that, starting in 5530 (1770), Ashkenazim began to come to Eretz Israel in greater masses and as they lived in different communties and didn’t mix with the locals, they had no obligation to behave like them (Eretz Chayim at the end of Kuntres HaKelalim, kelal 24; Responsa Minchas Yitzchak, VIII, 1).





דף קיז\א   שהדם נוהג בבהמה וחיה ועוף


Shulchan ‘Aruch: “If he eats something dipped in…blood, he must wash his hands.”  Could it be?


Once we have learnt that it is forbidden to eat the blood of domestic animals, wild animals and fowl, we can easily understand why the Acharonim were startled to read Shulchan ‘Aruch’s ruling (O.C. 158:4): “If he eats something dipped in any of the seven liquids whose acrostic is yad shachat dam (i.e., wine, honey, oil, milk, dew, blood and water) and it didn’t dry, he must wash his hands without a berachah.”  The Remo adds: “…and even if he only dips the end of the vegetable or fruit…he must wash his hands without a berachah.”  


Is there no error here?  Beis Yosef and the Remo nonchalantly regard a person who dips his food in blood and they rule that he must wash his hands before eating!  Doesn’t it sound strange?


Dipping in blood for one’s health: Many Acharonim tried to explain this ruling.  Magen Avraham writes (ibid, S.K. 10) that this halachah concerns a person ordered by doctors to eat food dipped in blood for his health.


Only one end was dipped in blood: The author of the earlier Baer Heiteiv (the Av beis din of Berlin) asserted that it could be that this halachah concerns a food whose end was dipped in blood.  Someone who wants to eat the other end must wash his hands because even if part of a food was dipped in any of the seven liquids, one must wash his hands before eating from it (Remo, ibid, in the name of Beis Yosef).


But the author of Korban Nesanel remarks (in Nesiv Chayim, ibid) that the obligation to wash one’s hands for partially dipped fruit is because of the suspicion that one who eats the undipped part will eventually eat the dipped part.  Concerning food dipped in blood, however, there’s no suspicion as everyone is careful not to eat blood (see Responsa Har Tzvi, O.C. 87).


Human blood whose color has changed: The author of Nezirus Shimshon, writes that human blood is forbidden only due to appearances (maris ‘ayin).  It could be that this halachah concerns human blood whose color has changed and is no longer forbidden because of appearances but as it is still considered a liquid, someone who eats food dipped in it must wash his hands.


Fish blood: On the other hand, HaGaon Rabbi Akiva Eiger zt”l writes (in his remarks on Shulchan ‘Aruch, ibid) that the question is based on the assumption that fish blood is not considered a liquid.  However, it could be that fish blood, which may be eaten, is also considered a liquid as all fluids exuding from fish are called liquids (see Zevachim 22a).  As such, Shulchan ‘Aruch had to rule that a person who dips his food in fish blood must wash his hands (this is according to the Tur and Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 66:10, but from Rambam it seems that fish blood is forbidden as a Rabbinical decree; see ‘Aroch HaShulchan, ibid).
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A Glazier, the Son of a Glazier


When people would ask his name, he wouldn’t same “Avraham Yankel” or his family name but “a glazier, the son of a glazier”, as if to say that if his father weren’t a glazier, he would have risen to a higher profession but what can I do, I must continue my father’s work.  Some contended that he meant the opposite: if my father weren’t a glazier, I wouldn’t even deserve such a profession.  One way or the other, he supported his family by replacing broken windows and installing windows in new houses in the village – admittedly a rather rare event.  


He still remembered from his childhood that one must save money in the winter for the summer - for two reasons.  In winter people handle their windows all the time and the glass tends to break.  In the morning they open them wide to breathe fresh air and immediately close them forcefully to keep out the wind.  After a while they open the window again to a small crack to freshen the atmosphere and so on.  Sometimes the wind misleads them, slows down and then beats on the windows and you might hear the sound of breaking glass, which seems to the glazier like cries of victory.  


The situation is different in summer: the wind flies off to other lands and the windows stay open for the whole season.  Not only that but in the winter everyone rushes to the glazier when a window breaks.  Those of limited means first try to block the chasm with a worn blanket but the damp and darkness of the rain-soaked fabric hastens them to the glazier.  In the summer, however, no one cares if the window has glass or not.


That year an unusual winter arrived.  The cold was intense and such a frost was not remembered for many years.  But the air was incredibly still.  It seemed that even the ferocious wind was frightened away by the cold.  No one dared to open the windows.  The wind didn’t blow on them and no glass broke.  His situation was forlorn.  He began to plead Mashiv haruach “who makes the wind blow and brings the rain” as though he were a farmer.  The rain, he thought, wouldn’t make such a difference but the wind, Ribono shel ‘olam, just for one night bring a fierce wind to the village – just once.  But nothing happened.  There were rain and clouds but no wind.


In his despair he decided that the time had come to do what he really didn’t want to do.  He had strong feelings of regret before he did anything, but at that time he didn’t know just how much he would regret it.  Making sure that no one noticed he entered the hut of the village lunatic, quietly closed the door and slowly sat on a chair.  “I’ve come to do business with you.  You know, I need work.  Without work…”


 “Yes”, continued the fool, “without work there’s no life.”�”Right”, murmured the glazier, “you know something?  Who said you’re a fool?  So go out by night with a hammer and break windows.  In the morning they’ll run to me to fix them.  I’ll have work and I’ll give you a coin for every window I fix.  And… anytime you need a glazier, I’ll work for you for free.”


Choosing the lunatic was most successful, he thought as he left the hut.  If he gets caught, no one will ask him why he’s doing it.  He’s just mad.


Night came.  The glazier hadn’t known such sweet sleep for weeks.  Tomorrow morning he would get his chance.  In his sleep he heard glass breaking and it seemed like sweet music.  There’s work.


Toward morning two clouds, laden with water, electricity and energy, crashed into each other, lightning flashed over the village and the tremendous thunder heralded the arrival of a fierce rainstorm.  Smiling in his sleep, he was picturing the villagers running to him through the puddles when something wet landed on his nose.  He turned around and found that rain had filled his bed.  He woke up at once, breathless, while his wife and children, wet to the bone, began to scream.  Helpless, he looked at the gaping holes in the windows and the broken glass strewn all over the floor.  The maniac had smashed his windows.  Cursing, he quickly dressed and ran through the puddles to the fool’s hut.  The hut shone with a bright light.  The stove was kindled with thick chunks of wood and the madman sat by the fireplace, wrapped in a thick blanket, holding a hot drink in one hand and a hammer in the other.  It was astoundingly cold in the house.  The fool had also broken his own windows.


He had no words.  “Are you stupid?  I’m asking you!  Are you completely crazy?  You had nothing to do but break my windows and yours?”


 “Look,” replied the lunatic, “maybe you think I’m an idiot but I made a calculation.”


 “Yeah?”


 “I made a calculation.  You need work, right?”


 “Right!” cried the glazier.


 “So you’re starting to agree with me.  So when I stood next to the butcher’s house and almost broke his windows, I suddenly had a thought: the butcher has his connections and who says that he’ll fix his windows by you?  Maybe he’ll summon the glazier from the big city.  Once I had that thought, I felt regret and furthermore, just at that moment his door opened and I started to tremble: what would the butcher do to me with his hatchet if he catches me with a hammer by his window?  I ran to my hut, thought deeply and found a solution.  I’ll break your windows!  Thus I’ll solve both problems.  No one will scream at me because you requested it yourself and, also, you’ll have work!  You surely won’t go to another glazier.  Why are you so sad?”


The glazier was rooted to the spot while the madman continued to talk.  “When I came back, I remembered your promise to fix my windows if they break and I immediately thought that you would have the pleasure to work and I would get new windows.  You understand?  It’s so simple.  Why are you crying?”


The glazier sat on the floor and began to weep bitter tears.  The lunatic’s stupidity exceeded all imagination.  The idiot didn’t leave him alone.  “Explain to me what’s no good.  I always ask that of people and so I learn not to do it again.”�The glazier looked at him in pity, shook him and explained, “I need work?  Tell me, what do you think?  I need the result: the cash.  If you arrange me work without a result, what do I have from it?”


The fool tapped his head again and again but failed to understand.  “Work is work.  What does he want?”


********************


Work is not the goal.  The result is the goal.  That’s the reason that tens of thousands of people interrupt their schedule, in the morning, evening or afternoon, and set aside time for Torah.


Because if they’ll work without arriving at the result, what’s the use of the work?





Those interested in sharing an interesting story or anecdote with an instructive lesson may refer to the Editorial Staff of Meoros HaDaf HaYomi and we shall publish it in this column.


Address: POB 471, Bnei Berak.


Fax: 03 5706793.


� HYPERLINK mailto:mendelson@meorot.co.il ��mendelson@meorot.co.il�
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דף קיד\א   בחלב אמו


Inherited Longevity


Rabbi Yitzchak of Kaliv zt”l explained: Why don’t people rush to repent?  Because they’re sure of their lives and believe that they have many more years.  Particularly if a person sees his parents living long, he’s sure that he’s inherited longevity.  The prohibition to cook a kid in its mother’s milk concerns an instance where the mother still lives because concerning the milk of a slaughtered animal there’s no prohibition from the Torah (Chulin 113b).  In other words, the poor kid died while its mother was alive.  About such the Torah said, “The first fruit of your land you shall bring to the house of Hashem your L-rd” – bring your first years to Hashem’s house and repent without delay.  The proof is “You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” – longevity is not inherited (Chemdah Genuzah, p. 139).





דף קיד\ב   תוס' ד"ה או...שאת מחר אחר משוקדים וקם


Tout la meme chose


Tosfos mention the five words in the Torah about which there is a doubt if they refer to the statement before them or after them.  The author of Mesores HaShas remarks that the order of the list does not follow the order of the verses in the Torah.  The Chasam Sofer zt”l writes that Tosfos disrupted the order for a purpose because according to their order their initials spell shem imo and that is a mnenomic symbol.  Apropos, the Chasam Sofer includes something very interesting.  Tosfos cite (‘Avodah Zarah 20a) another sign derived from the initials of these words: mem shav.  This sign seems meaningless but the Chasam Sofer explains that Tosfos spoke French and offered a sign in French according to the saying tout la meme chose – “everything is the same to me” – as these words cannot be decided.





דף קטו\ב   לא תבשל גדי בחלב אמו


First Fruit and Meat in Milk


People said that HaGaon Rabbi Yehonasan Eibeschitz zt”l had great difficulty with the verse “The first fruit of your land you shall bring to the house of Hashem your L-rd; you shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Shemos 24:19).  What does the mitzvah of the first fruit have to do with the prohibition of meat with milk?  Once it was found in a book on botany that someone who wants to ripen his fruit quickly should water the tree with a mixture of meat cooked with milk.  His eyes lit up.  The Torah says you must bring your first fruit to the Temple but doesn’t allow you to ripen the fruit before their time by cooking meat in milk.
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Meorot Hadaf Hayomy;an enterprise of Torah learning that spreads its wings throughout Jewish world. More than 120 daily Shiurim of the Daf  are taught across Eratz Yisroel. Through the leadership of  Harav Chaim Dovid Kovalsky, a unique technique of learning attracts learners from all Walks of life. The concise and dynamic style blends-in contemporary issues that emanate from every Daf, bringing to life the pages of the Talmud. More than 45,000 copies of the Meorot publication  are distributed to individuals, synagogues and schools, in Hebrew and English (soon available in french and russian).


This Torah enterprise is supported through private donations allows us to continue expanding the ranks of Torah learners in our network of shiurim.























Our weekly publication can be sent to you or your synagogue via regular mail for 72$ per year, or to your e-mail for free! Order your copy at:Dedications@meorot.co.il


Can't make it to a shiur? 


Take a front row seat at our live video stream shiur from Israel on exclusive website:www.Hadafhayomi.co.il
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