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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the daf by diving straight into a classic yeshivish shakla v'tarya on the sugya of davar she'eino miskavein. The

Gemara is bothered by a kasha on Rav, who seems to permit plucking hair to clear a space for shechita on Yom Tov. How can

Rav permit this if he holds like Rabbi Yehuda that an unintentional melacha is prohibited? The Gemara works through several

terutzim, analyzing whether plucking is considered shearing under Torah law, and exploring the unique halachos of shearing

a red heifer.

We then move into a deeper analysis of the Mishnah's ruling regarding plucking hair without moving it from its place. The

Gemara brings down a chiddush from Rav Ashi in the name of Reish Lakish, who limits this heter to plucking by hand, which

leads the Gemara to carefully re-examine the wording of our Mishnah regarding the use of a cleaver.

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  2 5 A

STATEMENT

ר. תָּ מוּ

The previous ruling stated that plucking hair to facilitate slaughtering is permitted.

QU E ST IO N

י? כִ ב הָ ר רַ מַ י אָ וּמִ

The Gemara asks: And did Rav actually say this ,  that an unintentional melacha is permitted?

O BJECT IO N

בָא! א טָ מָ יוֹ יהּ בְּ קַ דּוֹ הַ סוּר לְ א אָ יָיתָ נַזְ יָא דְּ כַרְ סוֹ ב: מְ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   י מִ שֵׁ  בַּר אָ יָּיא   ב חִ ר רַ מַ א אָ הָ וְ

But doesn't Rav Chiyya bar Ashi say in the  name  of Rav: Regarding the  cloth stopper of a barre l, it is  prohibited to

insert it tig htly into the spout of the barrel on a Festival,  because liquid will inevitably be squeezed out of the cloth, which is a

prohibited melacha? This shows that Rav prohibits a davar she'eino miskavein!

ANSWER

לָא יהּ וְ שֵׁ י יק רֵ סִ פְ ן בִּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ה רַ דֶ יהוּ: מוֹ יְ וַ רְ תַּ י  רִ מְ אָ בָא דְּ רָ י וְ יֵ בָּ  אַ ה, דְּ דֶ ן מוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ וּ רַ ילּ פִ יא, אֲ הִ הָ בְּ

מוּת. יְ

The Gemara answers: In that case of the stopper, even Rabbi Shimon,  who normally permits an unintentional act, concedes  that

it is prohibited, as  Abaye  and Rava both say: Rabbi Shimon concedes  in a case of 'cut off its  head and will it not die?',

meaning an inevitable consequence, that it is prohibited. Squeezing the stopper is a pesik reishei.



O BJECT IO N

ה, י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ב: הֲ ר רַ מַ י אָ שֵׁ  בַּר אָ יָּיא   ב חִ ר רַ מַ א אָ הָ וְ

The Gemara objects: But doesn't Rav Chiyya bar Ashi say that Rav says: The  halacha is  in accordance  with Rabbi Yehuda,

who prohibits a davar she'eino miskavein?

O BJECT IO N

ן, עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ל: הֲ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ י אָ מֵּ  בַּר אַ נָן  ב חָ רַ וְ

And Rav Chanan bar Ami says  that Shmuel says: The  halacha is  in accordance  with Rabbi Shimon?

O BJECT IO N

ן! עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ר הֲ מַ ל אָ מוּאֵ שְׁ ה, וּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ר הֲ מַ ב אָ י: רַ רֵ לָא גַּבְ י בְּ נֵ תְ ין מַ בִ בַּר אָ יָּיא   ב חִ רַ וְ

And Rav Chiyya bar Avin teaches  this dispute without mentioning the transmitting men,  but directly: Rav says  the  halacha is

in accordance  with Rabbi Yehuda, and Shmuel says  the  halacha is  in accordance  with Rabbi Shimon! Thus, Rav clearly

holds like Rabbi Yehuda.

R E SO LU T IO N

סוּר, ין אָ וֵּ כַּ  תְ ין מִ אֵ שֶׁ בָר  ב: דָּ בַר רַ לָם סָ עוֹ לָּא, לְ  אֶ

Rather, actually Rav holds  that an unintentional act is  prohibited like Rabbi Yehuda,

R E SO LU T IO N

זֵז, וֹ ינוּ גּ יְ או הַ שׁ לָ לֵ תוֹ וְ

and the reason he permits plucking here is because he holds that plucking  is  not considered shearing  under Torah law,

R E SO LU T IO N

ר יָד. חַ אַ לְ כִּ לוֹ  ידּוּ גִּ בָר מִ ר דָּ יהּ עוֹקֵ וֵה לֵ הָ י — דְּ רֵ שְׁ  א דִּ מָ עְ ינוּ טַ יְ יוֹם טוֹב הַ וּבְ

and on a Festival, this  is  the  reason that it is  permitted to clear the hair with a cleaver: because  it is  considered uprooting

something  from its  place  of g rowth in an unusual manner,  which is only a Rabbinic prohibition, and they permitted it for the

sake of Simchas Yom Tov.

QU E ST IO N

זֵז? וֹ ינוּ גּ יְ או הַ שׁ לָ לֵ תוֹ וְ

The Gemara asks: And is  plucking  not considered shearing ?

O BJECT IO N

אוֹת. טָּ  לֹשׁ חַ  שָׁ יָּיב   טוֹ — חַ וֹרְ מּ הַ , וְ מוֹ טְ וֹ קּ הַ נָף, וְ כָּ  ת הַ שׁ אֶ לֵ וֹ תּ יָא: הַ נְ תַ הָ וְ

But isn't it taug ht in a braisa: One  who plucks  a large feather from the  wing  of a bird on Shabbos, and one  who snips  its

tip, and one  who pulls  out its  thin threads, is  liable  to bring  three  s in-offering s  because he violated three distinct

melachos?

O BJECT IO N



וּם שּׁ  יָּיב מִ  ט — חַ רֵ מָ ך, מְ תֵּ  חַ וּם מְ שּׁ  יָּיב מִ  ם — חַ טֵ זֵז, קוֹ וֹ וּם גּ שּׁ  יָּיב מִ  שׁ — חַ לֵ וֹ : תּ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ אָ וְ

ק! חֵ מַ מְ

And Reish Lakish says  in explanation: One who plucks  is  liable  due  to  the melacha of shearing ; one who snips  is  liable

due  to  the melacha of cutting ; and one who pulls  out the  threads  is  liable  due  to  the melacha of smoothing ! We see that

plucking is indeed classified under shearing!

ANSWER

. יהּ חֵ ינוּ אוֹרְ יְ הַ נָף, דְּ כָּ י  אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara answers: Plucking a feather from a wing  is  different, as  that is  its  normal manner of removal, whereas plucking

hair from an animal is unusual and not the normal way of shearing.

IN FER ENCE

ב, רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  לָּם סָ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ לָּם, רַ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר  ב סָ רַ דְּ וּמִ

The Gemara notes: And since  Rav holds  in accordance  with Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam that plucking is not shearing, it

must be that Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam holds  in accordance  with Rav in general,

QU E ST IO N

סוּר? ין אָ וֵּ כַּ  תְ ין מִ אֵ שֶׁ בָר  לָּם דָּ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ בַר רַ סָ וְ

and does  Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam really hold that an unintentional act is  prohibited?

O BJECT IO N

יִם, פָּרַ  סְ מִ זֵז בְּ וֹ ר: גּ מֵ לָּם אוֹ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ יר, רַ חִ שְׁ  ן מַ שָׁ רֹא ים, וְ דִ אֲ ן מַ רָ יקָּ רוֹת — עִ עָ י שְׂ תֵּ  שְׁ יָא:  נְ תַ הָ וְ

. שׁ שֵׁ  ינוֹ חוֹ אֵ וְ

But isn't it taug ht in a braisa: Regarding a red heifer that had two hairs  whose  roots  were  red but whose  tops  were

black, Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam says: One  shears  the black tops with scissors , and he  need not be  concerned about

violating the prohibition of shearing a consecrated animal. This is because his intent is only to make the heifer fit, showing that

Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam permits an unintentional act!

ANSWER

יא. יזָּה הִ בַּת גִּ או  לָ ה, דְּ פָּרָ י  אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara answers: A red heifer is  different, as  it is  not subject to shearing  under Torah law because it does not have wool,

and that is why it is permitted.

O BJECT IO N

ן יִ נַּ  יזָּה, מִ גִ צֹאן בְּ ה וְ דָ עֲבוֹ בַּ וֹר  לָּא שׁ  י אֶ ין לִ אֵ ״, וְ כוֹר צֹאנֶךָ גֹז בְּ לֹא תָ ךָ וְ וֹרֶ כֹר שׁ בְ עֲבֹד בִּ ״לֹא תַ יָא:  נְ תַ הָ וְ

גֹז״! לֹא תָ עֲבֹד... וְ ״לֹא תַ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ זֶה?  בָּ ל זֶה  שֶׁ מוּר  אָ ת הָ אֶ זֶה וְ בָּ ל זֶה  שֶׁ מוּר  אָ ת הָ ן אֶ תֵּ י לִ

The Gemara objects: But isn't it taug ht in a braisa: The Torah states, 'You shall do no work with the  firstborn of your ox,

and you shall not shear the  firstborn of your flock.' I only know that an ox is prohibited in labor and sheep in shearing ;

from where  do we  derive  to apply that which is  said of this  one  to that one , and that which is  said of that one  to this

one? The  Torah teaches: 'You shall do no work... and you shall not shear',  linking them together. Thus, shearing does apply

to cattle, including a red heifer!



ANSWER

יא. יִת הִ בַּ  ק הַ דֶ בֶּ י  שֵׁ  דְ קׇ ה, דְּ פָּרָ י  אנֵ שָׁ לָּא,   אֶ

Rather, the Gemara suggests: A red heifer is  different, as  it has  the  sanctity of items consecrated for Temple

maintenance ,  which are not subject to the Torah prohibition of shearing.

QU E ST IO N

ה! דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ גִ ין בְּ סוּרִ יִת אֲ בַּ  ק הַ דֶ בֶּ י  שֵׁ  דְ זָר: קׇ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But doesn't Rabbi Elazar say: Items consecrated for Temple  maintenance  are  prohibited from be ing

sheared or worked with?

ANSWER

נַן. בָּ  רַ דְּ מִ

The Gemara answers: That prohibition is only by Rabbinic law.

O BJECT IO N

נַן! בָּ  רַ א דְּ וּרָ יסּ כָּא אִ י אִ הָ וְ

The Gemara objects: But there  is  still a Rabbinic prohibition! Why did Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam permit it?

R E SO LU T IO N

א. יחָ כִ שְׁ לָא  ה דְּ פָּרָ י  אנֵ שָׁ לָּא,   אֶ

Rather, the Gemara answers: A red heifer is  different because  it is  uncommon,  and the Rabbis did not apply their decree to

uncommon cases.

QU E ST IO N

! הּ שַׁ  דְּ יקְ ר לַ דַ זַּהּ וַהֲ יגֻ לִ ין, וְ לִּ חוּ הּ לְ קַ פְּ  לַ לַּהּ וְ  יחַ לִ וְ

The Gemara challenges: But le t him desacralize  it and remove  it to non-sacred status, and shear it, and then re -

consecrate  it!

ANSWER

ין. רִ קָ יהָ יְ מֶ דָּ

The Gemara answers: Its  price  is  expensive ,  and it would require a massive sum of money to redeem it.

QU E ST IO N

ל! לָּ  חוּ ה מְ רוּטָ פְּ וֶה  שָׁ ל  לוֹ עַ ילְּ חִ שֶׁ נֶה  וֶה מָ שָׁ שׁ  דֵּ קְ ל: הֶ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ ל, דְּ מוּאֵ שְׁ  דִ כְּ ד לָהּ  בַּ  יעְ לֶ וְ

The Gemara asks: But le t him act in accordance  with Shmuel's  ruling, as  Shmuel says: A consecrated item worth one

hundred dinars  that one  desacralized upon a coin worth a perutah is  desacralized!

ANSWER

ר? מַ י אָ לָּה מִ  חִ תְ כִ , לְ לוֹ ילְּ חִ שֶׁ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ אָ ימוֹר דְּ אֵ



The Gemara answers: You can say that Shmuel said this post facto, that he  has  successfully desacralized it, but did he  say

one may do so ab initio? Therefore, he could not rely on this.

R E SO LU T IO N

ב. רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  לָּם לָא סָ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ לָּם, וְ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  ב סָ א: רַ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

If you wish, say instead: Rav holds  in accordance  with Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam that plucking is not shearing, but

Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam does  not hold in accordance  with Rav;  rather, he permits a davar she'eino miskavein.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

. מוֹ קוֹ מְּ וּ מִ יזֶנּ זִ לֹּא יְ  שֶׁ ד  בַ לְ ר, וּבִ עָ שֵּׂ  ת הַ שׁ אֶ לֵ תוֹ וְ

The Mishnah taught: And he  plucks  the  hair, provided that he  does  not move  it from its  place .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

סוּר. י — אָ לִ כְ ל בִּ יָּד, אֲבָ  בַּ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ : לֹא  ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ י אָ שֵׁ  ב אָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Ashi says  that Reish Lakish says: They only taug ht this allowance to pluck by hand, but with an implement, it is

prohibited.

O BJECT IO N

ן! כָּ י ן וּמִ כָּ י יץ מִ פִ קוֹ קוֹם בְּ ה מָ שֶׂ י: עוֹ נֵ תָ קָ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But doesn't the  Mishnah teach: He  clears  space  with a cleaver from here  and from there? A cleaver is an

implement!

R E SO LU T IO N

יץ״. פִ קוֹ ״לְ י:  נִ תְּ

The Gemara answers: Emend the text and teach: He clears space by hand for the  cleaver to have room to slaughter.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

אוֹת מוּם. רְ ר לִ עָ שֵּׂ  ת הַ שׁ אֶ לֵ וֹ ן תּ כֵ וְ

The Mishnah continues: And likewise , one  may pluck the  hair to see  the place of a blemish.



א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

ד? יעֲבַ לָּה אוֹ דִ  חִ כַתְּ הוּ: לְ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

An inquiry was  raised to them: Does this mean he may do so ab initio, or only post facto?

PR O O F

ת ה אֶ אֶ רְ וֹ וּמַ שׁ לְ וֹ ר: תּ מֵ לָּם אוֹ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ זֶן — רַ אוֹ בָּ ךְ  בָּ סוּ מְ ר הַ מֶ ע, צֶ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ יָה:  מְ י יִרְ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

. מוּמוֹ

Rabbi Yirmeyah said: Come and hear a proof from a braisa: Regarding wool that is  tang led in the  ear, Rabbi Yose i ben

HaMeshullam says: He  plucks  it and shows its  blemish to a specialist.

PR O O F

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ לָּה,   חִ כַתְּ נַּהּ לְ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

Learn from this  that it is permitted ab initio. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this .

PR O O F

קוֹם מוּם. אוֹת מְ רְ ר לִ עָ שֵּׂ  ת הַ שׁ אֶ לֵ וֹ תּ ן הַ כֵ ינָא, וְ נֵ י תְּ נַן נָמֵ ף אֲ י: אַ רִ ב מָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Mari said: We also learned this in our Mishnah: 'And likewise , one  who plucks  the  hair to see  the  place  of a

blemish.'

PR O O F

ת חַ כַ תוֹ מוֹ יטָ חִ שְׁ  ט, דִּ חֵ וֹ ה שׁ א וּמָ תָּ  שְׁ  מוֹ — הַ קוֹ [מְּ וּ מִ יזֶנּ זִ ת( ]יְ יזוּ אֶ לֹּא )יָזִ  שֶׁ א  ימָ לֵּ י ן״? אִ כֵ ״וְ אי  מַ

יָא? עְ בַּ י קוֹם מוּם מִ אוֹת מְ רְ וּ — לִ יזֶנּ זִ יו, לֹא יְ לָ עָ

What is  the meaning of 'and likewise '? If we  say it means that he  may not move  it from its  place , now, if for one  who is

s laug htering , whose  s laug htering  proves  his intent is not to shear, the Mishnah says he  may not move  it, is  it necessary to

say this for one who is merely see ing  the  place  of a blemish,  where his intent is less obvious?

PR O O F

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ לָּה,   חִ כַתְּ נַּהּ לְ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ  ? שׁ לֵ וֹ תּ או אַ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not referring to  the ruling of Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam that one may pluck ab initio? Learn from this  that it is

permitted ab initio. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this .

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

יר, תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ טוֹ — עֲ חָ שְׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ ן, וְ וֹ לּ חַ בַּ יחוֹ  נִּ הִ ר, וְ שַׁ נָּ  שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ כוֹר  ר בְּ עַ י׳ שְׂ נִ תְ מַ



MISHNAH: Regarding the  hair of a blemished firstborn that fe ll out, and he  placed it in a window-niche , and

afterwards he  s laug htered the animal, Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  benefiting from the hair,

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  2 5 B

MISHNAH

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ין, דִּ רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  prohibit using the wool; this is the  statement of Rabbi Yehuda.

MISHNAH

ל, אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ יר עֲ תִּ זֶה הִ בָּ י: לֹא  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר לוֹ רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yose i said to him: It was  not in this  case of a slaughtered firstborn that Akavya ben Mahalale l permitted the wool,

MISHNAH

ת — ךְ מֵ כָּ ר  חַ אַ ן וְ וֹ לּ חַ בַּ יחוֹ  נִּ הִ ר וְ שַׁ נָּ  שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ ר  עַ לָּא שְׂ  אֶ

rather, it was in the case of the  hair of a blemished firstborn that shed on its own while the animal was alive, and he  placed it

in a window-compartment, and afterwards  the animal died without being slaughtered —

MISHNAH

ין. רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יר וַ תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ זֶה עֲ בָּ

in this  case Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  the wool, and the  Sag es  prohibit it even after the animal's death.

MISHNAH

סוּר. יזָּה — אָ גִּ ם הַ ה עִ אֶ ינוֹ נִרְ אֵ שֶׁ ת  אֶ ר, וְ תָּ יזָּה — מוּ גִּ ם הַ ה עִ אֶ נִּרְ שֶׁ ת  כוֹר, אֶ בַּבְּ ל  דָּ לְ דוּ מְ ר הַ מֶ צֶ

Regarding wool that is  dang ling  from a firstborn animal, that which appears  to be unified with the  fleece  when the animal

is shorn after its death is  permitted, and that which does  not appear to be unified with the  fleece  is  prohibited.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

IN FER ENCE

ר, סַ אָ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  ׳ מִ מָ גְּ

The Gemara begins its analysis: By inference , Rabbi Yosei's statement implies that Akavya prohibited the wool if the animal was

slaughtered. But this is difficult:

QU E ST IO N

יָא? עְ בַּ י טוֹ מִ חָ שְׁ י,  רֵ שָׁ ת —  מֵ א בְּ תָּ  שְׁ  הַ

Now, if in a case where the animal died on its own, Akavya permits  the shed wool, is  it necessary to say that where he

slaug htered it, which is a permitted act of slaughter, that the wool is permitted?

R E SO LU T IO N



ת. מֵ י בְּ יגִ לִ פְּ י  כִּ י,  רֵ שְׁ כֹּל   י הַ רֵ בְ טוֹ — דִּ חָ שְׁ ין,  רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יָא וַ בְ קַ יר עֲ תִּ זֶה הִ בָּ לָּא, לֹא   אֶ

Rather, this is what Rabbi Yosei meant: It was  not in this  case of a slaughtered animal that Akavya permitted and the  Sag es

prohibited, because if he  s laug htered it, everyone  ag rees  it is  permitted; they only arg ue  in a case where the animal died.

STATEMENT

ה, חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ הִ שֶׁ  ת בְּ לוֹקֶ חְ : מַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ י אָ סִּ י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Asi says  that Reish Lakish says: The  dispute  between Akavya and the Sages applie s  only where  an expert had

already permitted the animal for slaughter due to its blemish before the wool shed,

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן, זְרִ בַר: לָא גָּ ר סָ , וּמָ יהּ יֵ הוֹ שַׁ  י לְ תֵ א אָ מָ לְ ינַן דִּ זְרִ בַר: גָּ ר סָ מָ דְּ

as  one  Master, the Sages, holds: We decree  that the shed wool is prohibited le st he  come  to de lay the slaughtering of the

animal in order to collect more shed wool; and one  Master, Akavya, holds: We do not decree  this.

STATEMENT

סוּר. כֹּל אָ  י הַ רֵ בְ ה — דִּ חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ ל לֹא הִ אֲבָ

But if an expert had not permitted it before the wool shed, everyone  ag rees  that the wool is  prohibited.

O BJECT IO N

ר. קֵּ ר: יְבַ מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ הוּא, וְ שֶׁ ל  כׇ ין בְּ רִ סְ ין אוֹ י מוּמִ לֵ עֲ בַּ ת:  שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  יב רַ תִ מֵ

Rav Sheshet raised an objection from a baraita: Blemished consecrated animals that became mixed up with unblemished ones

render the entire mixture prohibited in any amount, and Rabbi Yose i says: Let the  matter be  investig ated.

EXPLANAT IO N

או? ר לָ מַ א אָ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  יהּ — מִ לֵ קְ שְׁ י לִ ל מוּם הוּא, וְ עַ בַ א דְּ ימָ לֵּ  ר״? אִ קֵּ ״יְבַ אי  : מַ בַּהּ ינַן  וֵ הָ וְ

And we  discussed it: What is  the meaning of "le t it be  investig ated"? If we  say it means to find which one  is  the

blemished animal and remove  it, by inference , does  the  First Tanna say that even if you remove it, the rest remain

prohibited? That makes no sense!

EXPLANAT IO N

ין. לִּ י חוּ יזֵּ גִ בוּ בְּ רְ עָ נִּתְ שֶׁ ינַן,  קִ סְ ל מוּם עָ עַ בַּ כוֹר  יזַּת בְּ גִ כָא בְּ : הָ בַּר אֲבוּהּ בָּה   ר רַ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rather, Rav Nachman says  that Rabba bar Avuh says: Here  we  are  dealing  with the  shearing s  of a blemished firstborn

that became  mixed up with shearing s  of chullin.

EXPLANAT IO N

נַן. בָּ  י רַ רִ סְ טוּ — אָ חֲ שְׁ  ר: נִ מַ אָ יא, דְּ ה הִ י יְהוּדָ בִּ א? רַ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ אן  וּמַ

And who is  the  First Tanna who prohibits the mixture? It is  Rabbi Yehuda, who says  in our Mishnah that even if they were

slaug htered, the  Rabbis  prohibit the wool.

EXPLANAT IO N

נַן. בָּ  רוּ רַ שָׁ טוּ —  חֲ שְׁ  ר: נִ מַ אָ , דְּ יהּ מֵ עְ טַ י לְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ



And Rabbi Yose i is  consistent with his  own reasoning , as  he  says: If they were  s laug htered, the  Rabbis  permit the

wool.

O BJECT IO N

ירוֹ תִּ לֹּא הִ  שֶׁ ל גַּב  ף עַ ״מוּם עוֹבֵר״ הוּא, אַ י  ״ אִ בוּעַ ״מוּם קָ י  או אִ ר״? לָ ״יְבוּקַּ אי  ר״, מַ ״יְבוּקַּ י:  נֵ תָ קָ וְ

ה. חֶ מוּמְ

And yet it teaches: "Let it be  investig ated." What is  the meaning of "le t it be  investig ated"? Is  it not to see whether it is

a permanent blemish or a temporary blemish, and if it is permanent, the wool is permitted, even thoug h an expert had not

yet permitted it before the wool fell off? This is a kasha on Reish Lakish!

R E SO LU T IO N

י לָא — לָא. אִ ין, וְ ה — אִ חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ י הִ ר, אִ בָא: לֹא; יְבוּקַּ ר רָ מַ אָ

Rava said: No; "le t it be  investig ated" means to check if an expert had permitted it before the wool fell off; if yes , it is

permitted, and if not, no.

STATEMENT

יָה. מְ י יִרְ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  א קַ תָּ  עְ מַ שְׁ  הּ לִ רַ מְ ין, אַ בִ יק רָ לֵ י סְ כִּ

When Ravin went up from Bavel to Eretz Yisrael, he  said this  teaching  of Rav Nachman before  Rabbi Yirmeyah.

O BJECT IO N

ן! כָ שְּׁ   חַ מְ א דִּ תָּ  עְ מַ שְׁ י  רִ מְ כָא אָ וֹ שׁ חֲ א דַּ עָ רְ אַ י בְּ בִ יָתְ וּם דְּ שּׁ  י, מִ אֵ שָׁ  פְ י טַ אֵ לָ בַּבְ ר:  מַ אֲ

Rabbi Yirmeyah said: Foolish Babylonians! Because  they dwell in a dark land, they say dark, unclear teaching s!

EXPLANAT IO N

צָא. לֹא מָ ק וְ דַ בָּ  שֶׁ  ת בְּ לוֹקֶ חְ נָן: מַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ א דְּ הוּ הָ יעַ לְ מִ שְׁ לָא 

Did they not hear that which Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba says  that Rabbi Yochanan says: The  dispute  in the baraita is actually

about the animals themselves, where  he  searched the flock for the blemished animal and did not find it?

PR O O F

ה אָ ת טוּמְ זְקַ חֶ יָה בְּ הָ שֶׁ בָר  ל דָּ כׇּ ר:  מֵ יר אוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ יָה רַ הָ שֶׁ נַן,  תְ נַן, דִּ בָּ  רַ יר וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ תָּ  לוּגְ פְ י בִּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ קָ וְ

ה. אָ וּמְ טּ ע הַ יוָּודַ תִּ שֶׁ ד  , עַ אוֹתוֹ טוּמְ לָם הוּא בְּ עוֹ — לְ

And they arg ue  in the  dispute  of Rabbi Meir and the  Rabbis , as  we  learned in a Mishnah: For Rabbi Meir would say:

Any object that was  in a presumption of tumah remains  forever in its  tumah until the  location of the tumah becomes

known.

PR O O F

לָה. תוּ בְ ע אוֹ לִ לַ סֶ יעַ לְ גִּ מַּ  שֶׁ ד  פֵר עַ ים: חוֹ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  say: He  dig s  until he  reaches  bedrock or virg in soil, and if he finds nothing, we assume it is tahor. Here too,

the Sages hold that since he searched and did not find the blemished animal, we assume it is gone.

STATEMENT



ן בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ י וְ בִּ רַ א דְּ תָּ  לוּגְ פְ י בִּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ קָ צָא, וְ ק וּמָ דַ בָּ  שֶׁ  כְּ ת  לוֹקֶ חְ נָן: מַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ סִּ י אַ בִּ רַ

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ גַּ

Rabbi Asi says  that Rabbi Yochanan says: The  dispute  is  where  he  searched and found one blemished animal, and they

arg ue  in the  dispute  of Rabbi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l.

PR O O F

א. מֵ כָהּ — טָ תוֹ נָס בְּ כְ בֶר, נִ בָּהּ קֶ ד  בַ אָ שֶׁ ה  דֶ יָא: שָׂ נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht in a braisa: A fie ld in which a g rave  was  lost, anyone  who enters  into it is  tamei.

PR O O F

י. בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ צָא, דִּ מְ נִּ שֶׁ בֶר  ד הוּא קֶ בַ אָ שֶׁ בֶר  ר: הוּא קֶ מֵ י אוֹ נִ אֲ שֶׁ הוֹר,  כָהּ — טָ תוֹ נָס לְ כְ בֶר, נִ כָהּ קֶ תוֹ צָא בְּ מְ נִ

If a g rave  was  found in it, anyone  who enters  into it is  tahor, because  I say: The  g rave  that was  lost is  the  very same

g rave  that was  found; this  is  the  statement of Rabbi.

PR O O F

. לָּהּ  וּ ה כּ דֶ שָּׂ  ל הַ כׇּ ק  דֵ בָּ י ר: תִּ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: The  entire  fie ld must be  searched to ensure there is not another grave.

QU E ST IO N

בָּא?  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ רַ כְּ ר  מַ א לָא אָ מָ עְ אי טַ י, מַ סִּ י אַ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Asi, what is  the  reason he  did not say like  Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba that they searched and did

not find?

ANSWER

, לָהּ טָ בָּר וּנְ  כְ בָּא עַ  , לָהּ טָ ב וּנְ בָּא עוֹרֵ ר  ימַ ה, אֵ אָ י טוּמְ בֵּ א גַּ מָ לָ שְׁ  : בִּ ךְ ר לָ מַ אָ

He could say to you: Granted reg arding  tumah, we  can say a raven came  and took it, or a mouse  came  and took it, which

is why the Sages say it is gone;

ANSWER

זֵיל? יכָא אָ הֵ ל מוּם לְ עַ בַּ כָא —  לָּא הָ  אֶ

but here , where  did the  blemished animal g o? It could not have just vanished from the flock!

ANSWER

י. סִּ תַּ י אִ ר מוּם עוֹבֵר הֲוָה וְ ימַ ? אֵ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sage, Rabbi Chiyya? He says: We can say it was  a temporary blemish and it healed, which is why it is no

longer found.

QU E ST IO N

י? סִּ י אַ בִּ רַ כְּ ר  מַ א לָא אָ מָ עְ אי טַ בָּא מַ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba, what is  the  reason he  did not say like  Rabbi Asi that they found one?



ANSWER

ינָא. חֲרִ ינָשׁ אַ בַר אִ אי — קְ בָּהּ הַ בַר  קְ י דִּ יכִ י הֵ כִּ  , בַּהּ בַּר   יקְ מִ כַּהּ לְ  רְ ה, דִּ דֶ א שָׂ מָ לָ שְׁ  ר לָך: בִּ מַ אָ

He could say to you: Granted a fie ld, whose  way is  to bury in it, just as  this  person buried in it, another person might

have also buried in it, which is why Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is concerned;

ANSWER

א? הוּ מוּמָ ל בְּ פַּ י מִ יהוּ לְ יְ כַּ  רְ י, דִּ ימִ יְ קָ ן וְ י לַ קִ דִ בְ ן דִּ יוָ כֵּ ים,  שִׁ  דָ לָּא קָ  אֶ

but consecrated animals , s ince  they stand as  checked and unblemished, is  it the ir way to fall into blemishes  so easily that

we should assume another one became blemished?

ANSWER

א. הוּ מוּמָ יחַ בְּ כִ שְׁ י,  דֵ דָ הֲ י אַ חִ נַגְּ מְ גַּב דִּ ךְ — אַ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sage, Rabbi Asi? He says: Since  they g ore  one  another, blemishes  are  common among  them.

O BJECT IO N

סוּר. טוֹ — אָ חָ שְׁ וֹ מוּם וּ ד בּ לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ תָּ כוֹר  בְּ ר מִ מֶ שׁ צֶ לֵ וֹ תּ י: הַ יבִ יתִ מֵ

They raised an objection: One  who plucks  wool from an unblemished firstborn, even thoug h a blemish subsequently

deve loped in it and he  s laug htered it, the wool is  prohibited.

IN FER ENCE

ם, תָ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

The reason it is prohibited is because it was plucked when it was unblemished,

S U M M A RY

The Gemara resolves the contradiction in Rav's rulings by explaining that plucking hair is not considered shearing under

Torah law because it is an unusual manner of removal, and the Rabbis permitted it here for Simchas Yom Tov. In analyzing the

opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam regarding cutting the black tips of hairs on a red heifer, the Gemara clarifies that a

red heifer only has the sanctity of items consecrated for Temple maintenance, which are not subject to the Torah prohibition

of shearing, and the Rabbis did not apply their Rabbinic decree to such an uncommon case. Finally, the Gemara addresses the

practical application of the Mishnah's heter, establishing that plucking is only permitted by hand, and emends the Mishnah's

language regarding the cleaver accordingly.



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

The Gemara is bothered by how we can allow plucking hair to see a blemish or prepare for slaughter, and we delve into the

classic yeshivish shakla v'tarya of davar she'eino miskavein, an action that brings about an unintended result. We see how the

Chachamim carefully weigh the exact nature of our intentions, the inevitability of the outcome, and whether a situation is

common or uncommon. It all comes down to a deep precision in how we define our actions and what we are actually trying

to accomplish.

In our own avodas Hashem, we often find ourselves in situations where we want to do something good, but it might bring

along some side effects or unintended consequences. Sometimes we hesitate to act because we are afraid of the 'messiness' or

the secondary outcomes of our choices. The sugya teaches us that Hashem looks at the very definition of our actions. If your

heart is set on doing a mitzvah, on bringing clarity and holiness into the world, you must learn the halachic guidelines of

what is permitted and then move forward with confidence, without letting the fear of unintended side effects paralyze your

growth.

Today, when you face a decision where doing the right thing might cause some minor, unintended complications, don't let it

stop you. Consult the halacha, clarify your true intention to do the ratzon Hashem, and then act with a whole heart.
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