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

LJ THE SUGYA

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 fromits 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.
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STATEMENT
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The previous ruling stated that plucking hair to facilitate slaughtering is permitted.
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The Gemara asks: And did Rav actually say this, thatan unintentional melacha is permitted?
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But doesn't Rav Chiyya bar Ashi say in the name of Rav: Regarding the cloth stopper of a barrel, it is prohibited to
insert it tightly 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!
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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.
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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?
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And Rav Chanan bar Ami says that Shmuel says: The halacha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon?
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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.
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Rather, actually Rav holds that an unintentional act is prohibited like Rabbi Yehuda,
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and the reason he permits plucking here is because he holds that plucking is not considered shearing under Torah law,
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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 fromits place of growth in an unusual manner, which is only a Rabbinic prohibition, and they permitted it for the

sake of Simchas Yom Tov.
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The Gemara asks: And is plucking not considered shearing?
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But isn't it taught 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 sin-offerings because he violated three distinct

melachos?

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

hair froman animal is unusual and not the normal way of shearing.
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The Gemara notes: And since Rav holds in accordance with Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam that plucking is not shearing, it

must be that Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam holds in accordance with Rav in general,
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and does Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam really hold that an unintentional act is prohibited?
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But isn't it taught in a braisa: Regarding a red heifer that had two hairs whose roots were red but whose tops were
black, Rabbi Yosei 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!
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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.
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The Gemara objects: But isn't it taught 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!
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Rather, the Gemara suggests: A red heifer is different, as it has the sanctity of items consecrated for Temple

mainte nance, which are not subject to the Torah prohibition of shearing.
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The Gemara asks: But doesn't Rabbi Elazar say: Items consecrated for Temple maintenance are prohibited from being

sheared or worked with?
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The Gemara answers: That prohibition is only by Rabbinic law.
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The Gemara objects: But there is still a Rabbinic prohibition! Why did Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam permit it?
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Rather, the Gemara answers: A red heifer is different because it is uncommon, and the Rabbis did not apply their decree to

uncommon cCases.
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The Gemara challenges: But let him desacralize it and remove it to non-sacred status, and shear it, and then re-

consecrate it!
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The Gemara answers: Its price is expensive, and it would require a massive sum of money to redeemit.
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The Gemara asks: But let him act in accordance with Shmuel's ruling, as Shmuel says: A consecrated item worth one

hundred dinars that one desacralized upona coin worth a perutah is desacralized!
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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.
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If you wish, say instead: Rav holds in accordance with Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam that plucking is not shearing, but

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

n;wn MISHNAH
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The Mishnah taught: And he plucks the hair, provided that he does not move it fromits place.

GEMARA

SMON — °902 PR 772 RPN 1Y KD :wPR% W9 K SWNR 27 1N

Rav Ashi says that Reish Lakish says: They only taught this allowance to pluck by hand, but with an imple ment, it is
prohibited.
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The Gemara asks: But doesn't the Mishnah teach: He clears space with a cleaver from here and from there? A cleaverisan

implement!
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The Gemara answers: Emend the text and teach: He clears space by hand for the cleaver to have roomto slaughter.
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The Mishnah continues: And likewise, one may pluck the hair to see the place of a blemish.




GEMARA
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An inquiry was raised to them: Does this mean he may do so ab initio, or only post facto?
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Rabbi Yirmeyah said: Come and hear a proof froma braisa: Regarding wool that is tangled in the ear, Rabbi Yosei ben
HaMeshullam says: He plucks it and shows its blemish to a specialist.
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Learn from this that it is permitted ab initio. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this.
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Rav Mari said: We also learned this in our Mishnah: 'And likewise, one who plucks the hair to see the place of a
blemish.'

NN INY YT ,uNiY MeY ROWT — Ripnin ] (DX 1910) RPY ROPOR 771077 ORR
7RIY2OR T DIPR NIRTP — 1P KD 100y

What is the meaning of 'and likewise'? If we say it means that he may not move it fromits place, now, if for one who is
slaughtering, whose slaughtering 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 seeing the place of a blemish, where his intent is less obvious?
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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.
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MISHNAH: Regarding the hair of a blemished firstborn that fell out, and he placed it in a window-niche, and
afterwards he slaughtered the animal, Akavya ben Mahalalel permits benefiting from the hair,
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And the Sages prohibit using the wool; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda.
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Rabbi Yosei said to him: It was not in this case of a slaughtered firstborn that Akavya ben Mahalalel permitted the wool,
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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 —
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in this case Akavya ben Mahalalel permits the wool, and the Sages prohibit it even after the animal's death.
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Regarding wool that is dangling 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.

GEMARA
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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:
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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

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

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

prohibited, because if he slaughtered it, everyone agrees itis permitted; they only argue in a case where the animal died.

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

already permitted the animal for slaughter due to its blemish before the wool shed,
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as one Master, the Sages, holds: We decree that the shed wool is prohibited lest he come to delay the slaughtering of the

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

STATEMENT
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But if an expert had not permitted it before the wool shed, everyone agrees that the wool is prohibited.
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Rav Sheshet raised an objection froma baraita: Blemished consecrated animals that became mixed up with unblemished ones

render the entire mixture prohibited in any amount, and Rabbi Yosei says: Let the matter be investigated.
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And we discussed it: What is the meaning of "let it be investigated"? 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!
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Rather, Rav Nachman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: Here we are dealing with the shearings of a blemished firstborn

that became mixed up with shearings of chullin.

1327 °70N — ﬂt.’)?_'!!;?; RNT NI AT 027 ?N?QE NIn N2

And who is the First Tanna who prohibits the mixture? It is Rabbi Yehuda, who says in our Mishnah thateven if they were
slaughtered, the Rabbis prohibit the wool.
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And Rabbi Yosei is consistent with his own reasoning, as he says: If they were slaughtered, the Rabbis permit the

wool.
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And yetit teaches: "Let it be investigated.” What is the meaning of "let it be investigated"? Is it not to sce whether it is
a permanent blemish or a temporary blemish, and if it is permanent, the wool is permitted, even though an expert had not
yet permitted it before the wool fell oft? This is a kasha on Reish Lakish!
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Rava said: No; "let it be investigated” means to check if an expert had permitted it before the wool fell off; if yes, it is

permitted, and if not, no.

STATEMENT
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When Ravin went up fromBavel to Eretz Yisrael, he said this teaching of Rav Nachman before Rabbi Yirmeyah.
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Rabbi Yirmeyah said: Foolish Babylonians! Because they dwell in a dark land, they say dark, unclear teachings!
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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?
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And they argue in the dispute of Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis, as we learned in a Mishnah: For Rabbi Meir would say:
Any object that was ina presumption of tumah remains forever in its tumah until the location of the tumah becomes

known.
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And the Sages say: He digs until he reaches bedrock or virgin 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
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Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yochanan says: The dispute is where he searched and found one blemished animal, and they
argue in the dispute of Rabbi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel.
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As itis taught in a braisa: A field in which a grave was lost, anyone who enters into it is tamei.
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If'a grave was found in it, anyone who enters into it is tahor, because I say: The grave that was lost is the very same

grave that was found; this is the statement of Rabbi.
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The entire field must be searched to ensure there is not another grave.
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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?
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He could say to you: Granted regarding tumah, we cansay a raven came and took it,or a mouse came and took it, which

is why the Sages say it is gone;
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but here, where did the blemished animal go? It could not have just vanished from the flock!
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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.
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And Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba, what is the reason he did not say like Rabbi Asi that they found one?
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He could say to you: Granted a field, 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;
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but consecrated animals, since they stand as checked and unblemished, is it their way to fall into blemishes so easily that

we should assume another one became blemished?
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And the other Sage, Rabbi Asi? He says: Since they gore one another, blemishes are common among them.
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They raised an objection: One who plucks wool from an unblemished firstborn, even though a blemish subsequently

developed init and he slaughtered it, the wool is prohibited.
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The reason it is prohibited is because it was plucked when it was unble mished,
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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.
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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 Hashemlooks 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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