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

L THE SUGYA

We start off on our daf continuing the shakla v'tarya regarding Rabbi Yosei's kal v'chomer. The Gemara is trying to find a
source thata doubt is strong enough to obligate a mitzvah on Yom Tov, looking at the cases of shofar with a tumtumand
circumcision. We see a beautiful discussion of how we refute these comparisons, including a d'rashah from Rabbi Elazar
HaKappar Beribbi about the difference between circumcision and covering the blood, which Rabbi Chiyya praised as an

unanswerable point that was indeed answered.

Then, we learn a new Mishnah that brings us straight into the core halachos of kisuy hadam. The Tanna Kamma, Rabbi
Meir, and the Sages argue about whether an invalid shechita—like a treifah, or shechita for avodah zarah, or kodashim
outside the Azarah—still requires covering the blood. This leads the Gemara into a major yeshivish sugya regarding the
definition of shechita: do we say "shechita she'eina re'uya shemah shechita” (an unfit slaughter is still halachically considered
a slaughter) or not?

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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Rather, the case of shofar where there is a doubt is where we have a tumtum, who is a doubt whether he is 2 man ora doubt
whether he is a woman. Since a tumtumis obligated in shofar because of this doubt, we can derive that a koy, which is also a

doubt, requires covering on Yom Tov.
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And Rabbi Yosei is consistent with his standard line of reasoning, as he says: A definite woman may also blow the shofar
on Rosh Hashanah as an optional mitzvah. Therefore, for Rabbi Yosei, there is no distinction between men and women regarding

the permission to blow, so the obligation of a tumtumis not based on a mere doubt.
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As it is taught in a braisa: The pasuk says, 'Speak to the sons of Israel... and he shall lean. This teaches that the sons of Israel

lean on the head of a korban, but the daughters of Israel do notlean.
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Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: Women may lean as an optional act, and it is not considered a violation of working with

holy animals. The same applies to shofar; women may blow optionally, so a tumtum blowing is not a proof for resolving doubts.
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Ravina said: And even according to what the Rabbis say—that women may not blow shofar, and thus a tumtumis only
obligated because of doubt—there is also a refutation to the kal v'chomer fromsshofar to covering the blood of a koy on Yom
Tov:
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What is unique about the blowing of the shofar? That its definite obligation overrides Shabbos in the Beis HaMikdash!
Will you say the same regarding covering the blood, which does not override Shabbos at all? Therefore, we cannot derive the

laws of covering from shofar.
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Rabbi Elazar HaKappar Beribbi responded with a different refutation to Rabbi Yosei's kal v'chomer from circumcision: What

is unique about circumcision? That it is not practiced on the nights of Yom Tow.
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The Gemara asks: Is it only on the nights of Yom Tov that it is not practiced, but on other nights of the yearit is

practiced? Surely circumcision is never performed at night!
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Rather, this is what he meant: What is unique about circumcision? That it is not practiced at night as itis by day. Will you
say the same regarding covering the blood, which is practiced at night just as it is by day? Therefore, covering is more

frequent and cannot be compared to circumcision.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Abba said: This is one of the matters about which Rabbi Chiyya said that there is no refutation for them, and

yet Rabbi Elazar Beribbi responded and found a refutation.
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MISHNAH
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MISHNAH: One who slaughters a wild animal or a bird and it is found to be a treifah, or one who slaughters themfor
idol worship, or one who slaughters non-sacred animals inside the Azarah, or sacrificial birds outside the Azarah, ora
wild animal or bird that are sentenced to be stoned—in all these cases of invalid slaughter, Rabbi Meir obligates one to

cover the blood, and the Sages exempt him.
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One who slaughters and it becomes a carcass by his hand through an invalid act of slaughter, or one who stabs the animal,

orone who tears the organs, is exempt from covering the blood, because these are not acts of slaughter atall.

GEMARA
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GEMARA: Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw the words of Rabbi Meir
to be correct regarding the prohibition of slaughtering 'it and its offspring’ on the same day—that an invalid slaughter is still
considered a slaughter—and he taught it in the Mishnah there in the name of 'the Sages' to give it more weight. And he saw
the words of Rabbi Shimon to be correct regarding covering the blood—that an invalid slaughter is not considered a

slaughter—and he taught it here in the name of 'the Sages'.
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Meir regarding 'it and its offspring’ that he considers an invalid slaughter to

be a valid act of slaughter?
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: He derived it by a gezeirah shavah of the word 'slaughter’ written by 'it and its offspring’ from

the word 'slaughter' written by sacrificial animals slaughtered outside the Beis HaMikdash.
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Just as there, by shechutei chutz, a slaughter that is not fit for eating is nevertheless called 'slaughter’ to make himliable, so

too here, by 'it and its offspring’, a slaughter that is not fit is called 'slaughter’ to make him liable.
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what is his reason for holding that an unfit slaughter is not called a slaughter?
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Rabbi Mani bar Pattish said: He derived it from the pasuk, 'Slaughter the slaughtering and prepare.’ Just as there, the

slaughtering of Yosef's brothers was a fit slaughter for eating, so too here, the Torah only refers to a fit slaughter.
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir also, let him derive the definition of slaughter from 'slaughter’ in that pasuk!
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The Gemara answers: We derive the word 'slaughter’ (shechita) from the word 'slaughter’ (shechita), but we do not derive

'slaughter’ from 'slaughtering’ (tevichah), which is a different root.
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The Gemara asks: What difference does it make if the roots are different? Behold, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught:
The pasuk says 'And the Kohen shall return’ and 'And the Kohen shall come'—and we derive them fromeach other because

this returning is the same as this coming, even though the words are different!
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The Gemara answers: This applies only where there is no word that is identical to it; but where there is a word that is

identical to it, we derive it from the one that is identical to it.
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon also, let him derive the law from sacrificial animals slaughtered outside the Temple,

where the word 'slaughter’ is identical!
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The Gemara answers: We derive the laws of non-sacred animals (chullin) from non-sacred animals, but we do not derive

non-sacred animals from sacrificial animals (kodashim).
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir, how does he respond to this? Is that to say that 'it and its offspring’ does not apply to

sacrificial animals? It certainly does, so it is not considered deriving chullin from kodashim.




STATEMENT
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The Gemara notes: This is indeed what Rabbi Chiyya said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw the words of Rabbi Meir to be

correct regarding it and its offspring’, and he taught it in the name of 'the Sages'.
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Meir regarding covering the blood, that he requires covering even foran

unfit slaughter?
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: He derived it by a gezeirah shavah of the word 'pouring’ written by covering the blood from
the word 'pouring’ written by sacrificial animals slaughtered outside the Temple. Just as there, a slaughter that is not fit

is called 'slaughter’, so too here, a slaughter that is not fit is called 'slaughter’.
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And Rabbi Shimon argues: It is written regarding covering the blood, 'which may be eaten,’ which implies that only an animal

fit for eating requires covering.
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And Rabbi Meir responds: That phrase comes to exclude a non-kosher bird, which can never be eaten, but not a kosher bird

that became a treifah.
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And Rabbi Shimon argues: What is the reason that a non-kosher bird is excluded? Because it is not fit for eating. A

treifah is also not fit for eating, so it should also be excluded.

STATEMENT

B°R31 19072 1381 D77 2032 1YY 220 T 17937 221 AN R°IM 230 KT 1M

And this is indeed what Rabbi Chiyya said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw the words of Rabbi Shimon to be correct

regarding covering the blood, and he taught it in the name of 'the Sages'.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Abba said:
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STATEMENT
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Not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Meir say that an act of slaughter that is not fit to permit the animal for eating is

considered an act of slaughter;
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for Rabbi Meir concedes that such a slaughter does not permit it for eating if the animal is a tereifa;

STATEMENT
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and not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Shimon say thatan act of slaughter that is not fit is not considered anact of

slaughter;

STATEMENT
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for Rabbi Shimon concedes that the slaughter of a tereifa purifies it from the impurity of a carcass.

STATEMENT
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The Master said above: Not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Meir say that an act of slaughter that is not fit is

considered anact of slaughter, for Rabbi Meir concedes that such a slaughter does not permit it for eating.
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The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? Can a tereifa become permitted through slaughter? The Torah explicitly forbids eating

a tereifa!
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The Gemara answers: No, this statement of Rabbi Abba is necessary for a case of one who slaughters a tereifa animal and

found inside it a living nine-month-old fetus;
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for it might enter your mind to say: Since Rabbi Meir said thatan act of slaughter that is not fit is considered an act of
slaughter, then the slaughter of its mother should be effective for it, the fetus, and it should not require its own
slaughter after birth. Therefore, Rabbi Abba comes to teach us that since the mother's slaughter does not permit her own meat,

it cannot permit the fetus either.
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The Gemara asks: And can you understand it this way? But doesn't Rabbi Meir say thata ben pekua, a live fetus removed
froma slaughtered mother, requires slaughter on its own? Rabbi Meir holds that the mother's slaughter never permits the fetus,

even when she is a kosher animal!
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The Gemara answers: No, Rabbi Abba's statement is necessary because Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds like Rabbi Meir in one
aspect and holds like the Rabbis in another aspect.

EXPLANATION
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He holds like Rabbi Meir, who said thatan act of slaughter that is not fit is considered an act of slaughter regarding

the prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its offspring on the same day;
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and yet he holds like the Rabbis, who say that the slaughter of its mo ther permits it, the fetus, so thata ben pekua does

not require its own slaughter.
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So, since the Rabbis said that the slaughter of its mother permits it, you might think that even in the case of a tereifa, the
slaughter of its mother should be effective for it and it should not require its own slaughter. Therefore, Rabbi Abba

comes to teach us that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the slaughter of a tereifa mother cannot permit the fetus.
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The Gemara turns to the second statement: And not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Shimon say thatan act of slaughter
that is not fit is not considered an act of slaughter, for Rabbi Shimon concedes that the slaughter of a tercifa purifies it

from the impurity of a carcass.
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The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? For Rav Yehuda said that Ravsaid, and some say it was taught in a Braisa:
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The verse says, "And if there dies of the animals,” which implies that only a part of the category of animals transmits
impurity when dead, and a part of the category of animals does not transmit impurity. And which one is this? This is a
tereifa that one slaughtered, which is excluded from carcass impurity. This is a Torah law, so why does Rabbi Shimon need to

concede it?
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The Gemara answers: No, Rabbi Abba's statement is necessary for one who slaughters a tereifa animal, and it is non-sacred,

chullin, in the Temple courtyard.
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As it was taught in a Braisa: One who slaughters a known tereifa, and likewise one who slaughters an animal and it was
found to be a tereifa, and both this and that are non-sacred animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard—Rabbi Shimon

permits deriving benefit from them, and the Sages forbid it.
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Therefore, it might enter your mind to say: Since Rabbi Shimon said that it is permitted to derive benefit fromit,
consequently, this is not considered an act of slaughter at all to make it forbidden as chullin in the Azarah; say then thatit
does not purify the animal from carcass impurity either. Therefore, Rabbi Abba comes to teach us that it is still considered a

slaughter to save it from tumas nevelah.
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Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And does Rabbi Shimon hold that the prohibition of non-sacred animals slaughtered in the

Temple courtyard is from the Torah?
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Abaye said to him: Yes, and did we not learn ina Mishnah that Rabbi Shimon says: Non-sacred domesticated animals that
were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard must be burned in fire, and likewise a wild beast, a chayah, that was

slaughtered in the Temple courtyard must be burned?

EXPLANATION
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Granted, if you say that the prohibition of a domesticated animal is from the Torah, that is why we decree a prohibition ona

wild beast onaccount of a domesticated animal, to prevent confusion.

1IR1,7703 D13 RO ,PAN2 DOWTR 2007 CNN NPT TNRYY OND N2 11277 NN N NP
219 1013 73 DIl

But if you say that the prohibition of a domesticated animal is only Rabbinic, what is the reason for the Rabbinic decree ona
domesticated animal? Lest one come to eat sacrificial meat outside the Temple. If so, the prohibition on a domesticated
animal is itself a decree, and would we stand and make a decree on a wild beast upon a decree? We do not make a double

decree! Thus, the prohibition of chullin in the Azarah must be mid'Oraisa according to Rabbi Shimon.
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Chiyya had worms infest his flax. He came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi to ask for a remedy.
Rabbi said to him: Take a bird and slaughter it over the pool of water where the flax is soaking, so that the worms will

smell the blood and leave it.
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The Gemara asks: How could he do this? But wasn't it taught in a Braisa: One who slaughters and needs the blood for
some purpose is still obligated to cover the blood. What should he do to avoid the obligation of covering? Either he stabs it,
or he tears its organs, which is not a halachic slaughter and does not require covering the blood. Why did Rabbi tell him to

slaughter it?
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The Gemara answers: When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said that Rabbi actually said to him: "Go, tear the organs of
the bird."” And when Ravin came, he said that Rabbi said to him: "Go, stab the bird."
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The Gemara asks: According to the one who said that Rabbi told him, "Go, tear,” what is the reason he did not say, "Go,
stab"?
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And if you say that Rabbi holds that there is no requirement of ritual slaughter for a bird from the Torah, and therefore
stabbing it is its actual slaughter, which would require covering the blood—but wasn't it taught in a Braisa: Rabbi says:

"As I have commanded you" teaches that Moshe was commanded regarding the gullet and the windpipe, and




regarding cutting the majority of one of themfor a bird, and regarding cutting the majority of two of them for an animal.

Thus, Rabbi holds that slaughtering a bird is a Torah law, so stabbing is not a slaughter!

SUMMARY

The daf begins by wrapping up the discussion on Rabbi Yosei's kal v'chomer, bringing refutations from shofar (which
overrides Shabbos in the Mikdash) and circumcision (which is not practiced at night). We then move to the Mishnah where
Rabbi Meir and the Sages dispute whether invalid slaughters require kisuy hadam, while agreeing that a complete non-
shechita (like stabbing or tearing) is exempt. In the Gemara, Rabbi Yochanan explains how Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi structured
the Mishnayos of "oto v'es b'no" and "kisuy hadam’ based on which opinion he saw as more correct in each case. Finally, the
Gemara analyzes the source for Rabbi Meir's view that an unfit slaughter is called a shechita, deriving it via a gezeirah shavah

fromshechutei chutz, while Rabbi Shimon derives his opposing view from Yosef's brothers' slaughtering in Mitzrayim.

IWYN? WHAT TO TAKE HO ME

In our sugya, we see a fascinating phenomenon in the way Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi compiled the Mishnah. Rabbi Chiyya bar
Abba tells us that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw the truth in Rabbi Meir’s view regarding one halachah, and the truth in Rabbi
Shimon’s view regarding another. Even though they held opposing, systematic views on whether an unfit slaughter is

halachically considered a "slaughter,” Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not feel bound to blindly accept one entire systemover the

other. He looked at each case on its own merits, recognized the truth in both, and established the halachah accordingly.

This is a profound lesson in how we look at people and situations in our own lives. The yetzer hara loves to make us think in
absolute, black-and-white terms. If we disagree with someone on one issue, or if we see a flaw in them, we are tempted to
write off their entire way of thinking. We think, "If he is wrong about this, he must be wrong about everything.” But the
Torah way is to seek the truth wherever it is. We must have the greatness of mind to say, "In this area, his approach is correct

and beautiful, even if in another area I follow a different path."

When you learn to look at the world this way, your entire relationship with other Yidden changes. You stop putting people in
rigid boxes. You begin to appreciate the unique spark of truth that every single person possesses, realizing that no single

person has a monopoly on every correct perspective, and no one is entirely devoid of wisdom.

Today, when you find yourself disagreeing with a family member, a coworker, ora chavrusa, consciously separate the issue
fromthe person. Find one point where they are actually right, or one area where you truly respect their approach, and

validate it. Train yourself to see the truth in parts, just as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did.
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