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T HE  S U G Y A

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 that a doubt is strong enough to obligate a mitzvah on Yom Tov, looking at the cases of shofar with a tumtum and

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.

וּד א׳ מּ עַ D A F  8 5 A

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. שָּׁ   פֵק אִ ישׁ סְ פֵק אִ לָּא סְ  אֶ

Rather, the case of shofar where there is a doubt is where we have a tumtum, who is a doubt whether he is a man or a doubt

whether he is a woman. Since a tumtum is obligated in shofar because of this doubt, we can derive that a koy, which is also a

doubt, requires covering on Yom Tov.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. עָ קְ תָּ י  ית נָמֵ אִ דָּ ה וַ שָּׁ   ר: אִ מַ אָ , דְּ יהּ מֵ עְ טַ י לְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yose i 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 tumtum is not based on a mere doubt.

BR AI SA

כוֹת. מְ ל סוֹ אֵ רָ שְׂ נוֹת יִ לֹא בְּ ין, וְ כִ מְ ל סוֹ אֵ רָ שְׂ י יִ נֵ יָא: בְּ נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht in a braisa: The pasuk says, 'Speak to the  sons  of Israe l... and he shall lean.' This teaches that the sons of Israel

lean on the head of a korban, but the  daug hters  of Israe l do not lean.

BR AI SA

וּת. שׁ כוֹת רְ מְ ים סוֹ שִׁ ים: נָ רִ מְ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ י וְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ



Rabbi Yose i 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.

O BJECT IO N

כָא, ירְ פִּ יהּ  ית לֵ י אִ נַן נָמֵ בָּ  י רַ רִ מְ אָ קָ אי דְּ מַ לְ ינָא: וּ בִ ר רָ מַ אָ

Ravina said: And even according  to what the  Rabbis  say—that women may not blow shofar, and thus a tumtum is only

obligated because of doubt—there  is  also a re futation to the kal v'chomer from shofar to covering the blood of a koy on Yom

Tov:

O BJECT IO N

ל! לָ כְּ יהּ  יתֵ לֵ י דְּ וּ יסּ כִ ר בְּ תֹּאמַ  , שׁ דָּ קְ מִּ בַּ בָּת   שַׁ ה  חֶ הּ דּוֹ אָ דָּ ן וַ כֵּ  שֶׁ פָר  וֹ ת שׁ יעַ קִ תְ ה לִ מָ

What is unique about the  blowing  of the  shofar? That its  definite  obligation overrides  Shabbos in the  Be is  HaMikdash!

Will you say the same reg arding  covering  the blood, which does  not override Shabbos at all? Therefore, we cannot derive the

laws of covering from shofar.

R EFU TAT IO N

ים. ים טוֹבִ י יָמִ ילֵ לֵ גֶת בְּ ינָהּ נוֹהֶ ן אֵ כֵּ  שֶׁ ילָה  מִ ה לְ י: מָ יבִּ רִ פָּר בְּ  קַּ זָר הַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ יב רַ שִׁ  הֵ

Rabbi Elazar HaKappar Beribbi re sponded 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  nig hts  of Yom Tov.

QU E ST IO N

א? י נָהֲגָ ילֵ ר לֵ אָ שְׁ  א, בִּ לָא נָהֲגָ ים הוּא דְּ ים טוֹבִ י יָמִ ילֵ לֵ בְּ

The Gemara asks: Is it only on the  nig hts  of Yom Tov that it is  not practiced, but on other nig hts  of the year it is

practiced? Surely circumcision is never performed at night!

R E SO LU T IO N

ים! יָּמִ  בַ כְּ ילוֹת  לֵּ  בַּ ג  נּוֹהֵ שֶׁ י –  וּ סּ כִ ר בְּ תֹּאמַ ים,  יָּמִ  בַ כְּ ילוֹת  לֵּ  בַּ גֶת  ינָהּ נוֹהֶ ן אֵ כֵּ  שֶׁ ילָה –  מִ ה לְ לָּא, מָ  אֶ

Rather, this is what he meant: What is unique about circumcision? That it is  not practiced at nig ht as  it is by day. Will you

say the same reg arding  covering  the blood, which is  practiced at nig ht just as  it is by day? Therefore, covering is more

frequent and cannot be compared to circumcision.

STATEMENT

י בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ יב רַ שִׁ  הֵ וּבָה, וְ שׁ ן תְּ יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ יָּיא אֵ  י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ שֶׁ ים  בָרִ דְּ ן הַ ד מִ חָ בָּא: זֶה אֶ  י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

וּבָה. שׁ תְּ

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

yet Rabbi Elazar Beribbi re sponded and found a re futation.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH



יָּה  ץ, חַ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ קָ ים וְ נִ פְ ין בִּ לִּ ט חוּ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  הַ ה, וְ ה זָרָ דָ עֲבוֹ ט לַ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  הַ יפָה, וְ רֵ צֵאת טְ מְ נִ ט וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

ים. רִ טְ וֹ ים פּ מִ כָ חֲ יֵּיב, וַ  חַ יר מְ אִ י מֵ בִּ ים – רַ לִ קָ סְ נִּ עוֹף הַ וָ

MISHNAH: One  who s laug hters  a wild animal or a bird and it is  found to be  a tre ifah, or one  who s laug hters  them for

idol worship, or one  who s laug hters  non-sacred animals inside  the Azarah, or sacrificial birds outside  the Azarah, or a

wild animal or bird that are  sentenced to be  stoned—in all these cases of invalid slaughter, Rabbi Meir oblig ates  one to

cover the blood, and the  Sag es  exempt him.

MISHNAH

וֹת. סּ כַ לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ר –  קֵּ עַ מְ הַ ר וְ חֵ נּוֹ , הַ דוֹ יָ לָה בְּ נַבְּ נִתְ ט וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  הַ

One who s laug hters  and it becomes a carcass  by his  hand through an invalid act of slaughter, or one  who stabs  the animal,

or one  who tears  the organs, is  exempt from covering  the blood, because these are not acts of slaughter at all.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

נָאוֹ שְׁ , וּ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ אוֹתוֹ וְ יר בְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ ל רַ שֶׁ יו  בָרָ י דְּ בִּ ה רַ אָ נָן: רָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

ים. מִ כָ ן חֲ וֹ שׁ לְ נָאוֹ בִּ שְׁ ם, וּ דָּ י הַ וּ סּ כִ ן בְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ דְ ים, וּ מִ כָ ן חֲ וֹ שׁ לְ בִּ

GEMARA: Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw the  words of Rabbi Meir

to be correct reg arding  the prohibition of slaughtering 'it and its  offspring ' on the same day—that an invalid slaughter is still

considered a slaughter—and he  taug ht it in the Mishnah there in the  name  of 'the  Sag es ' to give it more weight. And he saw

the words of Rabbi Shimon to be correct reg arding  covering  the  blood—that an invalid slaughter is not considered a

slaughter—and he  taug ht it here in the  name  of 'the  Sag es '.

QU E ST IO N

? נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ אוֹתוֹ וְ יר בְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Meir reg arding  'it and its  offspring ' that he considers an invalid slaughter to

be a valid act of slaughter?

ANSWER

ץ. י חוּ חוּטֵ שְּׁ   ה מִ יטָ חִ שְׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ר  מַ י: גָּ ן לֵוִ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: He  derived it by a gezeirah shavah of the word 's laug hter' written by 'it and its offspring' from

the word 's laug hter' written by sacrificial animals  s laug htered outside  the Beis HaMikdash.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ י –  כָא נָמֵ ף הָ ה, אַ יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ם –  תָ ה הָ מָ

Just as  there , by shechutei chutz, a s laug hter that is  not fit for eating is  nevertheless called 's laug hter' to make him liable, so

too here , by 'it and its offspring', a s laug hter that is  not fit is  called 's laug hter' to make him liable.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ ן, מַ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ וְ



The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what is  his reason for holding that an unfit slaughter is not called a slaughter?

ANSWER

יָה. אוּ ה רְ יטָ חִ שְׁ אן  כָּ ף  יָה, אַ אוּ ה רְ יטָ חִ שְׁ ן  לָּ  הַ ה לְ ן״, מָ כֵ הָ בַח וְ חַ טֶ בוֹ טְּ ״ ר מִ מַ : גָּ ישׁ טִּ  פַּ בַּר  י  נִ י מָ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Mani bar Pattish said: He  derived it from the pasuk, 'Slaug hter the  s laug htering  and prepare .' Just as  there , the

slaughtering of Yosef's brothers was a fit s laug hter for eating, so too here , the Torah only refers to a fit s laug hter.

QU E ST IO N

״? חַ בוֹ טְּ ״ ר מִ מַ יגְ י, לִ יר נָמֵ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir also, le t him derive  the definition of slaughter from 's laug hter' in that pasuk!

ANSWER

ה. יחָ בִ טְּ  ה מִ יטָ חִ שְׁ ין  נִ ין דָּ אֵ ה, וְ יטָ חִ שְּׁ   ה מִ יטָ חִ שְׁ ין  נִ דָּ

The Gemara answers: We derive  the word 's laug hter' (shechita) from the word 's laug hter' (shechita), but we  do not derive

's laug hter' from 's laug htering ' (tevichah), which is a different root.

QU E ST IO N

ה. יאָ יא בִּ יבָה זוֹ הִ שִׁ יא  ן״ – זוֹ הִ כֹּהֵ  ״וּבָא הַ ן״  כֹּהֵ  ב הַ שָׁ  ״וְ אל:  עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ א  ? הָ נַּהּ י א מִ קָ ה נָפְ מָ

The Gemara asks: What difference  does  it make  if the roots are different? Behold, the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l taug ht:

The pasuk says 'And the  Kohen shall re turn' and 'And the  Kohen shall come '—and we derive them from each other because

this  re turning  is  the  same  as  this  coming , even though the words are different!

ANSWER

ינַן. פִ לְ יהּ יָ י לֵ מֵ דָ דְּ יהּ – מִ י לֵ מֵ דָ כָּא דְּ י ל אִ , אֲבָ יהּ י לֵ מֵ דָ כָּא דְּ י לֵ יכָא דְּ י – הֵ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ הָ

The Gemara answers: This  applie s  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.

QU E ST IO N

ץ? י חוּ חוּטֵ שְּׁ   ר מִ מַ יגְ י לִ ן נָמֵ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon also, le t him derive  the law from sacrificial animals  s laug htered outside  the Temple,

where the word 'slaughter' is identical!

ANSWER

ים. שִׁ  דָ קֳּ  ין מִ לִּ ין חוּ נִ ין דָּ אֵ ין, וְ לִּ חוּ ין מֵ לִּ ין חוּ נִ דָּ

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).

QU E ST IO N

יג? י לָא נָהֵ ים מִ שִׁ  דָ קָ נוֹ בְּ ת בְּ אֶ וּ אוֹתוֹ וְ טּ יר: אַ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ וְ

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

ים. מִ כָ ן חֲ וֹ שׁ לְ נָאוֹ בִּ שְׁ , וּ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ אוֹתוֹ וְ יר בְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ ל רַ שֶׁ יו  בָרָ י דְּ בִּ ה רַ אָ יָּיא: רָ  י חִ בִּ י רַ רִ מְ אָ קָ ינוּ דְּ יְ הַ

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

correct reg arding  'it and its  offspring ', and he  taug ht it in the  name  of 'the  Sag es '.

QU E ST IO N

ם? דָּ י הַ וּ סּ כִ יר בְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Meir reg arding  covering  the  blood, that he requires covering even for an

unfit slaughter?

ANSWER

יָה אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ן –  לָּ  הַ ה לְ ץ, מָ י חוּ חוּטֵ שְּׁ   יכָה מִ פִ שְׁ יכָה  פִ שְׁ ר  מַ : גָּ ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

ה. יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ אן –  כָּ ף  ה, אַ יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ

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  s laug htered outside  the Temple. Just as  there , a s laug hter that is  not fit

is  called 's laug hter', so too here , a s laug hter that is  not fit is  called 's laug hter'.

O BJECT IO N

יב, תִ כְּ ל״  כֵ ר יֵאָ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ן:  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ וְ

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.

ANSWER

א, אֲתָ א הוּא דַּ מֵ י עוֹף טָ טֵ עוֹ מַ הוּא לְ יר: הָ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ וְ

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.

O BJECT IO N

ילָה הוּא. כִ בַּר אֲ או  י – לָ פָה נָמֵ רֵ ילָה הוּא, טְ כִ בַּר אֲ או  לָ א – דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ א מַ מֵ ן: עוֹף טָ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ וְ

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

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

STATEMENT

ים. מִ כָ ן חֲ וֹ שׁ לְ נָאוֹ בִּ שְׁ ם, וּ דָּ י הַ וּ סּ כִ ן בְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ל רַ שֶׁ יו  בָרָ י דְּ בִּ ה רַ אָ יָּיא: רָ  י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ינוּ דְּ יְ הַ וְ

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

reg arding  covering  the  blood, and he  taug ht it in the  name  of 'the  Sag es '.

STATEMENT

בָּא:  י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Abba said:
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STATEMENT

ה: יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ יר  אִ י מֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ כֹּל אָ  לֹא לַ

Not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Meir say that an act of s laug hter that is  not fit to permit the animal for eating is

considered an act of s laug hter;

STATEMENT

ילָה; כִ אֲ בַּ הּ  תָ ירָ תִּ ין מַ אֵ שֶׁ יר  אִ י מֵ בִּ ה רַ דֶ מוֹ

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

STATEMENT

ה: יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ כֹּל אָ  לֹא לַ וְ

and not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Shimon say that an act of s laug hter that is  not fit is  not considered an act of

s laug hter;

STATEMENT

לָה. י נְבֵ ידֵ הּ מִ תָּ  רְ הַ טַ מְּ שֶׁ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ה רַ דֶ מוֹ

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

STATEMENT

ין אֵ שֶׁ יר  אִ י מֵ בִּ ה רַ דֶ ה, מוֹ יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ יר  אִ י מֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ כֹּל אָ  ר: לֹא לַ ר מָ מַ אָ

ילָה. כִ אֲ בַּ הּ  תָ ירָ תִּ מַ

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

considered an act of s laug hter,  for Rabbi Meir concedes  that such a slaughter does  not permit it for eating .

QU E ST IO N

יָא? רְ תַּ  שְׁ י י מִ ה מִ יטָ חִ שְׁ  פָה בִּ רֵ א! טְ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ

The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? Can a tere ifa become permitted throug h s laug hter? The Torah explicitly forbids eating

a tereifa!

ANSWER

י; ה חַ עָ שְׁ  ן תִּ בֶּ בָּהּ  צָא  פָה וּמָ רֵ טְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שׁ יכָא, לְ רִ לָא צְ

The Gemara answers: No, this statement of Rabbi Abba is  necessary for a case of one  who s laug hters  a tere ifa animal and

found inside  it a living  nine -month-old fetus;

EXPLANAT IO N

יהּ י לֵ נֵ הֲ תַּ ה,  יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ יר:  אִ י מֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ יל דְּ אִ ינָא: הוֹ מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ סָ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  מַ ה, קָ יטָ חִ שְׁ י  עֵ יבְ לָא לִ וֹ וְ מּ ת אִ יטַ חִ שְׁ



for it might enter your mind to say: Since  Rabbi Meir said that an act of s laug hter that is  not fit is  considered an act of

s laug hter,  then the  s laug hter of its  mother should be  effective  for it,  the fetus, and it should not require  its own

s laug hter 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.

O BJECT IO N

ה! יטָ חִ שְׁ עוּן  ה טָ קוּעָ פְּ ן  בֶּ יר:  אִ י מֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ א? וְ רָ בְּ סְ תִ וְ

The Gemara asks: And can you understand it this way? But doesn't Rabbi Meir say that a ben pekua,  a live fetus removed

from a slaughtered mother, requires  s laug hter on its own? Rabbi Meir holds that the mother's slaughter never permits the fetus,

even when she is a kosher animal!

ANSWER

נַן. בָּ  רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  סָ יר וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  י סָ בִּ רַ יכָא, דְּ רִ לָא צְ

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.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ר:  מַ אָ יר, דְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  סָ

He holds  like  Rabbi Meir, who said that an act of s laug hter that is  not fit is  considered an act of s laug hter regarding

the prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its offspring on the same day;

EXPLANAT IO N

. וֹ תּ רְ הַ טַ וֹ מְ מּ ת אִ יטַ חִ שְׁ י:  רִ מְ אָ נַן, דְּ בָּ  רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  סָ וְ

and yet he  holds  like  the  Rabbis , who say that the  s laug hter of its  mother permits  it,  the fetus, so that a ben pekua does

not require its own slaughter.

EXPLANAT IO N

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ה, קָ יטָ חִ שְׁ י  עֵ יבְ לָא לִ וֹ וְ מּ ת אִ יטַ חִ שְׁ יהּ  י לֵ נֵ הֲ תַּ  , וֹ תּ רְ הַ טַ וֹ מְ מּ ת אִ יטַ חִ שְׁ נַן  בָּ  מוּר רַ אֲ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ

So, s ince  the  Rabbis  said that the  s laug hter of its  mother permits  it,  you might think that even in the case of a tereifa, the

slaug hter of its  mother should be  effective  for it and it should not require  its own s laug hter. Therefore, Rabbi Abba

comes to teach us  that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the slaughter of a tereifa mother cannot permit the fetus.

STATEMENT

הּ תָּ  רְ הַ טַ מְּ שֶׁ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ה רַ דֶ ה, מוֹ יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ כֹּל אָ  לֹא לַ וְ

לָה. י נְבֵ ידֵ מִ

The Gemara turns to the second statement: And not for all halachic matters did Rabbi Shimon say that an act of s laug hter

that is  not fit is  not considered an act of s laug hter,  for Rabbi Shimon concedes  that the slaughter of a tereifa purifies  it

from the impurity of a carcass .

QU E ST IO N

נָא: תָּ א  יתָ נִ תְ מַ י לַהּ בְּ רִ מְ אָ ב, וְ ר רַ מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ אָ א! דְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ

The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? For Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and some  say it was  taug ht in a Braisa:



PR O O F

פָה רֵ י זוֹ זוֹ – טְ אֵ ה, וְ אָ מְּ טַ ינָהּ מְ ה אֵ מָ הֵ צָת בְּ קְ ה וּמִ אָ מְּ טַ ה מְ מָ הֵ צָת בְּ קְ ה״, מִ מָ הֵ בְּ ן הַ י יָמוּת מִ כִ ״וְ

. הּ טָ חָ שְּׁ   שֶׁ

The verse says, "And if there  die s  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

tere ifa that one  s laug htered,  which is excluded from carcass impurity. This is a Torah law, so why does Rabbi Shimon need to

concede it?

ANSWER

ה. זָרָ עֲ בַּ ין  לִּ יא חוּ הִ פָה וְ רֵ טְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שׁ יכָא, לְ רִ לָא צְ

The Gemara answers: No, Rabbi Abba's statement is  necessary for one who s laug hters  a tere ifa animal, and it is  non-sacred,

chullin, in the  Temple  courtyard.

PR O O F

יר תִּ ן מַ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ה – רַ זָרָ עֲ בַּ ין  לִּ זֶה חוּ יפָה, זֶה וָ רֵ צֵאת טְ מְ נִ ט וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ן הַ כֵ פָה, וְ רֵ טְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  יָא: הַ נְ תַ דְּ

ין. רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ ה, וַ נָאָ בַּהֲ

As it was  taug ht in a Braisa: One  who s laug hters  a known tere ifa, and likewise  one  who s laug hters  an animal and it was

found to be  a tere ifa, and both this  and that are  non-sacred animals slaughtered in the  Temple  courtyard—Rabbi Shimon

permits  deriving benefit from them, and the  Sag es  forbid it.

EXPLANAT IO N

א: ימָ ל, אֵ לָ כְּ יא  ה הִ יטָ חִ שְׁ או  א לָ מָ לְ ה, אַ נָאָ בַּהֲ ר  תָּ ן: מוּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ יל וְ אִ ינָא, הוֹ מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ סָ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ה, קָ הֲרָ טַ י לָא מְ לָה נָמֵ י נְבֵ ידֵ מִ

Therefore, it mig ht enter your mind to say: Since  Rabbi Shimon said that it is permitted to derive benefit from it,

consequently, this is  not considered an act of s laug hter at all to make it forbidden as chullin in the Azarah; say then that it

does  not purify the animal from carcass  impurity e ither. Therefore, Rabbi Abba comes to teach us  that it is still considered a

slaughter to save it from tumas nevelah.

QU E ST IO N

יא? א הִ יתָ יְ אוֹרָ ה דְּ זָרָ עֲ בַּ ין  לִּ ן חוּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ בַר רַ סָ י: וְ יֵ בָּ  אַ פָּא לְ  פָּ ב  יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

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?

ANSWER

ה טָ חֲ שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ יָּה   ן חַ כֵ , וְ שׁ אֵ בָּ פוּ  רְ שָּׂ  ה יִ זָרָ עֲ בַּ טוּ  חֲ שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ ין  לִּ ר: חוּ מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ נַן רַ תְ הָ ין, וְ : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

ה. זָרָ עֲ בָּ

Abaye said to him: Yes , and did we  not learn in a Mishnah that Rabbi Shimon says: Non-sacred domesticated animals that

were  s laug htered in the  Temple  courtyard must be  burned in fire , and likewise  a wild beast,  a chayah, that was

slaug htered in the  Temple  courtyard must be burned?

EXPLANAT IO N



ה. מָ הֵ וּ בְּ טּ יָּה אַ  ינַן חַ זְרִ גָ ינוּ דְּ יְ א – הַ יתָ יְ אוֹרָ א דְּ מָ לָ שְׁ  תְּ בִּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ

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

wild beast on account of a domesticated animal,  to prevent confusion.

EXPLANAT IO N

נַן אֲ ה, וַ זֵרָ יא גּוּפַהּ גְּ ץ, הִ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ ל קָ יכַ מֵ י לְ תֵ א אָ מָ ילְ א? דִּ מָ עְ אי טַ ה מַ מָ הֵ נַן, בְּ בָּ  רַ תְּ דְּ רַ מְ י אָ לָּא אִ  אֶ

ה? ירָ זֵ גְ ה לִ ירָ זֵ זוֹר גְּ נִגְ נֵיקוּם וְ

But if you say that the prohibition of a domesticated animal is only Rabbinic, what is  the  reason for the Rabbinic decree on a

domesticated animal? Lest one  come to eat sacrificial meat outside  the Temple. If so, the prohibition on a domesticated

animal is  itse lf 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.

STATEMENT

א יתָ וּבִ ל בּ חוֹט עַ שְׁ פָא וּ ל עוֹ קוֹ שְׁ  : יהּ ר לֵ מַ י, אֲ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  קַ א לְ , אֲתָ יהּ נֵ תָּ י כִ יבָא בְּ יהּ יָאנִ ל לֵ פַ יָּיא נְ  י חִ בִּ רַ

. יהּ יק לֵ בֵ שָׁ  א וְ מָ ח דְּ מוֹרַ יָּא, דְּ  מַ דְּ

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 s laug hter it over the  pool of water where the flax is soaking, so that the worms will

smell the  blood and leave  it.

QU E ST IO N

. רוֹ קְ , אוֹ עוֹ חֲרוֹ ה? אוֹ נוֹ שֶׂ ד יַעֲ יצַ כֵּ וֹת.  סּ כַ יָּיב לְ  ם – חַ דָּ יךְ לַ צָרִ ט וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  יָא: הַ נְ תַ הָ י? וְ כִ יד הָ בֵ י עָ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara asks: How could he  do this? But wasn't it taug ht in a Braisa: One  who s laug hters  and needs  the  blood for

some purpose is still oblig ated 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?

ANSWER

. יהּ ר לֵ מַ חוֹר״ אֲ ״צֵא נְ ר:  מַ ין אָ בִ א רָ י אֲתָ כִּ  , יהּ ר לֵ מַ רוֹף״ אֲ ״צֵא טְ ר:  מַ י אָ ימִ ב דִּ א רַ י אֲתָ כִּ

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."

QU E ST IO N

חוֹר״? ״צֵא נְ ר  מַ א לָא אָ מָ עְ אי טַ רוֹף״, מַ ״צֵא טְ ר  מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ לְ

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"?

O BJECT IO N

ר שֶׁ  אֲ כַּ ״ ר:  מֵ י אוֹ בִּ יָא: רַ נְ תַ הָ , וְ תוֹ יטָ חִ שְׁ יא  תוֹ זוֹ הִ ירָ חִ ה, וּנְ וֹרָ תּ ן הַ עוֹף מִ ה לָ יטָ חִ שְׁ ין  בַר אֵ סָ א, קָ ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

ה. מָ הֵ בַּבְּ יִם  נַ שְׁ ל רוֹב  עַ עוֹף, וְ בָּ ד  חָ ל רוֹב אֶ עַ נֶה, וְ קָּ ל הַ עַ ט וְ שֶׁ  וֶּ ל הַ ה עַ שֶׁ וָּה מֹ טַ צְ נִּ שֶׁ ד  מֵּ  לַ ״ – מְ ךָ יתִ וִּ צִ

And if you say that Rabbi holds  that there  is  no  requirement of ritual s laug hter for a bird from the  Torah, and therefore

stabbing  it is  its  actual s laug hter,  which would require covering the blood—but wasn't it taug ht in a Braisa: Rabbi says:

"As I have  commanded you" teaches  that Moshe  was  commanded reg arding  the  g ulle t and the  windpipe , and



reg arding  cutting the  majority of one  of them for a bird, and reg arding  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!

S U M M A RY

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

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

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

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 system over 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, or a chavrusa, consciously separate the issue

from the 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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