
י מִ וֹ י ף  דַּ  · י  לִ בְ בַּ  ד  וּ מ לְ תַּ

ף פ״ו ין · דַּ לִּ י · חֻ מִ ף יוֹ דַּ
Daf Yomi · The Full Daf · Elucidated Talmud · Navy & Gold Edition · with Rashi

T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on our daf with the Gemara continuing to analyze the shakla v'tarya between Rav Dimi and Ravin regarding

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi's instructions to Rabbi Chiyya. The Gemara explains how each Amora uses a style of "it is not

necessary" to teach us a major chiddush—either that an unfit slaughter is not considered slaughter, or that the slaughter of a

bird is indeed a Torah obligation. Along the way, the Gemara brings a beautiful and warm Agaddah about the immense merit

of Rabbi Chiyya and his sons, whose presence in Eretz Yisrael protected the entire generation from natural disasters and crop

failures, even though they themselves suffered from poverty and loss.

Next, we learn a new Mishnah that deals with the halachos of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor who slaughters. If others

are supervising them, the slaughter is kosher, and the observer must cover the blood. However, if they slaughtered

unsupervised, the Mishnah discusses whether we are exempt from covering the blood and whether the prohibition of "it and

its offspring" (oto v'es b'no) applies. The Gemara immediately launches into a deep analysis of the Sages' view, questioning

why they distinguish between the halachos of covering the blood and the halachos of "it and its offspring."

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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ANSWER

ר: מַ אָ יָא קָ עְ בַּ י לָא מִ

The Gemara answers: Rav Dimi is  speaking  utilizing the style of "it is  not necessary" to teach both cases, but rather one is

taught because of the other.

EXPLANAT IO N

ל, לָ כְּ יא  ה הִ יטָ חִ שְׁ או  לָ חוֹר״ דְּ ״צֵא נְ יָא  עְ בַּ י לָא מִ

It is  not necessary to teach the case where Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said, "Go out and tear loose  the windpipe and gullet," s ince

that is  not an act of s laug hter at all and obviously does not require covering the blood.

EXPLANAT IO N

י, וּ סּ כִּ י  עֵ יבְ לִ ה וְ יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ א  ימָ רוֹף״ אֵ ״צֵא טְ ל  אֲבָ

But in the case where he said, "Go out and render the bird a tere ifa" by making a small cut, I might say that an unfit s laug hter

is  nevertheless considered s laug hter, and therefore it should require  covering  of the blood.

EXPLANAT IO N

בָּא.  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ רַ דְ כִּ ן  ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ



Therefore, Rav Dimi teaches  us  that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance  with the statement of Rabbi Chiyya bar

Abba that an unfit slaughter is not considered slaughter.

QU E ST IO N

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

The Gemara asks: And according  to the  one  who says  that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said, "Go out and tear loose ," what is  the

reason he did not say, "Go out and render the bird a tere ifa"?

QU E ST IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ בַר  סָ א קָ ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

And if you would say that the reason is because Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds  that an unfit s laug hter is  considered

slaug hter, and he wanted to avoid a case that might require covering,

O BJECT IO N

נָאוֹ 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 נָן: רָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ א אָ הָ וְ

ים! מִ כָ ן חֲ וֹ שׁ לְ בִּ

but didn't Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba say that Rabbi Yochanan said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi saw as correct the  words of

Rabbi Shimon reg arding  covering  the  blood, and taug ht it in the  Mishnah in the lang uag e  of "the  Sag es" as the

anonymous ruling? So Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi clearly holds that an unfit slaughter is not considered slaughter!

ANSWER

ר: מַ אָ יָא קָ עְ בַּ י לָא מִ

The Gemara answers: Ravin, who holds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said "Go out and tear loose," also is  speaking  utilizing the

style of "it is  not necessary."

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ  רוֹף״, דִּ ״צֵא טְ יָא  עְ בַּ י לָא מִ

It is  not necessary to teach the case of "Go out and render the bird a tere ifa," s ince  we already know that an unfit s laug hter

is  not considered s laug hter and does not require covering.

EXPLANAT IO N

י, וּ סּ כִּ י  עֵ יבְ לִ , 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  א: אֵ ימָ חוֹר״ – אֵ ״צֵא נְ ל  אֲבָ

But in the case of "Go out and tear loose ," I might say that there  is  no  obligation of kosher s laug hter for a bird from the

Torah, and therefore its  tearing  loose  is  considered its  s laug hter, and so it should require  covering  of the blood.

EXPLANAT IO N

״. יךְ יתִ וִּ ר צִ שֶׁ  אֲ כַּ ״ ן  ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ

Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi teaches  us  that slaughter of a bird is indeed a Torah obligation, as derived from the words "as  I

have  commanded you."

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ נֵ תָּ י כִ יבָא בְּ יהּ יָאנִ ל לֵ פַ י נְ וּמִ



The Gemara asks on the story itself: And did moths  really fall into his  flax?

O BJECT IO N

עוֹת זְּוָ הַ ין וְ יקִ זִּ קוּ הַ סְ פָּ לָה  גּוֹ י הַ נֵ לוּ בְּ עָ שֶּׁ   בָא: מִ שְׁ בַּר  ין  בִ י אָ בִּ ר רַ מַ י לַהּ אָ רִ מְ אָ בָּא, וְ  בַּר אַ ין  בִ ר רָ מַ אָ הָ וְ

נָם, תָּ  שְׁ  פִּ ה  לֹא לָקָ ינָם, וְ יץ יֵ מִ חְ לֹא הֶ ים, וְ מִ עָ רְ הָ רוּחוֹת וְ הָ וְ

But didn't Ravin bar Abba say, and some  say Rabbi Avin bar Sheva said: From when the  people  of the  Exile  ascended

from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, shooting  stars , earthquakes , storm winds, and thunder ceased, and the ir wine  did not

sour, and the ir flax was  not stricken?

O BJECT IO N

יו. נָ יָּיא וּבָ  י חִ בִּ רַ ם בְּ ינֵיהֶ ים עֵ מִ כָ נוּ חֲ נָתְ וְ

And the  Sag es  cast the ir eyes  upon Rabbi Chiyya and his  sons, attributing this blessing to their great merit! If so, how could

Rabbi Chiyya's own flax be ruined?

ANSWER

הוּ – לָא, ידְ דִּ א, אַ מָ לְ עָ יהוּ – אַ יְ כוּתַ יָא זְ נְ הְ י מַ כִּ

The Gemara answers: When the ir merit is  effective , it is effective for the  world, but for themse lves , no, it does not protect

them from suffering.

PR O O F

לָם עוֹ ל הָ כָּ ת:  רֶ מֶ אוֹ צֵאת וְ ל יוֹ בַּת קוֹ יוֹם  ל יוֹם וָ כׇ ב: בְּ ר רַ מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ אָ ב, דְּ ר רַ מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ רַ דְ כִּ

בָּת.  שַׁ ב  רֶ עֶ בָּת לְ  שַׁ ב  רֶ עֶ ין מֵ רוּבִ ב חָ קַ י לוֹ בְּ י דַּ נִ ינָא בְּ נִ חֲ י, וַ נִ ינָא בְּ נִ יל חֲ בִ שְׁ  ן בִּ יזּוֹ וֹ נִ לּ וּ כּ

This is in accordance  with what Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav, as  Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav: Every s ing le

day a Heavenly Voice  g oes  out and says , "The  entire  world is  sustained for the  sake  of Chanina my son, yet for

Chanina my son, a kav of carobs is  enoug h for him from one  Erev Shabbos to the  next Erev Shabbos."

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

וֹת. סּ כַ יָּיב לְ  ם – חַ ין אוֹתָ אִ ים רוֹ רִ חֵ אֲ טוּ, וַ חֲ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ן  טָ קָ ה וְ טֶ וֹ שׁ שׁ רֵ י׳ חֵ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: A deaf-mute , an imbecile , or a minor who s laug htered, and others  are  see ing  them to ensure they

slaughtered correctly, the one who saw them is  oblig ated to cover the blood.

MISHNAH

וֹת. סּ כַ לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ן –  מָ צְ ין עַ בֵ ינָן לְ בֵּ

If they slaughtered between themse lves  without supervision, one is exempt from covering  the blood.

MISHNAH

ם, יהֶ חֲרֵ חוֹט אַ שְׁ  סוּר לִ ן – אָ ין אוֹתָ אִ ים רוֹ רִ חֵ אֲ טוּ וַ חֲ שָּׁ   שֶׁ  , נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ יַן אוֹתוֹ וְ נְ עִ ן לְ כֵ וְ



And likewise  reg arding  the  matter of "it and its  offspring " on the same day: if they s laug htered and others  are  see ing

them, it is  forbidden to s laug hter the offspring after them.

MISHNAH

ים, רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ ן, וַ יהֶ חֲרֵ חוֹט אַ שְׁ  יר לִ תִּ יר מַ אִ י מֵ בִּ ן – רַ מָ צְ ין עַ בֵ ינָן לְ בֵּ

If they slaughtered between themse lves , Rabbi Meir permits  s laug htering  the offspring after them, and the  Sag es  forbid

doing so.

MISHNAH

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ ינוֹ סוֹ אֵ שֶׁ ט –  חַ שָׁ ם  אִ שֶׁ ים  דִ וּמוֹ

And the Sages ag ree  that if one  went ahead and s laug htered, he  does  not rece ive  the  forty lashes.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י? יגִ לִ פְ יפָא דִּ נָא סֵ שְׁ אי  י, וּמַ יגִ לִ פְּ לָא  א דְּ שָׁ י נָא רֵ שְׁ אי  נַן, מַ בָּ  רַ ׳ וְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: And as for the  Sag es , what is  different about the  first clause  of the Mishnah where  they do not arg ue  and

agree that one is exempt from covering, and what is  different about the  latter clause  where  they do arg ue?

ANSWER

ן. תָ יטָ חִ שְּׁ   ל מִ יכַ מֵ י לְ תֵ אָ יא, וְ א הִ יתָ יְ לַּ  עַ ה מְ יטָ חִ שְׁ י:  רִ מְ וֹת, אָ סּ כַ ין לְ יבִ יָּ  ינַן חַ רִ מְ י אָ א, אִ שָׁ י רֵ

The Gemara answers: In the  first clause , if we  say we  are  oblig ated to cover the blood, people will say, "It is  a proper

slaug hter," and they will come  to eat from the ir s laug hter, which is forbidden.

O BJECT IO N

ל יכַ מֵ י לְ תֵ אָ יא, וְ א הִ יתָ יְ לַּ  עַ ה מְ יטָ חִ שְׁ י:  רִ מְ ם, אָ יהֶ חֲרֵ חוֹט אַ שְׁ  סוּר לִ נַן אָ בָּ  י רַ רִ מְ אָ קָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ י,  יפָא נָמֵ סֵ

ן! תָ יטָ חִ שְּׁ   מִ

The Gemara challenges: In the  latter clause  also, s ince  the  Sag es  say it is  forbidden to s laug hter after them, people will

likewise say, "It is  a proper s laug hter," and they will come  to eat from the ir s laug hter!

ANSWER

. יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י א מִ לָא קָ א דְּ רָ שְׂ י: בִּ רִ מְ יפָא, אָ סֵ

The Gemara answers: In the  latter clause , when they see he does not slaughter the offspring, people will just say: "He  does  not

need meat" right now, so they won't assume the first slaughter was valid.

O BJECT IO N

! יךְ ירוֹ הוּא צָרִ צֵ ר חֲ נַקֵּ י: לְ רִ מְ י, אָ א נָמֵ שָׁ י רֵ

The Gemara challenges: In the  first clause  also, if he covers the blood, people will just say: "He  needs  to clean his  courtyard"

from the mess of blood!



ANSWER

ר? ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י אי אִ פָּה, מַ  שְׁ  אַ ט בְּ חַ שָׁ

The Gemara responds: If he s laug htered on a g arbag e  dump where cleaning is not needed, what is  there  to say? There,

covering the blood would certainly look like a mitzvah.

ANSWER

ר? ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י אי אִ , מַ ךְ לֵ מָּ י בָּא לִ

And if he comes to ask the Beis Din whether he is obligated to cover, what is  there  to say? If they tell him to cover, it will look

like they validated the slaughter.

QU E ST IO N

ר? ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י אי אִ ךְ – מַ לֵ מָּ י בָּא לִ י,  יפָא נָמֵ , סֵ יךְ מָ עְ יטַ לִ וְ

The Gemara asks: And according  to your reasoning , in the  latter clause  also, if he comes to ask whether he may slaughter

the second animal, what is  there  to say? If they tell him it is forbidden, he will assume the first slaughter was valid!

R E SO LU T IO N

י יגִ לִ פְּ ר  דַ א, וַהֲ תָ ילְּ מִ יק לַהּ לְ סֵּ  מַ ד דְּ יר עַ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ יהּ לְ י לֵ רִ נָטְ י, וְ יגִ לִ פְּ א  תָ ילְּ לַּהּ מִ  וּ כּ נַן אַ בָּ  לָּא, רַ  אֶ

. יהּ לָּוֵ י עִ

Rather, the Gemara answers: The Sag es  arg ue  on the  entire  matter, including the first clause, and they waited for Rabbi

Meir until he  finished his  words, and then they arg ued on him on all of it.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ יר – מַ אִ י מֵ בִּ לָּא רַ  א, אֶ רָ חוּמְ נַן לְ בָּ  א רַ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara asks: Granted, the  Sag es  rule string ently because they are in doubt. But Rabbi Meir, what is  the  reason he

permits it outright?

ANSWER

לָה. וּם נְבֵ שּׁ  ן מִ תָ יטָ חִ שְׁ ל  יר עַ אִ י מֵ בִּ יָה רַ יֵּיב הָ  חַ נָן: מְ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י יַעֲקֹב אָ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yaakov said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Rabbi Meir would oblig ate  one who eats from the ir s laug hter because  of

eating  neve lah—meaning he is certain that their unsupervised slaughter is invalid.

EXPLANAT IO N

ים. לִ קָ לְ קוּ ן מְ יהֶ שֵׂ עֲ רוֹב מַ יל וְ אִ י: הוֹ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ א? אָ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason? Rabbi Ammi said: Since  the  majority of the ir actions  are  flawed, we assume this slaughter was also

ruined.

STATEMENT

פָּא:  פָּ ב  רַ עַ לְ שֻׁ  ב יְהוֹ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ ב הוּנָא בְּ י לַהּ רַ רִ מְ אָ , וְ עַ שֻׁ  ב יְהוֹ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ ב הוּנָא בְּ רַ פָּא לְ  פָּ ב  יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Pappa said to Rav Huna the  son of Rav Yehoshua, and some  say Rav Huna the  son of Rav Yehoshua said to Rav

Pappa:



QU E ST IO N

ע רַ תְּ אִ ה, וְ זָקָ חֲ א לַ יעוּטָ ךְ מִ מוֹ א, סְ יעוּטָ מִ ישׁ לְ יֵ יר חָ אִ י מֵ בִּ א רַ הָ י, דְּ יעוּט נָמֵ וּ מִ ילּ פִ יָא רוֹב? אֲ ירְ אי אִ מַ

בָּא? יהּ רוּ לֵ

Why specify a majority? Even if only a minority of their actions were flawed, it would be the same, s ince  Rabbi Meir is

concerned for the  minority. And when you join the  minority of flawed slaughters to the  chazakah of the animal being

forbidden while alive, the  majority of valid slaughters is  broken!

PR O O F

ל שֶׁ וֹ  כּ רְ דַּ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  ין, מִ אִ מְּ טַ ים מְ מִ כָ חֲ ר, וַ הֵ טַ יר מְ אִ י מֵ בִּ , רַ דוֹ יָ צֵק בְּ ה וּבָ סָּ י עִ ד הָ צַ צָא בְּ מְ נִּ שֶׁ ינוֹק  נַן: תִּ תְ דִּ

. חַ פֵּ  טַ ינוֹק לְ תִּ

As we  learned in a Mishnah: A child who was  found next to doug h, and doug h is  in his  hand, Rabbi Meir rule s  the

dough pure , and the  Sag es  rule  it impure , because  it is  the  way of a child to pat dough.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה זוֹ סָּ י עִ ין, וְ חִ פְּ  טַ ין מְ יעוּט אֵ ין, וּמִ חִ פְּ  טַ ינוֹקוֹת מְ בַר: רוֹב תִּ סָ יר? קָ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ ינַן: מַ רִ מְ אָ וְ

ת, דֶ מֶ ה עוֹ הֳרָ ת טׇ זְקַ חֶ בְּ

And we  said in explaining this: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Meir? He  holds: A majority of children pat dough, and a

minority do not pat dough. And this  doug h stands with a chazakah of purity, so we join the minority to the chazakah to rule

it pure.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  8 6 B

QU E ST IO N

בָּא. יהּ רוּ ע לֵ רַ יתְּ אִ ה וְ זָקָ חֲ א לַ יעוּטָ ךְ מִ מוֹ סְ

We say append the  minority of children who do not touch things to the  presumptive  status  of purity of the dough, and

thereby the  majority of children who do touch things is  weakened,  so the dough is tahor. But here, by shechitah, can we do

that?

ANSWER

יר? תִּ הַ וּר לְ יסּ פֵק אִ רוּ סְ יֹאמְ ר,  הֵ טַ ה לְ אָ פֵק טוּמְ רוּ סְ מְ ם אָ אִ

If they said to rely on a minority and a chazakah in a case of uncertain impurity to purify the dough, will they say to rely on it

in a case of uncertain prohibition to permit the animal? Certainly not! Therefore, without a majority, Rabbi Meir could not

permit it.

STATEMENT

ים. מִ כָ חֲ כַּ י  בִּ ה רַ הוֹרָ יר, וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ י  בִּ ה רַ הוֹרָ

The Gemara notes: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi ruled in one case like  Rabbi Meir,  that the shechitah of a cheresh, shoteh, and

katan is valid to permit its offspring, and in another case Rabbi ruled like  the  Sag es ,  that it is assur.

QU E ST IO N



א? יתָ חֲרִ אַ יהוּ דְּ יְ נַּ י י מִ הֵ

The Gemara asks: Which of them is  the  later,  definitive ruling from which Rabbi did not retract?

PR O O F

י בֵ א דְּ חָ תְ פִּ  י, אַ רִ יסָ קֵ א דְּ וּקָ שׁ י בְּ ימִ יְ א הֲווֹ קָ ירָ י זֵ בִּ רַ בָּא וְ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ בָּא בְּ  י אַ בִּ רַ ע: דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

א. שָׁ  רְ דְ מִ

Come and hear a proof: For Rabbi Abba the  son of Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Ze ira were  standing  in the

market of Caesarea, at the  entrance  of the  Be is  Medrash.

STATEMENT

א מָ ילְ אי, דִּ בָּרַ  ימוּ אַ קִ א לָא תְּ שָׁ  רְ דְ י מִ בֵּ ן  ידָּ עִ כוּ בְּ ינָא לְ מֵ או אָ הוּ: לָ ר לְ מַ ינְהוּ, אֲ חִ כְּ  שְׁ  י אַ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ פַק רַ נְ

י. דֵ רוֹ יטְּ אִ י לְ תֵ אָ א וְ תָּ  עְ מַ שְׁ יהּ  כָא לֵ רְ טַ יצְ מִ ינָשׁ דְּ כָּא אִ י אִ

Rabbi Ami came  out and found them. He  said to them: Did I not te ll you that at the  time  of the  Be is  Medrash being in

session you should not stand outside? Perhaps there  is  a person to whom a halachah is  needed, and he  will come  to be

confused because you are not inside to answer him.

STATEMENT

ל. בָּא לָא עָ  י אַ בִּ ל, רַ א עָ ירָ י זֵ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Ze ira entered the Beis Medrash, but Rabbi Abba did not enter.

STATEMENT

א? יתָ רִ חְ יהוּ אַ יְ נַּ י י מִ הוּ: הֵ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י א מִ קָ י וְ בִ יָתְ

The talmidim inside were  s itting  and they raised a dilemma: Which of them,  of Rabbi's two rulings, is  the  later one?

STATEMENT

יהּ נֵּ י אֲבוּהּ מִ , וַ אֲבוּהּ יהּ מֵ יעַ לֵ מִ שְׁ א  מָ ילְ בָא, דִּ סָ יהּ לְ ילֵ יְּ שַׁ י אֱ י דֶּ וּן לִ תּ קְ בַ שְׁ א: לָא  ירָ י זֵ בִּ הוּ רַ ר לְ מַ אֲ

נָן. חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  יהּ קַ דֵ מוּ לְ תַּ ר  דַּ הְ א מַ ין קָ מִ ין יוֹ לָתִ כֹּל תְּ בָּא   בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ רַ נָן, דְּ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ דְּ

Rabbi Ze ira said to them: You did not le t me  know this while I was outside, so that I could ask the  e lder,  Rabbi Abba,

perhaps he  heard it from his  father,  Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba, and his  father from Rabbi Yochanan; for Rabbi Chiyya bar

Abba every thirty days  would review his  learning  before  Rabbi Yochanan.

QU E ST IO N

? לַהּ י עֲ וֵ אי הָ מַ

The Gemara asks: What was  the conclusion about it?

PR O O F

יר. אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ י  בִּ ה רַ לָה: הוֹרָ זָר לַגּוֹ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ לַח רַ שָׁ  ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof, for Rabbi Elazar sent to the  Exile  in Bavel: Rabbi ruled like  Rabbi Meir.

QU E ST IO N



י! י אוֹרִ נַן נָמֵ בָּ  רַ כְּ א  הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But he  also ruled like  the  Sag es ! Why did Rabbi Elazar only mention the ruling like Rabbi Meir?

ANSWER

א? יתָ חֲרִ אַ א דְּ נַּהּ הָ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ או  לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not correct to learn from this  that this  ruling like Rabbi Meir is  the  later,  final one?

R E SO LU T IO N

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

The Gemara concludes: Yes, learn from this  that so it is.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ד חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ פוֹת בְּ ה עוֹ אָ ן, מֵ לָּ  כוּ ד לְ חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ יּוֹת בְּ ה חַ אָ ט מֵ חַ שָׁ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

ן. לָּ  כוּ ד לְ חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ עוֹף בְּ יָּה וָ  ן, חַ לָּ  כוּ לְ

MISHNAH: If one  s laug htered one  hundred wild animals  in one  place , one  covering  of the blood is sufficient for all of

them; if he slaughtered one  hundred birds  in one  place , one  covering  is sufficient for all of them; if he slaughtered a wild

animal and a bird in one  place , one  covering  is sufficient for all of them.

MISHNAH

עוֹף. ת הָ חוֹט אֶ שְׁ  ךְ יִ כָּ ר  חַ אַ נָּה, וְ  סֶּ  כַ יָּה – יְ  ט חַ חַ שָׁ ר:  מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: If he  s laug htered a wild animal, he  must cover its blood immediately, and only afterward may he

slaug hter the  bird.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ת; טֶ ין מוּעֶ בָּה וּבֵ רוּ ין מְ בֵּ יָּה,   ע חַ מַ שְׁ  כֹּל מַ יָּה –   נַן: חַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: The word 'wild animal' in the pasuk implie s  any wild animal, whether many or

few;

BR AI SA

ט; ין מוּעָ בֶּה וּבֵ רוּ ין מְ בֵּ ע עוֹף,  מַ שְׁ  כֹּל מַ עוֹף – 

and the word 'bird' implie s  any bird, whether many or few.

BR AI SA



ד חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ פוֹת בְּ ה עוֹ אָ ן, מֵ לָּ  כוּ ד לְ חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ יּוֹת בְּ ה חַ אָ ט מֵ חַ שָׁ רוּ:  מְ אן אָ כָּ  מִ

ן. לָּ  כוּ ד לְ חָ י אֶ וּ סּ כִּ ד –  חָ קוֹם אֶ מָ עוֹף בְּ יָּה וָ  ן, חַ לָּ  כוּ לְ

From here  they said: If one  s laug htered one  hundred wild animals  in one  place , one  covering  is sufficient for all of

them; if he slaughtered one  hundred birds  in one  place , one  covering  is sufficient for all of them; if he slaughtered a wild

animal and a bird in one  place , one  covering  is sufficient for all of them.

BR AI SA

יָּה אוֹ עוֹף״.  ״חַ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ עוֹף,  ת הָ חוֹט אֶ שְׁ  ךְ יִ כָּ ר  חַ אַ נָּה, וְ  סֶּ  כַ יָּה – יְ  ט חַ חַ שָׁ ר:  מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: If he  s laug htered a wild animal, he  must cover its blood, and only afterward may he  s laug hter the

bird, as  it is  stated: 'A wild animal or a bird'—the word 'or' divides them.

BR AI SA

וֹ הוּא״, שׁ נַפְ מוֹ בְ ר דָּ שָׂ בָּ ל  כׇּ שׁ  י נֶפֶ כִּ ״ ר  מֵ י הוּא אוֹ : הֲרֵ רוּ לוֹ מְ אָ

The Rabbis said to him: But behold, it says: 'For as  to the  life  of all flesh, its  blood is  with its  life ',  which groups them

together.

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ י לֵ רִ דְּ הַ א מְ אי קָ מַ

The Gemara asks: What are  they answering  him with this pasuk?

EXPLANAT IO N

לֵּק.  חַ יהּ לְ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ ״ מִ ״אוֹ אי  נַן: הַ בָּ  יהּ רַ י לֵ רִ מְ אָ י קָ כִ הָ

This  is  what the  Rabbis  are  saying  to him: This  word 'or' is  needed to divide  them, to teach that one is obligated to cover

the blood even if he only slaughtered a wild animal alone or a bird alone.

EXPLANAT IO N

א, קָ ״ נָפְ מוֹ ״דָּ לֵּק – מִ  חַ ה: לְ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yehuda argues: The rule to divide  them and obligate each one individually is  derived from the word 'its  blood',

which is singular.

EXPLANAT IO N

וֹ הוּא״. שׁ נַפְ מוֹ בְ ר דָּ שָׂ בָּ ל  כׇּ שׁ  י נֶפֶ כִּ ״ יב:  תִ כְ ע, דִּ מַ שְׁ  ״ טוּבָא מַ מוֹ ״דָּ נַן:  בָּ  רַ וְ

And the  Sag es  argue: The word 'its  blood' implie s  many types of blood as well, as  it is  written: 'For as  to the  life  of all

flesh, its  blood is  with its  life '.

STATEMENT

ת. חַ כָה אַ רָ לָּא בְּ  ךְ אֶ בָרֵ ינוֹ מְ אֵ שֶׁ כָה,  רָ יַן בְּ נְ עִ ה לְ י יְהוּדָ בִּ יָה רַ ה הָ דֶ ינָא: מוֹ נִ י חֲ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Chanina says: Rabbi Yehuda would concede  reg arding  the  matter of the  berachah, that he  only recite s  one

berachah for both coverings.

QU E ST IO N



נָא שְׁ אי  י: מַ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ בָא לְ רָ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ י לַהּ רַ רִ מְ אָ בָא, וְ רָ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ רַ ינָא לְ בִ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

ב? רַ י דְּ ידֵ מִ לְ תַּ  מִ

Ravina said to Rav Acha the  son of Rava, and some  say Rav Acha the  son of Rava said to Rav Ashi: How is  this

different from the  disciple s  of Rav?

PR O O F

ב : הַ יהּ רוּ לֵ מַ בָא, אֲ יבָא סָ ב יֵ יהוּ רַ יְ לַ י עֲ אֵ א, קָ תָּ  דְ עוֹ סְ י בִּ בִ ב הֲווֹ יָתְ רַ י דְּ ידֵ מִ לְ תַּ ל  אֵ נַנְ ב חֲ רַ נָא וְ רוֹ ב בְּ רַ דְּ

י. תֵּ  שְׁ י ב לִ : הַ יהּ רוּ לֵ מַ דוּר אֲ . הֲ יךְ יבָרֵ לִ

For Rav Bruna and Rav Chanane l, the  disciple s  of Rav, were  s itting  at a meal, and Rav Ye iba Sava was  standing  over

them serving them. They said to him: 'Bring  us water so we  may bentch.' Then they chang ed the ir minds and said to him:

'Bring  us wine so we  may drink.'

PR O O F

א. רָ מְ י חַ תֵּ  שְׁ  מִ יהּ לְ ר לֵ סַ יתְּ ״ אִ יךְ יבָרֵ ב לִ ״הַ ר  מַ אֲ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ ב,  ר רַ מַ י אָ כִ בָא: הָ יבָא סָ ב יֵ הוּ רַ ר לְ מַ אֲ

Rav Ye iba Sava said to them: So said Rav: Once  a person says  'Bring  water so we  may bentch,' it is  forbidden for him to

drink wine  without a new berachah, because he has taken his mind off the meal.

O BJECT IO N

כָה. רָ בְ יהּ לִ יַּיב לֵ  יחַ י אִ וּ סּ כִ יהּ לְ ל לֵ פַּ  טַּ י אִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ י,  כָא נָמֵ הָ

Here  too, once  he  busie s  himse lf with the  first covering , he  should be  oblig ated in a new berachah for the second one,

since he interrupted his shechitah!

S U M M A RY

The Gemara resolves the dispute between Rav Dimi and Ravin by explaining that both Amoraim agree on the underlying

halachos but use different pedagogical approaches to teach what is not strictly necessary. After a brief Agadic discussion on

how the merit of tzaddikim like Rabbi Chiyya and Chanina ben Dosa sustains the entire world while they themselves live in

scarcity, the Gemara transitions to the next Mishnah. This Mishnah rules that unsupervised slaughter by a deaf-mute, an

imbecile, or a minor is invalid; therefore, one is exempt from covering the blood. Regarding "it and its offspring," Rabbi Meir

permits slaughtering the offspring afterward because the first slaughter was definitely invalid, while the Sages rule stringently

due to doubt. The Gemara concludes by exploring the Sages' reasoning, suggesting they actually argue on the entire

Mishnah, and begins analyzing Rabbi Meir's certain ruling that unsupervised slaughter by these individuals is halachically

classified as nevelah.



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

We see a remarkable and painful yesod in our sugya. The Gemara asks how it could be that Rabbi Chiyya’s flax was ruined by

pests, when the Gemara itself testifies that in the merit of Rabbi Chiyya and his sons, the entire world’s crops and wine were

blessed and protected. The Gemara answers with the famous words of Rav: "When their merit is effective, it is effective for

the world, but for themselves, no." The tzaddik Chanina ben Dosa sustains the entire world, yet he himself must suffice with a

meager measure of carobs from week to week.

Think about the depth of this Chazal. Sometimes, a Yid works tirelessly for the klal, pours his heart out in tefillah for others,

or brings immense light and blessing into his community, yet in his own personal life, he faces struggles, parnassah worries, or

pain. The yetzer hara comes and whispers a kasha: "If you are doing so much good, why are you suffering? Why isn't your

own 'flax' protected?"

The teretz is that Hashem runs His world with a deep, hidden cheshbon. A person's public avodah and their private nisyonos

are two completely different accounts. Your ability to bring shefa to the world is a gift Hashem channels through you, but

your personal challenges are custom-tailored to polish your own neshama and bring you closer to Him. We cannot measure

our personal standing with Hashem based on our material success.

Today, when you daven or do a chesed, do it completely for the sake of Heaven without expecting an immediate "payback"

in your personal affairs. If you are facing a personal struggle despite your best efforts in avodas Hashem, accept it with

emunah, knowing that your zechusim are absolutely real and protecting the world, even if Hashem has chosen a path of

growth and challenge for you personally.
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