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

LJ THE SUGYA

In this daf; we find ourselves deep in the sugya of whether a person has the power to render someone else's property
forbidden. The Gemara brings several challenging proofs from our Mishnayos, such as the case of two people holding a knife
to slaughter an animal where one has an idolatrous intent, or one who intentionally pours a fellow Jew's wine as a libation.
We delve into how these cases are understood, whether we are dealing with partners who own a share in the item, or perhaps

an apostate Jew whose actions carry real halachic weight to forbid the object.

We then move on to a beautiful new Mishnah that teaches us about the care we must take to avoid even the appearance of
avodah zarah or heretical practices. The Chachamim forbid us fromslaughtering an animal in a way that makes it look like we
are offering a sacrifice to the ministering spirits of the sea or following the ways of the heretics, such as letting the blood flow
directly into seas, rivers, or public pits. However, the Mishnah shows us how we can slaughter in a way that clearly
demonstrates our only intent is to keep our courtyards, houses, or ships clean.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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But in the case of an animal offering, there is no way to violate all three prohibitions simultaneously, as the first cut of the neck-

organs renders it a carcass and forbids it before the second cut.
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And if we hold thata person cannot render forbidden a thing that is not his own, why does the Tanna teach this halacha

specifically with regard to a bird sin-offering?

13 N2 NNVA 177D

The same should apply even to an animal sin-offering also, that he cannot forbid it, because it belongs to the Hekdesh and is

not his!
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The Gemara answers: Since it is acquired by him for his atonement, it is considered like his own, and therefore he has the

power to forbid it.
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Come and hear a challenge from our Mishnah: If two people are holding a knife and slaughtering an animal, one
slaughtering for the sake of one of all those forbidden intents listed in the first clause, and one slaughtering for the sake of a
valid matter, their slaughter is invalid. Since the one with the forbidden intent is not necessarily the owner, this implies that one

can forbid another's property!
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With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where he has a partnership in it, so he is forbidding his own

share.
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Come and hear another challenge froma Mishnah: One who defiles another's pure food, or one who mixes another's chullin
with terumah, or one who pours another's wine as a libation to an idol—if he did so uninte ntionally, he is e xe mpt from paying

damages, but if he did so intentionally, he is liable to pay. This proves that one can indeed forbid another's property!
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Here too, we are dealing with a case where he has a partnership in it.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara notes: This dispute is like a dispute among Tannaim in a beraisa: If a gentile poured as a libation the wine of a

Jew, but not in the presence of anidol, he has forbidden it; this is the view of the first Tanna.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira and Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava permit it due to two reasons:

STATEMENT
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One reason is that they do not pour wine as a libation except in the presence of anidol, so we assume he did not actually

offeritas a libation.

STATEMENT

ZoD2IRD 2277 qoRNY T3R50 D0 KD 9 miR Pi0 - 1N

And one other reason is that the Jew can say to him: "It is not within your power to forbid my wine against my will,"

because a person cannot forbid that which is not his.




STATEMENT
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And Rav Nachman and Rav Amram and Rav Yitzchak say: Even according to the one who says thata person can forbid
a thing that is not his, this applies only to a gentile who acts with genuine idolatrous intent; but if it is a Jew, he intends

only to anger him, and not to worship idols, so the item does not become forbidden.
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Come and hear a challenge: If two people are holding a knife and slaughtering, one for the sake of one of all those
forbidden intents and one for the sake of a valid matter, their slaughter is invalid. Since this refers to Jewish slaughterers, it

shows that even a Jew's intent can forbid!
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With what are we dealing here? With an apostate Jew, who indeed intends to worship idols.
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Come and hear another challenge: One who defiles, or one who mixes, or one who pours a libation—if he did so
unintentionally, he is exempt, but if he did so intentionally, he is liable. This implies that a Jew who pours a libation can forbid

another's wine!
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Here too, we are dealing with an apostate Jew.
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Rav Acha the son of Rava said to Rav Ashi: If witnesses forewarned him and he accepted the forewarning upon himself,

and then slaughtered for idolatry, what is the law?
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He said to him: Are you saying a case where he surrendered himself to death by accepting the warning? You have no

greater apostate than this person, and he certainly forbids the animal.
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MISHNAH: We may not slaughter an animal so that its blood flows neither into seas, nor into rivers, nor into vessels,

because it looks like he is offering a sacrifice to the ministering spirits of the sea or to idols.
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But one may slaughter into a round excavation of water, as it is clear he only wants to collect the blood to clean his courtyard.
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And ona ship, one may slaughter over vessels so that the blood flows into them, and then pour it into the sea, as it is obvious he

does this only to avoid dirtying the ship.
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‘We may not slaughter into a pit at all in public, as this is the practice of the heretics.
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But one may make a pit inside his house so that the blood will enter into it, because people will assume he is doing so to

keep his house clean.
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But in the marketplace he may not do so, so that he does not appear to follow the ways of the heretics.
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GEMARA
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he will appear to emulate the heretics.

GEMARA
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GEMARA: We learned in the Mishnah: One may not slaughter an animal and have its blood flow neither into seas, nor into

rivers, etc.
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The Gemara asks: What is different about slaughtering into seas that it is not permitted? Is it because onlookers will say: He

is slaughtering to the angel of the sea?
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If so, then slaughtering into a round excavation containing water should also be forbidden, as onlookers will say: He is

slaughtering to his reflection, which also looks like idolatry!
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Rava said: They taught this permission in the Mishnah specifically in the case of murky waters, where no reflection can be seen.
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The Mishnah continues: One may not slaughter and have the blood flow into a small hole in the ground atall, but one may
fashion a small hole inside his house so that the blood will enter into it, etc. The Gemara asks: But didn't you say in the first clause

that one may not slaughter into a small hole at all> How then is it permitted inside his house?
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Abaye said: The first clause of the Mishnah, which prohibits it entirely, is referring to a small hole that is in the marketplace,

where it looks like a heretical practice.
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Rava said to him: But is that so? From the fact that the latter clause teaches: "And in the marketplace one may not do

so," it must be by inference that in the first clause we are not dealing with the marketplace!
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Rather, Rava said, this is what the Mishnah is saying: One may not slaughter directly into a small hole at all. And one

who wishes to clean his courtyard frombeing dirtied, how does he do so? He makes a place with an incline outside the




small hole and slaughters there, and the blood flows and descends into the hole. And in the marketplace one may not

do so, so that he will not appear to emulate the heretics.
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It is taught in a braisa in accordance with the opinion of Rava: If one was traveling on a ship and he has no place on the
ship to slaughter without dirtying it, he extends his hand outside the ship and slaughters, and the blood flows and

descends down the sides of the ship, but he may not slaughter directly into the sea at all.
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And one who wishes to clean his courtyard, how does he do so? He makes a place outside the small hole and
slaughters, and the blood flows and descends into the hole. And in the marke tplace one may not do so, because it is
stated: "Neither shall you walk in their statutes,” and if he did so, he requires examination after him to see if he has

turned to heresy.
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MISHNAH: One who slaughters a non-sacred animal for the sake of a burnt offering, for the sake of peace offerings,
for the sake of a provisional guilt offering, for the sake of a Pesach offering, or for the sake of a thanksgiving

offering —his slaughter is invalid because it appears as though he is slaughtering consecrated animals outside the Beis
HaMikdash; and Rabbi Shimon deems it valid.
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If two people were holding a knife and slaughtering together, and one slaughtered for the sake of one of all these

forbidden intentions, and one slaughtered for the sake of a permitted matter—the slaughter is invalid.
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One who slaughters for the sake of a sin offering, for the sake of a definite guilt offering, for the sake of a firstborn

offering, for the sake of an animal tithe, or for the sake of a substitute offering—his slaughter is valid.
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This is the general rule: Any item that is vowed or donated—one who slaughters for its sake, the animal is forbidden;

and that which is not vowed or donated—one who slaughters for its sake, the animal is valid.

GEMARA
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GEMARA: The Mishnah taught: One who slaughters for the sake of'a burnt offering, etc., or for the sake of a provisional
guilt offering, the slaughteris invalid. The Gemara asks: Is a provisional guilt offering subject to being vowed or donated?

It is only brought as an obligation when one is in doubt if he committed a sin!
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Rabbi Yochanan said: Whose opinion is this Mishnah? It is Rabbi Elazar, who said: A person may donate a provisional

guilt offering on any day he wishes as a voluntary offering.
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The Gemara asks: Is a Pesach offering subject to being donated or vowed? It has a fixed time on Erev Pesach, and cannot

be brought voluntarily at other times!
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Rabbi Oshaya said: A Pesach offering is different, since its designation can take place the entire year, and if it is lost and

found after Pesach, itis offered as a peace offering, which is a voluntary offering.
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Rabbi Yannai said: They only taught that the slaughter is invalid when the animals are unble mished, but regarding

blemished animals, it is well known that they cannot be offered, so onlookers will not think he is sacrificing them.
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And Rabbi Yochanan said: Even blemished animals also render the slaughter invalid, because sometimes some thing falls

over the blemish and it is not noticeable, so onlookers might still think it is a sacrifice.
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Regarding the Mishnah's ruling: One who slaughters for the sake of a sin offering, the slaughter is valid. Rabbi Yochanan

said: They only taught this where he is not obligated to bring a sin offering, but if he is obligated to bring a sin




offering, we say: He is doing it for the sake of his sin offering, and it should be forbidden.
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The Gemara asks: But did he not say simply "for the sake of a sin offering,” and not "for the sake of my sin offering"?
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Rabbi Abbahu said: Rabbi Yochanan's qualification is where he explicitly says: "For the sake of my sin offering.”

STATEMENT
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Regarding the Mishnah's ruling: One who slaughters for the sake of a substitute offering, the slaughter is valid. Rabbi Elazar
said: They only taught this where he does not have a sacrificial animal in his house, but if he has a sacrificial animal in

his house, we say: He might have declared this animal to be a substitute for it, and it is forbidden.
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The Gemara asks: But did he not say simply "for the sake of a substitute,” and not "for the sake of the substitute of my

sacrifice"?

2OT21 NTIAN BY” MIND AN 227 N

Rabbi Abbahu said: This is where he explicitly says: "For the sake of the substitute of my sacrifice.”

NPT TTIMWON LTI RD RITRDONT IRT 11 N2IY 2INRT 2ORR NRD *RPon My

The Gemara asks: What does "This is the general rule” come to include? The Gemara answers: It comes to include the
burnt offering of a nazirite, for you might have said: Since he did not vow a regular burnt offering, we should not worry;

therefore we are taught that we say: Perhaps he made a nazirite vow in private, and thus it is forbidden.
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The general rule of "and that which is not vowed or donated” comes to include the burnt offering of a woman who gave

birth, which is an obligation and not a voluntary vow.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Elazar said: They only taught that it is valid where he does not have a wife, but if he has a wife, we say: Perhaps
he is doing it for her sake, as she may have given birth and is obligated to bring this offering.
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The Gemara asks: But did he not say simply "for the sake of a burnt offering of a woman who gave birth,"” and not "for the sake

of my wife's burnt offering"?
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Rabbi Abbahu said: This is where he explicitly says: "For the sake of my wife's burnt offering.”
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The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious?

SUMMARY

The Gemara begins by resolving challenges to the principle that a person cannot forbid what is not his, explaining that cases
of invalidation often involve partners or an apostate Jew whose intent is genuinely idolatrous rather than just to anger his
fellow. We then learn the Mishnah's prohibitions against slaughtering into seas, rivers, or public pits due to the appearance of
idolatry or heretical customs. The Gemara clarifies these halachos, explaining that slaughtering into a pool of water is only
permitted when the water is murky so it does not look like one is slaughtering to his own reflection, and distinguishes between

making a pit for blood in one's private home versus doing so in the public marketplace.

WHAT TO TAKE HOME

In today's daf, we learn a powerful lesson about the weight of our actions and how they are perceived by others. The
Mishnah teaches that we may not slaughter an animal in a way that lets the blood flow into seas, rivers, ora public pit. Even if
a person'’s heart is completely pure and they are slaughtering a perfectly kosher animal for food, they must refrain because of
how it looks to onlookers. We cannot say, "Aslong as ny intentions are pure before Hashem, it does not matter what people
think." The Torah demands that we protect our actions fromeven the slightest appearance of wrongdoing or emulation of

the heretics.

This is a profound guide for our daily avodah. A Yid must live with a constant awareness of the impression they leave on the
world. When we act in public, we carry the name of Hashemand the honor of the Torah on our shoulders. If a certain
behavior, even if technically permitted, looks questionable, sloppy, or resembles the ways of those who do not follow the

Torah, we must avoid it. Our external actions must reflect the inner purity of our neshama.

Today, pause before you act or speak in a public setting, and ask yourself: "How will this look to someone watching? Does
this action bring honor to Hashemand His Torah?" Make sure your conduct is not only clean in reality, but clearly upright

and kiddush Hashemin the eyes of others.
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