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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we continue our deep dive into the simanim of kosher grasshoppers, exploring how the Tanna of the school of

Rav and the Tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael derive the halachos of kosher species. We will see how they apply

different hermeneutical rules of klal u'prat (generalizations and details) to the pesukim, specifically debating whether a

grasshopper with a long head is kosher.

We then move on to the next Mishnah, which introduces the simanim of kosher fish—fins (snappir) and scales (kaskeses). The

Gemara discusses various species of fish that might grow scales later in life or shed them when taken out of the water, and

clarifies the famous rule that any fish with scales is guaranteed to have fins.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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QU E ST IO N

אל? עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָ ב וְ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ י  גִ לְ פַּ י מִ אי קָ מַ בְּ

The Gemara asks: In what point of law do  the Tanna of the  school of Rav,  who taught the first baraisa, and the Tanna of the

school of Rabbi Yishmae l,  who taught the second baraisa, disag ree?

ANSWER

י. גִ לְ פַּ י מִ ךְ קָ רוֹ וֹ אָ רֹאשׁ בְּ

The Gemara answers: They disag ree  reg arding  a grasshopper whose head is  long ,  whether it is kosher.

EXPLANAT IO N

ט, פָּרַ ״ –  ינֵהוּ מִ ״לְ ב״  גָ ״חָ גֹּל״   רְ ״חַ ם״  עָ לְ ״סׇ בֶּה״   רְ ״אַ ל,  לַ כָּ ם״ –  יִ עַ רָ כְּ ר לוֹ  שֶׁ  ״אֲ בַר:  ב סָ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ

The Gemara explains: The Tanna of the  school of Rav holds  that the phrase "which has  jointed leg s" is a g eneralization;

and the specific names "arbeh," "solam," "charg ol," "chag av," and the phrase "after its  kind" that follows each of them, are a

detail.

EXPLANAT IO N

י מֵ דָ י דְּ בֵּ  רַ [ – לָא, וּמְ יהּ נֵּ י או )דמיניה( ]מִ לָ ין, דְּ יהּ – אִ ינֵ מִ ט, דְּ רָ פְּ  בַּ  שֶּׁ  ה  לָּא מַ  ל אֶ לָ כְּ  בַּ ין  ט אֵ רָ ל וּפְ לָ כְּ

ין. דִ דָ י צְ נֵ שְּׁ   יהּ מִ לֵ

And there is a rule: In a case of a g eneralization and a detail, there  is  in the  g eneralization only that which is  in the  detail.

Thus, those grasshoppers that are  of its  exact specie s  are yes ,  kosher, but those that are  not of its  specie s  are no ,  not kosher.

And the phrase "after its kind" amplifies  the law to include only a grasshopper that is  s imilar to it in two aspects ,  meaning it



must resemble the detailed species very closely. Since all the detailed species have short heads, a long-headed grasshopper is

excluded.

EXPLANAT IO N

ט, פָּרַ ב״ –  גָ ״חָ גֹּל״   רְ ״חַ ם״  עָ לְ ״סׇ בֶּה״   רְ ״אַ ל,  לַ כָּ ם״ –  יִ עַ רָ ר לוֹ כְ שֶׁ  ״אֲ בַר:  אל סָ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ

ל, לַ כָ זַר וְ ״ – חָ ינֵהוּ מִ ״לְ

Whereas the Tanna of the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l holds  that the phrase "which has  jointed leg s" is a g eneralization;

"arbeh," "solam," "charg ol," "chag av" are a detail; and the phrase "after its  kind" that follows then g eneralized ag ain.

EXPLANAT IO N

ד. ד צַ חַ יהּ בְּ י לֵ מֵ דָ כֹּל דְּ י  בֵּ  רַ ט, וּמְ רָ פְּ  ין הַ עֵ לָּא כְ  ן אֶ ה דָ תָּ  י אַ ל – אִ לָ ט וּכְ רָ ל וּפְ לָ כְּ

And we have a rule: In a case of a g eneralization, a detail, and a g eneralization, you may judg e  only in accordance  with

the  nature  of the  detail. This amplifies  the law to include anything  that is  s imilar to it in even one  aspect,  meaning it only

needs to possess the four signs of the detailed species, even if its head is long.

QU E ST IO N

א? רָ בָּתְ לָא  לָ כְ א לִ מָּ  לָא קַ לָ כְּ י  מֵ א לָא דָּ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But does  the  first g eneralization not re semble  the  latter g eneralization? Usually, to apply this rule, the

two generalizations must be similar in scope.

EXPLANAT IO N

א רָ בָּתְ לָא  לָ כְּ ל.  יכוֹ תֵּ יהּ לָא  ית לֵ לֵ ל, דְּ כוֹ יהּ אֱ ית לֵ אִ נָא, דְּ מָ חֲ ר רַ מַ ם״ אָ יִ עַ רָ ר לוֹ כְ שֶׁ  ״אֲ א –  מָּ  לָא קַ לָ כְּ

ין. נִ ימָ ה סִ עָ בָּ  רְ אַ ווּ בְּ שָׁ  ד דְּ – עַ

For in the first g eneralization, the  Merciful One  states : "which has  jointed leg s ," implying that if it has  them, eat it, and if

it does  not have  them, do not eat it, regardless of other signs. Whereas in the latter g eneralization of "after its kind," it implies

that a grasshopper is not kosher until they are  equal in all four s ig ns!

ANSWER

ין, אֵ ונָא דָּ אי גַוְ י הַ כִּ י  טֵ רָ י וּפְ לֵ לָ כְ אל בִּ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ

The Gemara answers: The Tanna of the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l expounds g eneralizations  and details  in this  manner as

well, even if they are not completely similar.

STATEMENT

כָא. הָ ונָא מֵ אי גַוְ י הַ כִּ י  טֵ רָ י וּפְ לֵ לָ כְ אל בִּ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ ין  אֵ דָ א דְּ מָ לְ עָ י בְּ ינַן נָמֵ רִ מְ אָ דְ וּ

And that which we  also say g enerally in the Talmud, that the  Tanna of the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l expounds

g eneralizations  and details  in this  manner, is derived from here .

STATEMENT

ל כׇּ וֹ  יְּהוּ בּ שֶׁ ד  ״ – עַ ינֵהוּ מִ ״לְ ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ לוּ?  לָּ  ין הַ נִ ימָ סִּ ל הַ כׇּ וֹ  ין בּ ל אֵ ב״, יָכוֹ גָ ״חָ מוֹ  שְׁ י  ר: אִ ר מָ מַ אָ

לוּ. לָּ  ין הַ נִ ימָ סִּ הַ



The Gemara analyzes the baraisa: The Master said above: If its  name  is  "chag av," one  mig ht have  thoug ht it is kosher even if

it does  not have  all these  s ig ns? Therefore , the  verse  state s : "after its  kind," to teach that it is not kosher until all these

sig ns  are  present in it.

QU E ST IO N

יב! תִ כְּ ל״  גּוֹ רְ ״חַ בֶּה״ וְ  רְ ״אַ י?  יתֵ תֵּ יכָא  הֵ לוּ מֵ לָּ  ין הַ נִ ימָ סִּ ל הַ כׇּ וֹ  ין בּ אֵ

The Gemara asks: But that it is kosher when it does  not have  all these  s ig ns—from where  would it come  to your mind to

suggest this? "Arbeh" and "charg ol" are  written in the verse, which teaches that all kosher grasshoppers must share the signs

common to both of them!

ANSWER

י י נָמֵ בֵּ  ירַ א לִ ימָ , אֵ ךְ רוֹ וֹ אָ י רֹאשׁ יֵ וֹ בּ רַ ם״ – לְ עָ לְ ״סׇ יב  תִ כְ א דִּ תָּ  שְׁ  , הַ תְּ רַ מְ אָ קָ דְ כִּ ם״ –  עָ לְ ״סׇ יב  תִ כְּ י לָא  אִ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ הוּ – קָ כֹּל דְּ

The Gemara answers: If "solam" were  not written, it would indeed be as  you said. But now that "solam" is  written, which

comes to include  a grasshopper whose head is  long  even though it differs from the others, I might say: Let us  also include  any

grasshopper whatsoever that is called a chagav, even without the signs. Therefore, the verse teaches  us  that this is not so.

QU E ST IO N

: תְּ רַ מְ אָ כָא דְּ נָא הָ שְׁ אי  וּל״, וּמַ יפּ ״נִ גֹּל״ – זֶה   רְ ״חַ ן״,  וֹ שׁ ״רָ ם״ – זֶה  עָ לְ ״סׇ  : תְּ רַ מְ אָ ם דְּ תָ נָא הָ שְׁ אי  מַ

ן״? וֹ שׁ ״רָ גֹּל״ – זֶה   רְ ״חַ וּל״,  יפּ ״נִ ם״ – זֶה  עָ לְ ״סׇ

The Gemara asks: What is  different there  in the baraisa of the school of Rav that you say: "solam" is  the  "rashon" and

"charg ol" is  the  "nippul"; and what is  different here  in the baraisa of the school of Rabbi Yishmael that you say: "solam" is

the  "nippul" and "charg ol" is  the  "rashon"?

ANSWER

. יהּ רֵ תְ י אַ כִּ ר  יהּ וּמָ רֵ תְ י אַ כִּ ר  מָ

The Gemara answers: One Master named them according  to  the custom of his  place , and the other Master named them

according  to  the custom of his  place .

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ת. שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַ יר וְ פִּ נַ יֵּשׁ לוֹ סְ  שֶׁ כֹּל  ים  גִ דָּ וּבַ

§  The Mishnah stated: And among  fish, any fish that has  a fin and a scale  is kosher.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ר. תָּ י זֶה מוּ יָאן – הֲרֵ פְ עַ הָ ית וְ נִ תָּ  לְ וּ סּ ן הַ גוֹ כְּ ן,  מַ ר זְ חַ אַ ל לְ דֵּ גַ יד לְ תִ עָ יו וְ שָׁ  כְ ין לוֹ עַ נַן: אֵ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ



The Rabbis  taug ht in a baraisa: If a fish does  not have  scales now, but is  destined to g row them after a time , such as  the

sultanis  and the  afyan fish, this  is  permitted.

BR AI SA

ן גוֹ כְּ יִם,  מַּ  ן הַ לֶה מִ עוֹ שֶׁ ה  עָ שָׁ  ן בְּ ירָ שִּׁ   הַ יד לְ תִ עָ יו וְ שָׁ  כְ יֵשׁ לוֹ עַ

Similarly, if it has  scales now, but is  destined to shed them at the  time  it rise s  from the  water, such as
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R U L ING

ר. תָּ י זֶה מוּ טוּנָס – הֲרֵ אֲ יָאס וַ טְ פַּ  סְ כְּ  אֶ יָאס וְ פַּתְ  סֶ כְּ פוּנָס  אֲ אֲקוּנָס וַ

The fish known as the  akunas, and the  afunas, and the  kesaftiyas , and the  akhsaftiyas , and the  atunas  – behold, this  is

permitted to be eaten, as they do have scales even if they are not easily visible.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ת. שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ ין לוֹ קַ אֵ יר וְ פִּ נַ יֵּשׁ לוֹ סְ  שֶׁ יֵשׁ  יר, וְ פִּ נַ ת יֵשׁ לוֹ סְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ יֵּשׁ לוֹ קַ  שֶׁ כֹּל  ם:  תָ נַן הָ תְּ

We learned in a Mishnah there  in Maseches Niddah: Any fish that has  scale s  certainly has  fins, but there  are  fish that have

fins and do not have  scale s .

MISHNAH

א. מֵ ג טָ ת – דָּ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ ין לוֹ קַ אֵ יר וְ פִּ נַ הוֹר, יֵשׁ לוֹ סְ ג טָ יר – דָּ פִּ נַ יֵשׁ לוֹ סְ ת וְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ יֵשׁ לוֹ קַ

If it has  scale s  and it has  fins, it is a kosher fish; but if it has  fins and does  not have  scale s , it is a non-kosher fish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

יר! פִּ נַ וֹב סְ תּ יכְ לָא לִ ת וְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ נָא קַ מָ חֲ וֹב רַ תּ יכְ ינַן, לִ כִ מְ א סָ ת קָ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַּ י אַ דֵ כְּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: Now, s ince  we  re ly only on scale s  to determine if a fish is kosher, le t the  Merciful One  write  only 'scale s '

in the Torah and le t Him not write  'fins ' at all!

ANSWER

א. מֵ ג טָ וּ דָּ ילּ פִ אֲ יר, וַ פִּ נַ ת? סְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ אי קַ ינָא: מַ מֵ יר, הֲוָה אָ פִּ נַ ב סְ תַ כְּ לָא  ת וְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ נָא קַ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י  אִ

The Gemara answers: If the  Merciful One  had written 'scale s ' and had not written 'fins', I would have  said: What is  the

meaning of 'scale s '? It means fins, and I would have permitted even a non-kosher fish that has only fins.

ANSWER



ת. שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַ יר וְ פִּ נַ נָא סְ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ

Therefore, the  Merciful One  wrote  both 'fins ' and 'scale s ' to prevent this error.

QU E ST IO N

ים הוּא שִּׂ  קַ שְׂ ן קַ יוֹ רְ שִׁ  ״וְ יב  תִ כְ א הוּא, דִּ שָׁ בוּ ת לְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַ אי דְּ מַּ  ת, מִ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַ יר וְ פִּ נַ נָא סְ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְ א דִּ תָּ  שְׁ  הַ וְ

יר? פִּ נַ וֹב סְ תּ יכְ לָא לִ ת וְ שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ נָא קַ מָ חֲ וֹב רַ תּ יכְ לִ ״, וְ לָבוּשׁ

The Gemara objects: But now that the  Merciful One  has  written 'fins' and 'scale s ', and we know from where  we derive that

'scale s ' re fers  to a g arment of armor, as  it is  written regarding Golyas, 'And he  was  clad with a coat of scale  armor', then

the meaning of the word is clear; so le t the  Merciful One  write  'scale s ' and le t Him not write  'fins '!

ANSWER

יר״. דִּ יַאְ ה וְ וֹרָ יל תּ דִּ ״יַגְ אל:  עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ ן  כֵ י אֲבָהוּ, וְ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Abbahu said, and so it was  taug ht in the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l: It is written, 'Hashem was pleased, for His

righteousness' sake, to make  Torah g reat and g lorious.' Hashem wrote extra words to increase the reward of those who study it.

BR AI SA

״, אין לוֹ אֵ שֶׁ ת  ל אֶ תֹּאכַ ל  ״אַ י  נִ עַ אֲ מֵ וֹ ״, שׁ יֵּשׁ לוֹ  שֶׁ ת  ל אֶ כוֹ ״אֱ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ע  מָ שְׁ  מַּ  נַן: מִ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a Baraisa: From the  implication of that which is  stated, 'Eat that which has ' these signs, I hear and

derive the negative: 'Do not eat that which does  not have ' them.

BR AI SA

״. יֵּשׁ לוֹ  שֶׁ ת  ל אֶ כוֹ ״אֱ י  נִ עַ אֲ מֵ וֹ ״, שׁ ין לוֹ אֵ שֶׁ ת  ל אֶ תֹּאכַ ל  ״אַ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ע  מָ שְׁ  מַּ  וּמִ

And from the  implication of that which is  stated, 'Do not eat that which does  not have ' them, I hear and derive the

positive: 'Eat that which has ' them.

BR AI SA

ה. שֶׂ עֲ לֹא תַ ה וְ שֵׂ עֲ בַּ יו  לָ עֲבוֹר עָ ן? לַ נָאָ שְׁ ה  מָּ  לָ וְ

And why did the Torah repeat them both explicitly? It is to make  one  who transg resse s  and eats a non-kosher fish violate

both a positive  commandment and a neg ative  commandment.

BR AI SA

ר? מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ה  ם״, מָ יִ מָּ  בַּ ר  שֶׁ  כֹּל אֲ  לוּ מִ תֹּאכְ ״

The Baraisa continues: When the verse says, 'These  may you eat of all that are  in the  waters ,' what is  the  teaching  of these

words?

BR AI SA

ם, תָ סְ יר בִּ תִּ הִ שׁ וְ פוֹרָ מְ יר בִּ תִּ הִ יל וְ אִ ל הוֹ יָּכוֹ  שֶׁ

For one  mig ht have thought: Since  the Torah permitted creeping water creatures explicitly, and permitted them implicitly,

BR AI SA

ים. לִ כֵ לָּא בְּ  יר אֶ תִּ ם לֹא הִ תָ סְ יר בִּ תִּ הִ שֶׁ  כְּ ף  ים, אַ לִ כֵ לָּא בְּ  יר אֶ תִּ שׁ לֹא הִ פוֹרָ מְ יר בִּ תִּ הִ שֶׁ  כְּ ה  מָ



just as  when it permitted them explicitly, it only permitted them when they are grown in vesse ls , so too, when it

permitted them implicitly, it only permitted them when they are in vesse ls .

BR AI SA

כֹּל  לוּ מִ תֹּאכְ ״ ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ נָע?  מְ אינוֹ נִ אֵ ן וְ הֶ ה מֵ וֹתֶ שׁ ה וְ חֶ וֹ שּׁ  שֶׁ רוֹת,  עָ ין וּמְ יחִ שִׁ וֹרוֹת  וֹת בּ בּ רַ ן לְ יִ נַּ  מִ

ם״. יִ מָּ  בַּ ר  שֶׁ  אֲ

From where  do we  derive to include  the water in pits , ditches , and caves , that one  may bend down and drink from them

and need not re frain from swallowing the tiny organisms in them? The Torah teaches: 'These  may you eat of all that are  in

the  waters .'

QU E ST IO N

ים? לִ כֵ יר בְּ תִּ ן הִ יכָ הֵ

The Gemara asks: Where  did the Torah permit creeping creatures in vesse ls?

ANSWER

ית לֵ ל, דְּ כוֹ יהּ – אֱ ית לֵ י אִ כִ ים הוּא דְּ לִ חָ נְּ ים וּבַ יַּמִּ  בַּ ׳״,  גוֹ יִם וְ מָּ  בַּ ר  שֶׁ  כֹּל אֲ  לוּ מִ תֹּאכְ ת זֶה  ״אֶ יב:  תִ כְ דִּ

ל. כוֹ יהּ – אֱ ית לֵ לֵ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ ים – אַ לִ כֵ א בְּ ל, הָ יכוֹ תֵּ יהּ – לָא  לֵ

As it is  written: 'These  may you eat of all that are  in the  waters ...' which implies: It is specifically in the  seas  and in the

rivers  that when it has  fins and scales, eat it, and when it does  not have  them, do not eat it;  but in vesse ls , even thoug h it

does  not have  fins and scales, eat it.

O BJECT IO N

ל? יכוֹ תֵּ יהּ לָא  ית לֵ אִ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ ים – אַ לִ כֵ א: בְּ ימָ אֵ

The Gemara objects: But why not say the opposite: In vesse ls , even thoug h it has  fins and scales, do not eat it?

R E SO LU T IO N

ם״ – יִ מַּ  ץ הַ רֶ שֶׁ כֹּל   ים מִ לִ חָ נְּ ים וּבַ יַּמִּ  בַּ ת  שֶׂ קֶ שְׂ קַ יר וְ פִּ נַ ין לוֹ סְ ר אֵ שֶׁ  כֹל אֲ ״וְ יב:  תִ כְ , דִּ ךְ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ לָא סָ

ל. כוֹ יהּ אֱ ית לֵ לֵ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ ים – אַ לִ כֵ א בְּ ל, הָ יכוֹ תֵּ יהּ לָא  ית לֵ לֵ ים דְּ לִ חָ נְּ ים וּבַ יַּמִּ  בַּ

The Gemara responds: This  should not enter your mind, as  it is  written: 'And all that have  not fins and scale s  in the  seas ,

and in the  rivers , of all that swarm in the  waters ...' which shows that only in the  seas  and in the  rivers , when it does  not

have  them, do not eat it;  but in vesse ls , even thoug h it does  not have  them, eat it.

O BJECT IO N

ים ט; יַמִּ רָ פְּ  בַּ  שֶּׁ  ה  לָּא מַ  ל אֶ לָ כְּ  בַּ ין  ט – אֵ רָ ל וּפְ לָ כְּ ט,  פָּרַ ים״ –  לִ חָ נְּ ים וּבַ יַּמִּ  בַּ ״ ל,  לַ כָּ ם״ –  יִ מַּ  בַּ ״ א:  ימָ אֵ וְ

ין – לֹא. יצִ חֲרִ ין וַ יצִ עִ ין, נְ ים – אִ לִ חָ וּנְ

The Gemara objects: But say instead: 'In the  waters ' is a g eneralization; 'in the  seas  and in the  rivers ' is a specification; and

we have a rule that with a g eneralization and a specification, there  is  only that which is  in the  specification. Thus, in seas

and rivers , ye s , the restriction applies, but in water channe ls  and trenches , no, it does not apply. If so, pits and caves are already

excluded, and the extra verse is not needed!

R E SO LU T IO N



ל. לַ כָ זַר וְ ם״ – חָ יִ מַּ  בַּ ״

The Gemara answers: The word 'in the  waters ' appears again, so the Torah then g eneralized ag ain. This makes it a

generalization, a specification, and a generalization, which includes everything similar to the specification, including channels and

pits.

QU E ST IO N

ינְהוּ, י נִ דֵ דָ י לַהֲ יכִ מִ סְ י דִּ לֵ לָ כְּ י  רֵ י תְּ נֵ הָ

The Gemara asks: But these  two g eneralizations  are  adjacent to each other at the beginning of the verse, which makes it a

generalization, a generalization, and a specification!

ANSWER

זֶה – ין זֶה לָ מוּכִ סְּ לוֹת הַ לָ כְּ י  נֵ שְׁ צֵא  ה מוֹ תָּ  אַ שֶׁ קוֹם  ל מָ כׇּ בָא,  רְ עְ מַ י בְּ רִ מְ אָ דְ כִּ ינָא:  בִ ר רָ מַ אָ

Ravina said: As they say in the  West, Eretz Yisrael: Wherever you find two g eneralizations  juxtaposed one  with the

other followed by a specification...

S U M M A RY

The Gemara explains that the school of Rav and the school of Rabbi Yishmael disagree on whether a long-headed

grasshopper is kosher, based on whether they expound the pesukim as a klal u'prat (generalization and detail) or a klal u'prat

u'klal (generalization, detail, and generalization). Turning to the halachos of fish, the Gemara teaches that fish like the

sultanis, which grow scales later, or the akunas, which shed them upon leaving the water, are kosher. Finally, the Gemara

analyzes the rule that any fish with scales also has fins, explaining that the Torah wrote 'fins' alongside 'scales' to avoid

linguistic confusion and to make the Torah great and glorious, increasing the reward for our learning.

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

The Gemara asks a powerful question about the signs of a kosher fish: since we have a rule that any fish with scales always has

fins, why did the Torah need to write the word "fins" at all? We could have just looked for scales! Rabbi Abbahu answers with

a beautiful principle: "Yagdil Torah V'ya'adir", the Torah wrote it to magnify the Torah and make it glorious. Hashem wants

to give us more words of Torah to study, more details to cherish, and more opportunities to connect with His wisdom, even

when a detail seems technically redundant.

This teaches us a profound lesson about our own avodah. Sometimes in life, we look for shortcuts. We ask ourselves, "What is

the bare minimum I need to do to get by? If I already accomplished the main point, why do I need to worry about the extra

details?" But the Aibershter does not look at our relationship that way. He gives us extra details, extra mitzvos, and extra

opportunities for holiness not to burden us, but to beautify our lives and expand our connection to Him.

When you do a mitzvah, don't just look for the bare minimum "scales" of the obligation. Look for the "fins" too, the extra

care, the pleasantness, and the hiddur mitzvah that makes your service of Hashem beautiful and glorious.

Today, choose one small mitzvah or daily halachah and do it with extra care and attention to detail, going beyond the bare

minimum to make your avodah beautiful.
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