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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this daf by continuing our deep dive into the halachos of a broken bone in an animal's leg, specifically when the

bone has protruded outward. The Gemara discusses the status of the flesh and skin covering the bone, exploring various cases

where the flesh might be torn, decomposed, or peeled off, and how this affects the animal's kashrus. We learn about the

practical advice given by the Sages and doctors regarding how to heal such wounds, emphasizing the difference between

using a bone or an iron instrument.

We then move into a new Mishnah that teaches us the halachos of a placenta (shilyah) found inside a slaughtered animal.

The Mishnah outlines whether a placenta is considered edible, how it contracts tumah (impurity), and the status of a placenta

that partially emerged before shechitah. We also learn the halachos of a placenta from a firstborn animal and the prohibition

against following the superstitious practices of the Amorites.

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  7 7 A

PR O O F

ח, סַ פֶּ  בַּ ן  יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ נִ מְ נִ

We see that one  may be  reg istered for them,  i.e., for these sinews, for the  Pesach offering ,  which proves they are considered

edible flesh.

STATEMENT

ל. אֵ רָ שְׂ ל יִ שֶׁ נָן  מוֹ ל מָ ה עַ סָ ה חָ וֹרָ תּ ד, הַ עוֹ וְ

And furthermore , the  Torah spared the  money of Israe l,  so we should seek a lenient ruling to save the owner from loss.

O BJECT IO N

, ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ בָּה: רַ  רַ פָּא לְ  פָּ ב  יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Pappa said to Rabba: But Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish disagrees with Rabbi Yochanan,

O BJECT IO N

הוּ?! יחוּשׁ לְ אי לֵ : מַ תְּ רַ מְ תְּ אָ אַ א, וְ יתָ יְ אוֹרָ א דְּ וּרָ יסּ אִ וְ

and this is a matter of a Torah prohibition of tereifah, and yet you say: What concern is  there  for them,  i.e., for these sinews,

as if they are valid flesh?!

STATEMENT

יק. תִּ שְׁ י אִ



Rabba was s ilent,  having no immediate answer.

QU E ST IO N

לָת! י תְּ נֵ הָ ישׁ בְּ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ וָותֵ כְּ א  תָ כְ לְ בָא: הִ ר רָ מַ אָ הָ יק? וְ תִּ שְׁ י אי אִ מַּ  אַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And why was  he  s ilent? But doesn't Rava say: The  halacha is  like  Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish in his

disputes with Rabbi Yochanan only in these  three  specific cases, and not here?

ANSWER

, ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ בֵּ גַ נָן לְ חָ י יוֹ בִּ יהּ רַ בֵּ ר  דַ הֲ כָא, דַּ י הָ אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara answers: It is  different here , for Rabbi Yochanan retracted his  opinion in favor of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish

on this matter,

EXPLANAT IO N

. הּ נֶה אוֹתָ וֹ י שׁ נִ יד אֲ ן יָחִ וֹ שׁ לְ י, בִּ נִ יטֵ נִ קְ תַּ ל  : אַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ דַּ

as  he  said to him: Do not provoke  me , for I teach it only as  the  opinion of a s ing le  Sage, but not as the accepted halacha.

STATEMENT

, יהּ נֵּ י א מִ יתָ טִ יל קוּרְ קִ תְּ שְׁ י אִ ץ, דְּ חוּ יָצָא לַ צֶם וְ עֶ בַּר הָ  שְׁ  הוּא נִ הָ

There was a certain animal whose bone  broke  and protruded outward, from which a small piece  was  removed,

STATEMENT

י. לֵ יגְ א רִ לָתָ יהּ תְּ יֵ הֲ שַׁ י,  יֵ בָּ  אַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  קַ א לְ אֲתָ

and the case came  before  Abaye , who de layed it for three  Festivals  to consult with the Sages.

STATEMENT

. יהּ ינֵ כִּ  יפָא סַ חֲרִ א, דַּ מָ בַּר חָ סֵף  ב יוֹ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ בָא בְּ רָ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  יל קַ נָא: זִ תְ בַּר מַ א  דָּ ב אַ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Adda bar Mattana said to  the owner: Go before  Rava the  son of Rav Yosef bar Chama, whose  knife  is  sharp,

meaning he is sharp-witted and can resolve this quickly.

R U L ING

נַן, ץ״ תְּ חוּ יָצָא לַ צֶם וְ עֶ בַּר הָ  שְׁ  ״נִ י  דֵ כְּ  ר: מִ מַ , אֲ יהּ מֵּ  קַ א לְ אֲתָ

The owner came  before  him. Rava said: Now, we  learned in the baraita: "If the  bone  broke  and protruded outward" and

is covered by a majority of skin and flesh, it is kosher;

R U L ING

? יהּ יתֵ י אִ ה לִ ל, מָ פַ י נְ ה לִ מָ

what difference  is  it to me  if a piece of the bone fe ll out, and what difference  is  it to me  if it is  still there? In either case, if

it is covered, it is kosher.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ט מַ קֵּ לַ תְ בָא: מִ רָ ינָא לְ בִ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ



Ravina said to Rava: If the flesh covering the bone was torn but could be  g athered together to cover the majority, what is  the

law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ס מַ סֵ רוֹ תְ מִ

If the flesh was pulverized, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ס מַ מֵ סְ מַ תְ מִ

If the flesh was decomposed, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

ס? מֵ סְ מַ תְ י מִ מֵ י דָּ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  case  of flesh that is decomposed?

ANSWER

. רוֹ דְ פֵא קוֹ רוֹ הָ שֶׁ כֹּל   : עַ שֻׁ  ב יְהוֹ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ ב הוּנָא בְּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Huna the  son of Rav Yehoshua said: Any flesh that the  doctor would scrape  away and remove because it cannot heal.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ב מַ יקַּ הוּ: נִ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

A dilemma was raised by them: If the flesh covering the bone was perforated, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? לַף מַ קְ נִ

If the flesh was pee led off the bone, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ק מַ דַּ סְ נִ

If the flesh was cracked, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ן מַ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  ישׁ הַ לִ שְׁ ל  טַּ י נִ

If the  bottom third of the thickness of the flesh, closest to the bone, was removed, what is  the law?

PR O O F

ר, שָׂ בָ כְּ י הוּא  נָן: עוֹר הֲרֵ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ לָּא אָ  ר עוּ מַ אָ ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear, for Ulla said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Skin is  like  flesh to cover the bone,

R EFU TAT IO N



. יהּ ידֵ כָּא דִּ  שְׁ  נָה מַ קְ א דִּ מָ לְ דִּ

but perhaps  that is only where the  skin holds  its  own place  naturally, such as near the knee, but not where there was once

flesh.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ת, מַ עַ בַּ  ין טַ מִ כְּ ר  דַּ קְ ן: נִ יָא לַ עְ בַּ י י, אִ פֵּ  פַּ ב  י רַ בֵּ ינַן  וֵ י הֲ כִּ י:  שֵׁ  ב אָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Ashi said: When we  were  in the  study hall of Rav Pappi, we  raised a dilemma: If the flesh was cut in the  shape  of a

ring  around the bone, what is  the law?

R E SO LU T IO N

ים, אִ פְ לָרוֹ ים וְ מִ כָ חֲ י לַ תִּ לְ אַ שָׁ בָר זֶה  ב: דָּ ר רַ מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ אָ א דְּ הָ נָא מֵ טְ שַׁ  וּפְ

And we  resolved it from that which Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: I asked about this  matter to the  Sag es  and to the

doctors ,

R E SO LU T IO N

יף. ף זָרֵ זְרָ לָא מִ זְ פַּרְ ל  לֶה אֲרוּכָה, אֲבָ עֲ צֶם וּמַ עֶ טוֹ בְּ רְ סָ רוּ: מְ מְ אָ וְ

and they said: One  scratches  it with a bone  and it will heal, but an iron instrument causes  inflammation and prevents

healing.

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ ידֵ א דִּ מָ נָה גַּרְ קְ הוּא דִּ פָּא: וְ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: And this  healing is  only where  the  bone  holds  its  own place  and is not loose.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

נָּה,  לֶ תֹּאכְ יָּפֶה   שׁ הַ יָא – נֶפֶ לְ שִׁ בָּהּ  צָא  ה וּמָ מָ הֵ בְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One  who s laug hters  an animal and finds a placenta in it, a hearty soul may eat it,

MISHNAH

לוֹת. ת נְבֵ אַ לֹא טוּמְ ין וְ לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ ה לֹא טוּמְ אָ מְּ טַ ינָהּ מְ אֵ וְ

and it does  not contract the  impurity of foods, nor the  impurity of carcasse s .

MISHNAH

לוֹת. ת נְבֵ אַ ל לֹא טוּמְ ין, אֲבָ לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ ה טוּמְ אָ מְּ טַ יהָ – מְ לֶ ב עָ שֵּׁ  י חִ

If he  intended to eat it, it contracts  the  impurity of foods, but not the  impurity of carcasse s .

MISHNAH

ילָה, כִ אֲ בַּ ה  סוּרָ הּ – אֲ צָתָ קְ ה מִ תָ יָּצְ  שֶׁ יָא  לְ שִׁ



A placenta, part of which emerg ed before slaughter, is  forbidden to be  eaten,

MISHNAH

ה. מָ הֵ בַּבְּ ד  לָ ן וָ ימַ סִ ה וְ שָּׁ   אִ בָּ ד  לָ ן וָ ימַ סִ

for a placenta is the  s ig n of a child in a woman, and the  s ig n of an offspring  in an animal, and we fear the head of the

offspring emerged.

MISHNAH

ים, לָבִ כְ נָּה לִ  יכֶ לִ שְׁ יָא – יַ לְ שִׁ ילָה  פִּ  הִ שֶׁ ת  כֶּרֶ  בַ מְ הַ

An animal g iving  birth for the  first time  that discharg ed a placenta, one  may cast it to the  dog s, and we do not worry that

it was a male firstborn,

MISHNAH

בֵר, קָּ ין תִּ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ וּבַ

but in the  case  of consecrated animals , the placenta must be  buried,

MISHNAH

י. מוֹרִ אֱ י הָ כֵ רְ י דַּ נֵ פְּ  ן, מִ ילָ אִ הּ בְּ ין אוֹתָ לִ וֹ ין תּ אֵ ים, וְ כִ רָ ת דְּ שַׁ  פָרָ הּ בְּ ין אוֹתָ רִ ין קוֹבְ אֵ וְ

and we  do not bury it at a crossroads, nor do we  hang  it on a tree , because  of the  ways  of the  Amorite s .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

י? לֵּ י י מִ נֵ נָא הָ ׳ מְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: From where  are  these  words  derived that a placenta is permitted by the slaughter of the mother?

BR AI SA

יָא. לְ שִּׁ   ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ ״ – לְ לוּ תֹּאכֵ ה[  מָ הֵ בַּבְּ כֹּל )בהמה( ] ״ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָ דְּ

For the  Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: The verse says, "Any animal in the  beast you may eat" to include  the  placenta.

BR AI SA

? הּ צָתָ קְ ה מִ תָ וּ יָצְ ילּ פִ ל אֲ יָכוֹ

I mig ht have  thoug ht even if part of it emerg ed it is permitted?

BR AI SA

. הּ יָתָ לְ שִׁ לֹא  הּ וְ ״ – אוֹתָ הּ ״אוֹתָ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore  the  verse  says: "it",  meaning it inside the womb is permitted, but not its  placenta if it has partially emerged.

QU E ST IO N



א? רָ י קְ ה לִ מָ ד, לְ לָ לֹא וָ יָא בְּ לְ שִׁ ין  י אֵ דִ כְּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: Now, there  is  no placenta without an offspring , so the placenta is just part of the offspring; why do I need

a verse  to permit it?

ANSWER

א. מָ לְ עָ א בְּ תָּ  כְ מַ סְ א אַ רָ קְ

The Gemara answers: The verse  is  a mere  support,  as logically it is permitted.

STATEMENT

ה. אָ מְּ טַ ינָהּ מְ אֵ וְ

We learned in the Mishnah: And it does  not contract impurity.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? קוֹ מַ לָ שְּׁ   שֶׁ מוֹר  א: עוֹר חֲ חָ פָּ בַּר נַ ק  חָ צְ י יִ בִּ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rabbi Yitzchak bar Nappacha asked: If one  boiled the  skin of a donkey, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

ינָא, נֵ ין – תְּ לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ טוּמְ י לְ אי? אִ מָ לְ

The Gemara asks: For what law is this asked? If for the  impurity of foods, we  already learned it in our Mishnah regarding the

placenta!

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  7 7 B

O BJECT IO N

ינָא. נֵ לוֹת – תְּ ת נְבֵ אַ טוּמְ י לְ אִ

If you say Rabbi Yitzchak's inquiry was with reg ard to the  ritual impurity of animal carcasse s , we  already learned this

halakha in another baraita.

EXPLANAT IO N

ב שֵּׁ  י חִ שֶׁ יָא  לְ שִּׁ   הַ , וְ קוֹ לָ שְּׁ   שֶׁ ין, עוֹר  לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ ין טוּמְ אִ מְּ טַּ  ין מִ יָא – אֵ לְ שִּׁ   הַ עוֹר וְ יָא: הָ נְ תַ ין, דְּ לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ טוּמְ

ין. לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ ין טוּמְ אִ מְּ טַ יהָ – מְ לֶ עָ

With regard to the  ritual impurity of foods, as  it is  taug ht in a baraita: The hide  and the  placenta of an animal do not

become impure  with the  ritual impurity of foods; but a hide  that one  cooked until it became soft, and a placenta that one

intended to eat, do become impure  with the  ritual impurity of foods.

EXPLANAT IO N

לֹא יִם, וְ נַ רְ קַּ בַּ לֹא  ין, וְ ידִ בַּגִּ לֹא  יו, וְ מוֹתָ צְ עַ לֹא בְּ עוֹר, וְ בָּ לֹא  ״ – וְ הּ לָתָ נִבְ ״בְּ ינָא:  נֵ י תְּ ילוֹת נָמֵ ת נְבֵ אַ טוּמְ

יִם. פַ לָ טְּ  בַּ

With regard to the  ritual impurity of animal carcasse s  also, we  already learned in a baraita: The verse states, 'And when a

domesticated animal dies... one who touches its  carcass  shall be impure'—implying that one is rendered impure by touching the



carcass, but not by touching the  hide , and not by its  bones, and not by the  s inews, and not by the  horns, and not by the

hooves .

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. רָ דֵ י קְ יקֵ ן צִ אָ שָׂ עֲ שֶׁ לָּא   כָה אֶ רְ צְ נָא: לֹא נִ ב חָ בַּר רַ בָּה   ר רַ מַ אָ וְ

And Rabba bar Rav Chana said in explanation of this baraita: This exclusion was necessary only for a case where  one

prepared them as  a meat pudding  by cooking them with spices, which might have made them considered edible flesh. Thus,

even when cooked, they do not convey carcass impurity.

R E SO LU T IO N

יס. אִ מְ מוֹר דִּ י עוֹר חֲ אנֵ שָׁ  ין, וְ לִ כָ ת אֳ אַ לָם טוּמְ עוֹ לְ

The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Yitzchak's inquiry was with regard to the  ritual impurity of foods, and yet his question

was necessary because the  hide  of a donkey is  different, as  it is  repulsive , and one might think that even when cooked it does

not become food.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. תָ יָּצְ  שֶׁ יָא  לְ שִׁ

We learned in the Mishnah: With regard to a placenta, part of which emerg ed from the womb before the mother was

slaughtered, its consumption is prohibited.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ר. חֵ ד אַ לָ וָ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ ד – אֵ לָ הּ וָ מָּ  ל יֵשׁ עִ ד, אֲבָ לָ הּ וָ מָּ  ין עִ אֵ שֶׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ זָר: לֹא  עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Elazar said: They taug ht this prohibition only where  there  is  no fe tus  with it in the womb; but if there  is  a fe tus

with it, we  do not fear for another fe tus  that might have been inside the placenta.

STATEMENT

ר. חֵ ד אַ לָ וָ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ד – חוֹ לָ הּ וָ מָּ  ין יֵשׁ עִ בֵּ ד  לָ הּ וָ מָּ  ין עִ ין אֵ בֵּ ר:  מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yochanan said: Whether there  is  no fe tus  with it or whether there  is  a fe tus  with it, we  must fear for

another fe tus  that might have been inside the placenta, and it is prohibited.

QU E ST IO N

זָר! עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ הּ רַ רַ מְ א אַ רָ חוּמְ יָה: לְ מְ י יִרְ בִּ ר רַ מַ א אָ הָ י? וְ ינִ אִ

The Gemara asks: Is  that so? But didn't Rabbi Yirmeya say: Rabbi Elazar said it as  a string ency? According to this version,

Rabbi Elazar is the lenient one!

STATEMENT



ד לָ וָּ בַּ ה  וּרָ שׁ ל קְ ד, אֲבָ לָ וָּ בַּ ה  וּרָ שׁ ינָהּ קְ אֵ שֶׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ זָר: לֹא  עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ ר, אָ מַ תְּ י אִ כִ ר הָ מַ תְּ י אִ לָּא, אִ  אֶ

ר. חֵ ד אַ לָ וָ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ – אֵ

Rather, if it was  stated, it was  stated like  this : Rabbi Elazar said: They taug ht that the placenta is prohibited only when it

is  not attached to the  fe tus  found inside; but if it is attached to the  fe tus , we  do not fear for another fe tus . Thus, Rabbi

Elazar prohibits even when a fetus is present, unless it is attached.

STATEMENT

ין ין אֵ בֵּ ד  לָ וָּ בַּ ה  וּרָ שׁ ין קְ בֵּ ד,  לָ הּ וָ מָּ  ל יֵשׁ עִ ד, אֲבָ לָ לֹא וָ יָא בְּ לְ שִׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ ין לָ נוּ אֵ ר: אָ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

ר, חֵ ד אַ לָ וָ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ ד – אֵ לָ וָּ בַּ ה  וּרָ שׁ קְ

And Rabbi Yochanan said: We have  only the ruling of the Mishnah prohibiting a placenta without a fe tus ; but if there  is  a

fe tus  with it, whether the placenta is attached to the  fe tus  or whether it is  not attached to the  fe tus , we  do not fear for

another fe tus .

IN FER ENCE

זָר. עָ לְ הּ ר׳ אֶ רַ מְ א אַ רָ חוּמְ יָה: לְ מְ י יִרְ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ינוּ דְּ יְ הַ וְ

And this  is  in line with that which Rabbi Yirmeya said: Rabbi Elazar said it as  a string ency, since he prohibits an

unattached placenta even when a fetus is present.

PR O O F

ין ן – אֵ בָּהֶ ה  וּרָ שׁ קְּ שֶׁ ן  מַ זְ ן, בִּ הֶ מָּ  יָא עִ לְ שִׁ  עוֹף, וְ יָּה וָ  ה חַ מָ הֵ ין בְּ לֶת מִ פֶּ  מַּ  זָר: הַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ וָותֵ כְּ יָא  נְ תַּ

דוֹת. לָ י וְ נֵ שְׁ ר  מֶ יהָ חוֹ לֶ יל עָ טִ י מֵ ינִ ן – הֲרֵ בָּהֶ ה  וּרָ שׁ ינָהּ קְ ר, אֵ חֵ ד אַ לָ וָ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  חוֹ

It is  taug ht in a baraita in accordance  with Rabbi Elazar: A woman who expe ls  a fetus that has the form of a specie s  of

domesticated animal, wild animal, or bird, and there  is  a placenta with them; when the placenta is  attached to them, we

do not fear for another fe tus  of human form; but if it is  not attached to them, behold I impose  upon her the  string ency

of two births, i.e., both a male and a female birth.

EXPLANAT IO N

יר. פִ שָׁ ל  שֶׁ יָתוֹ  לְ שִׁ ה  חָ וֹ ימּ א נִ מָּ  שֶׁ יָא,  לְ שִׁ ל  שֶׁ יר  פִ שָׁ חַ  וֹ ימּ א נִ מָּ  שֶׁ ר:  מַ י אוֹ נִ אֲ שֶׁ

For I say: Perhaps the  fe tus  of the  placenta dissolved, and that fetus was of human form, and perhaps the  placenta of the

animal-shaped fe tus  dissolved.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ילָה. פִּ  הִ שֶׁ ת  כֶּרֶ  בַ מְ הַ

We learned in the Mishnah: An animal g iving  birth for the  first time  that expe lled a placenta, one may cast it to the dogs.



א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason for this?

ANSWER

ינוֹ אֵ שֶׁ בָר  מוֹת דָּ הֵ יעוּט בְּ ה, וּמִ כוֹרָ בְ שׁ בִּ דוֹ קָּ בָר הַ דוֹת דָּ לְ מוֹת יוֹ הֵ י: רוֹב בְּ מֵּ  ב אַ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ יקָ ב אִ ר רַ מַ אָ

ה. מֶ דְ יהוּ? נִ אי נִ ה, וּמַ כוֹרָ בְ שׁ בִּ דוֹ קָ

Rav Ika the  son of Rav Ami said: The  majority of animals  g ive  birth to something  that is  holy as  a firstborn, and a

minority of animals  g ive  birth to something  that is  not holy as  a firstborn, and what is  it? An offspring  that re sembles

another species.

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ ווּ לְ הָ בוֹת, וְ קֵ נְ צָה דִּ חֱ מֶ ה לְ מֶ דְ נִ א דְּ יעוּטָ ךְ מִ מוֹ בוֹת, סְ קֵ צָה נְ חֱ ים וּמֶ כָרִ צָה זְ חֱ דוֹת מֶ לְ דוֹת יוֹ לְ יּוֹ ל הַ כׇ וְ

א. יעוּטָ ים מִ כָרִ זְ

And all g iving  birth, g ive  birth to half males  and half females . Combine  the  minority of those that resemble  another

species with the  half of females , and the  males  that resemble their own species—which are the only ones holy as firstborns—

become the  minority. Therefore, we do not assume the placenta came from a holy firstborn.

EXPLANAT IO N

שׁ הוּא. דָּ יקְ בַּר מִ בָּא  א? רוּ מָ עְ אי טַ בֵר. מַ קָּ ין תִּ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ וּבַ

The Mishnah continues: But in the  case  of consecrated animals , the placenta must be  buried. What is  the  reason? The

majority of offspring of consecrated animals are  fit to be  consecrated, since both males and females are holy.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

. הּ ים אוֹתָ רִ ין קוֹבְ אֵ וְ

The Mishnah states: But one  may not bury it at a crossroads, nor hang it on a tree, because of the ways of the Amorites.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ה – פוּאָ וֹ רְ ין בּ י, אֵ מוֹרִ אֱ י הָ כֵ רְ וּם דַּ שּׁ  וֹ מִ ין בּ ה – אֵ פוּאָ וֹ רְ יֵּשׁ בּ  שֶׁ בָר  ל דָּ כׇּ יהו:  וַויְ רְ תַּ י  רִ מְ אָ בָא דְּ רָ י וְ יֵ בָּ  אַ

י. מוֹרִ אֱ י הָ כֵ רְ וּם דַּ שּׁ  וֹ מִ יֵשׁ בּ



Abaye  and Rava both say: Any matter that has  healing  value is  not subject to  the prohibition of the  ways  of the  Amorite ;

but if it has  no healing  value, it is  subject to  the prohibition of the  ways  of the  Amorite .

QU E ST IO N

י יכִ י הֵ כִּ ים –  נִ אֲבָ בַּ נוֹ  עֲ א טוֹ מָ לָ שְׁ  ים. בִּ נִ אֲבָ בַּ נוֹ  עֲ טוֹ א וְ רָ יקְ סִ רוֹ בְּ קְ יו, סוֹ ירוֹתָ פֵּ יר  שִּׁ   מַּ  שֶׁ ן  ילָ יָא: אִ נְ תַ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But isn't it taug ht in a baraita: A tree  that casts  off its  fruit, one  may paint it with red paint and load it

with stones? Granted, loading  it with stones  is a physical remedy, so that its strength is weakened and it retains its fruit.

S U M M A RY

The Gemara first resolves the debate regarding a broken bone, clarifying that if the bone is covered by a majority of skin and

flesh, it remains kosher, even if a piece of the bone fell out. We analyze various physical states of the covering flesh, such as

being pulverized or decomposed, with Rav Huna the son of Rav Yehoshua defining decomposed flesh as that which a doctor

would scrape away. The Gemara then transitions to the Mishnah regarding a placenta, establishing that a placenta is

permitted through the shechitah of the mother, as derived from the pesukim. Finally, the Gemara discusses the tumah status of

the placenta and hide, comparing it to the skin of a donkey, and clarifies that while they can contract the impurity of foods if

cooked or intended for eating, they do not contract the impurity of carcasses.

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

In our sugya, we see the beautiful and deep principle of "haTorah chasah al mamonam shel Yisrael", the Torah spares the

money of Jewish people. When discussing the status of certain parts of an animal, the Gemara emphasizes that we actively

seek out permitted avenues because Hashem cares about our hard-earned livelihood. This is not a compromise on halacha;

rather, it is a fundamental truth of the Torah itself. Hashem does not want us to suffer unnecessary loss, and the halacha

reflects His deep care for our everyday physical and financial well-being.

This teaches us a profound lesson in how we must view our own resources and those of others. If Hashem Himself is

concerned with sparing a Yid's money, how much more so must we be careful with it! We must treat our friend's money with

the utmost respect, avoiding any waste, damage, or unnecessary expense on their behalf. Similarly, we should recognize that

our own livelihood is a gift from Hashem, meant to be managed with responsibility and gratitude, not wasted carelessly.

Today, show extra care for the property and money of others. Whether it is turning off a light in a shul or office to save on

their utility bill, returning a borrowed item promptly so it doesn't get damaged, or being mindful not to cause someone an

unnecessary expense, act with the conscious awareness that a Yid's money is precious in the eyes of Hashem.
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