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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this daf by continuing our deep dive into the halachos of crossbreeding, specifically focusing on the offspring of a

deer and a goat. The Gemara analyzes the machlokes between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis regarding the word "seh" (sheep)

and whether a partial sheep is included in this definition. This has major practical ramifications for the mitzvos of covering the

blood (kisuy hadam), the priestly gifts (matnos kehunah), and the prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its offspring on

the same day (oto v'es bno).

We then move into a fascinating discussion regarding the "koy"—a creature of doubtful status. The Sages analyze whether it

is a domesticated animal (behemah) or a wild beast (chayah), bringing down various Tannaitic opinions, including whether it

is a distinct creation or a hybrid. We also learn about the status of forest goats, exploring whether they are fit for the Altar and

whether their chelev (fat) is permitted, which hinges on how we classify them among the kosher animals listed in the Torah.

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 0 A

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ שֶׂ בְּ

They disagree reg arding  the term "sheep" to determine if it means and even a partial sheep is included in the law.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה״ – וַ ״שֶׂ י:  רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ

The Rabbis  hold that the word "sheep" indicates and even a partial sheep is considered a domesticated animal,

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. צָת שֶׂ קְ לֹא מִ ה״ – וְ ״שֶׂ בַר:  זֶר סָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ וְ

and Rabbi Eliezer holds  that the word "sheep" indicates that it must be entirely a sheep, and not a partial sheep.

STATEMENT

ה. שָׁ יָי תְּ ל הַ בָּא עַ  י הַ בִ צְ לָּא בִּ  תְּ אֶ חַ כַּ  שְׁ  נוֹת, לָא מַ תָּ  ם וּמַ דָּ י הַ וּ סּ כִּ יַן  נְ עִ , לְ ךְ כָּ  לְ פָּא: הִ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: Therefore , reg arding  the  matter of covering  the  blood and the priestly g ifts , you do not find a case

where they disagree except in the case of a deer that mates  with a female  g oat.

EXPLANAT IO N

ב אוֹ לָא. אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  י חוֹ הוּ אִ א לְ קָ פְּ  סַ זֶר, מְ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ ין לְ נַן, וּבֵ בָּ  רַ ין לְ בֵ דְּ



For both according  to the  Rabbis  and according  to Rabbi Eliezer, they are  in doubt whether we  concern ourse lves

with the  seed of the  father or not.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה״. צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ ״שֶׂ י בְּ גִ לְ פַּ י א מִ קָ וְ

And they disag ree  reg arding  whether the word "sheep" means and even a partial sheep.

STATEMENT

ה. שָׁ יָי תְּ ל הַ בָּא עַ  י הַ בִ צְ ין בִּ יָּיה, וּבֵ  בִ צְּ ל הַ בָּא עַ  ישׁ הַ יִ תַ ין בְּ בֵּ תְּ לַהּ  חַ כַּ  שְׁ  , מַ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ יַן אוֹתוֹ וְ נְ עִ לְ

Reg arding  the  matter of "it and its  offspring " on the same day, you find it as a case of dispute e ither in the case of a male

g oat that mates  with a doe , or in the case of a deer that mates  with a female  g oat.

EXPLANAT IO N

צָת קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ ״שֶׂ ב,  אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  א חוֹ מָ ילְ י: דִּ רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ א דְּ וּרָ יסּ אִ לְ יָּיה, וּ  בִ צְּ ל הַ בָּא עַ  ישׁ הַ יִ תַ בְּ

סוּר. אָ ינַן, וְ רִ מְ ה״ אָ שֶׂ

In the case of a male  g oat that mates  with a doe , and reg arding  the  prohibition without lashes, the  Rabbis  hold: Perhaps

we  concern ourse lves  with the  seed of the  father, and we say "sheep and even a partial sheep," and therefore it is

prohibited ab initio.

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן. רִ מְ ה״ לָא אָ צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ ״שֶׂ ב,  אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  חוֹ י דְּ י נָמֵ בַר: נְהִ זֶר סָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Eliezer holds: Even thoug h indeed we  concern ourse lves  with the  seed of the  father, we  do not say "sheep

and even a partial sheep."

EXPLANAT IO N

קוּת. לְ מַ לְ ה, וּ שָׁ יָי תְּ ל הַ בָּא עַ  י הַ בִ צְ בִּ

And in the case of a deer that mates  with a female  g oat, and reg arding  the liability for lashes:

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ ינַן לֵ קֵ לְ ינַן, וּמַ רִ מְ ה״ אָ צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ ״שֶׂ ב,  אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  חוֹ י דְּ י נָמֵ י: נְהִ רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ

The Rabbis  hold: Even thoug h indeed we  concern ourse lves  with the  seed of the  father, we  say "sheep and even a

partial sheep," and we  flog  him.

EXPLANAT IO N

כָּא. י קוּת לֵ לְ כָּא, מַ י א אִ וּרָ יסּ בַר: אִ זֶר סָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Eliezer holds: There  is  a prohibition, but there  are  no lashes .

EXPLANAT IO N

יָא הוּא. לְּ עַ ה מְ אי שֶׂ הַ ב, וְ אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ין חוֹ א אֵ מָ לְ כָּא, דִּ י א אִ וּרָ יסּ אִ

There  is  a prohibition, because perhaps we  do not concern ourse lves  with the  seed of the  father, and this  offspring is  a

proper sheep like its mother.



EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן. רִ מְ ה״ לָא אָ צָת שֶׂ קְ וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ה וַ ״שֶׂ ב. וְ אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  א חוֹ מָ לְ כָּא, דִּ י קוּת לֵ לְ מַ

But there  are  no lashes , because perhaps we  concern ourse lves  with the  seed of the  father, and we  do not say "sheep

and even a partial sheep."

STATEMENT

יָּה  ין חַ ם מִ יא אִ ה הִ מָ הֵ ין בְּ ם מִ ים אִ מִ כָ בָּהּ חֲ יעוּ  רִ כְ לֹא הִ יא, וְ הּ הִ מָ צְ י עַ נֵ פְ יָּה בִּ  רִ י – בְּ וֹ ה: כּ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ אָ

יא. הִ

Rav Yehuda said: A koy is  a distinct creation, and the  Sag es  did not decide  reg arding  it whether it is  a specie s  of

domesticated animal or whether it is  a specie s  of wild animal.

STATEMENT

בָּר.  יל הַ י – זֶה אֵ וֹ ר: כּ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ רַ

Rav Nachman said: A koy, this  is  the  wild ram.

PR O O F

יָּיה.  בִ צְּ ן הַ ישׁ וּמִ יִ תַּ  ן הַ בָּא מִ  ים: זֶה הַ רִ מְ יֵשׁ אוֹ בָּר, וְ  ל הַ יִ י – זֶה אַ וֹ י: כּ נָּאֵ  תַ כְּ

The Gemara notes: This is like  a dispute between Tanna'im in a braisa: A koy, this  is  the  wild ram; and some  say: This  is  that

which comes from the mating of a male  g oat and a doe .

PR O O F

ה. מָ הֵ ין בְּ ם מִ יָּה אִ  ין חַ ם מִ ים אִ מִ כָ בָּהּ חֲ יעוּ  רִ כְ לֹא הִ יא, וְ הּ הִ מָ צְ י עַ נֵ פְ יָּה בִּ  רִ י בְּ וֹ ר: כּ מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i says: A koy is  a distinct creation, and the  Sag es  did not decide  reg arding  it whether it is  a specie s  of

wild animal or whether it is  a specie s  of domesticated animal.

PR O O F

ים. רִ דָ ים עֲ רִ דָ ן עֲ הֶ ין מֵ לִ דְּ גַ יוּ מְ אי הָ שַׁ ית דּוּ בֵּ ל  שֶׁ  יא, וְ ה הִ מָ הֵ ין בְּ ר: מִ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: It is  a specie s  of domesticated animal, and those  of the  house  of Dushai would

raise  herds  upon herds  of them.

STATEMENT

, חַ בֵּ זְ י מִ בֵּ גַ רוֹת לְ שֵׁ  כְּ אלָא  בָ י דְּ זֵּ י עִ נֵ נוּנָא: הָ מְ ב הַ ר רַ מַ א אָ רָ פְ ב סָ ר רַ מַ א אָ ירָ י זֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Ze ira said that Rav Safra said that Rav Hamnuna said: These  forest g oats  are  fit for the  Altar as sacrifices,

EXPLANAT IO N

תוּ לָא. כָּתוּב, וְ  נָה הַ מוֹת מָ הֵ ר בְּ שֶׂ ק: עֶ חָ צְ י יִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ א דְּ י הָ כִּ בַר לַהּ  סָ

for he  holds  in accordance  with this  which Rabbi Yitzchak said: The  verse  enumerated ten kosher animals , and no more .

EXPLANAT IO N

ינְהוּ. ז נִ עֵ נַּהּ דְּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ יּוֹת –  י חַ דֵ בַּהֲ הוּ  יב לְ שֵׁ  חָ לָא קָ דְּ י מִ נֵ הָ וְ



And these , s ince  the  verse  did not count them among  the  wild animals , learn from this  that they are  a species of g oat.

O BJECT IO N

ל. לַ כָּ ה״ –  מָ הֵ ל בְּ כׇּ ״ ט,  פָּרַ י״ –  בִ יָּל וּצְ  ״אַ א  ימָ אֵ בַּר יַעֲקֹב: וְ א  חָ ב אַ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

Rav Acha bar Yaakov challeng ed this : But say that the verse is interpreted as a generalization and a specification: "Deer and

g aze lle " is  a specification, "any animal" is  a g eneralization.

O BJECT IO N

כָּא טוּבָא. י ט, אִ רָ פְּ  ל הַ ל מוּסָף עַ לָ כְּ ה  שֶׂ ל – נַעֲ לַ כָ ט וְ פָּרַ

When we have a specification and a g eneralization, the  g eneralization becomes an addition to the  specification, and

thus there  are  many other wild animals that are kosher.

R E SO LU T IO N

י? ה לִ מָ י לְ טֵ רָ פְּ י  נֵ כֹּל הָ ן,  כֵּ ם  אִ

The Gemara answers: If so, why do I need all these  specifications  of the seven wild animals?

O BJECT IO N

! ינְהוּ וֹ נִ קּ אַ ינָא דְּ א מִ מָ לְ דִ א: וְ יקָ ב אִ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

Rav Acha the  son of Rav Ika challeng ed this : But perhaps they are  a specie s  of wild g oat which is listed in the verse!

QU E ST IO N

ינָא א מִ מָ לְ י: דִּ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ יָא לְ וְ ב אַ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ י לַהּ רַ רִ מְ אָ י, וְ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ בָא לְ רָ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

ינְהוּ? ר נִ זֶמֶ ינָא דְּ אוֹ אוֹ מִ תְ דִּ

Rav Acha the  son of Rava said to Rav Ashi, and some  say it was  Rav Acha the  son of Rav Avya to Rav Ashi: Perhaps

they are  a specie s  of wild ox or a specie s  of mountain sheep?

STATEMENT

יהוּ. יְ בַּ  רְ תַּ י  רֵ שָׁ ר  ימָ מֵּ  י: אַ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ נָן לְ ב חָ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Chanan said to Rav Ashi: Ameimar permitted the ir fat, proving he held they are a species of domesticated goat.

QU E ST IO N

? חַ בֵּ זְ י מִ בֵּ גַ הוּ לְ אלָא מַ בָ י דְּ זֵּ י עִ נֵ יָּיא: הָ  בַּר חִ ב הוּנָא  רַ יָּיא מֵ  בַּר חִ ין  יָמִ נְ ב מִ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ בָּא בְּ  יהּ אַ נֵּ י א מִ עָ בְּ

Abba the  son of Rav Minyamin bar Chiyya asked of Rav Huna bar Chiyya: These  forest g oats , what is  the law regarding

bringing them to the  Altar?

ANSWER

בָּר.  וֹר הַ שׁ לָּא בְּ  נַן אֶ בָּ  רַ י וְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ י רַ יגִ לִ פְּ אן לָא  כָּ ד  : עַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

He said to him: Rabbi Yose i and the  Rabbis  do not disag ree  except reg arding  the  wild ox.

PR O O F

יָּה.  ין חַ ר: מִ מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ה הוּא, רַ מָ הֵ ין בְּ בָּר מִ  וֹר הַ נַן: שׁ תְ דִּ



As we  learned in a Mishnah: The  wild ox is  a specie s  of domesticated animal; Rabbi Yose i says: It is  a specie s  of wild

animal.

EXPLANAT IO N

י דֵ בַּהֲ יהּ  יב לֵ שֵׁ  א חָ קָ דְּ בַר: מִ י סָ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ ה הוּא, וְ מָ הֵ בְ ינָא דִּ א״, מִ לָ בָּ  וֹרְ ״תּ ינַן  מִ גְּ רְ תַ מְ דִּ י: מִ רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ דְּ

יָּה הוּא.  חַ ינָא דְּ יּוֹת, מִ חַ

For the  Rabbis  hold: Since  we  translate  it as  "wild ox," it is  a specie s  of domesticated animal; and Rabbi Yose i holds:

Since  the  verse  counts  it among  the  wild animals , it is  a specie s  of wild animal.

ANSWER

ינְהוּ. ז נִ עֵ ינָא דְּ כֹּל מִ  י הַ רֵ בְ י, דִּ נֵ ל הָ אֲבָ

But these  forest goats, all ag ree  that they are  a specie s  of g oat.

O BJECT IO N

! ינְהוּ וֹ נִ קּ אַ ינָא דְּ א מִ מָ לְ דִ א: וְ יקָ ב אִ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

Rav Acha the  son of Rav Ika challeng ed this : But perhaps they are  a specie s  of wild g oat!

QU E ST IO N

! ינְהוּ ר נִ זֶמֶ ינָא דְּ , אוֹ מִ אוֹ תָ ינָא דְּ א מִ מָ לְ דִ י: וְ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ ינָא לְ בִ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Ravina said to Rav Ashi: But perhaps they are  a specie s  of wild ox, or a specie s  of mountain sheep!

STATEMENT

יהוּ. יְ בַּ  רְ תַּ י  רֵ שָׁ ר  ימָ מֵּ  י: אַ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ ן לְ מָ ב נַחְ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Nachman said to Rav Ashi: Ameimar permitted the ir fat.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. כוּ ט וְ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ד הַ יצַ כֵּ

We learned in the Mishnah: How is  the case of one  who s laug hters  "it and its offspring" on the same day, etc.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ן, עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ כְּ לָא  ין דְּ יתִ נִ תְ לַּהּ מַ  וּ יָא: כּ עְ שַׁ  י אוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Oshaya said: Our entire  Mishnah is  not in accordance  with Rabbi Shimon.

EXPLANAT IO N



ת ים אֶ גִ פְ ם סוֹ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים, וּ לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ת, וּ כָּרֵ יָּיב   ן חַ וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ הָ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ י: קָ נֵ א תָ קָ דְּ אי? מִ מַּ  מִ

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ הָ

From where  do we derive this? From that which it teaches: If one slaughtered consecrated animals  outside  the Temple, the

first slaughterer is  liable  to kares , and both animals are  invalid, and both slaughterers rece ive  forty lashes.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה – לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ר:  מַ אָ ן דְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ לְ ינַן לֵ עִ מְ שָׁ י  דִ כְּ  מִ

Now, we  have  heard Rabbi Shimon who says: A s laug hter that is  not fit to permit the animal for eating is  not called a

s laug hter to create a prohibition,

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  8 0 B

EXPLANAT IO N

, יהּ לֵ טְ ל קַ טָ יקְ א מִ מָּ  קַ

Regarding the  first animal, since it was slaughtered outside the Temple courtyard, he  has  merely killed it like a carcass, and it is

not considered a valid slaughtering.

EXPLANAT IO N

ים הוּא, נִ פְ ל בִּ בֵּ  קַ תְ י מִ נִ שֵׁ

Therefore, the  second animal is  one that is fit to be accepted inside  the Temple courtyard, as the prohibition of "it and its

offspring" does not apply to an invalid slaughtering.

QU E ST IO N

יַּיב.  יחַ י לִ ת נָמֵ כָּרֵ

If so, when he slaughters the second one outside, le t him also be  liable  to receive karet for slaughtering a sacrificial animal

outside the Temple!

STATEMENT

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ין, וְ לִ סוּ פְּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים –  נִ פְ ין בִּ לִּ חוּ

Similarly, if both animals were non-sacred animals slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard, the Mishnah states that both of

them are  unfit,  and the  second one rece ives  forty lashes for violating "it and its offspring."

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה – לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ר:  מַ אָ ן דְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ לְ ינַן לֵ עִ מְ שָׁ י  דֵ כְּ  מִ

Now, we  have  heard Rabbi Shimon who says: An unfit s laug htering  is  not called a s laug htering .

EXPLANAT IO N

, יהּ לֵ טְ ל קַ טָ יקְ א מִ מָּ  קַ

Since non-sacred animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard are forbidden, the  first slaughtering is unfit, so he  has  merely

killed it.



QU E ST IO N

ים? עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ אי סוֹ מַּ  י אַ נִ שֵׁ

If so, for the  second animal, why does  he  rece ive  forty lashes?

STATEMENT

סוּל. ים, וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ י סוֹ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ טוּר, וְ ר וּפָ שֵׁ  כָּ ן  וֹ אשׁ רִ ים – הָ נִ פְ ים בִּ שִׁ  דָ קָ

Furthermore, if they were sacrificial animals slaughtered inside  the Temple courtyard, the  first is  fit and he is exempt from

lashes, but the  second rece ives  forty lashes and is  unfit.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, יטָ חִ שְׁ הּ  מָ שְׁ יָה לֹא  אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ ר:  מַ אָ ן דְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ יהּ לְ ינַן לֵ עִ מְ שָׁ י  דֵ כְּ  מִ

Now, we  have  heard Rabbi Shimon who says: An unfit s laug htering  is  not called a s laug htering .

EXPLANAT IO N

ר. שָׂ בָּ י  רֵ תְּ שְׁ י ם – לָא מִ יק דָּ לָא זָרֵ ה דְּ מָּ  כַ יא, דְּ יָה הִ אוּ ינָהּ רְ אֵ שֶׁ ה  יטָ חִ שְׁ י  ים נָמֵ שִׁ  דָ ת קֳ יטַ חִ שְׁ

The s laug htering  of sacrificial animals  is  also an unfit s laug htering , because  as  long  as  he  has  not sprinkled the  blood,

the  meat is  not permitted to be eaten.

QU E ST IO N

סוּל? ים, וּפָ עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ פֵג אֶ אי סוֹ מַּ  י אַ נִ שֵׁ

If so, for the  second animal, why does  he  rece ive  forty lashes, and why is it unfit?

IN FER ENCE

ן. עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ כְּ לָא  נַּהּ דְּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, learn from this  that our Mishnah is not in accordance  with Rabbi Shimon.

QU E ST IO N

? הּ יתַ י אִ כִ הָ א דְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ

The Gemara asks: Is  it not obvious that this  is  so? Why did Rabbi Oshaya need to state this?

ANSWER

, יהּ יכָא לֵ רִ טְ יצְ ים אִ שִׁ  דָ ת קָ יטַ חִ שְׁ

The Gemara answers: The case of the  s laug htering  of sacrificial animals  was  necessary for him to state,

EXPLANAT IO N

יא, יָה הִ אוּ ה רְ יטָ חִ שְׁ ים  שִׁ  דָ ת קָ יטַ חִ שְׁ ינָא:  מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ סָ

le st it enter your mind to say: The  s laug htering  of sacrificial animals  is  a fit s laug htering  even according to Rabbi

Shimon,

EXPLANAT IO N



יא; יָה הִ אוּ ה רְ יטָ חִ שְׁ ר, וּ שָׂ בָּ י  רֵ תְּ שְׁ י ט – מִ חַ שָׁ י  כִ ר, וְ שָׂ בָּ י  רֵ תְּ שְׁ י ם – לָא מִ יק דָּ זָרֵ ר וְ י נָחַ א אִ הָ דְּ

for if he  stabbed the animal and sprinkled the  blood, the  meat is  not permitted, but when he  s laug htered it, the  meat is

permitted through the sprinkling, and thus it is  a fit s laug htering ;

EXPLANAT IO N

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ

therefore, Rabbi Oshaya teaches  us  that even this is considered an unfit slaughtering according to Rabbi Shimon, and the

Mishnah is indeed not like him.

QU E ST IO N

ן, מַ ר זְ סַּ חוּ מְ או דִּ וּם לָ שּׁ  י מִ י נָמֵ קֵ ילְ לִ וְ

The Gemara asks: In the case of sacrificial animals inside, le t him also be  flog g ed because  of the  prohibition of an animal

whose  time  has  not yet arrived to be sacrificed, since the second animal cannot be offered until the next day?

PR O O F

צֶה״? ״לֹא יֵרָ הוּא בְּ שֶׁ ה  שֶּׂ  בַּ  שֶׁ  וֹר וְ שּׁ  בַּ  שֶׁ ין  לִ סוּ פְּ  ל הַ כׇ ן לְ יִ נַּ  יָא: מִ נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht in a Braisa: From where  is  it derived reg arding  all the  disqualifications  of the  bull and of the  lamb, that

offering them is  a violation of "it shall not be  accepted"?

PR O O F

״לֹא הוּא בְּ שֶׁ ה,  שֶּׂ  בַּ  שֶׁ  וֹר וְ שּׁ  בַּ  שֶׁ ין  לִ סוּ פְּ  ל הַ ד עַ מֵּ י ׳״, לִ גוֹ לוּט וְ קָ רוּעַ וְ ה שָׂ שֶׂ וֹר וָ שׁ ״וְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

צֶה״! יֵרָ

The verse  state s : "Either a bull or a lamb that has  a limb too long  or too short..." and concludes "but for a vow it shall not

be accepted." This taug ht reg arding  all the  disqualifications  of the  bull and of the  lamb, including an animal whose time

has not yet arrived, that it is  prohibited under "it shall not be  accepted"!

ANSWER

יב. שֵׁ  א חָ י לָא קָ אֵ רָ י נוּכְ אוֵ ״ – לָ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ י דְּ אוֵ יב לָ שֵׁ  א חָ י קָ כִּ

The Gemara answers: When the Mishnah reckons prohibitions  of "it and its  offspring ," it does  not reckon unre lated

prohibitions .

QU E ST IO N

יב, שֵׁ  א חָ קָ ינְהוּ, וְ י נִ אֵ רָ י נוּכְ אוֵ לָ ץ, דְּ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ א קָ הָ לָא? וְ וְ

The Gemara asks: And does  it not? But what about the case of sacrificial animals  outside , which are  unre lated

prohibitions, and yet the Mishnah reckons them?

EXPLANAT IO N

ים. עִ בָּ  רְ אַ ת הָ ין אֶ גִ פְ ם סוֹ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ת, וּ כָּרֵ יָּיב   ן חַ וֹ אשׁ רִ ץ – הָ חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ י: קָ נֵ תָ קָ דְּ

As it teaches: If they were sacrificial animals  outside , the  first is  liable  to karet, and both of them rece ive  forty lashes.

EXPLANAT IO N



״, נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ או דְּ וּם לָ שּׁ  י, מִ נִ שֵׁ א  מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

Granted, the  second animal is flogged because  of the  prohibition of "it and its  offspring ,"

QU E ST IO N

ץ? י חוּ חוּטֵ שְׁ  או דִּ וּם לָ שּׁ  או מִ פֵג? לָ אי סוֹ מַּ  ן אַ וֹ אשׁ לָּא רִ  אֶ

but the  first, why does  he  rece ive  lashes? Is  it not because  of the  unrelated prohibition of s laug htering  outside  the

Temple?

ANSWER

י, אֵ רָ י נוּכְ אוֵ יב לָ שֵׁ  ״ – חָ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ או דְּ כָּא לָ י לֵ יכָא דְּ כֹּל הֵ

The Gemara answers: Wherever there  is  no prohibition of "it and its  offspring " violated by that slaughtering, such as the

first animal, the Mishnah reckons unre lated prohibitions;

EXPLANAT IO N

י. אֵ רָ י נוּכְ אוֵ יב לָ שֵׁ  ״ – לָא חָ נוֹ ת בְּ אֶ ״אוֹתוֹ וְ או דְּ כָּא לָ י אִ יכָא דְּ כֹל הֵ וְ

but wherever there  is  a prohibition of "it and its  offspring " violated, it does  not reckon unre lated prohibitions .

STATEMENT

כָּתוּב  הַ ן, דְּ מַ ר זְ סַּ חוּ מְ נַּח לִ  ר: הַ מַ א אָ ירָ י זֵ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Ze ira said: Leave  aside the prohibition of an animal whose  time  has  not yet arrived, as  the  verse

S U M M A RY

On this daf, the Gemara clarifies the exact parameters of the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis regarding hybrid

offspring, showing how their doubts about paternal seed and the definition of "seh" affect the lashes for oto v'es bno. We then

explore the identity of the koy, with Rav Nachman identifying it as a wild ram, while others view it as a hybrid or a unique

creation. Finally, the Gemara discusses forest goats, concluding that they are a species of goat whose fat is permitted, before

transitioning into a new Mishnah regarding the laws of oto v'es bno and analyzing it according to the view of Rabbi Shimon

regarding a slaughter that is not fit (shechitah she'eina re'uyah).



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

In today’s daf, we find the Sages deeply engaged in defining the status of the koy, a creature of doubtful identity. Is it a

domesticated animal (behemah) or a wild beast (chayah)? Rabbi Yosei teaches us a profound perspective: "A koy is a distinct

creation, and the Sages did not decide regarding it." Rather than forcing this unique creature into a rigid, pre-existing

category, the Torah recognizes its status as a "briyah bifnei atzmah", a distinct creation with its own unique reality.

How often do we look at our fellow Yidden, or even at ourselves, and try to force them into neat, pre-packaged boxes? We

want to label people immediately: are they this type of Jew or that type? When someone does not fit our standard definitions,

we might feel uncomfortable or dismissive. But Hashem created a vast world with many different kinds of souls. Some people

are a "briyah bifnei atzmah", they have a unique path in their avodah, a different temperament, or a specific set of challenges

that do not fit the standard mold.

Instead of trying to force every person, or every child of ours, into a rigid category, we must learn the lesson of the koy. We

must respect the distinct nature of each neshama. Hashem made them exactly as they are, with their own specific purpose in

this world. Our job is not to categorize them, but to help them shine in their own unique way.

Today, when you meet someone who doesn't seem to fit into your usual categories of people, catch yourself before you

judge or label them. Instead, smile and remind yourself that every single Yid is a unique creation of Hashem, with their own

special path in serving Him.
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