 דְּ ָא ַמ ר,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמ א ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִא יר
 ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְמ ִכ ָירה,ֶא ָחד ֵ ּגר וְ ֶא ָחד גּ וֹי
יך ְק ָרא
ְ  ִמדְּ ִאיצְ ְט ִר.ֵ ּבין ִ ּבנְ ִתינָ ה
ילה ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה – ָהא
ָ יש ָרא נְ ֵב
ְ ׁ ְל ִמ
ָּכל ִא ּיסו ִּרין ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ֲאסו ִּרין ֵ ּבין
.ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה

The Gemara applies this discussion to the previously mentioned
topic. Granted, Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion is reasonable according to Rabbi Meir, who said that one may transfer an animal
carcass to both a convert and a gentile, both through selling
and through giving. From the fact that a verse was necessary
to permit one to derive benefit from an animal carcass, one
can learn that with regard to all other prohibitions in the Torah
about which it states only that one may not eat an item, it is
prohibited both to eat it and to derive benefit from it.

 דְּ ָא ַמר ִל ְד ָב ִרים,ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ִּכ ְכ ָת ָבן הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא – ָהא ָּכל
יה
ּ ִא
ּ יס ּו ִרים ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה ְמ נָ א ֵל
יה
ּ דַּ ֲא ס ּו ִרין ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה? נַ ְפ ָקא ֵל
,״ל ֶּכ ֶלב ַּת ׁ ְש ִליכוּן אֹתוֹ״
ַ ִמ

However, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the word
“or” comes to teach that the matters are to be understood as
they are written, from where does he derive with regard to all
prohibitions of eating mentioned in the Torah that it is prohibited to derive benefit as well? The Gemara answers: He
derives it from another verse. It is stated with regard to an animal with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve
months [tereifa]: “And you shall be sacred men to Me, therefore
you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field; you
shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus : ).

 וְ ִאי,יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב
ְ אוֹתוֹ ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
יסו ִּרין
ּ יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב ָּכל ִא
ְ ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
 אוֹתוֹ ַא ָּתה: וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
יך
ְ  וְ ִאי ַא ָּתה ַמ ׁ ְש ִל,יך ַל ֶּכ ֶלב
ְ ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
.ַל ֶּכ ֶלב חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה

The Gemara concludes: It, i.e., a tereifa, you may throw to a
dog, but you may not throw all other items prohibited by
Torah law to a dog, as both eating and deriving benefit are
prohibited. The Gemara asks: And what halakha does Rabbi
Meir learn from this verse? The Gemara answers that Rabbi
Meir draws the following inference: It, you may throw to a dog,
but you may not throw the meat of a non-sacred animal that
was slaughtered in the Temple courtyardNH to a dog, as it is
prohibited to benefit from it.
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A non-sacred animal that was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard – חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה: It is unclear whether the prohibition
to slaughter non-sacred animals in the Temple, or to eat or benefit
from such animals, is by Torah law or by rabbinic law (see Rashi).
Either way, the prohibition is clearly based on the verse: “You shall
not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field.” Among the various explanations is that it is prohibited to eat an animal that was
slaughtered outside of its proper place. This leads to Rabbi Meir’s
statement that one may throw an animal carcass to a dog, but one
may not do so with the meat of a non-sacrificial animal that was
slaughtered in the Temple courtyard.
Sciatic nerve – גיד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה:ּ ִ This nerve, known in Latin as nervus ischiadicus, runs down the back of the hind leg of an animal. The
sciatic nerve is one of the parts of a kosher domestic animal and
a kosher non-domestic animal that by Torah law is prohibited for
consumption (Genesis 32:33). In addition to the nerve itself, it is
prohibited by rabbinic law to eat any of the flesh surrounding it or
the fat that encloses it.

 חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה ָלאו: ְ וְ ִא ָידךAnd from where does the other Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, learn this
.יתא ִהיא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּ דhalakha about non-sacrificial meat that was slaughtered in the
Temple courtyard? The Gemara answers: He holds that the
prohibition of deriving benefit from the meat of a non-sacrificial animal that was slaughtered in the courtyard is not by
Torah law; rather, the Sages decreed that it is prohibited. Since
it is not prohibited by Torah law, no verse is necessary.
 וַ ֲה ֵרי ִ ּגיד:ְמ ִתיב ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא
״ﬠל ֵּכן
ַ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה
ֹאכל ּו ְבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ֶאת ִ ּגיד
ְ ל ֹא י
,ח ָא ָדם יָ ֵרךְ ַל ּגוֹי  ׁש ֵוֹל: ו ְּתנַן,ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה״
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְּמקוֹמוֹ,וְ גִ יד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ
!נִיכר
ָּ

Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa raised an objection: And yet there is
still the prohibition of the sciatic nerve,N as the Merciful One
says: “Therefore the children of Israel may not eat the sciatic
nerve” (Genesis : ), and we learned in a mishna: A person
may send the thigh of an animal to a gentile as a gift with the
sciatic nerve inside it,H he is not required to remove it. This is
due to the fact that its place is clear, and it is obvious that this
nerve has not been removed. Therefore, there is no concern that
another Jew will assume that the first Jew removed this portion
of the animal, which might cause him to accidentally eat the
sciatic nerve. Apparently, one may benefit from this prohibited
portion of the animal even though the verse says that one may
not eat it.

HALAKHA

A non-sacred animal that was slaughtered in the Temple
courtyard – חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ֲחט ּו ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה: It is prohibited to benefit
from non-sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in the
Temple courtyard, as stated in the mishna in tractate Temura
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Sheĥita 2:2).
Sciatic nerve running through a piece of meat
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The thigh…with the sciatic nerve inside it – יָ ֵר ְך…וְ גִ יד
ה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה ְ ּבתוֹכוֹ:ַ One may send the thigh of an animal to a
gentile without removing the sciatic nerve, even in the presence of another Jew. There is no concern that this other Jew
will eat the sciatic nerve, since it is apparent that it has not
been removed (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 65:11).

–  ְּכ ׁ ֶשהו ְּּת ָרה נְ ֵב ָילה:ָּק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו
נִיחא
ָ  ָה.ִהיא וְ ֶח ְל ָ ּב ּה וְ גִ ָיד ּה הו ְּּת ָרה
!נוֹתן ַט ַﬠם
ֵ ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר יֵ ׁש ַ ּב ִ ּג ִידין ְ ּב
נוֹתן
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ֵאין ַ ּב ִ ּג ִידין ְ ּב
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ַמאי ִא,ַט ַﬠם

The Gemara rejects this: Rabbi Abbahu holds that when it was
permitted by the Torah to derive benefit from an animal carcass,
it, its fats, and its sinews, such as the sciatic nerve, were all permitted. Therefore, the sciatic nerve is included in this exception
and one may benefit from it. The Gemara challenges: It works out
well according to the one who said that sinews give flavor,
meaning that they have the taste of meat and therefore have the
legal status of meat of an animal carcass. However, according to
the one who says that sinews do not give flavorHN and are not
categorized as meat, what can be said? If they are not considered
to be meat, why are they included in the exception made for an
animal carcass?

״אין ַ ּב ִ ּג ִידין
ֵ יה דְּ ָא ַמר
ּ ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,נוֹתן ַט ַﬠם״ – ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ ְ ּב
אוֹכל ִמ ִ ּגיד ַה ָּנ ׁ ֶשה ׁ ֶשל ְ ּב ֵה ָמ ה
ֵ ָה
, ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְמ ַחיֵּ יב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם,ְט ֵמ ָאה
.וֹטר
ֵ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ּפ

The Gemara answers: Whom did you hear that said that sinews
do not give flavor? It is Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who eats the sciatic nerve from a nonkosher domesticated animal, Rabbi Yehuda deems him liable
to receive two sets of lashes: One for eating the sciatic nerve and
one for eating the meat of a non-kosher animal. And Rabbi Shimon exempts him entirely, since according to his opinion the
prohibition to eat the sciatic nerve applies only to a kosher animal.
In addition, one violates the prohibition of eating from a nonkosher animal only when it has the flavor of meat.H

. ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָא ַסר ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאהAnd it indeed follows logically that just as Rabbi Shimon exempts
 דִּ ְב ֵרי,נָאה
ָ  ִ ּגיד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲה: דְּ ַתנְיָאone who eats the sciatic nerve in that particular case, so too here,
.אוֹסר
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן, ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהRabbi Shimon prohibits deriving benefit from the sciatic nerve.
As it was taught in a baraita: It is permitted to derive benefit
from the sciatic nerve;H this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda,
and Rabbi Shimon prohibits it. Since Rabbi Shimon holds that
the sciatic nerve does not give flavor, it cannot be included in the
exception of the animal carcass. Therefore, from the verse that
prohibits eating the sciatic nerve he learns that one may not benefit from it either, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu. Rabbi Abbahu’s position fits according to both opinions.
However, the mishna that indicates that it is permitted to derive
benefit from the sciatic nerve is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda, as he holds that the sciatic nerve gives flavor and
is therefore included in the exception of the animal carcass.
״כל נֶ ֶפ ׁש
ָּ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי דָּ ם
 ֵאלּ ּו וָ ֵאלּ ּו: ו ְּתנַן,ֹאכל דָּ ם״
ַ ִמ ֶּכם ל ֹא ת
,ִמ ְת ָﬠ ְר ִבין ָ ּב ַא ָּמה וְ יוֹצְ ִאין ְלנַ ַחל ִק ְדרוֹן
!ּמוֹﬠ ִלין ּבוֹ
ֲ  ו,וְ נִ ְמ ָּכ ִרין ַל ַ ּג ָּננִין ְלזֶ ֶבל

The Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And yet
there is the prohibition of eating blood, as the Merciful One says:
“Therefore I said to the children of Israel: No soul of you shall eat
blood, neither shall any convert that dwells among you eat blood”
(Leviticus : ). According to Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion, one may
derive from this verse that in addition to the prohibition against
eating blood, it is prohibited to benefit from it as well. And we
learned in a mishna: Both these and these, the remnants of the
blood from sin-oﬀerings brought on the altar and other blood
sprinkled on it, descend and mix in the canal from which water
leaves the Temple. They then exit to the Kidron ValleyB and are
sold at a special price to gardeners as a fertilizer. And one who
does not first purchase the blood from the Temple misuses consecrated property.H Apparently, under certain circumstances, one
may benefit from blood which it is prohibited to consume.

HALAKHA

The taste of the sciatic nerve – ט ַﬠם ִ ּגיד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה:ַ The sciatic
nerve has no taste, and therefore, if it fell into a stew with
other meat, it is permitted to eat the other meat. This ruling is
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara in tractate
Ĥullin (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 65:9).
The sciatic nerve of a non-kosher animal – ִ ּגיד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה ׁ ֶשל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
ט ֵמ ָאה:ְ If one eats the sciatic nerve of a non-kosher animal, he
is exempt from punishment because the prohibition only applies to kosher animals. In addition, sinews are not considered
to be meat, and consequently they do not have the legal
status of non-kosher meat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Ma’akhalot Assurot 8:5).
Benefit from the sciatic nerve – הנָ ָאה ְ ּבגִ יד ַה ּנ ׁ ֶָשה:ֲ Although it
is prohibited to eat the sciatic nerve, it is permitted to benefit
from it (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 65:10).
Misuse of consecrated property with regard to sacrificial
blood – מ ִﬠ ָילה ְ ּב ָדם ַה ֳ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים:ְ If one uses sacrificial blood that
drained into the canal and exited the Temple, without purchasing it from the Temple treasury, he has violated the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property. According to the
Ra’avad, this is considered misuse by rabbinic law (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 2:11).
BACKGROUND

Kidron Valley – נַ ַחל ִק ְדרוֹן: This diagram illustrates the area of
the Temple Mount, the large rectange, as well as the Temple.
The Kidron Valley riverbed, into which the Giĥon spring flows,
passes near the walls of the Temple Mount. The Temple Mount
is located just above the slope of the valley, so that liquids
naturally run oﬀ from the Temple Mount into the Kidron Valley.

Temple Mount and surrounding area

NOTES

Sinews do not give flavor – נוֹתן ַט ַﬠם
ֵ אין ַ ּב ִ ּג ִידין ְ ּב:
ֵ At first
glance this disagreement is puzzling, since it should be
verifiable whether sinews have a taste. Rather, this dispute
appears to be related to the question of whether the prohibition against eating the sciatic nerve includes the smaller and
softer surrounding sinews as well. While these surrounding
sinews have a distinct taste, the sciatic nerve itself is hard

and does not have the taste of meat. Therefore, those who
maintain that these surrounding sinews are part of the legal definition of the sciatic nerve contend that the sciatic
nerve has a taste. Those who maintain that these smaller
sinews are not included in the prohibition hold that the sciatic nerve does not have a taste (Maharam Ĥalawa; Rashba in
tractate Ĥullin).
. פרק ב׳ דף כב. Perek II . 22a
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Like water [kamayim], meaning, like most water – ַּכ ָּמיִ ם
רוֹב ַמיִ ם: This explanation is supported by the punctuation
of the word kamayim with a pataĥ, meaning: Like the
water, i.e., water that is known. It stands to reason, then,
that it refers to ordinary water familiar to everyone and
not to some special type of water (Rav Ya’akov Emden).
Not like water that is oﬀered as a libation – ל ֹא ַּכ ַּמיִ ם
ִיס ִכין
ָּ ה ּנ:ַ This answer is acceptable even to those who claim
that the ritual of water libation on Sukkot is not required
by Torah law. It is referring here to any water from which
one may not benefit, such as the water from the water basin in the Temple courtyard, and water oﬀered as
a libation is only meant to serve as an example of that
(Maharam Ĥalawa).

: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ית ַק ׁש ְל ַמיִ ם
ְ ׁ ָשאנֵי דָּ ם דְּ ִא
ֹאכ ֶלנּ ּו ַﬠל ָה ָא ֶרץ ִּת ׁ ְש ּ ְפ ֶכנּ ּו
ְ ״ל ֹא ּת
 ַמה ַּמיִ ם מו ָּּת ִרין – ַאף דָּ ם,ַּכ ָּמיִ ם״
.מו ָּּתר

The Gemara answers: Blood is diﬀerent, as it is juxtaposed in the
Torah to water. As it is written with regard to blood: “You shall not
eat it; you shall pour it out upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy : ). From here it is derived: Just as it is permitted to benefit
from water, so too, it is permitted to benefit from blood.

ימא ַּכ ַּמיִ ם ַה ִּמ ְתנַ ְּס ִכים ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
ָ וְ ֵא
– ״כ ָּמיִ ם״
ַּ :ּח! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
 ִמידֵּ י ״רוֹב ַמיִ ם״ ְּכ ִתיב?! ֶא ָּלא.רוֹב ַמיִ ם
 ַּכ ַּמיִ ם ַה ּנ ׁ ְִש ּ ָפ ִכין! וְ ל ֹא:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
.ִיס ִכין
ָּ ַּכ ַּמיִ ם ַה ּנ

The Gemara asks: And say instead that blood is meant to be like
water oﬀered as a libation on the altar, which is consecrated and
from which one is prohibited to benefit. Rabbi Abbahu said: The
comparison to permitted water can be deduced from that which the
verse says: “Like water [kamayim],” meaning, like most water;N and
one is permitted to benefit from most types of water. The Gemara
asks: And is it written: Most water? The Torah wrote: “Like water,”
which could indicate a comparison to any type of water. Rather, Rav
Ashi said that the verse should be understood as follows: Like water
that is poured out, from which one may benefit, and not like water
that is oﬀered as a libation.N Water oﬀered on the altar is described
using the term libation, and not using the term poured as found in
the verse.

בוֹדה
ָ ימא ַּכ ַּמיִ ם ַה ּנ ׁ ְִש ּ ָפ ִכין ִל ְפנֵי ֲﬠ
ָ  וְ ֵאThe Gemara asks: And say that blood is meant to be like water
: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,נִיסוּךְ ִא ְיק ִרי
ּ  זָ ָרה! ָה ָתם נַ ִמיpoured before idolatry, from which one may not benefit. The Ge.יכם״
ָ נְס
ִ  ״יִ ׁ ְש ּת ּו יֵ יןmara rejects this: There, that is also called a libation and not pouring,
as it is written: “Who did eat the fat of their sacrifices, and drink the
wine of their libations” (Deuteronomy : ).
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A cup of wine to a nazirite – כוֹס יַ יִ ן ַל ּנָזִ יר:ּ Although there
is a general restriction of oﬀering another person a prohibited item, this particular example is selected because
since everyone else may drink wine, it is deemed likely
that the nazirite may forget his oath and accidentally drink
the wine oﬀered to him (Tosafot).
Before the blind – ל ְפנֵי ִﬠ ֵּור:ִ The Sages expand upon the
prohibition mentioned in the verse: “You shall not put a
stumbling block before the blind,” explaining that it refers
to any type of situation where one may cause someone else to stumble, literally or figuratively. Practically
speaking, this includes the prohibition against enabling
someone to commit a sin. However, it only applies to
situations where this individual would not have been
able to commit the sin without the assistance of another
person. A classic example of this is when one transfers
a prohibited item from the opposite side of a river, as it
would otherwise have been inaccessible.
HALAKHA

Before the blind – ל ְפנֵי ִﬠ ֵּור:ִ It is prohibited to oﬀer a cup
of wine to a nazirite or a limb torn from a living animal
to descendants of Noah when the prohibited item is in a
place that the person cannot not reach by himself (Sefer
Mitzvot Gadol, negative mitzva 168).
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ית ַק ׁש דָּ ם
ְ  ְל ַמאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ִא,ו ְּל ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
 דְּ ָא ַמר.ְל ַמיִ ם? ְל ִכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן:יוֹחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ְל ַדם ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
ֹאכ ֶלנּ ּו ַﬠל ָה ָא ֶרץ ִּת ׁ ְש ּ ְפ ֶכנּ ּו
ְ ״ל ֹא ּת
, דָּ ם ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ּ ַפךְ ַּכ ַּמיִ ם – ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר,ַּכ ָּמיִ ם״
.נִש ּ ַפךְ ַּכ ַּמיִ ם – ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר
ְ ׁ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ

The Gemara asks: According to Ĥizkiya, who says that: You shall not
eat, indicates only that eating is prohibited but that benefit is permitted, for what halakha is blood juxtaposed to water? According to
his opinion, there is no need for the verse to teach that one may
benefit from blood. The Gemara answers that he needs this verse to
derive that which was taught by Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba, as Rabbi
Ĥiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: From where is it
derived that the blood of sacrifices does not render food susceptible to ritual impurity? As it is stated: “You shall not eat it; you
shall pour it out upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy : ).
Blood that is poured out like water, such as that of a slaughtered,
non-sacrificial animal, renders food susceptible to ritual impurity.
However, sacrificial blood, which is not poured out like water and
is instead sprinkled on the altar, does not render food susceptible
to ritual impurity.

ֹאכל
ַ  ״ל ֹא ת: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,וַ ֲה ֵרי ֵא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחי
 ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן, וְ ַתנְ יָ א,ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש ִﬠם ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר״
יוֹשיט ָא ָדם ּכוֹס יַ יִ ן
ִ ׁ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא:אוֹמר
ֵ
ֹח – ַּת ְלמוּד  וְ ֵא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחי ִל ְבנֵי נ,ַל ָּנזִ יר
 ָהא. ״וְ ִל ְפנֵי ִﬠ ֵּור ל ֹא ִת ֵּתן ִמ ְכ ׁשֹל״:לוֹמר
ַ
!ַל ְּכ ָל ִבים – ׁ ָש ֵרי

The Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And yet
there is the prohibition against eating a limb cut from a living animal,
as it is written: “Only be steadfast in not eating the blood; for
the blood is the life; and you shall not eat the life with the flesh”
(Deuteronomy : ). And it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Natan says: From where is it derived that a person may not oﬀer
a cup of wine to a nazirite,N who is prohibited from drinking wine,
and that he may not oﬀer a limb cut from a living animal to a
descendant of Noah, who is prohibited by Noahide law from eating
a limb from a living animal? The verse states: “You shall not put a
stumbling block before the blind” (Leviticus : ).NH Causing
another person to sin is like placing a stumbling block before a blind
person; one who does so violates this prohibition. The prohibition
of giving a limb from a living animal to a gentile is apparently due
only to the prohibition of placing a stumbling block. However, it is
permitted for one to throw it to dogs. Therefore, despite the fact that
the verse says: “You shall not eat it,” apparently there is no prohibition
against benefiting from this prohibited item. This challenges Rabbi
Abbahu’s principle.

ית ַק ׁש
ְ  דְּ ִא, ׁ ָשאנֵי ֵא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחיThe Gemara answers: A limb from a living animal is diﬀerent, as it is
 ַ״רק ֲחזַ ק ְל ִב ְל ִּתי: דִּ ְכ ִתיב. ְל ָדםjuxtaposed in the Torah to blood. As it is written: “Only be steadfast in
. ֲאכֹל ַהדָּ ם ִּכי ַהדָּ ם הוּא ַה ָּנ ֶפ ׁש״not eating the blood; for the blood is the life; and you shall not eat the
life with the flesh” (Deuteronomy : ). Just as it is permitted to benefit
from blood, it is likewise permitted to benefit from a limb torn from a
living animal.
ית ַק ׁש
ְ  ְל ַמאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ִא,ו ְּל ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
 דָּ ם: ֵָא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחי ְל ָדם? ָא ַמר ְלך
 ָמה,ית ַק ׁש ְל ֵא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחי
ְ הוּא דְּ ִא
 ַאף דָּ ם ִמן,ֵא ֶבר ִמן ַה ַחי – ָאסוּר
, וְ ֵאי זֶ ה – זֶ ה דַּ ם ַה ָ ּקזָ ה.ַה ַחי ָאסוּר
.ׁ ֶש ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש יוֹצְ ָאה ּבוֹ

The Gemara asks: And according to Ĥizkiya, in order to teach what
halakha is the prohibition against eating a limb from a living animal
juxtaposed to the prohibition against eating blood? The Gemara answers:
He could have said to you that the juxtaposition comes to teach the
opposite. It is blood that is juxtaposed to a limb from a living animal
to teach the following: Just as a limb from a living animal is prohibited,
so too, blood of a living being is prohibited. And to which blood is
this referring? This is referring to blood spilled in the process of bloodletting,H through which the soul departs. That is considered to be blood
from a living being, and even the descendants of Noah are prohibited
from eating it (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

: דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי ׁשוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל
: וְ ַתנְ יָ א.״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ֶאת ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״
״סקוֹל יִ ָּס ֵקל
ָ ִמ ַּמ ׁ ְש ַמע ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
,ﬠ ׁ ֶש ִהיא נְ ֵב ָלה יוֹד
ֵ ַה ׁ ּשוֹר״ ֵאינִי
ילה? ּו ַמה
ָ וּנְ ֵב ָלה ֲאס ּו ָרה ַ ּב ֲא ִכ
לוֹמר ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ ַמ ִ ּגיד
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
 ׁ ֶש ִאם ׁ ְש ָחטוֹ ְל ַא ַחר,ְלךָ ַה ָּכתוּב
.)את( דִּ ינוֹ – ָאסוּר
ֶ ׁ ֶש ִּנגְ ַמר

The Gemara asks: And yet there is the prohibition against eating the meat
from an ox that is stoned,H as the Merciful One says: “And if an ox gores
a man or a woman to death, the ox shall be surely stoned, and of its flesh
shall not be eaten; but the owner of the ox shall be clear” (Exodus : ).
And it was taught in a baraita: By inference from that which is stated:
“The ox shall surely be stoned,” in which case it is not to be slaughtered
properly, don’t I know that it is an animal carcass, and it is prohibited
to eat an animal carcass? What does it mean when the verse states: “Its
flesh shall not be eaten”? The verse is telling you that even if one slaughtered the ox after its verdict had been reached but before it had been
carried out, it is still prohibited.

 ַ ּב ֲהנָ ָאה,ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ֲא ִכ ָילה
לוֹמר ״ו ַּב ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּשוֹר
ַ ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד
זוֹמא
ָ  ַמאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע? ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן.נָקי״
ִ
אוֹמר ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ֵ  ְּכ ָא ָדם ׁ ֶש:אוֹמר
ֵ
״יָ צָ א ּ ְפלוֹנִי נָ ִקי ִמ ְּנ ָכ ָסיו וְ ֵאין לוֹ
.ָ ּב ֶהם ֲהנָ ָאה ׁ ֶשל ְּכלוּם״

The baraita continues: I have derived only that one is prohibited from
eating this ox; from where do I derive that one is prohibited from deriving benefit from it as well? The verse states: “But the owner of the ox
shall be clear [naki].” The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred
that one may not benefit from this ox? Shimon ben Zoma says: This is
like a person who says to his fellow: So-and-so was left clear [naki] of
his property, and he has no benefit from it at all. Similarly, “But the
owner of the ox shall be clear” means that he has no benefit from the ox.

ַט ְﬠ ָמא – דְּ ָכ ַתב ״ו ַּב ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּשוֹר
 דְּ ִאי ִמ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ִא ּיסוּר.נָ ִקי״
– יסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה
ּ  ִא,ֲא ִכ ָילה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
!ל ֹא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

The Gemara infers from the verse that the reason that it is prohibited to
derive benefit from the ox is that the Torah specifically wrote: “But the
owner of the ox shall be clear.” As, if this prohibition were derived from:
“It shall not be eaten,” apparently the prohibition of eating would be
implied, but the prohibition of deriving benefit would not be implied.
This presents a challenge even for Ĥizkiya, who agrees that the passive
formulation: “It shall not be eaten,” indicates that in addition one may not
benefit from the item.

יס ּור
ּ עוֹלם ״ ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ִא
ָ ְל
.יס ּור ֲהנָ ָאה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ּ ילה וְ ִא
ָ ֲא ִכ
״ו ַּב ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּשוֹר נָ ִקי״ – ַל ֲהנָ ַאת עוֹרוֹ
 ָס ְל ָקא,יך
ְ  וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִר.הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא
 ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל ֶאת:דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ָא ִמינָ א
–  עוֹרוֹ, ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ – ִאין,ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״ ְּכ ִתיב
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ָלא

The Gemara answers: Actually, the phrase: “It shall not be eaten” indicates both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving benefit.
And the phrase: “But the owner of the ox shall be clear,” comes to
prohibit deriving benefit from the hide of the ox that has been stoned.
And it is necessary to mention this explicitly, as it could enter your mind
to say that since it is written: “Its flesh shall not be eaten,” with regard
to its flesh, yes, it is prohibited, but with regard to its hide, no, it is not.
Therefore, the verse teaches us that it is prohibited to benefit from its hide
as well.

יה ְל ַהאי
ּ ו ְּל ָהנָ ְך ַּת ָּנ ֵאי דְּ ַמ ּ ְפ ִקי ֵל
 ַל ֲחצִ י ּכ ֶוֹפר,ְק ָרא ִל ְד ָר ׁ ָשה ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
 ֲהנָ ַאת עוֹרוֹ ְמנָ א,וְ ִל ְד ֵמי וְ ָולדוֹת
– ״את ְ ּב ָ ׂשרוֹ״
ֶ ְלהוּ? נָ ְפ ָקא ְלה ּו ֵמ
.ֶאת ַה ָּט ֵפל ִל ְב ָ ׂשרוֹ

The Gemara asks: And according to those tanna’im who expound this
verse: “But the owner of the ox shall be clear,” for another interpretation,
namely, to teach that the owner of an innocuous ox, i.e., one that is not
known to cause damage with the intent to injure, is exempt from the payment of half of the indemnity if that ox killed a person, or that he is exempt from payment for oﬀspring if his ox gores a pregnant woman and
causes her to miscarry; from where do they derive this prohibition
against benefiting from the ox’s hide? The Gemara answers: They derive
this halakha from the wording: “Of [et] its flesh.” The verse could have
been formulated: And its flesh shall not be eaten. The addition of the word
et comes to include that which is secondary to the flesh, i.e., the hide.

HALAKHA

Blood of bloodletting – דַּ ם ַה ָ ּקזָ ה: One who eats blood
drawn from an animal through bloodletting, which
leaves the animal in a steady stream, is liable to receive
karet, as this is considered blood through which the
soul departs (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot
Assurot 6:3).
An ox that is stoned – שוֹר ַה ּנ ְִס ָקל:ׁ One may not eat or
benefit from an ox after it has been condemned to be
stoned, even if it was slaughtered before the verdict
was carried out, in accordance with the Gemara here
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 4:22).

: פרק ב׳ דף כב. Perek II . 22b
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You shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God – ֶָאת ה׳ ֱאל ֶֹהיך
ת ָירא:ִּ Many diﬀerent issues were discussed with regard to this
baraita, from several diﬀerent angles. Some ask why Shimon
HaAmmassoni did not hesitate when interpreting the verse:
“And you shall love the [et] Lord, your God” (Deuteronomy 6:5),
which appears earlier in the Torah. They suggest that it is easy
to explain how Torah scholars could be included in the mitzva
to love; however, it is more diﬃcult to oﬀer such an explanation
about fear and awe, which are linked to reward and punishment (Maharsha; see Rif ). Alternatively, perhaps the word et
can be expounded upon in other ways aside from adding to
the meaning of a verse. For example, it can be understood
as a pause, or as an indication of a distinction between two
diﬀerent concepts. Therefore, Shimon HaAmmassoni was not
troubled by these other verses. However, because in this case
the word et is the first word of the verse containing the mitzva,
he understood that it must be used in an inclusive manner
(Iyyun Ya’akov). A similar story is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud,
although there the word et is interpreted to include both God
and His Torah.
Fruit that grows on a tree during the first three years after
it was planted [orla] – ﬠ ְר ָלה:ָ It is prohibited to eat or derive
benefit from the fruit that grows during the first three years
after a tree has been planted; see Leviticus 19:23. This prohibition applies only to the fruit but not to the other parts of the
tree. In addition, the prohibition does not apply to trees planted
as a fence either for property delineation or as a wind buﬀer
rather than for their fruit.
HALAKHA

Benefit from orla – הנָ ַאת ָﬠ ְר ָלה:ֲ It is prohibited to eat or benefit
from orla fruit, in accordance with the baraita (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 294:1).

.״את״ ָלא דָּ ֵר ׁיש
ֶ : ְ וְ ִא ָידךThe Gemara asks: And the other tanna, who derives the prohibition against benefiting from the hide from the verse: “But the
owner of the ox shall be clear,” what does he learn from the additional word et? The Gemara answers: This Sage does not interpret
the word et as a means to derive new halakhot. He considers the
word et to be an ordinary part of the sentence structure and not a
source for exegetical exposition.
 וְ ָא ְמ ִרי, ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ָה ַﬠ ַּמ ּסוֹנִי:ִּכ ְד ַתנְיָ א
 ָהיָ ה דּ ֵוֹר ׁש ָּכל,ָל ּה נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה ָה ַﬠ ַּמ ּסוֹנִי
״את
ֶ יﬠ ְל  ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ִה ִ ּג.ֶא ִתים ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
 ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ.ה׳ ֱאל ֶֹהיךָ ִּת ָירא״ – ּ ֵפ ֵיר ׁש
 ָּכל ֶא ִתים ׁ ֶשדָּ ַר ׁ ְש ָּת, ַר ִ ּבי:ַּת ְל ִמ ָידיו
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם:יהן? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
ֶ ַמה ְּת ֵהא ֲﬠ ֵל
 ָּכךְ ֲאנִי,ישה
ָ ׁ ׁ ֶש ִּק ַ ּב ְל ִּתי ָ ׂש ָכר ַﬠל ַהדְּ ִר
 ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא.ישה
ָ ׁ ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל ָ ׂש ָכר ַﬠל ַה ּ ְפ ִר
ָ״את ה׳ ֱאל ֶֹהיך
ֶ :ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא וְ ָד ַר ׁש
.ִּת ָירא״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַּת ְל ִמ ֵידי ֲח ָכ ִמים

As it was taught in a baraita: Shimon HaAmmassoni, and some
say that it was Neĥemya HaAmmassoni, would interpret all occurrences of the word et in the Torah, deriving additional halakhot
with regard to the particular subject matter. Once he reached the
verse: “You shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God;N you shall
serve Him; and to Him you shall cleave, and by His name you shall
swear” (Deuteronomy : ), he withdrew from this method of
exposition, as how could one add to God Himself? His students
said to him: Rabbi, what will be with all the etim that you interpreted until now? He said to them: Just as I received reward for
the interpretation, so I shall receive reward for my withdrawal
from using this method of exposition. The word et in this verse was
not explained until Rabbi Akiva came and expounded: “You
shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God”: The word et comes to
include Torah scholars, and one is commanded to fear them just
as one fears God. In any case, Shimon HaAmmassoni no longer
derived additional halakhot from the word et.

״ﬠ ֵר ִלים
ֲ : דְּ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָא ַמר,וַ ֲה ֵרי ָﬠ ְר ָלה
״ﬠ ֵר ִלים ל ֹא
ֲ : וְ ַתנְ יָ א.ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״
,יֵא ֵכל״ – ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ִא ּיסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה
ָ
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יִ צְ ַ ּבע,ִּמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יֵ ָהנֶ ה ִמ ֶּמנּ ו
 וְ ל ֹא יַ ְד ִליק ּבוֹ ֶאת ַה ֵּנר – ַּת ְלמוּד,ּבוֹ
 ֲﬠ ֵר ִלים ל ֹא. ״וַ ֲﬠ ַר ְל ֶּתם ָﬠ ְר ָלתוֹ:לוֹמר
ַ
.יֵ ָא ֵכל״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת ּכו ָּּלם

The Gemara further challenges: And yet there is the prohibition
of fruit that grows on a tree during the first three years after it
was planted [orla],N as the Merciful One says: “And when you
come into the land, and you shall plant all types of trees for food,
then you shall count the fruit thereof as prohibited; three years
shall it be prohibited [arelim] to you; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : ). And it was taught in a baraita: “Shall it be prohibited to you; it shall not be eaten”: I have only derived a prohibition to eat it. From where do I derive that one may not even
benefit from it, e.g., that he may not paint with the dye that can
be extracted from the fruit, nor may he light a lamp with its oil?H
The verse states: “You shall count the fruit thereof [orlato] as
prohibited [araltem]; three years shall it be prohibited [arelim]
to you; it shall not be eaten.” This repetition of the term arel comes
to include all forms of benefit.

ַט ְﬠ ָמא – דְּ ָכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״וַ ֲﬠ ַר ְל ֶּתם
 ָהא ָלאו ָה ִכי – ֲהוָ ה,ָﬠ ְר ָלתוֹ ֲﬠ ֵר ִלים״
,יסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה – ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ּ ָא ִמינָ א ִא
!ִא ּיסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה – ל ֹא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

The Gemara reads precisely: The reason that all forms of benefit
are prohibited is that the Merciful One writes: “You shall count
the fruit thereof as prohibited [araltem]; three years shall it be
prohibited [arelim].” The double use of the word arel indicates a
two-fold prohibition. However, were that not the case, I would
have said: The prohibition of eating is indicated here; however,
the prohibition to derive benefit is not indicated. This is a challenge even to Ĥizkiya’s opinion, as the verse says: “It shall not be
eaten,” indicating that it is prohibited to derive benefit as well.

עוֹלם ״ל ֹא יֵ ָא ֵכל״ ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ֵ ּבין
ָ ְל
,יסוּר ֲהנָ ָאה
ּ יסוּר ֲא ִכ ָילה ֵ ּבין ִא
ּ ִא
.״ל ֶכ ם״
ָ וְ ׁ ָש אנֵ י ָה ָת ם דִּ ְכ ִתיב
: ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ָא ִמינָ א,יך
ְ וְ ִאצְ ְט ִר
,״ל ֶכם״ – ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶכם יְ ֵהא
ָ הוֹאיל וְ ָכ ַתב
ִ
.ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara rejects this. Actually, in general, “it shall not be eaten”
indicates both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition to derive
benefit. However, it is diﬀerent there, with regard to orla, as it is
written: “Three years shall it be prohibited [arelim] to you.” And,
therefore, it was necessary for the verse to repeat the prohibition
using several terms, as it could enter your mind to say that since
it wrote “to you” it means that it shall be yours, namely that one
is permitted to benefit from it. Therefore, it teaches us that it is
prohibited to derive benefit.

, וְ ֶא ָּלא ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דִּ ְכ ִת ִיבי ָהנָ ְך ְק ָר ֵאיThe Gemara asks: However, now that these words in the verses
– ״ל ֶכם״
ָ :״ל ֶכם״ ָל ָּמה ִלי? ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְיָא
ָ are written, indicating the prohibition to derive benefit from
ּﬠ  ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת ַה ּנָטוorla, why do I need the words “to you,” i.e., what does this phrase
teach us here? The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita:
That which is stated: “To you,” comes to include that which is
planted

114

Perek II . 22b . :פרק ב׳ דף כב

