NOTES

Tereifa – ט ֵר ָיפה:ְ Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal
that is suﬀering from a condition that will cause it to die
within twelve months. It is prohibited by the Torah to
eat an animal that has been injured or is stricken with a
disease of this nature, although the actual source for this
prohibition is a matter of dispute. Some authorities cite
Exodus 22:30: “You shall not eat any flesh that is torn of
beasts in the field,” while others suggest Deuteronomy
14:21: “You shall not eat of any thing that died of itself.”
According to the Minĥat Ĥinukh and others, both verses
together serve as the source for the prohibition.
HALAKHA

He was already sworn and obligated at Mount Sinai –
עוֹמד ֵמ ַהר ִסינַי הוּא
ֵ ְמו ׁ ְּש ָ ּבע ו: One who swears not to eat and
then eats foods prohibited by the Torah is exempt from
the punishment incurred for breaking an oath. If one
swears not to eat any amount of food from a neveila or
a tereifa and eats less than an olive-bulk, he is liable with
regard to the oath because at Mount Sinai he was not
swear oﬀ eating less than a full measure (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 5:7, and in the comments of the
Kesef Mishne and Leĥem Mishne).

, ָאסוּר ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה:יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
. מו ָּּתר ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה:ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר
 ֶא ָּלא ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש,יוֹחנָן
ָ נִיחא ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ָה
מוֹדה ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ֶ ?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ ַמאי ִא
.ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: It is prohibited by Torah law, and the Torah
prohibits even a minute amount of forbidden substance. Reish
Lakish said: It is permitted by Torah law. This explanation works
out well according to the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. However,
according to the opinion of Reish Lakish, what can be said? The
Gemara answers: Reish Lakish concedes that a half-measure is prohibited by rabbinic law. If so, Reish Lakish, too, will say that eating
or drinking a half-measure is prohibited on Yom Kippur, by rabbinic
law.

יה ָק ְר ַ ּבן
ַ ִִא י ָה ִכי ָלא נ
ּ יח יַּ יב ֲﬠ ֵל
 ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא: ַא ָל ָמא ְּתנַ ן,ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
 וְ ָא ַכל נְ ֵבילוֹת ו ְּט ֵריפוֹת ׁ ְש ָקצִ ים,אוֹכל
ַ
.וֹטר
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ּפ,ו ְּר ָמ ִ ׂשים – ַחיָּ יב

The Gemara asks: If so, if according to Reish Lakish there is a rabbinic prohibition to eat a half-measure, one should not be liable to
bring an oﬀering for breaking an oath to eat a half-measure of forbidden foods. Why, then, did we learn in a mishna otherwise: He who
swore the following oath, an oath that I will not eat, and then ate
unslaughtered animal carcasses, tereifot,N reptiles, or creeping animals, he is liable to bring an oﬀering for violating his oath. Rabbi
Shimon exempts him.

 ַא ַּמאי ַחיָּ יב? מ ּו ׁ ְש ָ ּבע:וְ ָהוֵ ינַ ן ָ ּב ּה
עוֹמד ֵמ ַהר ִסינַי הוּא! ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל
ֵ ְו
כוֹלל דְּ ָב ִרים
ֵ  ְ ּב:יוֹחנָ ן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
.ַה ּמו ָּּת ִרים ִﬠם דְּ ָב ִרים ָה ֲאסו ִּרין

And we discussed it: Why should he be liable for breaking an oath?
He was already sworn and obligated at Mount Sinai,H along with
the rest of the Jewish people, not to eat these things. According to
halakha, an oath does not take eﬀect if it contradicts a previously
existing oath. The second oath to not eat has no eﬀect in terms of
eating forbidden foods, so why should one be liable for breaking it?
Rav, and Shmuel, and Rabbi Yoĥanan say with regard to this: Here
we are dealing with a case where one includes permitted foods with
forbidden foods. This means that had one sworn only not to eat
unslaughtered animal carcasses or tereifot and then ate them, he
would not be liable for breaking the oath because he was already
sworn not to eat those foods. However, if one swore not to eat at all,
his oath takes eﬀect on permitted foods. Consequently, if he eats any
food he is liable.

 ִאי ַא ָּתה מוֹצֵ א: וְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמרAnd Reish Lakish said: The only application of this mishna you will
יבא
ּ ָ  ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְמ ָפ ֵר ׁש ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר וְ ַא ִּלfind is in a case where one explicitly says that he will not eat a half, אוֹ ִ ּב ְס ָתם, דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןmeasure, and this is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis.
They say that when one swears that he will not eat, he prohibits himself only from eating a whole measure of food. If he eats a halfmeasure, he has not violated a prohibition. Therefore, in order for a
half-measure to be prohibited, he needs to specify this in his oath. Or,
you find it in the case of one who makes no specification at all of a
half-measure,

Perek VIII
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An oath of testimony – שבו ַּﬠת ָה ֵﬠדוּת:
ְ ׁ The laws of an oath
of testimony are mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:1) and
are explored in depth in tractate Shevuot. If a litigant finds
witnesses who are capable of testifying on his behalf and
has them swear that they will testify, they must bring a
particular type of sin-oﬀering if they do not then testify.
This issue is considered a detail of monetary law, and the
oath takes eﬀect only with regard to one who is eligible
to give testimony.
To exclude a king – ְעוֹטי ֶמ ֶלך
ֵ ל ַמ:ְ The Sages debate whether the freedom that a king has from testifying is a Torah
exemption to preserve his honor or a rabbinic exemption
relating to the kings of the northern kingdom of Israel,
who did not observe Torah law (see Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; Gevurat Ari). In practice, a king does not take the
oath of testimony.

370

Perek VIII . 74a . .פרק ח׳ דף עד

 ָא ָדם: דְּ ָא ַמר,יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּלand the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva,
who said: A man prohibits himself from any amount. If a man
.אוֹסר ַﬠצְ מוֹ ְ ּב ָכל ׁ ֶשהוּא
ֵ
swears that he will not eat, he thereby prohibits himself from eating
even the smallest amount of food. Therefore, Reish Lakish himself
maintains that eating a half-measure does not constitute a prohibition.
יתר ִמן
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
ּ ימא ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִאית ֵל
,ַה ּת ָוֹרה – ָקא ָחיֵ יל ָק ְר ַ ּבן ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה
נוֹהגֶ ת
ֶ  ׁ ְשבו ַּﬠת ָה ֵﬠדוּת ֵאינָ ּה:וְ ָה ְתנַן
: וְ ָהוֵ ינַ ן ָ ּב ּה.ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְרא ּויִ ין ְל ָה ִﬠיד
עוֹטי
ֵ  ְל ַמ:עוֹטי ַמאי? ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר
ֵ ְל ַמ
, ְֶמ ֶלך

And if you say: Perhaps Reish Lakish maintains that since a halfmeasure is permitted by Torah law, despite the fact that it is prohibited by rabbinic law, one is liable to bring an oﬀering for violating an
oath, then there is the following problem: Didn’t we learn in a mishna: An oath of testimonyN where one is sworn to give testimony on
something that he saw or knew, applies only to those who are eligible to give testimony. If one who is ineligible to testify swears an
oath to give testimony, the oath is invalid even if he does not testify.
And we discussed it: The statement: Those who are eligible to give
testimony, comes to exclude what? After all, it was already said that
the oath does not apply to women, relatives, and other disqualified
people. Rav Pappa said: It comes to exclude a king.N A king is not
disqualified from giving testimony, but he does not testify before a
court, due to the requirement to give respect to a king.

עוֹטי
ֵ  ְל ַמ:ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר יַ ֲﬠקֹב ָא ַמר
 וְ ָהא ְמ ַ ׂש ֵחק ְ ּבקו ְּביָא.ְמ ַ ׂש ֵחק ְ ּבקו ְּביָא
 וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן הוּא,יחזֵ י ָחזֵ י
ֱ יתא ֵמ
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְִּמד
יה
ָ ְ וְ ָלא ָקא ָחי,דִּ ְפ ָסלוּה ּו
ּ ילא ֲﬠ ֵל
!ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה

Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov said: It comes to exclude one who plays
with dice,NH whom the Sages disqualified from giving testimony. But surely one who plays with dice is eligible by Torah
law to give testimony, and it is the Sages who disqualified him.
Despite this, an oath of testimony does not apply to him by
Torah law, even though the prohibition on his testifying is
rabbinic.

״אם ל ֹא
ִ : ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָראThe Gemara rejects this by distinguishing between the two
 יַ ִ ּגיד״ – וְ ַהאי ָלאו ַ ּבר ַה ָ ּג ָדה הוּאcases: It is diﬀerent there, in the case of testimony, where the
. ְּכ ָללverse states: “If he does not utter it, then he shall bear his
iniquity” (Leviticus : ), i.e., a man who can testify but doesn’t
do so should be punished. But this person cannot ever give
testimony since the court will not accept his testimony. The
Torah makes liability for an oath of testimony contingent on
one’s ability to testify. Therefore, an oath of testimony would
not apply to someone unable to testify. However, one who
takes an oath not to eat is liable if he breaks that oath, notwithstanding the rabbinic prohibition against eating less than a
measure of forbidden food. Consequently, this rejection does
not stand, and the first explanation remains.
יכא דְּ ָתנֵי ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת ָלא ָּתנֵי
ָ וְ ָכל ֵה
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו:ָאסוּר? וְ ָה ַתנְיָ א
 ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת,ָאסוּר ְ ּבכו ָּּלן
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ ְוֹתה ו
ֶ אוֹכל וְ ׁש
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ַﬠל ָה
 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו:אכה ִ ּב ְל ַבד! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ָ ְמ ָל
,ָאסוּר ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַכ ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר
 וְ ַאף ַﬠל,ֲא ָבל ְּכ ׁ ִשיעוּר – ָﬠנו ּׁש ָּכ ֵרת
ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ָﬠנ ּו ׁש ָּכ ֵרת – ֵאין ָﬠנ ּו ׁש ָּכ ֵרת
אכה
ָ עוֹשה ְמ ָל
ׂ ֶ ְוֹתה ו
ֶ אוֹכל וְ ׁש
ֵ ֶא ָּלא
.ִ ּב ְל ַבד

– ״אסוּר״
ָ ימא ִּכי ָק ָתנֵי
ָ וְ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠית ֵא
יוֹסף ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר
ֵ  דְּ ָתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבה וְ ַרב.ַא ׁ ּ ְש ָא ָרא
 ִמ ּנַיִ ין ְליוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים:ִס ְיפ ֵרי דְּ ֵבי ַרב
נְﬠ ַילת
ִ יכה ו ִּב
ָ ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר ִ ּב ְר ִחיצָ ה ְ ּב ִס
ַה ַּסנְ דָּ ל ו ְּב ַת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש ַה ִּמ ָּטה – ַּת ְלמוּד
.״ש ָ ּבתוֹן״ – ׁ ְשבוֹת
ַ ׁ :לוֹמר
ַ

NOTES

One who plays with dice – מ ַ ׂש ֵחק ְ ּבקו ְּביָ א:ְ Dice games were accompanied by gambling throughout the Roman Empire. Tractate
Sanhedrin lists dice players among those whom the Sages prohibit
from giving testimony. There are diﬀerent opinions with regard to
the rationale for this halakha. According to some, the winnings
from playing dice are not acquired in a legal manner because the
other players do not expect to lose when they place their bets.
Therefore, one who takes money in this fashion is considered a
robber by rabbinic decree. Even according to those who say that
money won through gambling is not considered stolen, gambling
is nonetheless considered despicable behavior.

§ The Gemara’s initial assumption is that the mishna’s use of
the word prohibited is referring to a transgression not punishable by karet. The Gemara asks: And anywhere that it teaches
that transgressing is punishable by karet, does it never teach
using the word prohibited? Was it not taught in a baraita:
Although they said the word prohibited with all of the five
Yom Kippur aﬄictions, they said that the punishment of
karet H applies only to one who eats, or drinks, or performs
prohibited labor. This means that the word prohibit is used
with transgressions punishable by karet as well. The Gemara
rejects this. This is what the baraita is saying: When they said
that those five activities are prohibited, they said that only
with regard to a half-measure; but a full measure is punishable by karet. And although a violation is punishable by karet,
it is punishable by karet only if one eats, or drinks, or performs prohibited labor; these alone are the cases where karet
is incurred.

Fresco of dice players, found in Pompeii

Ancient Roman dice. The basic design has not changed signi cantly over the years.

And if you wish, say instead that when it is taught in the
mishna using the language of prohibited, it is referring to the
other transgressions, which do not incur karet. As Rabba and
Rav Yosef taught this in other books of Rav’s school, i.e., the
Sifrei, the halakhic midrash on Numbers and Deuteronomy:
From where is it derived that it is prohibited to engage in
bathing, and in smearing oil on one’s body, and in wearing
shoes, and in having relations on Yom Kippur? The verse
states: “Shabbaton” (Leviticus : ), meaning resting and
refraining from certain activities. Therefore, the word prohibit is used with these activities, but they are not punishable
by karet.

HALAKHA

One who plays with dice – מ ַ ׂש ֵחק ְ ּבקו ְּביָ ה:ְ If individuals take
an oath to testify despite being ineligible to do so, e.g., they
are relatives, one is a king, or one or both are disqualified for
some reason, their oath is invalid, but they are not obligated
to bring an oﬀering. This is so even if their disqualification is

rabbinic, e.g., because they gamble. This ruling in accordance activities prohibited on Yom Kippur due to the mitzva to afwith Rav Aĥa Bar Ya’akov (Kesef Mishne, Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, flict oneself, in addition to the prohibition of performing laHilkhot Shevuot 10:1).
bor. However, only eating, drinking, and performing prohibited labor incur the punishment of karet (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Karet on Yom Kippur – כ ֵרת ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים:ָּ There are five Ĥayyim 611:1).
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Because it is fit to combine – כיוָ ן דַּ ֲחזֵ י ְל ִאיצְ ָטרו ֵּפי:ֵּ Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s reasoning can be explained as follows: It is necessary to say that a half-measure of a forbidden food is itself
prohibited. Otherwise, it could be said that one who eats
a half-measure and then another half-measure has not
eaten forbidden food, since each half measure was permitted. Tosafot Yeshanim claim that Rabbi Yoĥanan derives his
ruling from the words “all fat” (Leviticus 7:23). According to
Rabbi Yoĥanan, this verse prohibits a half-measure, and the
reason given here is only an explanation of the mandate
in the Torah.
Koy – כוֹי:ּ There is uncertainty whether a koy is a wild beast,
a domestic animal, a hybrid of both, or a species whose true
nature has never been determined. Questions concerning
the issue of uncertainty arise in the laws that diﬀerentiate
between domestic and wild animals. For example, may its
fat be eaten; must its blood be covered; and, consequently,
may it be slaughtered on a Festival?
A mere support – א ְס ַמ ְכ ָּתא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא:ַ Occasionally a halakhic
midrash provides support for a rabbinic law rather than
interpreting a verse in order to reveal a Torah law. In such a
case, the midrash is called an asmakhta, a support. This term
indicates that the law does not originate from the Torah.
A verse to include an uncertainty – ק ָרא ְל ַא ּתוֹיֵ י ְס ֵפ ָיקא:ְ The
Torah teaches straightforward halakha and does not address
cases of uncertainty. Although there are legal principles that
govern uncertain situations, the uncertainty arises in the
interpretation of the Torah, not in the Torah itself, and the
Torah does not resolve these questions. This issue relates to
the following question: There is a principle that in cases of
uncertainty pertaining to Torah law, the ruling is stringent.
Is this principle a Torah law or rabbinic law?
HALAKHA

Koy – כוֹי:ּ An animal born to a domestic animal and a permitted wild beast is called a koy. Eating its fat is prohibited
but is not punishable by lashes (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a
80:6).

 ָאסוּר:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי, ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר,ּגו ָּפא
 מו ָּּתר ִמן: ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר,ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה
 ָא ס ּור ִמן:יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ַה ּת ָוֹרה
ַה ּת ָוֹרה; ֵּכיוָ ן דַּ ֲחזֵ י ְל ִאיצְ ָטרו ֵּפי – ִא ּיסו ָּרא
 מו ָּּתר ִמן: ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר.ָקא ָא ֵכיל
.יכא
ָּ  ֲא ִכ ָילה ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א – וְ ֵל,ַה ּת ָוֹרה

§ Apropos the dispute between Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish,
the Gemara deals with the matter itself: What is the law with
regard to a half-measure? Rabbi Yoĥanan said: It is prohibited
by Torah law. Reish Lakish said: It is permitted by Torah law.
The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yoĥanan said it is prohibited by
Torah law because it is fit to combineN with another half-measure.
If one continues to eat more, he will eat a whole measure, which
is punishable by Torah law. Therefore, even when he eats the first
half-measure he is eating forbidden food. Reish Lakish said it is
permitted by Torah law. His reason is as follows: With regard to
all forbidden foods, the Merciful One states in the Torah: “Eat,”
for example in the verse: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood”
(Leviticus : ). Eating is defined as consuming a minimum of an
olive-bulk, and there is no prohibition if one eats less than an
olive-bulk.

 ֵאין ִלי:יוֹחנָן ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
,עוֹנֶש יֶ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּב ַאזְ ָה ָרה
ׁ ֶא ָּלא ָּכל ׁ ֶשיֶּ ׁ ְשנוֹ ְ ּב
עוֹנֶש
ׁ הוֹאיל וְ ֵאינוֹ ְ ּב
ִ ּכוֹי וַ ֲחצִ י ׁ ִשיעוּר
:לוֹמר
ַ יָ כוֹל ֵאינוֹ ְ ּב ַאזְ ָה ָרה – ַּת ְלמוּד
 ו ְּק ָרא ַא ְס ַמ ְכ ָּתא,״כל ֵח ֶלב״! ִמדְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָּ
.ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא

Rabbi Yoĥanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish from what was taught in a baraita with regard to the prohibition of forbidden fat: I have derived only that anything that is
included in the punishment of karet is included in the prohibition. However, one might have thought that there is no prohibition to eat fat of a koy,NHB or a half-measure of forbidden fat, since
there is no punishment for those. Therefore, the verse states:
“All fat” (Leviticus : ), indicating that there is a prohibition to
eat any kind of fat, including fat of uncertain status and a halfmeasure of fat. Therefore, a half-measure of fat is prohibited by
Torah law. Reish Lakish rejects this argument: This prohibition is
rabbinic, and the verse brought as a proof is a mere support.N It
cannot be claimed that there is such a prohibition by Torah law.

ְ דְּ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתך,ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
ְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריך, ּכוֹי ְס ֵפ ָיקא הוּא,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד
ְק ָרא ְל ַא ּתוֹיֵ י ְס ֵפ ָיקא? ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָהא ָלא
ִא ְיריָ א; ָק ָס ְב ִרי

The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say that the
baraita cites only the verse as a support and not as a source to
prove the prohibition. For if it could enter your mind that this
teaching constitutes a prohibition by Torah law, there is uncertainty whether a koy is a wild beast or a domestic animal. Is a
verse necessary to include an uncertainty?N There is no doubt
before God and therefore no purpose in writing a case of doubt
in the Torah. Consequently, the baraita cites the verse only as
a support. The Gemara answers: If that is the reason, there is
no conclusive argument. The Sages of the baraita might have
thought

BACKGROUND

Koy – כוֹי:ּ Many problems arise in trying to identify the koy. It mouflon it may be. There is also uncertainty with regard to both
is mentioned numerous times in the Mishna and the Gemara, the origin of the term koy and its proper vocalization.
not because it is a common animal, but rather because it is
useful in discussions that explore the parameters and limits of
the laws of domestic animals versus wild animals. As early as
the mishnaic period, the Sages disagreed on the identification
of the koy. Some maintain that it is a hybrid born to a deer or
another kosher wild animal and a goat.
According to many researchers, the koy is identified as the
water buﬀalo. There are allusions to this identification in some
medieval rabbinic sources. Others reject this idea and claim that
water buﬀalo did not live in Eretz Yisrael during the time of the
Mishna, when the koy was first mentioned. Others maintain
that the koy is the mouflon, a subspecies of wild sheep, though
there are a number of opinions as to the specific subspecies of
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Water buﬀalo

Mou on

Perek VIII
Daf 74 Amud b
 דְּ ִאי ָלא.ּכוֹי ְ ּב ִריָּ ה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה ִהיא
 ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב ִא ִידי ַ ּבר,ימא ָה ִכי
ָ ֵּת
 ּכוֹי ְס ֵפ ָיקא. ַאף ָּכל ְל ַא ּתוֹיֵ י ּכוֹי:ָא ִבין
?יך ְק ָרא ְל ַר ּבוֹיֵ י ְס ֵפ ָיקא
ְ  ִאיצְ ְט ִר,הוּא
 ְ ּב ִריָּ ה: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ִריָּ ה ׁ ָשאנֵי
.ׁ ָשאנֵי

that a koy is its own species, and the uncertainty pertains not only
to whether it is a wild or domestic animal, but also to whether it
even can fit into one of those two categories. For if you do not say
so and maintain that it might be its own species, how can we understand that which Rav Idi bar Avin said, that also the word “all”
stated in the verse: “All blood you may not eat, whether of birds or
of beasts” (Leviticus : ), comes to include the koy.N Now, if you
say that the koy is case of uncertainty, is a verse necessary to include an uncertainty? Rather, the koy is obviously its own species,
and therefore it is diﬀerent and needs a special verse to include it.
Here too, in the case of the forbidden fat, we could say that the koy
is its own species, and therefore it is diﬀerent. Consequently, Reish
Lakish’s opinion cannot be rejected.

 יָ כוֹל,יכם״
ֶ וֹת
ֵ ״ת ַﬠנּ ּו ֶאת נַ ְפ ׁש
ְּ :ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
,יֵ ׁ ֵשב ַ ּב ַח ָּמה אוֹ ַ ּב ִ ּצ ָּנה ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיִּ צְ ַט ֵﬠר
.אכה ל ֹא ַת ֲﬠשׂ וּ״
ָ  ״וְ ָכל ְמ ָל:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
 ַאף ִﬠנּ וּי,אכה – ׁ ֵשב וְ ַאל ַּת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
ָ ַמה ְּמ ָל
.נֶ ֶפ ׁש – ׁ ֵשב וְ ַאל ַּת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה

§ After clarifying the wording of the mishna, the Gemara brings a
halakhic midrash to analyze the mishna’s laws. The Sages taught:
The verse states: “And this shall be a statute to you forever: In the
seventh month on the tenth day of the month you shall aﬄict your
souls” (Leviticus : ). I might have thought that one should sit
in the sunN or in the cold to suﬀer and aﬄict his soul; therefore the
continuation of the verse states: “And you shall not do any labor,
the home-born, or the stranger that lives among you” (Leviticus
: ). This teaches that just as prohibited labor is a mitzva that
requires one to sit and do nothing, as one is commanded to refrain
from action, so too, aﬄiction of one’s soul is also a mitzva requiring
one to sit and do nothing. One is not commanded to be proactive
in order to aﬄict his soul. Rather, one must refrain from specified
actions such as eating and drinking.

ימ ׁ ָשא וְ ָחיֵּ ים
ְ יכא דְּ יָ ֵתיב ְ ּב ׁ ִש
ָ  ֵה:ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
,יה קוּם ּתוּב ְ ּבטו ָּּלא
ָ יה – ָלא
ּ ֵל
ּ נֵימא ֵל
יה
ָ  ָלא,יה
ּ נֵימא ֵל
ּ יָ ֵתיב ְ ּבטו ָּּלא וְ ָק ִריר ֵל
,אכה
ָ ימ ׁ ָשא! דּ ו ְּמיָ א דִּ ְמ ָל
ְ קוּם ּתוּב ְ ּב ׁ ִש
–  ַאף ִﬠנּ וּי,אכה – ל ֹא ָח ַל ְק ָּת ָ ּב ּה
ָ ַמה ְּמ ָל
.ל ֹא ַּת ֲחלוֹק ּבוֹ

The Gemara asks: And say that it means that when one sits in the
sun and it is too hot for him, we do not say to him: Get up and
sit in the shade. Or, if one sits in the shade and it is too cold for
him, we do not say to him: Get up and sit in the sun. These are
also cases of aﬄiction involving sitting and doing nothing. The
Gemara rejects this: It must be similar to the prohibition of labor.
Just as with regard to prohibited labor you did not distinguish
between situations, since the prohibition is independent of one’s
personal circumstance, so too, you do not distinguish with regard
to aﬄiction, which is not aﬀected by one’s circumstance.

ְּ :ַּתנְ יָ א ִא ָיד ְך
יכם״
ֶ וֹת
ֵ ״ת ַﬠנּ ּו ֶאת נַ ְפ ׁש
– יָ כוֹל יֵ ׁ ֵשב ַ ּב ַח ָּמה ו ַּב ִ ּצ ָּנה וְ יִ צְ ַט ֵﬠר
,אכה ל ֹא ַת ֲﬠשׂ וּ״
ָ  ״וְ ָכל ְמ ָל:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
יבין ָﬠ ָליו
ִ ָאכה – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ַחיּ
ָ ַמה ְּמ ָל
 ַאף ִﬠנּ וּי נֶ ֶפ ׁש – ׁ ֶש ַחיָּ ִיבין,ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר
 וְ ֵאי זֶ ה זֶ ה – זֶ ה ּ ִפ ּגוּל.ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר
.נוֹתר
ָ ְו

It was taught in another baraita that as the verse states: “You shall
aﬄict your souls” (Leviticus : ),N I might have thought that one
must sit in the sun or the cold and be uncomfortable; therefore,
the continuation of the verse states: “And you shall not do any
labor” (Leviticus : ). Just as prohibited labor is something that
incurs karet in other circumstances, like Shabbat, so too, aﬄiction
relates to acts that in other circumstances incur karet. And what
is that circumstance? That is referring to piggul and notar, which
lead to karet if eaten, and which therefore may not be eaten on Yom
Kippur.

NOTES

Also the word all comes to include the koy – אף ָּכל ְל ַא ּתוֹיֵ י ּכוֹי:ַ
This explanation of this verse includes more than the previous explanation. With regard to the prohibition of eating blood, there is
no distinction between a wild or domestic animal. Consequently,
if the koy is either a wild or a domestic animal, the Torah has no
need to specifically include it because it certainly belongs to a
category of animal whose blood is forbidden. This shows that
the koy is in a unique class, which is neither wild nor domestic
(Tosefot Rid).

יֵ ׁ ֵשב ַ ּב ַח ָּמה: It could have been thought that there is a positive
mitzva to actively cause aﬄiction to oneself, rather than merely
suﬀer through abstinence from specific activities (Tosefet Yom
HaKippurim).

Aﬄict your souls – יכם
ֶ וֹת
ֵ ת ַﬠנּ ּו ֶאת נַ ְפ ׁש:ְּ Commentaries on the
Sifra explain that the main source of this teaching is the phrase
“your souls,” which comes to include actions that aﬄict the soul
and whose avoidance causes loss. Therefore, this phrase must
refer to aﬄiction through refraining from eating and drinking.
I might have thought that one should sit in the sun –  יָ כוֹלThis is similar to the teaching of Rabbi Yishmael (Ra’avad; Rosh).
: פרק ח׳ דף עד. Perek VIII . 74b
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 וְ ל ֹא,נוֹתר ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת
ָ ְָא ִביא ּ ִפגּ וּל ו
– ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ֶּט ֶבל ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת
ִיתם ֶאת
ֶ ״ת ַﬠנּ וּ״ ״וְ ִﬠ ּנ
ְּ :לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
.יבה
ּ ָ יכם״ ִר
ֶ וֹת
ֵ נַ ְפ ׁש

The baraita continues: I will include the categories of piggul and
notar,N for which one is punished with karet if eaten during the
year, but I will not include untithed produce, which does not
cause one to incur the punishment of karet if eaten. Therefore, the
verse states: “You shall aﬄict” (Leviticus : ), and it also
states: “And you shall aﬄict your souls” (Leviticus : ). The
Torah comes to include another aﬄiction of a serious eating
prohibition, i.e. untithed produce.N

 וְ ל ֹא,יתה
ָ ָא ִביא ַה ֶּט ֶבל ׁ ֶשהוּא ְ ּב ִמ
– ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ְּנ ֵב ָילה ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ְ ּב ִמ ָיתה
ִיתם ֶאת
ֶ ״ת ַﬠנּ וּ״ ״וְ ִﬠ ּנ
ְּ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
.יבה
ּ ָ יכם״ ִר
ֶ וֹת
ֵ נַ ְפ ׁש

The baraita continues: I will include untithed produce, for which
one receives death at the hand of Heaven; but I will not include
an unslaughtered animal carcass, which, although it is prohibited
for consumption, one who eats it is not punishable by death at
the hands of Heaven. Therefore, the verse states “you shall aﬄict”
and also “and you shall aﬄict your souls.” The Torah includes
foods that are associated with a prohibition even if one who eats
them is not punishable by death.

 וְ ל ֹא,ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ְּנ ֵב ָילה ׁ ֶשהוּא ְ ּב ָלאו
– ָא ִביא ֶאת ַהחו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ן ְ ּב ָלאו
ְּ :לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ִיתם ֶאת
ֶ ״ת ַﬠנּ וּ״ ״וְ ִﬠ ּנ
.יבה
ּ ָ יכם״ ִר
ֶ וֹת
ֵ נַ ְפ ׁש

The baraita continues: I will include an unslaughtered animal
carcass, which is prohibited by a negative mitzva, but I will not
include non-sacred, regular food, which is not prohibited by a
negative mitzva. Therefore, the verse states both “you shall afflict” and “and you shall aﬄict your souls.” Although non-sacred
food is not prohibited in general, the Torah includes it in the
prohibition of eating on Yom Kippur.

ָא ִביא ַהחו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ן ְ ּבקוּם ֱאכוֹל
וְ ל ֹא ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ְּתר ּו ָמה ׁ ֶש ִהיא
״ת ַﬠנּ וּ״
ְּ :לוֹמר
ַ ְ ּבקוּם ֱאכוֹל – ַּת ְלמוּד
.יבה
ּ ָ יכם״ ִר
ֶ וֹת
ֵ ִיתם ֶאת נַ ְפ ׁש
ֶ ״וְ ִﬠ ּנ
״בל
ַ ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ְּתרו ָּמה ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ְ ּב
וֹתירוּ״ וְ ל ֹא ָא ִביא ֶאת ַה ֳ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים
ִ ּת
:לוֹמר
ַ וֹתירוּ״ – ַּת ְלמוּד
ִ ״בל ּת
ַ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְ ּב
יכם״
ֶ וֹת
ֵ ִיתם ֶאת נַ ְפ ׁש
ֶ ״ת ַﬠנּ וּ״ ״וְ ִﬠ ּנ
ְּ
.יבה
ּ ָ ִר

The baraita continues: I will include non-sacred food, which is
not associated with any positive mitzva to arise and eat, i.e., there
is no obligation to eat non-sacred food; but I will not include
teruma, which one is required to arise and eat, as priests are commanded to eat teruma. Therefore, the verse states “you shall
aﬄict” and “and you shall aﬄict your souls.” The Torah includes
teruma as well in the foods one is prohibited to eat on Yom Kippur.
I will include teruma, which is not subject to the command:
“You shall not leave over” (Leviticus : ), since teruma need
not be consumed within a specific time, but I will not include
sacred food, which is subject to the command “you shall
not leave over”; it is prohibited to leave the meat uneaten after
a certain amount of time. Therefore, the verse states “you
shall aﬄict” and “and you shall aﬄict your souls,” to include
the category of sacred food in the prohibition of eating on Yom
Kippur. Consequently, the Gemara has demonstrated that it is
prohibited to eat any type of food on Yom Kippur.

:אוֹמר
ֵ  ֲה ֵרי הוּא:לוֹמר
ַ וְ ִאם נַ ְפ ׁ ָש ְך
״וְ ַה ֲא ַב ְד ִּתי ֶאת ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש ַה ִהיא״ – ִﬠנּ וּי
 וְ ֵאי זֶ ה זֶ ה – זֶ ה,ׁ ֶשהוּא ֲא ֵב ַידת ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש
.ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ׁ ְּש ִתיָּ ה

And if it is your wish to say something to challenge this reasoning,
the Gemara brings an additional proof: Surely, the verse states
with regard to one who violates Yom Kippur: “I will destroy that
soul from among his people” (Leviticus : ). Therefore, aﬄiction is something that destroys a soul. And what is that? That is
refraining from eating and drinking, since someone who does
not eat and drink at all will die. The Torah is not referring to
other aﬄictions that do not lead to death. These are the words of
the baraita.

NOTES

I will include piggul and notar – נוֹתר
ָ ְא ִביא ּ ִפגּ וּל ו:ָ Tosefet Yom
HaKippurim and the Maharshal ask: What is the point of this
discussion, as in any case eating these substances incurs the
penalty of karet? It does not make sense to impose a second
punishment of karet on top of that for eating the food on Yom
Kippur. Some commentaries suggest that the individual might
nevertheless be liable to receive the additional punishment of
lashes, which is imposed for most sins that incur karet. Alternatively, one who unwittingly eats these foods on Yom Kippur
would have to bring two sin-oﬀerings (Rav Shmuel Strashun).
In addition, a practical diﬀerence with regard to the nature
of the sin is the measure that determines liability. If one eats an
olive-bulk of piggul or notar, he is liable for transgressing the
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prohibition of eating those items. He is not liable for eating on
Yom Kippur until he has consumed a date-bulk (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).
Learning from the word aﬄict and the phrase you shall
aﬄict – ִיתם
ֶ ימוּד ְּת ַﬠנּ ּו וְ ִﬠ ּנ
ּ דֶּ ֶר ְך ַה ִּל: Commentaries point out
that the Torah first states “aﬄict your souls” (Leviticus 16:29)
and then repeats five times the mitzva to aﬄict oneself on
Yom Kippur (Leviticus 16:31, 23:27, 23:29, 23:32; Numbers 29:7).
These repetitions emphasize that the prohibition of eating on
Yom Kippur extends to all types of food, whether the food
is prohibited, non-sacred, or required eating (Tosefet Yom
HaKippurim).

:ימא
ָ לוֹמר״? וְ ִכי ֵּת
ַ ְַמאי ״וְ ִאם נַ ְפ ׁ ָשך
יש ָּת ֵﬠי ְק ָרא – ֲה ֵרי הוּא
ְ ׁ ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָריוֹת ָקא ִמ
אוֹמר ״וְ ַה ֲא ַב ְד ִּתי ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש״ ִﬠנּ וּי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ
ֵ
 וְ ֵאי זֶ ה זֶ ה – זֶ ה ֲא ִכ ָילה,ֲא ֵב ַידת נֶ ֶפ ׁש
.ו ׁ ְּש ִתיָּ ה

The Gemara explains: What is meant by: And if it is your wish to say?
What flaw did the first proof have? The Gemara explains: And if you
say the verse is discussing relations with those with whom relations
are forbidden, avoidance of which is also called aﬄiction, and it is not
discussing eating and drinking, the verse states: I will destroy that
soul,N meaning an aﬄiction that can cause death. And what is that?
That is refraining from eating and drinking.

 נֶ ֱא ַמר ָּכאן: דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ָּתנָ אThe school of Rabbi Yishmael taught the following concerning the
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ִﬠנּ וּי, ִﬠנּ וּי וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ְל ַה ָּלן ִﬠנּ וּיnature of Yom Kippur: The word aﬄiction is stated here with regard
, ְר ָﬠבוֹן – ַאף ָּכאן ִﬠנּ וּי ְר ָﬠבוֹןto Yom Kippur, and the word aﬄiction is stated further on in a diﬀerent place, concerning the Jews in the desert: “And He aﬄicted you and
caused you to hunger” (Deuteronomy : ). Just as further on the
meaning of aﬄiction is hunger, so too, here, the meaning of the word
aﬄiction is hunger.

NOTES

I will destroy that soul – וְ ַה ֲא ַב ְד ִּתי ַה ֶּנ ֶפ ׁש: This teaching
is derived from the language of the verse. Since the
Torah does not use the term karet, but rather speaks
of the destruction of the soul, it alludes to the type of
aﬄiction, i.e. starvation (Tosafot Yeshanim). Although
this phrase is stated with regard to prohibited labor, a
verbal analogy extends it to all the laws of Yom Kippur
(Ohel Moshe).
Better is the seeing of the eyes – טוֹב ַמ ְר ֵאה ֵﬠינַיִ ם:
Reish Lakish’s statement teaches that one should avoid
even looking at nakedness because it has an aspect of
inappropriate sexual relations (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim;
see Sefer Mitzvot Gadol).

נוֹתי״! דָּ נִין
ַ ״אם ְּת ַﬠ ֶּנה ֶאת ְ ּב
ִ נֵילף ֵמ
ַ ְ וThe Gemara asks: And let us derive it not from the verse that indicates
 וְ ֵאין דָּ נִין, ִﬠנּ וּי דְּ ַר ִ ּבים ֵמ ִﬠנּ וּי דְּ ַר ִ ּביםaﬄiction of hunger but from the verse where Laban warns Jacob: “If
. ִﬠנּ וּי דְּ ַר ִ ּבים ֵמ ִﬠנּ וּי דְּ יָ ִחידyou shall aﬄict my daughters” (Genesis : ), which is referring not
to hunger but to marital relations. The Gemara answers: We derive
aﬄiction commanded to the public on Yom Kippur from aﬄiction
relating to the public, i.e., the Jewish people in the desert, and we do
not derive aﬄiction of the public from aﬄiction of an individual, as
in the case of Jacob’s wives.
 ״וַ יַּ ְרא: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,נֵילף ֵמ ִﬠנּ וּי דְּ ִמצְ ַריִ ם
ַ ְו
 זוֹ ּ ְפ ִר ׁישוּת דֶּ ֶר ְך:ֶאת ָﬠנְיֵ נוּ״ וְ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
 דָּ נִין ִﬠנּ וּי ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם,ֶא ֶרץ! ֶא ָּלא
 וְ ֵאין דָּ נִין ִﬠנּ וּי ִ ּב ֵידי,ֵמ ִﬠנּ וּי ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם
.ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם ֵמ ִﬠנּ וּי ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם

The Gemara continues to challenge the view of Rabbi Yishmael: And
let us derive it from aﬄiction stated with regard to Egypt, as it is written: “And He saw our aﬄiction” (Deuteronomy : ). We say that this
verse is referring to abstinence from conjugal relations. The Egyptians
prevented the Jewish people from having relations. This aﬄiction is an
example of public aﬄiction that is not abstention from eating or drinking. Rather, the prohibition to eat or drink on Yom Kippur should not
be learned as stated previously, but as follows: We derive aﬄiction by
the hand of God from aﬄiction by the hand of God, i.e., aﬄiction
caused directly by God or through His mitzvot; and we do not derive
aﬄiction by the hand of God from aﬄiction by the hand of man.

,״ה ַּמ ֲא ִכ ְילךָ ָמן ַ ּב ִּמ ְד ָ ּבר ְל ַמ ַﬠן ַﬠנּ ְוֹתךָ ״
ַ
 ֵאינוֹ:ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי; ַחד ָא ַמר
וֹמה ִמי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש לוֹ ּ ַפת ְ ּב ַסלּ וֹ ְל ִמי ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ֶ ּד
וֹמה
ֶ ּ ֵאינוֹ ד: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר,לוֹ ּ ַפת ְ ּב ַס ּלוֹ
רוֹאה
ֶ אוֹכל ְל ִמי ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ
ֵ ְרוֹאה ו
ֶ ִמי ׁ ֶש
.אוֹכל
ֵ ְו

§ Apropos the verse: “And he aﬄicted you and caused you to hunger,

 ִמ ָּכאן ֶר ֶמז ְלס ּו ִמין:יוֹסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י.אוֹכ ִלין וְ ֵאין ְ ׂש ֵב ִﬠין
ְ ׁ ֶש
– יה ְסעוּדְּ ָתא
ּ  ַמאן דְּ ִאית ֵל,ִה ְל ָּכ ְך
 ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ימ ָמא
ָ יכ ָל ּה ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב
ְ ָלא ֵל
 ַמאי ְק ָרא? ״טוֹב ַמ ְר ֵאה ֵﬠינַיִ ם:זֵ ָירא
 טוֹב: ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש.ֵמ ֲה ָל ְך נָ ֶפ ׁש״
יוֹתר ִמגּ וּפוֹ ׁ ֶשל
ֵ ַמ ְר ֵאה ֵﬠינַיִ ם ְ ּב ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
 ״טוֹב ַמ ְר ֵאה ֵﬠינַיִ ם: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
.ֵמ ֲה ָלךְ נָ ֶפ ׁש״

Rav Yosef said: From here there is an allusion to the idea that blind
people eat but are not fully satisfied when they eat because they cannot
see their food. Seeing the food contributes to the enjoyment of eating.
Abaye said: Therefore, from what we have just learned, one who has
a meal should eat it only during daytime, when there is light to see the
food that is being eaten. Rabbi Zeira said: What is the verse that alludes to this? “Better is the seeing of the eyesN than the wandering of
the desire” (Ecclesiastes : ). On the same verse, Reish Lakish said:
The sight of a woman is better than the actual act of relations, as it is
stated: “Better is the seeing of the eyes than the wandering of the
desire.”

and fed you with manna” (Deuteronomy : ), the Gemara expounds
related verses. The Torah states: “Who feeds you manna in the desert
which your fathers did not know, in order to aﬄict you” (Deuteronomy
: ). What aﬄiction was there in eating the manna? Rabbi Ami and
Rabbi Asi disagreed on the matter. One said: There is no comparison
between one who has bread in his basket and one who does not have
bread in his basket. The aﬄiction in eating the manna lay in there being
no leftover food for the next day. Each day the people worried that they
might not have any food to eat the next day. And one said: There is no
comparison between one who sees the food and eats it and one who
does not see the food and eats it. Though the manna could taste like
anything, it always looked the same and did not look as it tasted. Being
unable to see the food that they tasted was an aﬄiction.

יש ִרים״
ָ ׁ ״כי יִ ֵּתן ַ ּב ּכוֹס ֵﬠינוֹ יִ ְת ַה ֵּלךְ ְ ּב ֵמ
ִּ § Apropos the dispute between Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, the Gemara
 ָּכל: ַחד ָא ַמר, ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסיcontinues with another dispute they had with regard to the correct
וֹתן
ֵ ּ ַהנinterpretation of a verse. It is stated: “Do not look upon the wine when
it is red, when it gives its color in the cup, when it glides down
smoothly [bemeisharim]” (Proverbs : ). Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi
disagreed. One said: Whoever casts
: פרק ח׳ דף עד. Perek VIII . 74b
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