
 
 

Today’s Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom 
Yehuda 
 

Chullin Daf Yud Gimmel 
 

• R’ Chiya bar Abba said that R’ Yochanan asked, does a katan have an intent that is recognized 
by halacha or not (e.g. can he have the intent that is necessary for the shechita of a korbon)? R’ 
Ami said to him, why don’t you ask about an act that substantiates their intent (e.g. where he 
moves an olah from the south to the north and says he is doing so to shecht it in the north)? The 
reason you don’t ask regarding that is because a Mishna says that a katan has the capacity to do 
an act that is recognized by halacha. Based on that Mishna you should not be asking about their 
intent either, because the same Mishna says that they do not have the capacity to have intent 
that is recognized by halacha!? R’ Chiya said, R’ Yochanan wasn’t asking about a simple intent. 
He was asking where an intent is evident from his action. For example, if he takes an olah from 
the south to the north of the Azarah and shechts it there, it shows that he intended to shecht it 
for an olah. Does that korbon count for fulfilment of the owner’s obligation or not? Do we say 
that moving it to the north shows that he intended for an olah or do we say that he simply 
didn’t like the place where it was on the south? 

o Q: R’ Yochanan already discussed this in a Mishna regarding produce becoming wet and 
muchshar likabel tumah, where he says that if a cheireish, shoteh or katan bring 
produce to a roof and they get wet from dew and they then turn the produce over to 
become wet on the other side, that is considered like an intent to make them wet and 
they would be muchshar for tumah!? We see that their action is recognized by halacha 
to substantiate intent!? A: R’ Yochanan was asking whether this is D’Oraisa or only 
D’Rabanan.  

o R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak had a version of the question as follows. R’ Yochanan asked 
whether a katan’s act that substantiates an intent is recognized by halacha or not. R’ 
Ami asked that the same way you did not ask regarding an intent, because the Mishna 
says they don’t have an intent that is recognized by halacha, you should say that they do 
have a recognized act, because the same Mishna says that their acts are recognized!? 
The Gemara says, R’ Yochanan was asking whether the Mishna means that their act is 
recognized D’Oraisa or only D’Rabanan.  

o The Gemara says that he answered, that their acts are recognized even D’Oraisa, but 
their intents are not even recognized D’Rabanan. With regard to an act that 
substantiates an intent, such an intent is not recognized D’Oraisa but is recognized 
D’Rabanan.  

• Shmuel asked R’ Huna, how do we know that someone who shechted a korbon without even 
intent to shecht, that the korbon is passul? R’ Huna said, the pasuk says “v’shachat es ben 
habakar”, which teaches that the shechita must be for the sake of the animal. Shmuel said, we 
knew this. I was asking how we know that this is essential and would be passul even b’dieved? 
The pasuk says “lirtzonchem tizbachuhu”, which teaches that he must be aware that he is 
shechting when he shechts a korbon.  

 
MISHNA 

• An animal shechted by a goy is a neveila and gives off tumah through carrying it.  
 
GEMARA 

• The Mishna says it is neveila, which would suggest that an animal shechted by a goy is not assur 
b’hana’ah. R’ Chiya the son of R’ Abba in the name of R’ Yochanan said, the Mishna does not 
follow R’ Eliezer, who says that an unspecified intent of a goy is assumed to be for avoda zara, 
which would make an animal that he shechted to be assur b’hana’ah.  



• R’ Ami said, when our Mishna says that the shechita of a goy is neveila, it implies that the 
shechita of a “min” (even a Jewish one) would be assumed to have been done with intent for 
avoda zara and would therefore be assur b’hana’ah. This is something that is taught in a Braisa 
as well.  

• Q: Why is the animal in the Mishna mutar b’hana’ah? Why are we not concerned that the one 
who shechted is a min? A: R’ Nachman in the name of Rabbah bar Avuha said, there are no 
“minin” among the goyim. The Gemara explains this to mean that most goyim are not minin. 
This is based on the view of R’ Chiya bar Abba in the name of R’ Yochanan who says that goyim 
in chutz laaretz do not truly worship avoda zara, rather they simply follow the customs of their 
ancestors.  

o R’ Yosef bar Minyumei in the name of R’ Nachman said, there is no halacha of minin for 
goyim. 

▪ Q: With regard to what was that said? It can’t be in regard to the shechita of a 
goy who is a min, because if the shechita of a Yid who is a min becomes assur, 
then certainly the shechita of a goy who is a min will be assur!? It can’t be in 
regard to the halacha that we actively push a min into a pit to try and kill him, 
because if we would do so for a Yid who is a min, certainly we would do so for a 
goy who is a min!? A: R’ Ukva bar Chama said, it is in regard to accepting a 
korbon from a min. We do not accept a korbon from a Yid who is a min, but 
would accept a korbon from a goy who is a min.  

UMITAMA BIMASA 

• Q: By saying it is a neveila we know that it gives off tumah through carrying, so why did the 
Mishna need to say that outright? A: Rava said, the Mishna is saying that this animal gives off 
tumah through carrying, but there is another animal that even gives off tumah through tumas 
ohel – this would be an animal offered for avoda zara according to the view of R’ Yehuda ben 
Beseira.  

o Another version of Rava is, that he said that the Mishna means to teach that there is 
another animal that is like this one in that it only gives off tumah through carrying, and 
not with ohel. The Mishna is referring to an animal offered for avoda zara and does not 
follow the view of R’ Yehuda ben Beseira.  

o The view of R’ Yehuda ben Beiseira is brought in a Braisa where he darshens a pasuk to 
teach that the korbon of avoda zara is compared to a meis, and just as a meis gives off 
tumah to anything under the same roof as it, the same would be true for the korbon of 
avoda zara.  

 
MISHNA 

• If one shechts at night, and similarly if a blind person shechts, the shechita is valid. 
 
GEMARA 

• Q: The Mishna says “if one shechts”, which suggests that this should not be done l’chatchila. 
However, a Braisa says that one may shecht at all times, whether by day or by night!? A: The 
Braisa is discussing where one shechts opposite a torch and therefore has sufficient light.  

o R’ Ashi said, the words of the Braisa suggest this as well, because it compares day and 
night. Our Mishna compares the shechting at night to a blind person who shechts, which 
shows that our Mishna is referring to one who shechts in the dark (which is why it 
should only be done b’dieved). 

 


