
 
 

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

Chullin Daf Lamed Tes 
 

• We learned that if one shechts an animal with intent to do zrika or to offer the fats for the sake 
of avoda zara, R’ Yochanan says the animal is assur b’hana’ah, because an intent during one 
Avoda regarding another Avoda is effective, and we learn this halacha regarding avoda zara 
from the halacha regarding korbanos offered to Hashem (i.e. piggul). Reish Lakish says the 
animal is mutar b’hana’ah, because an intent during one Avoda regarding another Avoda is not 
effective, and we do not learn this halacha regarding avoda zara from the halacha regarding 
korbanos offered to Hashem. 

o They follow their view stated elsewhere. We learned, if a chatas was shechted lishma 
with intent that he would do the zrika not lishma, R’ Yochanan says the korbon is passul 
and Reish Lakish says it is valid. R’ Yochanan says it is passul, because he says that we 
learn from “piggul” (where during one of the 4 blood Avodos the Kohen had in mind 
that the korbon would either be eaten or placed on the Mizbe’ach after its allowable 
time for doing so) that an intent had during one Avoda regarding another Avoda is 
effective (e.g. if during the shechita he has in mind to do the zrika after the allowable 
time, it is piggul and is passul). Reish Lakish says it is valid, because he says an intent 
during one Avoda regarding another Avoda is not effective, and we don’t learn from 
piggul. 

▪ It was necessary to have this machlokes in both places. If we only had the case 
of avoda zara we would say that it is there that Reish Lakish says that we can’t 
learn avoda zara from korbanos to Hashem, but when dealing with korbanos to 
Hashem we can learn one aspect from another (we can learn intent from one 
Avodah to another based on piggul). If we would only have the case of korbanos 
to Hashem, we would say that R’ Yochanan agrees that we cannot learn the 
case of avoda zara from the case of korbanos to Hashem. Therefore, both are 
needed. 

o Q: R’ Sheishes asked, in our Mishna R’ Yose said we have a kal v’chomer – if regarding 
kodashim, where improper intent makes things passul, still we only follow the intent of 
the one doing the Avodah and not the owner, then regarding chullin, where improper 
intent does not make things passul, we should certainly only be concerned with the 
intent of the shochet, not the owner! Now, what is meant when he says that intent does 
not make something passul when dealing with chullin? It can’t be that chullin doesn’t 
become passul with intent at all, because we know that a shechita for avoda zara will 
make it passul. Rather, he must be referring to an intent during one avodah regarding 
another avodah, and R’ Yose is saying that if regarding kodashim, where an intent 
during one avodah about another avodah can make it passul, we still only follow the 
intent of the one doing the avodah, then certainly regarding chullin, where an intent 
during one avodah regarding another avodah cannot make it passul, rather the intent 
must be regarding the avodah itself, we will certainly only follow the intent of the 
shochet! Now this contradicts Reish Lakish regarding an intent of kodashim (he says an 
intent during one avodah regarding another avodah will not make it passul), and 
contradicts R’ Yochanan regarding an intent of chullin (who holds that an intent during 
one avodah regarding another avodah will make it passul even by chullin)!? Now, we 
can answer for Reish Lakish that he only held that way before hearing otherwise from R’ 
Yochanan, but then ultimately held that an intent during one avodah regarding another 
avodah of kodashim will make it passul. However, how can we answer the question on 
R’ Yochanan? A: R’ Sheishes himself answered that what R’ Yose meant to say was that 
if regarding kodashim, where an intent during any of the 4 essential Avodos makes it 



passul, and still we only follow the intent of the one doing the Avodah, then certainly 
regarding chullin, where only an intent during two avodos (shechita and zrika, but not 
during kabbalah and holacha) makes it passul, we certainly only follow the intent of the 
shochet.  

o A Braisa supports R’ Yochanan. The Braisa says, if one shechts with intent to throw the 
blood for avoda zara or to burn the fats for avoda zara, the animal becomes assur 
b’hana’ah. If he shechted and then said that he intends to throw the blood or burn the 
fats for avoda zara – this once happened in Kisri and the Rabanan did not say it was 
mutar or assur.  

▪ R’ Chisda explains, they did not say it was assur out of respect for the Rabanan 
(the T”K of our Mishna, who says that we don’t assume that the intent of a goy 
is for avoda zara), and they did not say it was mutar out of respect for R’ Eliezer 
(who says we do make that assumption).  

• Q: Maybe the Rabanan only say that we don’t make an assumption 
when we don’t hear that he has an intent for avoda zara, but in this case 
he said that he has that intent and therefore we should say that this 
proves that he had this intent all along – even during the shechita!? Or, 
maybe R’ Eliezer only says that way regarding a goy, but the Braisa is 
talking about a Yid who is a mumar, and maybe he does not make that 
assumption regarding a mumar and just because he states his intent 
now doesn’t mean that this was his intent all along!? A: Rather, R’ 
Shizbi said, the reason the Rabanan of the Braisa did not say it was 
mutar was out of respect for R’ Shimon ben Gamliel (who says that 
based on an end we can decide what happened in the beginning).  

o Q: Where do we see that R’ Shimon ben Gamliel says this? It 
can’t be based on the following Mishna, which says, “If a 
healthy person says “write a get for my wife”, he is doing so 
only to taunt his wife (since he did not instruct to have it 
delivered)”. The Mishna says, it once happened that a healthy 
person said “write a get for my wife” and after the get was 
delivered he went to the roof, fell off and died. R’ Shimon ben 
Gamliel said, if he “fell off” because he committed suicide, then 
the get is valid. If the wind blew him off, the get is not valid. We 
asked there, that the Mishna seems to be bringing a story that 
contradicts what it said earlier!? The Gemara there explains, the 
Mishna is missing words and should say, if the husband’s 
intentions later become clear, the get will be valid, as can be 
seen from the story. We see that R’ Shimon ben Gamliel holds 
that based on an end we can decide what happened in the 
beginning! However, this can’t be the basis to prove that he 
would hold so in our case, because that case is different, 
because at the very beginning he said “write a get”, which 
shows at least some intent from the outset. A: Rather, Ravina 
said, it is R’ Shimon ben Gamliel of a Braisa. The Braisa says, if a 
person writes over his possessions, including slaves, to another 
who is a Kohen, and the Kohen says that he does not want 
them, the slave may still eat terumah (based on the intended 
recipient being a Kohen). R’ Shimon ben Gamliel says, as soon 
as the Kohen said that he did not want them, they reverted back 
to the heirs of the giver. Rabbah or R’ Yochanan explained that 
the Braisa is discussing where the giver had given it to someone 
to be koneh for the Kohen, and the Kohen was at first quiet and 
then later protested. The T”K holds that the initial silence makes 
him koneh, and the later protest is an attempt to change his 
mind. R’ Shimon ben Gamliel holds that the later protest shows 
that he meant to protest the whole time, and the reason that 
he did not in the beginning was only because the possessions 



had not yet entered his reshus, so he felt that there was no 
need to protest. We see from here that R’ Shimon ben Gamliel 
holds that based on an end we can decide what happened in 
the beginning. 

• R’ Yehuda in the name of Shmuel paskened like R’ Yose of our Mishna (that the owner’s intent 
has no effect).  

o In an actual case that took place, R’ Yosef paskened for R’ Tuvi bar R’ Masna in 
accordance with R’ Yehuda in the name of Shmuel who paskened like R’ Yose. 

• R’ Acha the son of R’ Avya asked R’ Ashi, according to R’ Eliezer what is the halacha if a goy 
gave the shochet a single zuz to buy some meat from the animal once it is shechted, do we say 
that this would be the same as if he owned a share in the animal and the shechita is therefore 
assur, or is this different? R’ Ashi said, if the goy is a powerful person who can force the shochet 
to accept his purchase, the animal is assur. If the goy is not a powerful person and the shochet 
can return the money if he wants to do so, it will not make the animal assur, because the 
shechita is not considered to be done on behalf of the goy.  

 


