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T HE  S U G Y A

We start the daf by continuing our deep dive into the sugya of wool that was plucked or fell off a blemished bechor. The

Gemara is bothered by a contradiction to Rabbi Asi's ruling from a baraita, and we try to resolve it by analyzing how the

Tanna of the baraita defines an "unblemished" animal before an expert has actually ruled on its blemish. This leads us into a

major shakla v'tarya regarding whether the ruling of Reish Lakish is subject to a Tannaic dispute.

To understand this, the Gemara brings down a fascinating baraita featuring a dispute between Akavya ben Mahalalel and the

Sages regarding wool that fell out of a blemished bechor. We analyze three different ways to understand this dispute, as

explained by the First Tanna, Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara then transitions to a new she'ilah raised by Rabbi

Yannai regarding wool that fell out on its own from an unblemished Olah-offering, setting up a discussion on the halachic

status of such wool.

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  2 6 A

O BJECT IO N

ה! חֶ ירוּ מוּמְ תִּ לֹּא הִ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ י, אַ רֵ שְׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ א  הָ

But we can infer from the baraita that if it is a blemished firstborn, the use of its plucked wool is permitted, even thoug h an

expert did not yet permit the animal for slaughter! This contradicts the ruling of Rabbi Asi.

ANSWER

. יהּ י לֵ רֵ ם קָ תָּ ה —  חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ לֹא הִ יכָא דְּ כֹּל הֵ נָּא:   תַּ

The Gemara answers: The Tanna of that baraita is of the opinion that anywhere  that an expert did not yet permit it, he  calls  it

an unblemished animal, even if it is physically blemished. Therefore, the baraita's prohibition of wool plucked from an

'unblemished' firstborn includes a blemished one before the expert's ruling.

STATEMENT

י: נָּאֵ  תַ כְּ א  ימָ לֵ

The Gemara suggests: Shall we  say that this ruling of Reish Lakish is subject to a dispute between Tannaim? As we learned in the

following baraita:

BR AI SA

סוּר. טוֹ — אָ חָ שְׁ וֹ מוּם וּ ד בּ לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ תָּ כוֹר  בְּ ר מִ מֶ שׁ צֶ לֵ וֹ תּ הַ

One who plucks  wool from an unblemished firstborn, even thoug h a blemish subsequently deve loped in it and he

slaug htered it based on that blemish, the use of the plucked wool is prohibited.



BR AI SA

ים. רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יר, וַ תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ ת — עֲ ךְ מֵ כָּ ר  חַ אַ וּ, וְ נּ מֶּ  שׁ מִ לַ תָּ  שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ כוֹר  בְּ

But in the case of a blemished firstborn from which he  plucked wool and afterwards it died without being slaughtered,

Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  the use of the wool, and the  Sag es  prohibit it.

BR AI SA

יחוֹ נִּ הִ ר וְ שַׁ נָּ  שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ כוֹר  ר בְּ עַ שְׂ לָּא בִּ  ל, אֶ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ יר עֲ תִּ זֶה הִ בָּ ה: לֹא  י יְהוּדָ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

ין. רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יר, וַ תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ זֶה עֲ בָּ טוֹ —  חָ שְׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ ן, וְ וֹ לּ חַ בַּ

Rabbi Yehuda said: It was  not in this  case of an animal that died that Akavya ben Mahalale l permitted the wool, but

rather in the case of the  hair of a blemished firstborn that fe ll out on its own, and he  placed it in a window-

compartment, and afterwards he  s laug htered the animal; in this  case Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  the wool, and the

Sag es  prohibit it.

BR AI SA

א מָּ  שֶׁ ן,  וֹ לּ חַ בַּ וּ  נּ יחֶ ים: יַנִּ מִ כָ רוּ חֲ מְ יחוּד אָ יִ ל בְּ ר, אֲבָ תָּ הוּא מוּ שֶׁ זֶה  א בְּ תָּ  פְ לַ בָּא חֲ  ה אַ דֶ י: מוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

וָה. קְ יֵשׁ תִּ

Rabbi Yose i said: My father, Chalaphta, concedes  in this  case of a slaughtered animal that it is  permitted. But it was

specifically regarding this that the  Sag es  said: Let him place  it in the  window-compartment, because  perhaps there  is

hope  that it will eventually be permitted, since if he slaughters it, everyone agrees it is permitted.

BR AI SA

ים. רִ סְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יר וַ תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ ת — עֲ ר, מֵ תָּ כֹּל מוּ  י הַ רֵ בְ טוֹ — דִּ חָ שְׁ

If he  s laug htered it, all ag ree  that the wool is permitted; if it died, Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  it and the  Sag es

prohibit it.

QU E ST IO N

א! מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ ינוּ  יְ י — הַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

The Gemara asks: The opinion of Rabbi Yose i is  identical to  that of the  First Tanna! Both say that if he slaughtered it, it is

permitted, and if it died, they dispute.

QU E ST IO N

יהוּ? יְ ינַ בֵּ כָּא  י ה אִ חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ או הִ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not that the requirement of the  expert's  permission is  the difference between them?

EXPLANAT IO N

לֹא ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ ר: אַ ימַ מֵ י לְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ א רַ אֲתָ י לָא — לָא, וַ אִ ין, וְ ה — אִ חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ בַר: הִ א סָ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ דְּ

ה! חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ הִ

For the  First Tanna holds: If the expert permitted it before the wool fell out, yes ,  it is permitted after shechita, but if not, no ,

it is not permitted. And Rabbi Yose i comes to say: It is permitted even thoug h the expert did not yet permit it before the

wool fell out. If so, Reish Lakish's ruling is a Tannaic dispute!



ANSWER

ירוֹ — לָא, תִּ י לֹא הִ ין, אִ ה — אִ חֶ ירוֹ מוּמְ תִּ י הִ א אִ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ בָא: לָא, דְּ ר רָ מַ אָ

Rava said: No, that is not the dispute, for everyone  ag rees  that if the expert permitted it beforehand, yes ,  it is permitted, but

if he  did not permit it, no ,  it is not permitted.

EXPLANAT IO N

בָר, דָּ בַּ לוֹקוֹת  חְ לֹשׁ מַ  שָׁ  וְ

And there  are  three  distinct disputes  in this  matter of how to understand Akavya and the Sages:

EXPLANAT IO N

יָא. בְ קַ עֲ כֹּחוֹ דַּ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ ת — לְ מֵ י בְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ קָ אי דְּ הַ , וְ טוֹ חָ שְׁ  ין לִ דִּ הוּא הַ ת, וְ מֵ י בְּ יגִ לִ פְּ בַר:  א סָ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ דְּ

For the  First Tanna holds: They dispute  in a case where the animal died, and the  same  law applie s  to  where he

slaug htered it—they dispute there too. And the  fact that they dispute  in the case of where it died is  to le t you know the

far-reaching  power of Akavya, who permits it even when it died.

EXPLANAT IO N

, טוֹ חָ שְׁ  י — בִּ יגִ לִ פְּ י  כִּ סוּר,  כֹּל אָ  י הַ רֵ בְ ת — דִּ מֵ בַר: בְּ ה סָ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yehuda holds: In a case where it died, all ag ree  that it is prohibited; when they dispute , it is specifically in a

case where he  s laug htered it.

EXPLANAT IO N

ת. מֵ י — בְּ יגִ לִ פְּ י  כִּ ר,  תָּ כֹּל מוּ  י הַ רֵ בְ טוֹ — דִּ חָ שְׁ  ר: בִּ ימַ מֵ י לְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ א רַ אֲתָ וַ

And Rabbi Yose i comes to say: In a case where he  s laug htered it, all ag ree  that it is permitted; when they dispute , it is

only in a case where it died.

R U L ING

נַן: תְ , דִּ יהּ וָותֵ כְּ א  תָ ירָ חִ בְ נַן בִּ יל וּתְ אִ ה, הוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ן: הֲ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman said: The  halacha is  like  Rabbi Yehuda, s ince  we  learned in the  chosen tractate, Eduyos, in accordance

with his  opinion, as  we  learned there in a Mishnah:

PR O O F

ים מִ כָ חֲ יר, וַ תִּ ל מַ אֵ לְ לַ הֲ ן מַ בֶּ יָא  בְ קַ טוֹ — עֲ חָ שְׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ ן, וְ וֹ לּ חַ בַּ יחוֹ  נִּ הִ ר וְ שַׁ נָּ  שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ כוֹר  ר בְּ עַ שְׂ

ין. רִ סְ אוֹ

The hair of a blemished firstborn that fe ll out and he  placed it in a window-compartment, and afterwards he

slaug htered it—Akavya ben Mahalale l permits  it, and the  Sag es  prohibit it.

PR O O F

נַן: תְ א, דִּ יְקָ י דַּ ין נָמֵ יתִ נִ תְ ק: מַ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: Our Mishnah is  also precise  in supporting this, as  we  learned in the latter clause of our

Mishnah:



נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

סוּר. ה — אָ אֶ ינוֹ נִרְ אֵ שֶׁ ת  אֶ ר, וְ תָּ יזָּה — מוּ גִּ ם הַ ה עִ אֶ נִּרְ שֶׁ ת  כוֹר, אֶ בַּבְּ ל  דָּ לְ דוּ מְ ר הַ מֶ צֶ

Dang ling  wool on a firstborn: that which appears  level with the  sheared fleece  is  permitted when shorn after its death,

and that which does  not appear level with the fleece is  prohibited.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י; סֵ י יוֹ בִּ א רַ ימָ לֵּ י י? אִ נִּ מַ

The Gemara analyzes this: Whose  opinion is this? If we  say it is Rabbi Yose i,

O BJECT IO N

י! רֵ שָׁ א  רָ שְׁ  י מִ ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ נַן, אִ בָּ  ין רַ בֵּ יָא  בְ קַ ין עֲ בֵּ טוֹ —  חָ שְׁ  א בִּ ימָ ילֵ אי? אִ מַ וּבְ

and in what case does it speak? If we  say in a case where he  s laug htered it, then according to Rabbi Yosei, both according  to

Akavya and according  to the  Rabbis , both this  wool and that wool are  permitted!

QU E ST IO N

ת? מֵ לָּא בְּ  אֶ וְ

But rather, must we say it speaks in a case where the animal died?

O BJECT IO N

י, רִ סְ ר אָ יסָ י מֵ ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ נַן — אִ בָּ  י רַ אִ וְ

If the Mishnah follows the  Rabbis , both this  wool and that wool are  prohibited because the animal died.

O BJECT IO N

ם ה עִ אֶ ינוֹ נִרְ ; אֵ יהּ ה לֵ רָ סְ אָ ה קָ יתָ מִ סוּר, דְּ יזָּה — אָ גִּ ם הַ ה עִ אֶ : נִרְ יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י כָא מִ פְּ י יָא — אִ בְ קַ י עֲ אִ וְ

! ישׁ לִ א תְּ רָ יקָּ עִ מֵ ר, דְּ תָּ יזָּה — מוּ גִּ הַ

And if it follows Akavya, he  should have  required the  opposite : that which appears  level with the  sheared fleece  should

be prohibited, because  the  death of the animal prohibits  it since it is considered attached; and that which does  not appear

level with the  sheared fleece  should be permitted, because  from the  beg inning  it was  considered detached before death!

EXPLANAT IO N

אי? מַ ה, וּבְ י יְהוּדָ בִּ א רַ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, it is  obvious  that the Mishnah follows Rabbi Yehuda. And in what case does it speak?

O BJECT IO N



י! רִ סְ ר אָ יסָ י מֵ ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ נַן, אִ בָּ  רַ ין לְ בֵּ יָא  בְ קַ עֲ ין לַ בֵּ ת —  מֵ א בְּ ימָ ילֵ אִ

If we  say in a case where the animal died, both according  to Akavya and according  to the  Rabbis , both this  wool and that

wool are  prohibited!

QU E ST IO N

? טוֹ חָ שְׁ  או בִּ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not speaking in a case where he  s laug htered it?

O BJECT IO N

י! רֵ שָׁ א  רָ שְׁ  י מִ ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ יָא — אִ בְ קַ י עֲ אִ וְ

And if it follows Akavya, both this  wool and that wool are  permitted!

EXPLANAT IO N

י. יגִ לִ פְּ טוֹ  חָ שְׁ  : בִּ נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ יא? וּ נַן הִ בָּ  או רַ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not that the Mishnah is  according to the  Rabbis  who argue with Akavya? And learn from this  that they dispute

in a case where he  s laug htered it,  just as Rabbi Yehuda said.

R E SO LU T IO N

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this .

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ה, מַ ימָ מִ לָה תְּ עוֹ ר מֵ מֶ שׁ צֶ לֵ וֹ תּ נַּאי: הַ י יַ בִּ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rabbi Yannai asked: One  who plucks  wool from an unblemished Olah-offering , what is  the law regarding the use of this

wool?

QU E ST IO N

י? רֵ שָׁ  אן דְּ כָּא מַ י י אִ ? מִ שׁ לֵ וֹ תּ

The Gemara wonders: One who actively plucks  it? Is  there  anyone  who permits  this? Plucking is a violation of the prohibition

against shearing consecrated animals!

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ה, מַ ימָ מִ לָה תְּ עוֹ שׁ מֵ לַ נִּתְ שֶׁ ר  מֶ לָּא, צֶ  אֶ

Rather, the question must be: Wool that fe ll out on its own from an unblemished Olah-offering , what is  the law?

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ. הוּ לְ שַׁ  תוּ — לָא מְ ה אָ פָּרָ  כַ לְ ן דִּ יוָ כֵ , דְּ ךְ י לָ עֵ יבְּ ם לָא תִּ שָׁ  אָ את וְ טָּ  חַ דְּ

The Gemara explains the scope of the question: Do not ask your question reg arding  a Chatas  or an Asham, because  s ince

they come for atonement, one  does  not de lay them from being offered, so there is no concern that wool will fall out while

waiting.



EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ. הוּ לְ שַׁ  תוּ — מְ ה אָ פָּרָ  כַ או לְ לָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵ י, דְּ ר נָמֵ שֵׂ עֲ כוֹר וּמַ בְ דִּ

And reg arding  a firstborn and animal tithe  also  do not ask, because  s ince  they do not come  for atonement, one  de lays

them until they develop a blemish, and we already know their laws.

QU E ST IO N

ן יוָ כֵּ אי?  לָה, מַ עוֹ ךְ דְּ י לָ עֵ יבְּ י תִּ כִּ

When you should ask your question, it is reg arding  an Olah-offering : what is the law? Since  it does not come for

atonement, does one delay it, or not?

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  2 6 B

QU E ST IO N

, י לַהּ הֵ שַׁ  י — מְ תֵ ה אָ פָּרָ  כַ או לְ ר לָ יקַּ עִ דְּ

Is it that since its  primary purpose is  not to come for atonement,  but rather as a gift to the Kohen, he  will de lay it and keep it

around, and we must therefore forbid the wool?

QU E ST IO N

? י לַהּ הֵ שַׁ  ה — לָא מְ שֵׂ עֲ א אַ רָ פְּ  כַ י מְ לָה נָמֵ עוֹ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ א,  מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

Or perhaps, s ince  a burnt offering  also effects  atonement for neglecting to perform a positive  mitzva,  he is anxious to get

his kapparah and will not de lay it,  meaning there is no concern?

PR O O F

סוּר. טוֹ — אָ חָ שְׁ וֹ מוּם,  ד בּ לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ תָּ כוֹר  בְּ ר מִ מֶ שׁ צֶ לֵ וֹ תּ ע: הַ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from a braisa: One who plucks  wool from an unblemished firstborn

animal, even thoug h a blemish subsequently deve loped in it and he  then s laug htered it on account of its blemish, benefit

from the wool is prohibited.

IN FER ENCE

י, רֵ שָׁ שׁ —  לַ א נִתְ , הָ שׁ לֵ תוֹ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

The Gemara infers: The reason it is prohibited is specifically because he  plucked it by hand, but if it was torn out on its own, it is

permitted,

IN FER ENCE

! י לַהּ הֵ שַׁ  לָא מְ לָה דְּ ן עוֹ כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇ וְ

and all the  more  so  in the case of a burnt offering , where  he  does  not de lay it,  that its torn-out wool should be permitted!

R EFU TAT IO N

סוּר, י אָ שׁ נָמֵ לַ וּ נִתְ ילּ פִ ין אֲ דִּ הוּא הַ

The Gemara rejects this: The same  law applie s  that even if the wool was torn out on its own, it is also prohibited,



EXPLANAT IO N

י. רֵ שָׁ י  שׁ נָמֵ לֵ תוֹ וּ בְּ ילּ פִ ל מוּם אֲ עַ בַ בְ יָא, דִּ בְ קַ עֲ כֹּחוֹ דַּ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ ״ לְ שׁ לֵ וֹ ״תּ י  נֵ תָ קָ אי דְּ הַ וְ

and this  which the braisa teaches  using the term "plucks" is to le t you know the  power of Akavya ben Mahalalel, who

maintains  that in the case of a blemished animal, even if one  plucks  the wool, it is also permitted.

QU E ST IO N

נַן! ר״ תְּ שַׁ ״נָ נַן  אֲ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But didn't we  learn in our Mishnah that the hair "was shed" on its own, rather than plucked?

ANSWER

יָא. בְ קַ עֲ כֹּחוֹ דַּ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ ״ לְ שׁ לֵ וֹ ״תּ נָא  נַן, תְּ בָּ  רַ ן דְּ כֹּחָ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ ר״ לְ שַׁ ״נָ נָא  תְּ

The Gemara explains: Our Mishnah taug ht "was  shed" to le t you know the  power of the  Rabbis ,  who deem the wool

prohibited even in such a lenient case; whereas the braisa taug ht "plucks" to le t you know the  power of Akavya,  who permits it

even in such a stringent case.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. וּ ל כּ דָּ לְ דוּ מְ ר הַ מֶ צֶ

We learned in the Mishnah: Wool that is  dang ling  from a firstborn but was not completely detached is permitted if it appears to be

part of the fleece, but otherwise it is prohibited.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

יזָּה״? גִּ ם הַ ה עִ אֶ ינוֹ נִרְ ״אֵ י  מֵ י דָּ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara inquires: What is  considered a case of "that which does  not appear to be  part of the  fleece"?

ANSWER

. וֹ י רֹאשׁ פֵּ  לַ כְּ פוּךְ  רוֹ הָ יקָּ עִ שֶׁ כֹּל   : ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ זָר אָ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Elazar said that Reish Lakish said: This  includes  any strand of wool whose  root is  overturned and is facing toward

its  top,  pointing outward.

ANSWER

יזָּה. גִּ ם הַ ךְ עִ עֵ מַ תְ ינוֹ מִ אֵ שֶׁ כֹּל  ר:  מַ יָא אָ עְ שַׁ  בַּר אוֹ ן  ב נָתָ רַ

Rav Natan bar Oshaya said: This  includes  any strand of wool that is  not compressed tog ether with the  re st of the  fleece

when the fleece is pressed down.

QU E ST IO N



יָא? עְ שַׁ  בַּר אוֹ ן  ב נָתָ רַ כְּ ר  מַ א לָא אָ מָ עְ אי טַ , מַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Reish Lakish, what is  the  reason he  did not state  his explanation in accordance  with Rav Natan bar

Oshaya,  whose explanation seems closer to the literal words?

ANSWER

לוֹת. דָּ לְ דוּ מְ ין הַ ימִ לֹא נִ יזָּה בְּ ר לַגִּ שָׁ  פְ י אֶ אִ שֶׁ י  פִ , לְ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ בַר רֵ סָ א: קָ עָ ילְ י אִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Ile 'a said: Reish Lakish holds  that the Sages did not prohibit strands that are not compressed, because  it is  impossible

for there  to be  a fleece  without dang ling  strands . If we followed Rav Natan bar Oshaya, the fleece of a dead firstborn would

never be permitted.

STATEMENT

ה. מָ הֵ חַ בְּ קֵ וֹ לּ ךְ הַ לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we  return to you, "He  who purchases  a beast"!

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

כוֹר? בְ ל בִּ פֵּ  טַּ י ין לִ יבִ יָּ  ל חַ אֵ רָ שְׂ ה יִ מָּ  כַּ ד  י׳ עַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: Until when must an Israe lite  tend to  and raise a firstborn animal before giving it to the Kohen?

MISHNAH

ים יוֹם. שִּׁ   מִ ה — חֲ סָּ  ים יוֹם, וּבַגַּ שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ה —  קָּ דַּ בַּ

With reg ard to a small animal, like a sheep or goat, it is thirty days ; and with reg ard to a larg e  animal, like cattle, it is fifty

days .

MISHNAH

ים. שִׁ  דָ ה חֳ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ה —  קָּ דַּ בַּ ר:  מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i says: With reg ard to a small animal, it is three  months .

MISHNAH

. וּ לוֹ נֶנּ י זֶה לֹא יִתְּ י״ — הֲרֵ נֵהוּ לִ ״תְּ ן:  מַ זְּ ךְ הַ תוֹ ן בְּ כֹּהֵ  ר לוֹ הַ מַ אָ

If the  Kohen said to him within this  period: "Give  it to me ," this  owner may not g ive  it to him.

MISHNAH

ר. תָּ ״ — מוּ נּוּ לֶ כְ אוֹ שֶׁ י  נֵהוּ לִ ״תְּ  : ר לוֹ מַ אָ ל מוּם הוּא, וְ עַ בַּ ם  אִ וְ

And if it is  a blemished firstborn, and the Kohen said to him: "Give  it to me  so that I may eat it," it is  permitted for the

owner to give it to him.

MISHNAH

ר. תָּ ״ — מוּ נּוּ יבֶ רִ קְ אַ י[ וְ ן ]לִ תֵּ ״  : ר לוֹ מַ ים, אָ מִ תָּ יָה  ם הָ , אִ שׁ דָּ קְ מִּ ת הַ עַ שְׁ  וּבִ



And at the  time  of the  Temple , if it was  unblemished, and the Kohen said to him: "Give  it to me  and I will sacrifice  it,"

it is  permitted to give it to him.

MISHNAH

נָה״. שָׁ  נָה בְ שָׁ וּ  נּ לֶ יךָ תֹאכְ לֹהֶ  י ה׳ אֱ נֵ פְ ״לִ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ל מוּם,  עַ בַּ ין  בֵּ ם  תָּ ין  בֵּ נָה,  שָׁ  נָה בְּ שָׁ ל  כָ כוֹר נֶאֱ בְּ הַ

The firstborn is  eaten year by year,  within its first year, whether it is  unblemished or whether it is  blemished, as  it is

stated: "Before  Hashem your Elokim you shall eat it year by year".

MISHNAH

. שׁ ר חֹדֶ שָׂ נֵים עָ שְׁ ל  כׇּ ימוֹ  יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   נָתוֹ — רַ שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ ד לוֹ מוּם בְּ לַ נוֹ

If a blemish deve loped in it within its  first year, he  is  permitted to keep it for the  entire  twelve  months  of its first year.

MISHNAH

ים יוֹם. שִׁ לֹ שְׁ לָּא   ימוֹ אֶ יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   ינוֹ רַ שׁ — אֵ ר חֹדֶ שָׂ נֵים עָ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ לְ

But if the blemish developed after twelve  months  have already passed, he  is  permitted to keep it for only thirty days .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י? לֵּ י י מִ נֵ נָהָ ׳ מְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: From where  are  these  matters  regarding the thirty and fifty days derived?

ANSWER

״. צֹאנֶךָ ה לְ שֶׂ עֲ תַּ ן  כֵּ ״ י״,  ן לִּ תֶּ  יךָ תִּ נֶ בָּ כוֹר  ״בְּ א  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ נָא: דְּ כָּהֲ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Kahana said: As the  verse  state s : "The  firstborn of your sons  you shall g ive  to Me," and immediately afterward it says:

"So you shall do with your sheep." This teaches that just as a firstborn son is redeemed at thirty days, so too a sheep is given at

thirty days.

ANSWER

״. ךָ וֹרְ שׁ ה לְ שֶׂ עֲ תַּ ן  כֵּ ״ ר״,  חֵ אַ ךָ לֹא תְ עֲ מְ דִ ךָ וְ תְ אָ לֵ ״מְ

And the verses also state: "You shall not de lay the  fullness  of your harvest, and of the  outflow of your presse s ," and then:

"So you shall do with your ox." This teaches that just as the first fruits are brought on Shavuot, fifty days after Pesach, so too the

firstborn ox is given at fifty days.

QU E ST IO N

נָא! ךְ אֲ יפוֹ אֵ

The Gemara challenges: I could reverse  the derivation and say that the ox requires thirty days and the sheep fifty days!

ANSWER

ר. חַ אַ מְ דִ ר לְ חַ אַ מְ ם, דִּ דַּ קְ מַ ם לְ דַּ קְ מַ א דְּ רָ בְּ תַּ  סְ מִ



The Gemara explains: It is  log ical that that which is  mentioned earlier in the first verse corresponds to that which is

mentioned earlier in the second verse, and that which is  mentioned later corresponds to that which is  mentioned later.

O BJECT IO N

! יהּ יךְ לֵ מִ סְ דִ יהּ לְ יךְ לֵ מִ סְ בָּה, דִּ  רַ דְּ אַ

The Gemara objects: On the  contrary, that which is  closest to it in the text should correspond to that which is  closest to it!

R E SO LU T IO N

. ךָ וֹרְ שׁ ת בְּ רֶ חֶ יָּיה אַ  שִׂ כָּתוּב עֲ  ךָ הַ יף לְ סִ ה״, הוֹ שֶׂ עֲ תַּ ״ א  רָ ר קְ מַ בָא: אָ ר רָ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

Rather, Rava said: The  verse  state s  "you shall do" in the case of the ox, which teaches that the  verse  added for you

another act of doing ,  i.e., extra time, with your ox beyond the thirty days of the sheep.

QU E ST IO N

ין! יתִּ שִׁ א:  ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But why fifty? Say he must keep it for s ixty days!

ANSWER

ים. מִ כָ חֲ לָּא לַ  כָּתוּב אֶ  ךָ הַ רְ סָ לֹא מְ

The Gemara answers: The verse  only handed over the exact determination of the time to the  Sag es ,  who established it as fifty

days.

PR O O F

? ךָ וֹרְ שׁ ף לְ ל אַ ״ — יָכוֹ צֹאנֶךָ ה לְ שֶׂ עֲ תַּ ן  כֵּ ״ י״,  ן לִ תֶּ  יךָ תִּ נֶ בָּ כוֹר  ״בְּ י:  כִ י הָ יָא נָמֵ נְ תַּ

This  is  also taug ht in a braisa: "The  firstborn of your sons  you shall g ive  to Me," "So you shall do with your sheep" — I

mig ht have  thoug ht this applies even to your ox,  that it requires only thirty days?

PR O O F

ים. מִ כָ חֲ לָּא לַ  כָּתוּב אֶ  ךָ הַ רְ סָ , לֹא מְ ךָ וֹרְ שׁ ת בְּ רֶ חֶ יָּיה אַ  שִׂ כָּתוּב עֲ  ךָ הַ יף לְ סִ ה״ — הוֹ שֶׂ עֲ תַּ ״ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore the  verse  state s : "You shall do" — the  verse  added for you another act of doing  with your ox, and the  verse

only handed over the determination to the  Sag es .

PR O O F

ים שִּׁ   מִ ה — חֲ סָּ  גַ ים יוֹם, בְּ שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ה —  קָּ ה דַּ מָ הֵ בְ כוֹר? בִּ בְ ל בִּ פֵּ  טַּ  הִ ין לְ יבִ יָּ  ל חַ אֵ רָ שְׂ ה יִ מָּ  כַּ ד  רוּ: עַ מְ אן אָ כָּ  מִ

יוֹם.

From here  they said: Until when must an Israe lite  tend to a firstborn? With reg ard to a small animal, thirty days ; with

reg ard to a larg e  animal, fifty days .

BR AI SA

בָּה. רוּ לָהּ מְ וּ פּ טִּ  שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  ים, מִ שִׁ  דָ ה חֳ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ה —  קָּ דַּ בַּ ר:  מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i says: With reg ard to a small animal, three  months, because  its  tending  is  extensive .



EXPLANAT IO N

וֹת. קּ יהָ דַּ נֶּ י שִּׁ   שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  נָא: מִ תָּ

A Tanna taug ht in explanation: This is because  its  teeth are  small and it needs more time to nurse.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ . מַ ן לוֹ תֵּ י זֶה לֹא יִ י״, הֲרֵ נֵהוּ לִ ״תְּ ן  מַ זְּ ךְ הַ תוֹ ן בְּ כֹּהֵ  ר לוֹ הַ מַ ם אָ אִ

The Mishnah taught: If the  Kohen said to him within this  period: "Give  it to me ," this  owner may not g ive  it to him.

What is  the  reason for this?

ANSWER

נוֹת. גֳּרָ ית הַ בֵ יעַ בְּ יֵּ  סַ מְ ן הַ כֹהֵ כְּ ה  אֶ נִּרְ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  ת: מִ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Sheshet said: Because  he  appears  like  a Kohen who ass ists  in the  g ranarie s  to get gifts, which is a degradation of the

priesthood.

BR AI SA

יִם — חַ בָּ  טְ מִּ ית הַ בֵ נוֹת, וּבְ גֳּרָ ית הַ בֵ ים, וּבְ עִ רוֹ ית הָ בֵ ים בְּ יעִ יְּ סַ מְ ים הַ יִּ נִ עֲ הָ יִּם וְ וִ לְ הַ ים וְ נִ כֹּהֲ  נַן: הַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

ן, כָרָ שְׂ ר בִּ שֵׂ עֲ ה וּמַ רוּמָ ם תְּ ין לָהֶ נִ ין נוֹתְ אֵ

The Rabbis  taug ht: Kohanim, Levi'im, and poor people  who ass ist owners in the  shearing  place , in the  g ranarie s , or in

the  s laug hterhouses  — we  do not g ive  them terumah, ma'aser, or the priestly gifts as  the ir wag es  for helping,

BR AI SA

י״, לֵּוִ  ית הַ רִ ם בְּ תֶּ  חַ שִׁ ״ ר:  מֵ כָּתוּב אוֹ  ן הַ יהֶ לֵ עֲ לוּ, וַ לֵּ י ן חִ כֵּ ין  שִׂ ם עוֹ אִ וְ

and if they do so, they have  desecrated the holiness of the gifts, and about them the  verse  says: "You have  corrupted the

covenant of Levi,"

BR AI SA

״. מוּתוּ לֹא תָ לוּ וְ לְּ חַ ל לֹא תְ אֵ רָ שְׂ י יִ נֵ י בְ שֵׁ  דְ ת קׇ אֶ ״וְ ר:  מֵ אוֹ וְ

and it says: "And you shall not profane  the  holy thing s  of the  children of Israe l, le st you die ."

QU E ST IO N

ר״? מֵ אוֹ ״וְ אי  מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the purpose of adding the second verse introduced by "and it says"?

ANSWER

״. מוּתוּ לֹא תָ לוּ וְ לְּ חַ ל לֹא תְ אֵ רָ שְׂ י יִ נֵ י בְ שֵׁ  דְ ת קׇ אֶ ״וְ ע:  מַ שְׁ א  תָּ ה לָא —  יתָ א: מִ ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

The Gemara explains: And if you should say that they violate a prohibition but the punishment of death is  not incurred, come

and hear: "And you shall not profane  the  holy thing s  of the  children of Israe l, le st you die ."

STATEMENT

לֵם, שָּׁ   ה מִ רוּמָ ן תְּ יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ שִׁ י רִ פְ יוֹת מַ הְ לִ ן, וְ סָ נְ קוֹ ים לְ מִ כָ וּ חֲ שׁ קְּ וּבִ



And the  Sag es  wished to penalize  them, and to have  them separate  terumah from their own intact produce on behalf of

the Kohanim who took the gifts as wages,

EXPLANAT IO N

יּוּב. חִ ל הַ טוּר עַ פְּ  ן הַ י מִ שֵׁ  רוֹ פְ אַ י לְ תֵ א אָ מָ לְ נָסוּם? דִּ ה לֹא קְ י מָ נֵ פְּ  וּמִ

but for what reason did they not penalize  them? Lest they come to separate  from that which is  exempt for that which

is  oblig ated,  which is halachically invalid.

STATEMENT

ן בָּהֶ ן יֵשׁ  לָּ  כוּ וּבְ

And in all of them, there  is  in them a certain status...

S U M M A RY

The daf focuses on resolving the Tannaic opinions regarding wool that was detached from a blemished bechor. We analyze

the positions of Akavya ben Mahalalel and the Sages, looking at whether they argue in a case where the animal died or where

it was slaughtered, and how the requirement of an expert's permission affects the wool's status. Rav Nachman rules that the

halacha follows Rabbi Yehuda's understanding because it is supported by the Mishnah in Eduyos, and Rav Nachman bar

Yitzchak brings a raaya to this from the wording of our own Mishnah. Finally, the Gemara raises a kasha from Rabbi Yannai

regarding wool that fell off an unblemished Olah-offering, distinguishing it from a Chatas or Asham which are brought for

atonement.



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

The Mishnah in our new perek asks a very basic question: "Until when is an Israelite obligated to care for a firstborn animal?"

For a small animal like a sheep, it is thirty days, and for a large animal like a cow, it is fifty days. The Gemara brings the source

from the pesukim: "The firstborn of your sons you shall give to Me, so shall you do for your oxen and your sheep." But

lichoira, why does the Torah make the owner go through all this trouble? If the bechor belongs to the kohen, let the kohen

come and take it right away! Why must the owner spend his own money, time, and energy feeding and tending to an animal

that isn't even his?

The answer is a deep yesod in avodas Hashem. When Hashem gives us a mitzvah, He does not want us to just "get rid of it"

or pass the burden along as quickly as possible. The Torah is telling us: "tappil bo", you must care for it, invest in it, and carry

the responsibility yourself for a set time. It is easy to do a mitzvah when it requires no ongoing effort, but the real ratzon

Hashem is that we should become nosei b'ol, carrying the weight of the holiness that enters our domain.

We often find ourselves wanting to rush through our obligations, to just "get them over with" so we can move on. Whether it

is taking care of a needy family member, preparing for a mitzvah, or even sitting down to learn, the yetzer hara whispers to us

to find the quickest way out. But the Torah teaches us that the care itself, the daily bother and the quiet investment of our

time, is exactly where the kedushah lies.

Today, when a mitzvah or a chesed opportunity comes your way that requires ongoing effort, do not look for the quickest

exit. Embrace the "tippul", the daily care and responsibility, knowing that Hashem wants your personal investment and effort,

not just a completed task.
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