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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on our daf with the Gemara continuing the shakla v'tarya between Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav and the

other Sages of the school of Rav. The discussion centers on the limudim for how long a firstborn animal may be eaten, and

from where we derive that a blemished bechor goes to the Kohen. From there, the Gemara transitions into a deep discussion

regarding the timeframe for keeping a blemished bechor nowadays when there is no Beis HaMikdash.

The Gemara brings a kasha on how to understand our Mishnah's ruling about keeping a blemished bechor for twelve months.

We analyze different braisos to determine if we grant an extra thirty days past the animal's first year to find a Kohen, leading

to a discussion on Rabbi Elazar's shitta and a subsequent refutation. Finally, we learn a new Mishnah regarding one who

slaughters a bechor before showing its blemish to an expert, which brings out a major machlokes between Rabbi Yehuda and

Rabbi Meir.

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 8 A

ANSWER

ה. דָ וֹ ל תּ שֶׁ וֹק  שׁ זֶה וָ ר חָ ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י ם אִ תָ הָ י מֵ , אִ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sages of the school of Rav, how do they respond to this? They say that if we were to derive the halacha from

there ,  from the comparison to peace offerings, there  is  room to say that the Torah is comparing the firstborn to the breast and

thig h of a thanks offering ,  which is eaten for only one day and a night, and not for two days and two nights.

ANSWER

כוֹר. בְ ת בִּ רֶ חֶ יָה אַ כָּתוּב הֲוָ  ךָ הַ יף לְ סִ יֶה״ — הוֹ ךָ יִהְ ״לְ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ , אָ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other,  Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav, how does he answer this? The verse  state s : "It shall be  yours",  which is an

extra phrase, meaning the  verse  added for you another state of being  in the case of a firstborn,  to teach that it has an extra

day of eating like a peace offering.

ANSWER

לֹּא  שֶׁ ן,  כֹהֵ נוֹ לְ נּוֹתְ שֶׁ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ כוֹר  ל בְּ ד עַ מֵּ י ״ — לִ ךְ לָּ יֶה  ״יִהְ אי  ר: הַ ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י ם אִ תָ הָ א מֵ , הָ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

. לָּהּ  וּ ה כּ וֹרָ תּ ל הַ כׇ ינוּ לוֹ בְּ צִ מָ

And the  other Sages of the school of Rav, how do they explain this extra phrase? They say indeed, from there  there  is  room to

say that this  phrase of "it shall be  yours" taug ht about a blemished firstborn, that the owner g ives  it to the  Kohen;  as  we

have  not found this halacha explicitly written for it in the  entire  Torah.

ANSWER

ל מוּם, עַ בַּ ד  חָ אֶ ם וְ תָּ ד  חָ ם״ — אֶ רָ שָׂ ״וּבְ ר  מַ , אָ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ



And the  other,  Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav, from where does he derive that a blemished firstborn goes to the Kohen? He says

the  verse  state s  "And the ir flesh" in the plural, which implies one  that is unblemished and one  that is blemished.

ANSWER

ר. מַ אָ ל קָ אֵ רָ שְׂ הוּ יִ לְּ כוּ כוֹרוֹת דְּ י בְּ נֵ הָ ם״ דְּ רָ שָׂ ״וּבְ ךְ —  ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Sages of the school of Rav, how do they respond to this? They say that "and the ir flesh" is  saying  this in the

plural because it refers to these  firstborns of all of Israe l,  not to include blemished ones.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

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

We learnt in the Mishnah: If a blemish deve loped on it within its  first year, the owner is  permitted to keep it all twe lve

months .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ לְ , וּ שׁ ר חֹדֶ שָׂ נֵים עָ שְׁ ל  כׇּ ימוֹ  יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   , רַ נָתוֹ שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ ד לוֹ בְּ לַ ר? נוֹ מַ אָ י קָ יכִ הוּ: הֵ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

ים? שִׁ לֹ שְׁ י  נָמֵ

A dilemma was raised before  them in the bais medrash: How is  the Mishnah saying  this? Does it mean that if a blemish

deve loped on it within its  year, the owner is  permitted to keep it all twe lve  months, and after its  year also  for another

thirty days?

QU E ST IO N

יכָא הֵ תוּ לָא, וְ שׁ וְ ר חֹדֶ שָׂ נֵים עָ שְׁ ל  כׇּ ימוֹ  יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   , רַ נָתוֹ שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ וֹ מוּם בְּ ד בּ לַ נוֹ יכָא דְּ א: הֵ מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

ים? שִׁ לֹ שְׁ לָּא   ימוֹ אֶ יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   ינוֹ רַ , אֵ נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ ד לוֹ אַ לַ נוֹ דְּ

Or perhaps, where  a blemish deve loped on it within its  year, the owner is  permitted to keep it all twe lve  months and

no more ; and where  it deve loped a blemish after its  year, he  is  not permitted to keep it except for thirty days?

PR O O F

לֹשׁ  שָׁ  יִם וְ תַּ  שְׁ ימוֹ  יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   כָם — רַ חָ אוֹתוֹ לֶ רְ הַ ה לְ אָ לֹּא נִרְ  שֶׁ ד  זֶּה, עַ ן הַ מַ זְ כוֹר בִּ יָא: בְּ נְ תַ ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

ים, נִ שָׁ

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof, as  it is  taug ht in a braisa: A firstborn nowadays, when there is no Beis

HaMikdash, before  it is  fit to be  shown to a Chacham because it has no blemish, one  is  permitted to keep it two or three

years .

PR O O F

. 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 כָם, נוֹ חָ אוֹתוֹ לֶ רְ הַ ה לְ אָ נִּרְ שֶּׁ   וּמִ



But once  it is  fit to be  shown to a Chacham because a blemish appeared, then if a blemish deve loped on it within its  year,

the owner is  permitted to keep it all twe lve  months .

PR O O F

ת. חַ ה אַ עָ שָׁ וּ  ילּ פִ אֲ ד, וַ חָ וּ יוֹם אֶ ילּ פִ ימוֹ אֲ יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   ינוֹ רַ נָתוֹ אֵ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ

But if it is after its  year, he  is  not permitted to keep it even one  day, and even one  hour.

PR O O F

ים יוֹם. שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ימוֹ  יְּ קַ אי לְ שַּׁ   רוּ: רַ מְ ים, אָ לִ עָ ה לַבְּ ידָ בַת אֲבֵ שָׁ  י הֲ נֵ פְּ  ל מִ אֲבָ

However, because  of re turning  a loss  to the  owners , to give them time to find a Kohen, they said: He  is  permitted to

keep it thirty days .

QU E ST IO N

? נָתוֹ שְׁ ם  דֶ א קוֹ מָ לְ , אוֹ דִ נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ ים יוֹם אַ שִׁ לֹ שְׁ י:  י לִ עֵ יבְּ ין תִּ יִ דַ עֲ וַ

The Gemara asks: But still, le t the  dilemma be  raised on this braisa itself: Are these thirty days  granted when the blemish

developed after its  year, or perhaps  they are granted when it developed before  its  year and the year ended?

PR O O F

. נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ ר יוֹם אַ שָׂ ה עָ שָּׁ   מִ ין לוֹ חֲ ימִ לִ שְׁ  , מַ נָתוֹ שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ ר יוֹם בְּ שָׂ ה עָ שָּׁ   מִ חֲ בַּ ד לוֹ מוּם  לַ ע: נוֹ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another braisa: If a blemish deve loped on it fifteen days  within its  year, we

complete  for him fifteen days  after its  year to make a total of thirty days.

PR O O F

וֹ מוּם. ד בּ לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ ה  עָ שָּׁ   ים יוֹם מִ שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ין לוֹ  נִ זָר: נוֹתְ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ זָר, דְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ יַּיע לְ  סַ , מְ נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

Hear from this  that we do give extra days after the year. This supports  Rabbi Elazar, as  Rabbi Elazar said: We g ive  him

thirty days  from the  time  that the  blemish deve loped on it,  even if it extends past the first year.

STATEMENT

ים יוֹם שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ין לוֹ  נִ נּוֹתְ שֶׁ נָתוֹ  שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ וֹ מוּם בְּ ד בּ לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ כוֹר  בְ ן לִ יִ נַּ  זָר: מִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ י, אָ רִ מְ אָ כָּא דְּ י אִ

? נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ

There  are  those  who say a different version: Rabbi Elazar said: From where  is  it derived for a firstborn that deve loped a

blemish within its  year, that we  g ive  him thirty days  after its  year?

PR O O F

ר מֵ י אוֹ נָה — הֱוֵ שָׁ ין  וּבִ שׁ חֲ ים הַ ן יָמִ ו[ הֵ ילּ ( ]אֵ יזוֹ נָה״, )אֵ שָׁ  נָה בְ שָׁ וּ  נּ לֶ יךָ תֹאכְ לֹהֶ  י ה׳ אֱ נֵ פְ ״לִ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ

ים יוֹם. שִׁ לֹ שְׁ וּ  לּ אֵ

As it is  said: "Before  Hashem your Elokim you shall eat it year by year." Which are  the  days  that are  considered like a

year? You must say these  are  thirty days ,  which are sometimes considered a year in halacha.

O BJECT IO N

. נָתוֹ שְׁ ר  חַ ר יוֹם אַ שָׂ ה עָ שָּׁ   מִ ין לוֹ חֲ ימִ לִ שְׁ  נָתוֹ — מַ שְׁ ךְ  תוֹ ר יוֹם בְּ שָׂ ה עָ שָּׁ   מִ חֲ בַּ ד לוֹ מוּם  לַ י: נוֹ יבִ יתִ מֵ



The Gemara raise s  an objection from the braisa: If a blemish deve loped on it fifteen days  within its  year, we  complete  for

him fifteen days  after its  year.

IN FER ENCE

יהֲבָא — לָא! ין, מֵ ה — אִ מָ לָ שְׁ  הַ

This implies that to complete  thirty days from the blemish, yes , we allow it; but g iving  a full thirty days after the year when the

blemish happened earlier, no, we do not!

R EFU TAT IO N

א. תָּ  יוּבְ זָר, תְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ א דְּ תָּ  יוּבְ תְּ

The Gemara concludes: The refutation of Rabbi Elazar is  a conclusive refutation.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ט חַ שְׁ  נִ יל וְ אִ ר: הוֹ מֵ יר אוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ יר, רַ תִּ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ ת מוּמוֹ — רַ ה אֶ אֶ רְ כוֹר וּמַ בְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

סוּר. ה — אָ חֶ י מוּמְ פִּ ל  לֹּא עַ  שֶׁ

MISHNAH: One  who s laug hters  a firstborn and only then shows its  blemish to an expert — Rabbi Yehuda permits

eating it if the expert finds it was a permanent blemish; Rabbi Meir says: Since  it was  s laug htered not by the  word of an

expert, it is  forbidden to benefit from it.

MISHNAH

. יתוֹ בֵּ  לֵּם מִ  שַׁ י בֵר, וִ קָּ י זֶה יִ יו — הֲרֵ פִּ ל  ט עַ חַ שְׁ  נִ כוֹר, וְ בְּ ת הַ ה אֶ אֶ רוֹ ה וְ חֶ ינוֹ מוּמְ אֵ שֶׁ מי 

One who is  not an expert and examines  a firstborn, and it was  s laug htered based on his  word and then found to not

have a permanent blemish, behold this  animal must be  buried, and the non-expert must pay from his  house  to the Kohen for

the damage he caused.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ין. נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ן מִ הֵ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  סוּר, מִ אָ י דְּ יגִ לִ פְּ א לָא  מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ ן — דְּ יִ עַ בָּ  שֶׁ ין  דוּקִּ נָה: בְּ בַּר חָ בַּר  בָּה   ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Rabbah bar bar Channah said: Reg arding  cataracts  in the  eye , everyone  ag rees  that it is  forbidden if

slaughtered before being shown to an expert, because  they chang e  after death and the expert cannot verify if it was a valid

blemish beforehand.

EXPLANAT IO N

ן, יִ עַ בָּ  שֶׁ ין  וּ דּוּקִּ טּ בַּגּוּף אַ  שֶׁ ין  ינַן מוּמִ זְרִ בַר: גָּ יר סָ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ בַּגּוּף, דְּ  שֶׁ ין  מוּמִ לָּא בְּ  קוּ אֶ לְ לֹא נֶחְ

They only arg ued reg arding  blemishes  on the  body, as  Rabbi Meir holds: We decree  a prohibition on blemishes  on the

body due  to cataracts  in the  eye ,



EXPLANAT IO N

ן. יִ עַ בָּ  שֶׁ ין  וּ דּוּקִּ טּ בַּגּוּף אַ  שֶׁ ין  ינַן מוּמִ זְרִ בַר: לָא גָּ ה סָ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ וְ

and Rabbi Yehuda holds: We do not decree  a prohibition on blemishes  on the  body due  to cataracts  in the  eye .

PR O O F

י נֵ פְּ  סוּר, מִ ן אָ יִ עַ בְּ שֶׁ ין  דוּקִּ ר: בְּ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ יו — רַ ת מוּמָ ה אֶ אֶ רְ כוֹר וּמַ בְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  י: הַ כִ י הָ יָא נָמֵ נְ תַּ

ין. נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ין מִ אֵ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  ר, מִ תָּ בַּגּוּף מוּ  שֶׁ ין  מוּמִ ין, בְּ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ן מִ הֵ שֶׁ

This  is  also taug ht in a braisa: One  who s laug hters  a firstborn and shows its  blemishes  afterward — Rabbi Yehuda

says: Reg arding  cataracts  in the  eye  it is  forbidden, because  they chang e ; reg arding  blemishes  on the  body it is

permitted, because  they do not chang e .

PR O O F

ין. נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ן מִ הֵ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  סוּר, מִ ד זֶה אָ חָ אֶ ד זֶה וְ חָ ר: אֶ מֵ יר אוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Meir says: Both this  and that are  forbidden, because  they chang e .

QU E ST IO N

ין?! נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  י מִ בַּגּוּף מִ  שֶׁ ין  ? מוּמִ ךְ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ ין סָ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ן מִ הֵ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: Can it enter your mind to say "because  they chang e" as the reason for body blemishes? Do blemishes  on

the  body chang e  after slaughter?!

ANSWER

ין. נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  מִּ י הַ נֵ פְּ  לָּא מִ  אֶ

Rather, Rabbi Meir means: Because  of those  blemishes that chang e ,  i.e., as a Rabbinic decree.

STATEMENT

ק: חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said to explain the braisa:

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  2 8 B

IN FER ENCE

סוּר. ה אָ חֶ י מוּמְ פִּ ל  לֹּא עַ  שֶׁ ט  חַ שְׁ  נִ יל וְ אִ ר: הוֹ מֵ יר אוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ א, רַ יְקָ י דַּ ין נָמֵ יתִ נִ תְ מַ

The wording of our Mishnah is  also precise  in supporting Rabba bar bar Chana's explanation, as it states: Rabbi Meir says:

Since  it was  s laug htered not according  to the  ruling  of an expert, it is  prohibited to be eaten.

STATEMENT

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ יר,  אִ י מֵ בִּ נֵס רַ א קָ א קָ נָסָ נַּהּ קְ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

The Gemara notes: Indeed, conclude  from it that Rabbi Meir penalize s  him for not showing the blemish to an expert, and it is

not because we are concerned that the blemish changed. The Gemara confirms: Conclude  from it that this is so.



QU E ST IO N

י? נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  לָא מִ כָּא דְּ י אִ י וְ נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  מִ כָּא דְּ י א אִ מָ לְ י, אוֹ דִ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  הוּ מִ לְּ כוּ ין — דְּ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  מִּ י הַ נֵ פְּ  הוּ: מִ יָא לְ עְ בַּ אי

A dilemma was raised before  them,  the Sages in the bais medrash: When the Braisa says that we do not permit a firstborn based

on a non-expert's examination due  to  blemishes on the cornea which chang e  after death, does this mean that all of them

chang e ,  or perhaps there  are  some  that chang e  and there  are  others  that do not chang e ?

EXPLANAT IO N

י. דִ הֲ י סָ שֵׁ  חוֹ כְ אַ ? לְ נַּהּ י א מִ קָ אי נָפְ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  practical difference  of this inquiry? The Gemara answers: It is with reg ard to contradicting

witnesses  who testify that the animal had this exact blemish in its eye while it was still alive.

QU E ST IO N

ינַן כִ מְ י — סָ נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  לָא מִ כָּא דְּ י אִ י וְ נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  מִ כָּא דְּ י : אִ תְּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ ינְהוּ, וְ י נִ רֵ קָּ שַׁ י —  נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  הוּ מִ לְּ וּ : כּ תְּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ

אי? יהוּ. מַ יְ לַ עֲ

Because if you say that all of them chang e  after death, then these witnesses are  liars ,  since the blemish we see now cannot be

the same one they saw when it was alive. But if you say that there  are  some  that chang e  and there  are  others  that do not

chang e ,  then we can re ly on them,  as this might be a blemish that does not change. So, what is the halachic conclusion?

PR O O F

ים. נִּ תַּ  שְׁ  ן מִ הֵ שֶׁ ין  דוּקִּ ךָּ בְּ  אֶ רְ אַ בֹּא וְ א,  שָׁ ן אוּ מִ יָּה דְּ  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ י רַ ח לִ נָה: שָׂ בַּר חָ בַּר  בָּה   ר רַ מַ אָ ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof, as  Rabba bar bar Chana said: Rabbi Yoshiya from Usha told me , "Come and I will show you

corneas  that chang e  after death."

IN FER ENCE

י. נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  לָא מִ כָּא דְּ י אִ י וְ נֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  מִ כָּא דְּ י אִ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  ״, מִ ךָּ  אֶ רְ אַ בֹּא וְ ״ יהּ  ר לֵ מַ אָ קָ דְּ מִ

From the  fact that he  said to him, "Come and I will show you those that change," we can learn by inference  that there  are

some that chang e  and there  are  others  that do not chang e ,  which is why he had to point out the specific ones that do.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

. יתוֹ בֵּ  לֵּם מִ  שַׁ י בֵר, וִ קָּ י זֶה יִ יו, הֲרֵ פִּ ל  ט עַ חַ שְׁ  נִ כוֹר וְ בְּ ת הַ ה אֶ אָ רָ ה, וְ חֶ ינוֹ מוּמְ אֵ שֶׁ י  מִ

We learned in our Mishnah: One who is  not an expert, and he  examined the  firstborn and it was  s laug htered based on his

ruling , behold this  animal must be  buried, and he  must pay the value of the loss to the Kohen from his  home ,  meaning from

his own pocket.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N



יר? אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ א  מָ תָ נַן סְ א תְּ ימָ לֵ

The Gemara asks: Shall we  say that we  learned this  unattributed Mishnah in accordance  with Rabbi Meir,  who penalizes

and forbids the animal in all cases where it was slaughtered without an expert?

ANSWER

כֹּל.  י הַ רֵ בְ דִ ן, וְ יִ עַ בָּ  שֶׁ ין  דוּקִּ א בְּ מָ לְ דִּ

The Gemara rejects this: No, perhaps  our Mishnah is talking specifically about corneas  in the  eye  which change after death,

and in such a case it is the  words of all,  even the Rabbis agree that the animal is forbidden because we cannot verify the blemish.

BR AI SA

ה. סָּ  צָה לַגַּ חֱ ה, וּמֶ קָּ דַּ יעַ לַ בִ לֵּם רְ  שַׁ  לֵּם — מְ  שַׁ  הוּא מְ שֶׁ  כְּ נָא:  תָּ

A Tanna taug ht in a Braisa: When he  pays  the Kohen, he  pays  one-quarter of the value for a small animal,  like a sheep or

goat, and half the value for a larg e  animal,  like a bull.

EXPLANAT IO N

ט. ד מועָ סֵ פְ זֶה הֶ בֶּה, וְ רוּ ד מְ סֵ פְ פָּא: זֶה הֶ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ א? אָ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason for this difference? Rav Pappa said: This  large animal represents a g reat loss  to the non-

expert if he had to pay the full half-value, and that small animal is a small loss ,  so the Sages made a distinction to ease the burden

on him.

O BJECT IO N

לֵּם!  שַׁ י א לִ ידָ סֵ פְּ פוּם  י, לְ כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara objects: If so ,  that the Sages were just trying to scale it based on the size of the loss, le t him pay according  to the

actual loss  proportionally! Why fix arbitrary fractions of a quarter and a half?

R E SO LU T IO N

. בָּהּ עוּ  ה נָגְ קָּ ה דַּ מָ הֵ י בְּ לֵ דְּ גַ ת מְ זֵירַ וּם גְּ שּׁ  א: מִ יקָ בַּר אִ א  חָ ב אַ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   חַ מִ נוֹ בַּר מָ ב הוּנָא  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Huna bar Manoach said in the  name  of Rav Acha bar Ika: They touched upon it and set the payment for a small animal

at only a quarter because  of the  decree  ag ainst those  who raise  small livestock in Eretz Yisrael. Since raising small cattle in

Eretz Yisrael is discouraged because they destroy the fields, the Sages did not want to make it too profitable or easy for the Kohen

to collect on them, so they reduced the compensation to a quarter.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה א — מַ מֵ טָּ  ת הַ ר אֶ יהֵ טִ הוֹר וְ טָּ  ת הַ א אֶ מֵּ י אי, טִ כַּ זַּ ת הַ יֵּיב אֶ  חִ יָּיב וְ  חַ ת הַ כָּה אֶ י ין, זִ דִּ ת הַ ן אֶ י׳ דָּ נִ תְ מַ

. יתוֹ בֵּ  לֵּם מִ  שַׁ י י, וִ שׂוּ ה עָ שָׂ עָ שֶּׁ 

MISHNAH: If a judge judg ed a case , and erred, and thereby exempted the  liable  party or oblig ated the  innocent party,

or if he ruled on ritual purity and declared impure  that which was  pure , or declared pure  that which was  impure , what he

did is  done  and the ruling stands, but he  must pay the damages from his  home ,  meaning from his own personal funds.



MISHNAH

לֵּם.  שַׁ  לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ין —  ית דִּ בֵ ה לְ חֶ יָה מוּמְ ם הָ אִ וְ

And if he  was  an expert recog nized by the  court, he  is  exempt from paying .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י? מֵ רָ גְ ינָא דִּ ין דִּ אֵ דָ יר, דְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ כְּ א  מָ תָ נַן סְ א תְּ ימָ ׳ לֵ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Shall we  say that we  learned this  unattributed Mishnah in accordance  with Rabbi Meir, who judg es  and

holds a person liable for indirect damag e ? After all, the judge only spoke words and did not directly damage the property himself.

ANSWER

יָּד.  בַּ ן  נָתַ א וְ נָּשָׂ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ ב:  ר רַ מַ א אָ עָ ילְ י אִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Ile 'a said in the  name  of Rav: This is a case where  he  physically took the object and g ave  it over with his  own hand,

which is direct damage, and everyone agrees one is liable for that.

O BJECT IO N

יָּד,  בַּ ן  נָתַ א וְ נָּשָׂ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ אי —  כַּ זַּ ת הַ יֵּיב אֶ  א חִ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara asks: Granted, where  he  oblig ated the  innocent party,  we can easily find a case of direct action, such as  where

he  physically took the money from the innocent party and g ave  it to the other with his  hand.

O BJECT IO N

יָּד!  בַּ ן  נָתַ א וְ א לֹא נָשָׂ הָ ה״ — וְ תָּ  טוּר אַ פָּ ״ יהּ  ר לֵ מַ אֲ י דַּ י? אִ מֵ י דָּ יכִ יָּיב הֵ  חַ ת הַ כָּה אֶ י לָּא זִ  אֶ

But where  he  exempted the  liable  party, what are  the  circumstances  of direct action? If he  mere ly said to him, "You are

exempt," behold, he  did not physically take  and g ive  with his  hand!

R E SO LU T IO N

וּ. נּ ימֶ לוֹ הֵ טָ ן וּנְ וֹ כּ שְׁ  יָה לוֹ מַ הָ שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ ינָא:  בִ ר רָ מַ אָ

Ravina said: It is a case where  the creditor had a collateral belonging to the debtor in his possession, and the judge physically

took it from him and returned it to the debtor.

EXPLANAT IO N

ץ, רֶ שֶׁ הוּ  ע בְּ גַּ אַ הוֹר — דְּ טָּ  ת הַ א אֶ מֵּ י טִ

The Gemara asks: If he declared impure  that which was  pure ,  how did he do this with his own hands? The Gemara answers:

Where  he  physically touched a dead creeping  animal to them,  thereby making them impure.

EXPLANAT IO N

יו. ירוֹתָ פֵּ ם  ן עִ בָ ירְ עֵ שֶׁ א —  מֵ טָּ  ת הַ ר אֶ יהֵ טִ



And if he declared pure  that which was  impure ,  how did he cause direct damage? Where  he  mixed them,  the impure fruits,

with the owner's other pure  fruits ,  thereby rendering the entire mixture impure and unusable.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ים, לָבִ כְ ן לִ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ילָהּ רַ כִ אֱ הֶ , וְ לָּהּ  שֶׁ ם  אֵ לָה הָ טְּ י נִּ שֶׁ ה  פָרָ ה בְּ שֶׂ עֲ י׳ וּמַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: And there  was  an incident involving  a cow whose  womb was removed, and Rabbi Tarfon ruled that it was a

treifah and fed it to the  dog s .

MISHNAH

. ירוּהָ תִּ הִ נֶה, וְ יַבְ ים בְּ מִ כָ י חֲ נֵ פְ ה לִ שֶׂ עֲ וּבָא מַ

And the  incident came  before  the  Sag es  in Yavneh, and they permitted it,  ruling that an animal without a womb is not a

treifah.

MISHNAH

, לָּהּ  שֶׁ ם  אֵ ין הָ כִ ין חוֹתְ אֵ שֶׁ יִם,  רַ צְ ל מִ שֶׁ יָּא   רִ דְּ נְ סַ כְּ  לֶ אֲ ה מֵ אָ צְ ה יוֹ ירָ זִ חֲ ה וַ פָּרָ ין  פֵא: אֵ רוֹ דוֹס הָ וֹ ר תּ מַ אָ וְ

ד. לֵ תֵּ לֹּא   שֶׁ יל  בִ שְׁ  בִּ

And Todos the  doctor said: No cow or pig  leaves  Alexandria of Mitzrayim without them cutting  out its  womb, so

that it will not g ive  birth and allow others to breed their superior stock, and yet these animals live on.

MISHNAH

ן! פוֹ רְ ךָ טַ מוֹרְ כָה חֲ לְ ן: הָ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Upon hearing this, Rabbi Tarfon said: Your donkey is  g one , Tarfon! He assumed he would have to sell his donkey to pay for

the cow he mistakenly ordered to be thrown to the dogs.

MISHNAH

לֵּם.  שַׁ  לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ין  ית דִּ בֵ ה לְ חֶ וּמְ מּ ל הַ כׇ ין, וְ ית דִּ בֵ ה לְ חֶ ה מוּמְ תָּ  ן, אַ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ יבָא: רַ קִ י עֲ בִּ ר לוֹ רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Akiva said to him: Rabbi Tarfon, you are  an expert recog nized by the  court, and anyone  who is  an expert

recog nized by the  court is  exempt from paying .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

זֵר! נָה חוֹ שְׁ  בַר מִ דְ ה בִּ עָ טָ נָה, וְ שְׁ  בַר מִ דְ ה בִּ עָ טָ , דְּ יהּ וֹק לֵ יפּ תִ ׳ וְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: But le t him derive  his exemption from the fact that he  erred in a matter of Mishnah,  since the halacha that a

womb-less animal is kosher is an established law, and the rule is that if a judge erred in a matter of Mishnah, the  decis ion is

reversed and the owner can get his money back from the litigant, so the judge doesn't have to pay!



ANSWER

זֵר, נָה חוֹ שְׁ  בַר מִ דְ ה בִּ עָ טָ א — דְּ דָ ר: חֲ מַ אָ ד קָ עוֹ א וְ דָ חֲ

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva was saying  "one  thing  and another" to reassure him: First, that since you erred in a matter

of Mishnah, the  decis ion is  reversed and you are not liable,

ANSWER

טוּר פָּ ין  ית דִּ בֵ ה לְ חֶ וּמְ מּ ל הַ כׇ ה, וְ תָּ  ין אַ ית דִּ בֵ ה לְ חֶ ה, מוּמְ יתָ עִ ת טָ עַ דַּ וּל הַ יקּ שִׁ  י בְּ י נָמֵ ד — אִ עוֹ וְ

לֵּם.  שַׁ  לְּ מִ

and furthermore , even if you had erred in the  weig hing  of opinions  where the decision cannot be reversed, you are  an

expert recog nized by the  court, and anyone  who is  an expert recog nized by the  court is  exempt from paying .

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. חֶ יָה מוּמְ ן הָ כֵּ ם  לָּא אִ  יו, אֶ פִּ ל  ין עַ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ כוֹרוֹת — אֵ בְּ ת הַ ה אֶ אֶ יוֹת רוֹ הְ כָר לִ ל שָׂ טֵ נּוֹ י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One  who takes  payment to examine  firstborn animals  to see if they have a blemish, we do not s laug hter the

animal based on his  ruling , unless  he  was  an expert as great as Ila in Yavneh, who was permitted to take payment.

S U M M A RY

The daf concludes the debate between Rav's talmidim regarding the source that a blemished bechor belongs to the Kohen,

either from the word "and their flesh" or from "it shall be yours." The Gemara then clarifies the rules for keeping a blemished

bechor nowadays, proving that if a blemish develops close to the end of its first year, we complete a full thirty days for the

owner even if it extends into the second year, which refutes Rabbi Elazar's broader ruling. In the next Mishnah, we learn that

if one slaughtered a bechor before showing its blemish to an expert, Rabbi Yehuda permits it if the blemish is found to be

permanent, while Rabbi Meir forbids it. The Gemara explains that this machlokes is a Rabbinic decree on body blemishes due

to cataracts in the eye, which change after death and cannot be properly evaluated post-mortem.



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

We see in our sugya the beautiful, trembling yiras Shamayim of the great Tanna, Rabbi Tarfon. When he realized he had

mistakenly ruled a cow to be treif and had it fed to the dogs, he cried out with real pain, "Halcha chamorcha Tarfon!", "Your

donkey is gone, Tarfon!" He was ready to sell his own riding donkey to pay back the owner for his mistake. Even though

Rabbi Akiva comforted him that as an official expert of the court he was halachically exempt from paying, Rabbi Tarfon's

immediate, instinctive reaction was to take personal responsibility and pay out of his own pocket for the loss he caused.

This is a massive yesod for our own daily avodah. How often do we make a mistake that impacts someone else, whether it is a

financial loss, a hurt feeling, or a misunderstanding, and our first reaction is to look for excuses, heterim, or halachic

exemptions to get ourselves off the hook? We try to explain why we aren't really to blame, or why we don't legally owe

anything.

But a true Torah personality lives with a higher standard of integrity. Like Rabbi Tarfon, our first thought should be: "I

caused a loss, how can I make it right?" When we take responsibility for our actions without hiding behind technicalities, we

show true gadlus and bring kavod to Hashem's name.

Today, if you realize you made a mistake that caused someone else even a small loss, inconvenience, or distress, do not look

for excuses. Step up immediately, apologize, and ask how you can make it right or compensate them.
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