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Daf Yomi - The Full Daf - Elucidated Talmud - Navy & Gold Edition - with Rashi

LJ THE SUGYA

We begin the daf by continuing our sugya regarding the sale of a blemished animal tithe (ma'aser behemah). The Gemara
clarifies that the Rabbinic restriction against selling the meat in a normal marketplace does not apply to parts of the animal that
are not appraised while it is alive, such as the hide and sinews. Furthermore, we learn that the Rabbis went back to the original
Torah law for young orphans, allowing themto sell the meat normally to prevent financial loss. We also explore a practical
shailah about whether one can include the value of the meat in the bones when selling it, which leads to a beautiful

resolution based on local custom and the size of the animal.

Fromthere, the Gemara returns to a fundamental Baraisa comparing a firstborn animal (bechor) and ma'aser behemah. While

a bechor can be sold by a Kohen while alive, ma'aser behemah cannot be sold at all, whether alive or slaughtered,
unblemished or blemished. The Gemara launches into a classic, rigorous shakla v'tarya to find the source for this prohibition
against selling ma'aser, utilizing a gezerah shavah from the laws of dedications (charamim) and analyzing whether the pesukim
are free (mufneh) to be used for this derivation.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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But regarding an item that is not appraised when the animal is alive, such as the hide and the sinews, the Rabbis did not

decree a prohibition against selling themafter slaughter.
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And in the case of young orphans, the Rabbis established the halakha according to Torah law, allowing them o sell the

meat of a blemished animal tithe in the normal manner to prevent financial loss.

STATEMENT
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And even Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzchak holds in accordance with this ruling of Rava, that by Torah law, the meat ofa

blemished animal tithe may be sold in the normal manner.
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As Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzchak says: From where is it derived that the meat of an animal tithe of orphans may be sold in

its usual manner, without having to resort to the method of inclusion?
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Itis derived from that which is stated in the verse regarding blemished consecrated animals: "No twiths tanding, after all the

desire of your soul, you may slaughter and eat flesh according to the blessing of Hashem your Elokim."
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Now, which is the item that has no blessing, meaning it is forbidden to derive benefit fromit, while alive, but only after

slaughter, as indicated by the words "you may slaughter... according to the blessing"?
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You must say: This is the animal tithe, which may not be sheared or worked while alive, but whose meat may be eaten after

slaughter.
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A dilemma was raised before them: What is the halakha with regard to including the value of the meat in the bones of the

animal?
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Rabbi Chiyya and Rabbi Shimon, the son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, disputed this. One says: One may include the value in

the bones, and one says: One may not include it.
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The Gemara notes: And they do not disagree. This opinion, which says one may not include it, is referring to a small
domesticated animal whose bones are not fit for making utensils and are not sold; that opinion, which says one may include it, is

referring to a large domesticated animal whose bones are valuable and are sold.
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And if you wish, say instead: Both this Sage and that Sage are referring to a large animal, and still they do not disagree.
This Master rules according to his place, where they do not sell bones, and this Master rules according to his place, where

they do.

STATEMENT
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Returning to the text itself cited in the Baraisa: Regarding a firstborn animal, the verse says: "You shall not redeem,” and

yetit may be sold by the Kohen while alive;

STATEMENT
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whereas regarding the animal tithe, it is stated: "It shall not be redeemed," and it cannot be sold, neither alive nor

slaughtered, neither unblemished nor blemished.
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The Gemara asks: From where are these words derived, that the prohibition of redemption in animal tithe includes a prohibition

against selling?
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Rav Chinnana says that Rav says, and similarly, Rav Dimi says that Rabbi Yochanan says: It is stated "It shall not be
redeemed"” regarding the animal tithe, and it is stated "And it shall not be redeemed” regarding dedications

(charamim).
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We learn by verbal analogy: Just as there, regarding dedications, the prohibition of selling is mentioned with it, so too here,

regarding the animal tithe, the prohibition of selling is applied with it.
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Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said to Rav Huna the son of Rav Yehoshua: Is the verse free for this verbal analogy? For if it is

not free, there is roomto refute the analogy by pointing out a difference:
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What is notable about dedications? That they apply to everything a person wishes to dedicate, whereas animal tithe applies

only to kosher animals.
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The Gemara answers: No, it is indeed free. Let "And it shall not be redeemed” not be stated regarding dedications, and

let it be derived from the animal tithe:
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Just as the animal tithe is sacred and may not be redeemed, so too dedications are sacred and may not be redeemed.
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If so, why do I need "And it shall not be redeemed"” which the Merciful One writes in the case of dedications? It must be

to make it free for the verbal analogy.
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The Gemara objects: There is still oomto refute this: What is notable about the animal tithe? That it is sacred before it
and after it, meaning if one mistakenly calls the ninth or eleventh animal the tithe, it becomes holy. This is not true of dedications,

so the verse is needed and is not free.
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Rather, let "It shall not be redeemed” not be stated regarding dedications, and let it be derived froma firstborn:
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Justas afirstbornis sacred and may not be redeemed, so too dedications are sacred and may not be redeemed.
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If so, why do I need "It shall not be redeemed"” which the Merciful One writes regarding dedications? It must be to make

it free.
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The Gemara objects: There is still roomto refute this: What is notable about a firstborn? That its sanctity is from the

womb, which is not true of dedications. Thus, the verse is not free.
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Rather, let "It shall not be redeemed” not be stated regarding the animal tithe, and let it be derived through the verbal

analogy of the word "passing"” (ha'avarah) froma firstborn:
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Justas afirstbornis sacred and may not be redeemed, so too the animal tithe is sacred and may not be redeemed.

EXPLANATION
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If so, why do I need "It shall not be redeemed"” which the Merciful One writes regarding the animal tithe? It must be to

make it free for the verbal analogy with dedications.
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The Gemara asks: And still, regarding the animal tithe also, it is not free, because there is roomto refute the derivation

from firstborn as we refuted it before, since a firstborn's sanctity is from the womb!

NIT NP NP PRI

The Gemara answers: The word "And you shall pass” is a superfluous verse, which makes the analogy free from refutation.
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The Gemara asks: If so, let a firstborn also learn the prohibition of selling by a verbal analogy of "redemption” (geulah) from

dedications, so that a firstborn also cannot be sold!
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The Gemara answers: The verse of animal tithe is free, but the verse of firstborn is not free.
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The Gemara asks: And what did you see to say that "You shall not redeem” of a firstborn is for its own sake, and the verse

of animal tithe is to make it free?
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Say instead: The verse of animal tithe is for its own sake, and the verse of firstborn is to make it free!
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The Gemara answers: We derive the word "redemption” (geulah) from "redemption” (geulah), but we do not derive

"redemption” (pidyon) from "redemption” (geulah). Since the animal tithe uses "yiga'el” like dedications, they are compared.
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The Gemara asks: What difference does it make that the words are slightly different? Behold, the school of Rabbi Yishmael

taught: "And the Kohen shall return” and "And the Kohen shall come” — this returning is the same as this coming! We




see that synonyms can be used for verbal analogies.
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The Gemara answers: These words apply where there is no word that is identical to it, but where there is a word that is

identical to it, we derive from the one that is identical to it.
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The Gemara asks: And let a firstborn derive the prohibition of selling through the verbal analogy of "passing” (ha'avarah)

from animal tithe, since animal tithe also derived "redemption” from dedications!

1992 N2 7RI — PRI ,0OR0 23 NInn vy

TT

The Gemara answers: The Merciful One excluded this by dedications, writing the word "it" (hu) — meaning "it" cannot be

sold, but not a firstborn.
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The Gemara asks: But say instead: "It" is excluded, and not animal tithe! Why exclude the firstborn?
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The Gemara answers: Animal tithe is more similar because it uses the word "redemption” (geulah) like it.

STATEMENT
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Rava said: "It shall not be redeemed” of dedications is not needed for its own sake at all, for where are they located

when they are holy?

EXPLANATION
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If they are still in the house of the owner, they are like consecrated property and cannot be redeemed; if they were already

given to the Kohen, they are like non-sacred property (chullin) and do not need redemption.
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As it is taught in a Braisa: Dedications, as long as they are in the house of the owner, they are like consecrated

property in all their matters, as it is stated: "Every dedicated item is holy of holies to Hashem."
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Once he gave them to the Kohen, they are like non-sacred property in all their matters, as it is stated: "Every

dedicated itemin Israel shall be yours.” Therefore, the words "shall not be redeemed” are entirely free for the verbal analogy.
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The extra phrase "it may be redeemed” that the Merciful One writes in the Torah regarding dedications, why do I need it?
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If it is not needed for the matter of dedications, as we have already derived that they can be redeemed, apply it as a matter

for animal tithe, to teach that it may not be sold.
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But the Gemara asks: Why not say instead, apply it as a matter for a firstborn offering, to teach that a blemished firstborn may
not be sold?
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The Gemara answers: We apply it to animal tithe because an expression of redemption is written like it, just as redemption is

written by dedications, which is not so concerning a firstborn.
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Rav Ashi said: The phrase "it shall not be redeemed” of animal tithe actually means "it shall not be sold."
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Rav Ashi said: From where do I'say this? As it is written: "Then both it and that for which it is substituted shall be
holy; it shall not be redeemed.”
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Now we analyze: When does the animal tithe effect substitution? Only while it is alive. So too, when s it not redeemed?

Only while it is alive. This implies that after slaughter, it may be redeemed.
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But how can that be? Behold, any redemption of a consecrated animal requires standing and valuation before a kohen, which

cannot be done after it is slaughtered!
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Rather, learn from this that the phrase "it shall not be redeemed"” is not literal, but rather it means "it shall not be sold.”
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The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who says that animals consecrated for the altar that became

blemished were included in the requirement of standing and valuation;
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but according to the one who says that animals consecrated for the altar were not included in the requirement of

standing and valuation, what is there to say? According to him, a slaughtered animal tithe could indeed be redeemed literally!
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The Gemara answers: This is what we are saying to prove Rav Ashi's point: Is there any case of a consecrated animal where

while alive it cannot be redeemed, and yet after slaughter it can be redeemed? Such a concept does not exist.
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The Gemara asks: Why not? Perhaps while alive, since its sanctity is strong, it cannot be redeemed; whereas after

slaughter, since its sanctity is weakened, it can be redeemed!
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The Gemara rejects this: But is it not an a fortiori argument to the contrary?
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If while alive, when its sanctity is strong enough to transfer its holiness to its redemption money (just as it can transfer
holiness to a substitute), it still cannot be redeemed; then after slaughter, when its sanctity is not strong enough to

transfer its holiness to its redemption money, should it be able to be redeemed? Certainly not!
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Rather, learn from this that the phrase "it shall not be redeemed” must mean "it shall not be sold.”
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The Gemara asks: But let the Merciful One write explicitly "it shall not be sold"!
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The Gemara answers: If the Merciful One had written "it shall not be sold,” I would have said: It is only selling that is
not permitted, because he is performing a mundane act with a consecrated animal; but redeeming it should be

permitted, since its redemption money enters the Temple treasury.
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For this reason, the Merciful One writes "it shall not be redeemed,” to teach that it may neither be sold nor may it be

redeemed.

n;wn MISHNAH

;11222 1737 By PRI My N7 0 I ONBY N2 7

MISHNAH: Beit Shammai say: An Israelite may not be registered with a kohen to eat a blemished firstborn animal,
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and Beit Hillel permit an Israclite to eatit, and they permit even a non-Jew to eatit.

GEMARA
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GEMAR A: Whose opinion is our Mishnah? It is the view of Rabbi Akiva, as it is taught in a braisa:

BRAISA
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Regarding a blemished firstborn, none may be registered for it except a group that is entirely kohanim; these are the

words of Beit Shammai.
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And Beit Hillel say: Even non-kohanim may register for it.
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Rabbi Akiva goes further and permits even a non-Jew to register and eat t.
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Beit Shammai?
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As it is written regarding the firstborn: "And their flesh shall be yours, like the wave-breast and like the right thigh, it shall be

yours."
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Justas there, by the breast and thigh, kohanim may eat them—yes, but an Israelite may not; so too here, by a blemished

firstborn, kohanim may eat it—yes, but an Israelite may not.

SUMMARY

In this daf, the Gemara establishes that the Rabbinic decree against selling ma'aser behemah meat in a regular butcher shop
does not extend to the hide and sinews, nor does it apply to orphans, who may sell the meat normally to avoid financial loss.
The Gemara then addresses whether the value of the meat can be included in the bones, resolving that it depends on whether
the bones are valuable and commonly sold in that locality. Finally, the Gemara analyzes the source for the absolute prohibition
against selling ma'aser behemah, deriving it via a gezerah shavah of "redemption” from charamim, and carefully tests the
validity of this verbal analogy by checking if the relevant pesukimare free from potential refutations based on the unique

stringencies of bechor and ma'aser.




TWYR? WHAT TO TAKE HOME

The Gemara is bothered by a deep question: why does the Torah use the term "lo yiga'el” (it shall not be redeemed) when it
actually means to forbid selling the animal tithe? The Gemara explains that if the Torah had simply written "it shall not be
sold,” we would have thought that only a regular commercial sale is forbidden because it looks like a weekday activity, but
redeeming it for money would be permitted since the funds go to Hekdesh. The Torah is teaching us a major yesod:
sometimes, even when our intentions are to bring "holy funds” into the treasury, if the action itself is a compromise on the

intrinsic sanctity of the object, Hashemsays, "I do not wantit."

In our daily avodas Hashem, we often face this exact nisayon. We might think that we can compromise on a halakha, skip a
proper tefillah b'tzibbur, or engage in a questionable business practice, telling ourselves, "It is all for a good cause! I will use

the money for tzedakah, or I will learn more Torah later.” We try to "redeem" a spiritual compromise with a future payoff.

But the Torah's ratzon is clear. You cannot trade away the holiness of the present moment for a calculated benefit down the

road. The way we do a mitzvah must be holy in its own right, without shortcuts or compromises.

Today, when you are tempted to cuta corner or compromise on a halakha for the sake of'a "good cause” ora future benefi,
stop and remind yourself: Hashem wants the ratzon of the mitzvah done properly right now, not a compromise that we try to

redeemlater.

%97 N3 - M AT *923 TINP - Navy € Gold - From the Hebrew Source Téxt DAF YOMI - BEKHOROT 32 - FULL BLATT




