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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on our daf with a beautiful shakla v'tarya between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel regarding who is allowed to eat a

blemished firstborn animal (bechor ba'al mum). Beit Hillel bring a powerful kal v'chomer to prove that even a non-priest (zar)

may eat it, while the Gemara tests this logic and looks for the source of Rabbi Akiva's chiddush that even a non-Jew is

permitted to eat from it. We also delve into the different drashos from the Hekesh of "gazelle and deer" to understand the

exact status of these blemished kodashim.

From there, the Gemara brings a braisa discussing whether we can feed a blemished bechor to a niddah. Beit Shammai are

machmir, comparing it to the breast and thigh of shelamim, while Beit Hillel are mekil based on the pasuk of "the impure and

the pure alike shall eat it." This leads us into a fascinating discussion about different types of tumah—specifically, tumah that

comes from the body versus tumah from an outside source—and how this affects the halachos of eating kodashim.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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ANSWER

״, נּוּ לֶ יֹאכְ יו  דָּ הוֹר יַחְ טָּ  הַ א וְ מֵ טָּ  ״הַ יב  תִ כְּ ל מוּם  עַ בַּ ל  ם, אֲבָ תָּ י  לֵּ י י מִ נֵ ל: הָ לֵּ  ית הִ וּבֵ

And Beit Hille l would respond to that claim: These  words ,  that a non-priest may not eat of it, apply only to an unblemished

firstborn, which is offered on the Mizbe'ach; but regarding a blemished firstborn, it is  written: "The  impure  and the  pure

alike  shall eat it."

PR O O F

ל יֹּאכַ  שֶׁ ין  ינוֹ דִּ ים אֵ לִּ ים קַ שִׁ  דָ קָ ל בְּ כֵ אוֹ שֶׁ כוֹר, זָר  בְ ל בִּ כֵ ים אוֹ לִּ ים קַ שִׁ  דָ קָ ל בְּ כֵ ינוֹ אוֹ אֵ שֶׁ א  מֵ ה טָ וּמָ

כוֹר. בְ בִּ

Beit Hillel now make a kal v'chomer: And if an impure  person, who does  not eat of offering s  of le sser sanctity,  nevertheless

eats  of a blemished firstborn; a non-prie st, who does  eat of offering s  of le sser sanctity like shelamim, is  it not log ical

that he  should eat of a blemished firstborn?

O BJECT IO N

וּר! בּ ת צִ דַ עֲבוֹ בַּ לוֹ  לָ כְּ  ר מִ תַּ ן הוּ כֵּ  שֶׁ א,  מֵ טָ ה לְ ך?: מָ רַ יפְ מִ כָּא לְ י אִ

The Gemara asks: There  is  a re futation to this kal v'chomer: What is unique about an impure  person? For he  was  permitted

from his  g eneral prohibition in the case of communal service ,  where impure kohanim may perform the avodah if the tzibbur is

tamei! This leniency does not apply to a non-priest, who is never allowed to perform the avodah.

R E SO LU T IO N

יף. דִ ילַת זָר עֲ כִ ינַן, אֲ רִ מְ אָ ילָה קָ כִ אֲ בַּ ר?  מַ אָ ה קָ דָ עֲבוֹ בַּ וּ  טּ ל, אַ לֵּ  ית הִ וּבֵ



And Beit Hille l would answer: Is  that to say that the kal v'chomer was stated reg arding  the  avodah,  which was the subject of

your refutation? No, we are  speaking  reg arding  eating  the meat, and regarding eating, the  eating  of a non-prie st is

superior to that of an impure person, so the refutation does not apply.

STATEMENT

י. וּ גּוֹ ילּ פִ אֲ יר, וַ תִּ יבָא מַ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ וְ

The baraita stated: And Rabbi Akiva permits  a blemished firstborn to be eaten, and even by a non-Jew.

EXPLANAT IO N

י. גוֹ ר לְ תָּ ין מוּ לִ סוּ פְּ ף  י, אַ גוֹ ר לְ תָּ יָּל מוּ  אַ י וְ בִ ה צְ יָּל״ — מָ  אַ כָ י וְ בִ צְּ כַּ ״ יבָא?  קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason of Rabbi Akiva? The Torah compares blemished consecrated animals to "the  g aze lle  and the  deer"—just

as  a g aze lle  and a deer are  permitted to a non-Jew to eat, so too, disqualified blemished consecrated animals, including a

blemished firstborn, are  permitted to a non-Jew.

QU E ST IO N

? ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other Tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi Akiva and forbids a non-Jew from eating it, how does he explain this

comparison?

ANSWER

פָּר.  קַּ זָר הַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ דְ כִ ד לְ חַ יָא, וְ עְ שַׁ  י אוֹ בִּ רַ דְ כִ ד לְ חַ ק, וְ חָ צְ י יִ בִּ רַ דְ כִ ד לְ י, חַ יבִ תִ כְּ יָּל״   אַ י וְ בִ ״צְ א  לָתָ תְּ

The Gemara answers: Three  times the comparison to "g aze lle  and deer" is  written in the Torah. One  is needed for that which

Rabbi Yitzchak taught, and one  is needed for that which Rabbi Oshaya taught, and one  is needed for that which Rabbi

Elazar HaKappar taught.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ין מִ טוּרִ פְּ ין  שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ ף  ה, אַ כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ים מִ טוּרִ פְּ יָּל   אַ י וְ בִ ה צְ ? מָ ךְ ידַּ אִ וְ

And the  other verse, how does he use it? He derives: Just as  a g aze lle  and a deer are  exempt from the  law of the  firstborn,

since the law only applies to cattle, sheep, and goats, so too, disqualified consecrated animals  that were redeemed are

exempt from the  law of the  firstborn if they give birth after redemption.

BR AI SA

ין אוֹתוֹ ילִ כִ אֲ ים: מַ רִ מְ ל אוֹ לֵּ  ית הִ אי. וּבֵ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ י  רֵ בְ דּוֹת, דִּ נִ ין אוֹתוֹ לְ ילִ כִ אֲ ין מַ כוֹר אֵ נַן: בְּ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

דּוֹת. נִ לְ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: As for a blemished firstborn, we  do not feed it to menstruating  women; this is the

statement of Be it Shammai. And Be it Hille l say: We may feed it to menstruating  women.

EXPLANAT IO N

דּוֹת לָא. כָא נִ ף הָ דּוֹת לָא, אַ ם נִ תָ ה הָ ״, מָ ךְ יֶה לָ ם יִהְ רָ שָׂ ״וּבְ יב:  תִ כְ אי? דִּ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason of Be it Shammai? As it is  written regarding the firstborn: "And the ir meat shall be  yours , like  the

wave-breast and like  the  rig ht thig h." Just as  there ,  with the breast and thigh, menstruating  women may not eat them

because they are tamei, so too here ,  with the firstborn, menstruating  women may not eat it.



ANSWER

״. נּוּ לֶ יֹאכְ הוֹר  טָּ  הַ א וְ מֵ טָּ  ״הַ ל מוּם —  עַ בַּ ל  ם, אֲבָ תָּ י  לֵּ י י מִ נֵ ל: הָ לֵּ  ית הִ וּבֵ

And Beit Hille l respond: These  words ,  comparing it to the breast and thigh, apply only to an unblemished firstborn; but

regarding a blemished firstborn, the Torah says: "The  impure  and the  pure  alike  shall eat it."

ANSWER

יו לָ ה עָ אָ צְ ה יוֹ אָ טוּמְ יכָא דְּ ל הֵ , אֲבָ גּוּפוֹ יו מִ לָ ה עָ אָ צְ ה יוֹ אָ ין טוּמְ אֵ יכָא דְּ י הֵ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ אי, הָ מַּ  שַׁ ית  וּבֵ

גּוּפוֹ — לָא. מִ

And Beit Shammai argue: These  words ,  that an impure person may eat it, apply only where  the  impurity does  not issue

upon him from his  own body,  such as one who touched a corpse; but where  the  impurity issues  upon him from his  own

body,  such as a zav or a niddah, no ,  they may not eat it.

PR O O F

, גּוּפוֹ יו מִ לָ ה עָ אָ צְ ה יוֹ אָ ין טוּמְ אֵ שֶׁ ין  בֵ , לְ גּוּפוֹ יו מִ לָ ה עָ אָ צְ ה יוֹ אָ ין טוּמְ בֵּ נָא  מָ חֲ יג רַ לֵּ  פַ ן דְּ חַ כְּ  שְׁ  אַ דְּ

For we  find that the  Merciful One  disting uishes  between impurity issuing  upon him from his  own body, and between

impurity that does  not issue  upon him from his  own body,

PR O O F

דוֹת. לְ יוֹ דּוֹת וְ נִ זָבוֹת וְ ין וְ עִ צוֹרָ ים וּמְ וּ זָבִ נּ מֶּ  לוּ מִ יֹאכְ ה — לֹא  אָ טוּמְ בָּא בְּ  שֶׁ ח  סַ פֶּ  נַן: הַ תְ דִּ

as  we  learned in a Mishnah: A Pesach offering  that comes in a state  of impurity because the majority of the community is

tamei, zavim, metzoraim, zavot, niddot, and women after childbirth may not eat from it,  because only corpse-impurity is

permitted, but not impurity issuing from the body.

R E SO LU T IO N

נָא. שְׁ יב, לָא  תִ כְּ א  מָ תָ א״ סְ מֵ ״טָ כָא  ל הָ ״, אֲבָ שׁ א נֶפֶ מֵ ״טְ נָא  מָ חֲ י רַ לִּ גַ ם הוּא דְּ תָ ל: הָ לֵּ  ית הִ וּבֵ

And Beit Hille l respond: It is  only there ,  by the Pesach, that the  Merciful One  revealed a distinction by writing "impure  by

a corpse ," but here ,  by the firstborn, "impure" is  written unspecified, so it makes  no difference  what kind of impurity it is.

BR AI SA

ין. שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְ לֹא בִּ כוֹר, וְ בַּבְּ ין  ילִ גִּ רְ ין מַ וֹ אֵ צֵא בּ יּוֹ כַּ יוֹם טוֹב,  ין בְּ ילִ גִּ רְ ין מַ נַן: אֵ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: We do not skin an animal from its  feet to keep the hide whole as a container on Yom Tov; and

similarly, we  do not skin in this manner a firstborn animal, nor do we do so with disqualified consecrated animals .

STATEMENT

. יהּ י לֵ זֵ לָא חֲ א דְּ חָ ירְ ח טִ רַ א טָ קָ א יוֹם טוֹב — דְּ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara analyzes this: Granted, on Yom Tov it is forbidden, because  he  is  exerting  an exertion that is  not needed for

him on Yom Tov itself.

QU E ST IO N

נָּא?  תַּ אן  כוֹר — מַ לָּא בְּ  אֶ

But regarding a blemished firstborn on a weekday, who is  the  Tanna who forbids skinning it this way?



ANSWER

דּוֹת. נִ ין אוֹתוֹ לְ ילִ כִ אֲ ין מַ ר אֵ מַ אָ יא, דְּ אי הִ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ א:  דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda said: It is  the opinion of Beit Shammai, who say we  do not feed it to menstruating  women,  because they treat

a blemished firstborn with the sanctity of kodashim, and skinning it this way is a degradation.

QU E ST IO N

נָּא?  תַּ אן  ין. מַ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְ לֹא בִּ וְ

The Gemara asks: "Nor with disqualified consecrated animals"—who is  the  Tanna of this clause?

ANSWER

יא, ן הִ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ א: רַ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda said: It is  Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon,

PR O O F

ה. דֶ פָּ י לַת מוּם תִּ עֲ בַּ ב,  רַ קְ ה תִּ ימָ מִ לַת מוּם — תְּ עֲ בַּ ת  חַ אַ ה וְ ימָ מִ ת תְּ חַ אוֹת, אַ טָּ  י חַ תֵּ  שְׁ יו  נָ פָ יוּ לְ נַן: הָ תְ דִּ

as  we  learned in a Mishnah: If there  were  before  him two s in-offering s, one  unblemished and one  blemished, the

unblemished one  shall be  offered, and the  blemished one  shall be  redeemed.

PR O O F

ה — ימָ מִ ל תְּ שֶׁ הּ  מָ ק דָּ זְרַ נִּ שֶּׁ   ם מִ ת, אִ רֶ תֶּ ה — מוּ ימָ מִ ל תְּ שֶׁ הּ  מָ ק דָּ זְרַ לֹּא נִ  שֶׁ ד  ם עַ לַת מוּם, אִ עֲ בַּ ה  טָ חֲ שְׁ  נִ

ה. סוּרָ אֲ

If the  blemished one  was  s laug htered after redemption, if it was before  the  blood of the  unblemished one  was

sprinkled, it is  permitted to be eaten; if it was after the  blood of the  unblemished one  was  sprinkled, it is  forbidden to

be eaten, because the unblemished one has already atoned for the sin.

PR O O F

ה. סוּרָ ה — אֲ ימָ מִ ל תְּ שֶׁ הּ  מָ ק דָּ זְרַ נִ ה, וְ ירָ דֵ קְ ר בִּ שָׂ בָּ וּ  ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon says: Even if the meat of the blemished one was already cooking in the  pot, and then the

blood of the  unblemished one  was  sprinkled, it is  forbidden. We see he holds that disqualified consecrated animals retain a

high level of sanctity, so he would forbid skinning them from the feet.

QU E ST IO N

אי! מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵ כְּ לַּהּ   וּ הּ כּ מַ קְ א, לוֹ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rav Chisda, le t him establish the  entire  braisa according  to Be it Shammai,  including the clause

about disqualified consecrated animals!

ANSWER

ין אֵ ין דְּ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ ל  ם, אֲבָ חֶ רֶ תוֹ מֵ שָּׁ  דוּ קְ כוֹר, דִּ בְ לָּא בִּ  אי אֶ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ י  רִ מְ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  א עַ מָ לְ דִּ

ם — לָא. חֶ רֶ תוֹ מֵ שָּׁ  דוּ קְ

The Gemara answers: Perhaps Be it Shammai only say their strict ruling reg arding  a firstborn, whose  sanctity is  from the

womb; but regarding disqualified consecrated animals , whose  sanctity is  not from the  womb, no ,  they would not apply



this restriction.
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QU E ST IO N

ן! עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ כְּ לַּהּ   וּ הּ כּ מַ קְ לוֹ וְ

The Gemara asks: But le t him establish the  entire  baraita in accordance  with Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon,  and then

we would not need to split the authorship of the baraita!

ANSWER

פַּס  יתְ מִ י לְ ימִ לִּ אַ ין, דְּ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ לָּא   ם אֶ תָ ן הָ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  א עַ מָ ילְ דִּ

נוֹ — לָא. יוֹ דְ פִּ פַּס   יתְ מִ ים לְ לִּ לָא אַ כוֹר דְּ ל בְּ , אֲבָ נוֹ יוֹ דְ פִּ

The Gemara answers: Perhaps Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon only says  his lenient ruling there  with reg ard to

disqualified consecrated animals , whose  sanctity is  strong  enough to transfer itself to the ir redemption money,  so they

retain some sanctity even after slaughtering; but with reg ard to a firstborn, whose  sanctity is  not strong  enough to transfer

itself to its  redemption money since it cannot be redeemed, perhaps its sanctity is not retained after slaughtering, and therefore

no ,  he would not permit skinning it from its feet.

QU E ST IO N

א? רָ יטְ לִ ין בְּ לִ קָ שְׁ  נִ יז וְ לִ יטְ אִ בָּ ין  כָּרִ  מְ ין נִ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ ל  כׇּ יהּ  ית לֵ ן לֵ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ זָר בְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: But does  Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon not hold of the Mishnah's rule that all disqualified

consecrated animals  are  sold in the  butcher's  market and weig hed by the  litra like non-sacred meat?

IN FER ENCE

! י לֵהּ רֵ שָׁ שׁ  דֵּ קְ הֶ א לְ וחָ וְ כָּא רַ י אִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵ א דְּ מָ לְ אַ

Consequently, s ince  there  is  a financial g ain for Hekdesh,  because the owner will pay more to redeem it if he knows he can

sell it easily, the Sages permitted it. If so, why not permit skinning from the feet for the same reason?

ANSWER

ר. שָׂ בָּ בַּ ם  וֹגֵ עוֹר — פּ בָּ יחַ  בִּ שְׁ  מַּ  שֶּׁ  ה  נָא: מַ כָּהֲ ב  רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ י בְּ רִ ב מָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Mari the  son of Rav Kahana said: That which he  improves  in the  hide  by skinning it whole he  ruins  in the  meat,

because some meat gets torn off with the hide, so there is no net gain for Hekdesh.

ANSWER

ים. שִׁ  דָ קָ ה בְּ דָ ד עֲבוֹ עוֹבֵ כְּ ה  אֶ נִּרְ שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  י: מִ רִ מְ ינָא אָ בִ רָ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   בָא מִ רְ עְ מַ בְּ

In the  West,  Eretz Yisrael, they say in the  name  of Ravina: It is forbidden because  it looks  like  he  is  performing  work with

consecrated animals ,  which is a Torah prohibition.

ANSWER

ים. רִ דָ ים עֲ רִ דָ ן עֲ הֶ ל מֵ דֵּ א יְגַ מָּ  שֶׁ ה  ירָ זֵ ר: גְּ מֵ ין אוֹ בִ בַּר אָ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ



Rabbi Yose i bar Avin says: It is a Rabbinic decree , le st he  raise  herds  upon herds  from them by delaying their slaughter

while waiting for buyers for the hides, and he might come to shear or work them.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ם, דִּ ין לוֹ דָּ יזִ קִּ ין מַ ת — אֵ וּ מֵ ילּ פִ ם, אֲ זוֹ דָּ חָ אֲ שֶׁ כוֹר  י׳ בְּ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: A firstborn animal that was  se ized with a congestion of blood, even if it will die  if left untreated, we may not

le t its  blood; these  are  the  words of Rabbi Yehuda,  because he holds we are afraid he might make a blemish.

MISHNAH

יו. לָ ט עָ חַ שְׁ  י זֶה לֹא יִ וֹ מוּם — הֲרֵ ה בּ שָׂ ם עָ אִ וֹ מוּם, וְ ה בּ שֶׂ לֹּא יַעֲ  שֶׁ ד  בַ לְ יז, וּבִ ים: יַקִּ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  say: He  may le t its blood, provided that he  does  not make  a blemish in it; and if he  did make  a blemish in

it, behold, this  animal may not be  s laug htered on account of that blemish,  as a penalty for causing it.

MISHNAH

וֹ מוּם. ה בּ שֶׂ הוּא עוֹ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ יז, אַ ר: יַקִּ מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ

Rabbi Shimon says: He  may le t its blood even thoug h he  makes  a blemish in it,  and he may even slaughter it on account of

that blemish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ין לוֹ יזִ קִּ ין מַ אֵ וֹ מוּם, וְ ים בּ שִ ין עוֹ אֵ שֶׁ קוֹם  מְ ם בִּ דָּ ת הַ ין לוֹ אֶ יזִ קִּ ם — מַ זוֹ דָּ חָ אֲ שֶׁ כוֹר  נַן: בְּ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

יר. אִ י מֵ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ וֹ מוּם, דִּ ין בּ שִׁ  עוֹ שֶׁ קוֹם  מְ ם בִּ דָּ ת הַ אֶ

GEMAR A: The Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: A firstborn animal that was  se ized with a congestion of blood, we  may le t its

blood in a place  where  we  do not make  a blemish, but we  may not le t its  blood in a place  where  we  make  a blemish;

these  are  the  words of Rabbi Meir.

BR AI SA

וּם. מּ ל אוֹתוֹ הַ ט עַ חַ שְׁ  לֹּא יִ  שֶׁ ד  בַ לְ וֹ מוּם, וּבִ ה בּ שֶׂ עוֹ שֶׁ קוֹם  מְ ף בִּ ים: אַ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  say: Even in a place  where  he  makes  a blemish he may let blood, provided that he  does  not s laug hter the

animal on account of that blemish.

BR AI SA

וּם. מּ ל אוֹתוֹ הַ ט עַ חָ שְׁ  ף נִ ר: אַ מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ

Rabbi Shimon says: It may even be  s laug htered on account of that blemish.

BR AI SA



ם. דָּ ת הַ ין לוֹ אֶ יזִ קִּ ין מַ ת — אֵ וּ מֵ ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if it will die , we  may not le t its  blood at all.

STATEMENT

ל שֶׁ ית  בִ חָ ת בְּ לוֹקֶ חְ ךְ מַ כָּ אן,  כָּ ת  לוֹקֶ חְ מַּ  כַּ  : יהּ רֵ בְ יָּיא לִ  י חִ בִּ י לַהּ רַ רִ מְ אָ , וְ יהּ רֵ בְ זָר לִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ יהּ רַ י לֵ נֵ תְ מַ

ה, רוּמָ תְּ

Rabbi Elazar taug ht his  son, and some  say it was  Rabbi Chiyya who taught his  son: Just as  there  is  a dispute  here

regarding bloodletting, so there  is  a dispute  reg arding  a barre l of terumah.

STATEMENT

פָּה —  וּרְ תּ קוֹם הַ מְ ה בִּ יְתָ ם הָ ר: אִ מֵ זֶר אוֹ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ ה — רַ אָ פֵק טוּמְ בָּהּ סְ ד  לַ נּוֹ שֶׁ ה  רוּמָ ל תְּ שֶׁ ית  בִ נַן: חָ תְ דִּ

נָּה.  סֶּ  כַ לָּה — יְ  גוּ ה מְ יְתָ ם הָ נָע, אִ וּצְ מּ קוֹם הַ מָ נָּה בְּ  יחֶ יַנִּ

As we  learned in a Mishnah: In the case of a barre l of terumah in which a doubt of impurity arose , Rabbi Eliezer says: If

it was  in an exposed place , he  should place  it in a hidden place ; if it was  uncovered, he  should cover it,  to protect it from

further impurity.

STATEMENT

ה — סָּ כוּ ה מְ יְתָ ם הָ פָּה, אִ  וּרְ תּ קוֹם הַ מְ נָּה בִּ  יחֶ נָע — יַנִּ וּצְ מּ קוֹם הַ מָ ת בְּ נַּחַ ה מוּ יְתָ ם הָ ר: אִ מֵ עַ אוֹ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ

נָּה.  לֶּ  יְגַ

Rabbi Yehoshua says: If it was  re sting  in a hidden place , he  may place  it in an exposed place ; if it was  covered, he  may

uncover it,  because we do not need to protect doubtful terumah.

STATEMENT

בָר. בָּהּ דָּ שׁ  דֵּ חַ ר: לֹא יְ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  רַ

Rabban Gamlie l says: He  should not initiate  any new action with it,  but rather leave it exactly as it is.

EXPLANAT IO N

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  רַ כְּ ה  י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ , וְ עַ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ נַן  בָּ  רַ זֶר, וְ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ כְּ יר  אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ

The Gemara aligns the opinions: Rabbi Meir holds like  Rabbi Eliezer, and the  Rabbis  hold like  Rabbi Yehoshua, and

Rabbi Yehuda holds like  Rabban Gamlie l.

O BJECT IO N

י בִּ רַ כְּ א —  מָ רָ גְ כָא דִּ ל הָ יִם, אֲבָ דַ יָ יד בְּ בֵ א עָ קָ ם, דְּ תָ יר הָ אִ י מֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  א עַ מָ לְ אי? דִּ מַּ  מִ

! יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ עַ סְ שֻׁ  יְהוֹ

The Gemara objects: From where  do we know this? Perhaps Rabbi Meir only says  his strict ruling there  by the firstborn

because  he  is  doing  the blemish active ly with his  hands; but here  by the barrel, where  it is  only indirectly causing  impurity,

he  holds  like  Rabbi Yehoshua that it is permitted!

O BJECT IO N



יהּ יק לֵ בֵ שָׁ י  אִ כָא, דְּ ל הָ נָּה, אֲבָ  הֲרֶ יטַ יָּהוּ וִ  לִ א יָבֹא אֵ מָּ  שֶׁ לָּא   ם, אֶ תָ זֶר הָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ וְ

! יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ נַן סְ וֹ בּ רַ כְּ יֵית —  מָ

And perhaps Rabbi Eliezer only says  his strict ruling there  by the barrel because  perhaps Eliyahu will come  and declare  it

pure ,  so we must preserve it; but here  by the firstborn, where  if he  leaves  it, it will die  and be completely lost, he  holds  like

the  Rabbis  that we may let its blood!

O BJECT IO N

י בִּ רַ כְּ נָּה,   הֲרֶ יטַ יָּהוּ וִ  לִ א יָבֹא אֵ מָּ  שֶׁ ם —  תָ ל הָ יֵית, אֲבָ יהּ מָ יק לֵ בֵ שָׁ י  אִ כָא, דְּ נַן הָ בָּ  י רַ רִ מְ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ וְ

! הוּ א לְ ירָ בִ זֶר סְ יעֶ לִ אֱ

And perhaps the  Rabbis  only say their lenient ruling here  by the firstborn because  if he  leaves  it, it will die ; but there  by

the barrel, where perhaps Eliyahu will come  and declare  it pure , they hold like  Rabbi Eliezer that we must protect it!

O BJECT IO N

א ירָ בִ עַ סְ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ א —  מָ רָ גְ ם דִּ תָ ל הָ יִם, אֲבָ דַ יָ יד בְּ בֵ א עָ קָ כָא, דְּ ה הָ י יְהוּדָ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ וְ

! יהּ לֵ

And perhaps Rabbi Yehuda only says  his strict ruling here  by the firstborn because  he  is  doing  the blemish active ly with his

hands; but there  by the barrel, where  it is  only indirectly causing  impurity, he  holds  like  Rabbi Yehoshua!

O BJECT IO N

יהּ יק לֵ בֵ שָׁ י  אִ כָא, דְּ ל הָ נָּה, אֲבָ  הֲרֶ יטַ יָּהוּ וִ  לִ א יָבֹא אֵ מָּ  שֶׁ  ם, דְּ תָ ל הָ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  ר רַ מַ אָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ וְ

! יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ נַן סְ בָּ  רַ כְּ יֵית,  מָ

And perhaps Rabban Gamlie l only says  his ruling there  by the barrel because  perhaps Eliyahu will come  and declare  it

pure ; but here  by the firstborn, where  if he  leaves  it, it will die , he  holds  like  the  Rabbis !

O BJECT IO N

י, יגִ לִ פְּ י  אֵ רָ קְ כָא בִּ הָ י וְ יגִ לִ פְּ י  אֵ רָ קְ כָא בִּ ד, הָ עוֹ וְ

And furthermore , here  in the case of the firstborn they arg ue  about verses , and there  in the case of the barrel they arg ue

about verses ,  so the disputes are not based on the same principles.

STATEMENT

״לֹא יב  תִ כְ יָּיב, דִּ  הוּא חַ שֶׁ ץ  מֵּ  חַ ר מְ חַ ץ אַ מֵּ  חַ מְ ים בִּ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  נָן: הַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ דְּ

ה״. שֶׂ עָ ״לֹא תֵ ץ״ וְ מֵ פֶה חָ אָ תֵ

For Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Everyone  ag rees  reg arding  one  who leavens  a meal offering

after another has already leavened it that he  is  liable , as  it is  written: "It shall not be  baked as  chametz" and "It shall not

be  made  as chametz."

STATEMENT

ק ל נוֹתֵ יָּיב, עַ  ת חַ וֹרֵ ל כּ ם עַ כָרוּת״, אִ נָתוּק וְ כָתוּת וְ עוּךְ וְ ״וּמָ יב:  תִ כְ יָּיב, דִּ  הוּא חַ שֶׁ ס  רֵ סָ ר מְ חֵ ס אַ רֵ סָ מְ בִּ

יָּיב.  הוּא חַ שֶׁ ת,  וֹרֵ ר כּ חַ ק אַ יא נוֹתֵ בִ הָ לָּא לְ  ן? אֶ כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ לֹא 



And everyone agrees reg arding  one  who castrates  an animal after another has already castrated it that he  is  liable , as  it is

written: "And that which is  bruised, or crushed, or torn, or cut";  if one is liable  for cutting  off the organ, is  he  not all the

more  so  liable for tearing  it? Rather, the verse comes to include  one  who tears  the organ after another has already cut it,

that he  is  liable .

EXPLANAT IO N

י: רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ ״, וְ וֹ יֶה בּ ל מוּם לֹא יִהְ כׇּ ״ בַר:  יר סָ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ ל מוּם, דְּ עַ בַ יל מוּם בְּ טִ מֵ לָּא בְּ  קוּ אֶ לְ לֹא נֶחְ

ן״. צוֹ רָ יֶה לְ ים יִהְ מִ תָּ ״

They only disputed reg arding  one  who places  a blemish on a blemished animal; for Rabbi Meir holds  that the verse

"No blemish shall be  in it" means even a blemished animal may not receive another blemish, and the  Rabbis  hold that the verse

"It shall be  unblemished to be  accepted" implies that the prohibition only applies to an unblemished animal.

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ יד לֵ בֵ אי עָ ן״ מַ צוֹ רָ יֶה לְ ים יִהְ מִ תָּ ״ אי  יר, הַ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir, what does  he  do with this  verse of "It shall be  unblemished to be  accepted"?

ANSWER

. רוֹ יקָּ עִ ל מוּם מֵ עַ בַּ י  טֵ עוֹ מַ יהּ לְ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ מִ

The Gemara answers: He needs  it to exclude  an animal that was blemished from its  inception from being consecrated.

O BJECT IO N

א הוּא! מָ לְ עָ לָא בְּ יקְ א, דִּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ רוֹ —  יקָּ עִ ל מוּם מֵ עַ בַּ

The Gemara objects: An animal blemished from its  inception is  obvious  that it cannot be consecrated, for it is  mere ly like  a

palm tree ,  which only has monetary sanctity!

ANSWER

ה דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ גִ י בְּ ירִ סִ אֲ יל וַ אִ ינָא: הוֹ מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ נָן, סָ יוֹ דְ פִּ ר  חַ אַ ין לְ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ י  טֵ עוֹ מַ לָּא לְ  אֶ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ רוּ, קָ סְ תַּ י י לִ ין נָמֵ מוּמִ — בְּ

Rather, it comes to exclude  disqualified consecrated animals  after the ir redemption from the prohibition of causing a

blemish; for it mig ht enter your mind to say: Since  they are  forbidden in shearing  and working , they should also be

forbidden in receiving blemishes ; therefore , it teaches  us  that they are permitted.

QU E ST IO N

״! וֹ יֶה בּ ל מוּם לֹא יִהְ כׇּ ״ יב  תִ כְ י, הָ נַן נָמֵ בָּ  רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And the  Rabbis  also, is  it not written: "No blemish shall be  in it",  which Rabbi Meir used to forbid

causing a blemish on a blemished animal?

ANSWER

י ין לִ ״ — אֵ וֹ יֶה בּ ״מוּם לֹא יִהְ יָא:  נְ תַ י, דְּ תֵ אָ א הוּא דְּ מָ רָ גְ לִ

The Gemara answers: It comes to  forbid indirectly causing  a blemish, as  it was  taug ht in a braisa: "No blemish shall be  in it"

— I only have  a prohibition against actively making a blemish...



S U M M A RY

In short, the daf establishes that according to Beit Hillel, a blemished bechor has a lighter status, allowing both zarim and

tamei individuals (including a niddah) to eat from it, as the Torah does not distinguish between different types of tumah here.

We then learn a braisa that forbids skinning a firstborn or disqualified consecrated animal from the feet to make a leather

container. Rav Chisda explains that the Tanna who forbids this by a blemished bechor is Beit Shammai, who treat it with high

sanctity, while the one who forbids it by disqualified kodashim is Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon, who holds they retain

their sacred status even after redemption.

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

The Gemara is bothered by how we treat a blemished firstborn, a bechor ba'al mum. Lichoira, once it has a mum, it cannot be

offered on the Mizbe'ach. Yet, we see a major machlokes between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel about how much of its

original kedushah remains. Beit Shammai hold that even a blemished bechor retains such a high level of sanctity that we

cannot feed it to a niddah, and we cannot skin it in a way that degrades the meat, because they hold its kedushah is still

deeply intact. Beit Hillel are mekil, but even they agree it has a special status. We see from here a tremendous yesod:

something that was once designated for the Mizbe'ach never completely loses its holiness, even when it becomes broken and

blemished.

This is a powerful lesson for our own avodas Hashem. Sometimes a Yid looks at himself and feels like a ba'al mum. He feels

broken, spiritually bruised, or far from the madreigah of being 'unblemished' and fit for the Mizbe'ach. The yetzer hara

whispers to him, 'You are disqualified, your learning and davening have no value anymore.' But the Torah is telling us the

exact opposite. Even when there is a mum, the kedushah is still there! Hashem still treasures you, and the holiness of your

neshama remains intact.

We must treat ourselves, and every single fellow Yid, with the utmost respect and dignity, recognizing that a holy neshama

can never be truly disqualified. Even when we feel broken, we are still kadosh.

Today, when you feel a lack of inspiration or feel 'blemished' by your mistakes, stop and remind yourself: 'My neshama is still

kadosh to Hashem.' Do one small mitzvah with the pride of knowing your holiness is still fully there.
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