*ni®> AT - °%P322 TNy n

3% N7 - NiniDg - i T

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

LJ THE SUGYA

We start off on our daf with a beautiful shakla v'tarya between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel regarding who is allowed to eata
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 fromit. We also delve into the different drashos from the Hekesh of "gazelle and deer” to understand the

exact status of these blemished kodashim.

Fromthere, 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 eatit.” This leads us into a fascinating discussion about different types of tumah—specifically, tumah that
comes from the body versus tumah froman 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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And Beit Hillel 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."
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Beit Hillel now make a kal v'chomer: And if an impure person, who does not eat of offerings of lesser sanctity, nevertheless

eats of a blemished firstborn; a non-priest, who does eat of offerings of lesser sanctity like shelamim, is it not logical
that he should eat of a blemished firstborn?
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The Gemara asks: There is a refutation to this kal v'chomer: What is unique about an impure person? For he was permitted
from his general prohibition in the case of communal service, where impure kohanimmay 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.
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And Beit Hillel would answer: Is that to say that the kal v'’chomer was stated regarding the avodah, which was the subject of
your refutation? No, we are speaking regarding eating the meat, and regarding eating, the eating of a non-priest is

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

STATEMENT
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The baraita stated: And Rabbi Akiva permits a blemished firstborn to be eaten, and even by a non-Jew.
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What is the reason of Rabbi Akiva? The Torah compares blemished consecrated animals to "the gazelle and the deer"—just
as a gazelle 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.
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And the other Tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi Akiva and forbids a non-Jew fromeating it, how does he explain this

comparison?
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The Gemara answers: Three times the comparison to "gazelle 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.
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And the other verse, how does he use it? He derives: Just as a gazelle 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.
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The Rabbis taught in a braisa: As for a blemished firstborn, we do not feed it to menstruating women; this is the

statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel say: We may feed it to menstruating women.
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What is the reason of Beit Shammai? As it is written regarding the firstborn: "And their meat shall be yours, like the
wave-breast and like the right thigh.” Just as there, with the breast and thigh, menstruating women may not eat them

because they are tamei, so too here, with the firstborn, me nstruating women may not eat it.
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And Beit Hillel respond: These words, comparing it to the breast and thigh, apply only to an unble mished firstborn; but
regarding a blemished firstborn, the Torah says: "The impure and the pure alike shall eat it."
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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 asa zav ora niddah, no, they may noteatit.

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

impurity that does not issue upon him from his own body,
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as we learned in a Mishnah: A Pesach offering that comes ina 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.

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

acorpse,” but here, by the firstborn, "impure” is written unspecified, so it makes no difference what kind of impurity it is.
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The Rabbis taught in a braisa: We do not skin an animal fromits feet to keep the hide whole as a container on Yom Tov; and

similarly, we do not skin in this mannera firstborn animal, nor do we do so with disqualified consecrated animals.
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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.
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But regarding a blemished firstborn on a weekday, who is the Tanna who forbids skinning it this way?
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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.
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The Gemara asks: "Nor with disqualified consecrated animals"—who is the Tanna of this clause?
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Rav Chisda said: It is Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon,
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as we learned in a Mishnah: If there were before him two sin-offerings, one unblemished and one blemished, the

unble mished one shall be offered, and the blemished one shall be redeemed.
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If the blemished one was slaughtered 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.
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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.
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The Gemara asks: And Rav Chisda, let him establish the entire braisa according to Beit Shammai, including the clause

about disqualified consecrated animals!
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The Gemara answers: Perhaps Beit Shammai only say their strict ruling regarding 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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The Gemara asks: But let 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!
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The Gemara answers: Perhaps Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon only says his lenient ruling there with regard to
disqualified consecrated animals, whose sanctity is strong enough to transfer itself to their redemption money, so they
retain some sanctity even after slaughtering; but with regard 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 fromits feet.
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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 weighed by the litra like non-sacred meat?
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Consequently, since there is a financial gain for Hekdesh, because the owner will pay more to redeemit 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?
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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.
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In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say in the name of Ravina: Itis forbidden because it looks like he is performing work with

consecrated animals, which is a Torah prohibition.
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Rabbi Yosei bar Avin says: Itisa Rabbinic decree, lest 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.

n;wn MISHNAH
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MISHNAH: A firstborn animal that was seized with a congestion of blood, even if it will die if left untreated, we may not

let its blood; these are the words of Rabbi Yehuda, because he holds we are afraid he might make a blemish.
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And the Sages say: He may let 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 slaughtered on account of that blemish, as a penalty for causing it.
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Rabbi Shimon says: He may let its blood even though he makes a blemish in it, and he may even slaughter it on account of
that blemish.

GEMARA
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GEMAR A: The Rabbis taught in a braisa: A firstborn animal that was seized with a congestion of blood, we may let its

blood ina place where we do not make a blemish, but we may notlet its blood in a place where we make a blemish;
these are the words of Rabbi Meir.
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And the Sages say: Evenina place where he makes a blemish he may let blood, provided that he does not slaughter the

animal on account of that ble mish.
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Rabbi Shimon says: It may even be slaughtered onaccount of that blemish.

BRAISA
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Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if it will die, we may not let its blood atall.

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Elazar taught 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 regarding a barrel of terumah.
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As we learned in a Mishnah: In the case of a barrel 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
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Rabbi Yehoshua says: If it was resting ina hidden place, he may place it inan exposed place; if it was covered, he may

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

STATEMENT
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Rabban Gamliel says: He should not initiate any new action with it, but rather leave it exactly as it is.
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The Gemara aligns the opinions: Rabbi Meir holds like Rabbi Eliezer, and the Rabbis hold like Rabbi Yehoshua, and
Rabbi Yehuda holds like Rabban Gamliel.
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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 actively with his hands; but here by the barrel, where it is only indirectly causing impurity,
he holds like Rabbi Yehoshua that it is permitted!

OBJECTION
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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!
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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!
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And perhaps Rabbi Yehuda only says his strict ruling here by the firstborn because he is doing the blemish actively with his
hands; but there by the barrel, where it is only indirectly causing impurity, he holds like Rabbi Yehoshua!
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And perhaps Rabban Gamliel 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!
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And furthermore, here in the case of the firstborn they argue about verses, and there in the case of the barrel they argue

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

STATEMENT
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For Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Everyone agrees regarding 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."
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And everyone agrees regarding 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.

EXPLANATION
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They only disputed regarding 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.
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir, what does he do with this verse of "It shall be unblemished to be accepted"?
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The Gemara answers: He needs it to exclude an animal that was blemished from its ince ption frombeing consecrated.
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The Gemara objects: An animal blemished from its inception is obvious that it cannot be consecrated, for it is merely like a

palm tree, which only has monetary sanctity!
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Rather, it comes to exclude disqualified consecrated animals after their redemption from the prohibition of causing a
blemish; for it might 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.
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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?
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The Gemara answers: It comes to forbid indirectly causing a blemish, as it was taught in a braisa: "No blemish shall be in it"

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




SUMMARY

In short, the daf establishes that according to Beit Hillel, a blemished bechor has a lighter status, allowing both zarimand
tamei individuals (including a niddah) to eat fromit, 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 kodashimis Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon, who holds they retain

their sacred status even after redemption.

WYN? WHAT TO TAKE HO ME

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 fromhere 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! Hashemstill 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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