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

L) THE SUGYA

We begin this daf by looking into the source for the prohibition of causing an indirect blemish (grama) to a firstborn animal,
such as placing dough on its ear so a dog will bite it off. The Gemara then returns to the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and
Rabbi Yehoshua regarding safeguarding doubtful terumah, analyzing whether their machlokes is based on whether we follow
the vocalization or the spelling of the Torah, or if it hinges on whether doubtful terumah is considered "fit for you" in

anticipation of Eliyahu Hanavi coming to declare it pure.

Following this, the Gemara discusses the halacha of bloodletting for a firstborn animal, clarifying Shmuel's ruling in
accordance with Rabbi Shimon. We then learn a new Mishnah regarding one who intentionally blemishes a firstborn. Rabbi
Eliezer holds that as a penalty, the owner may never slaughter the animal, while the Sages rule thatif a second blemish
develops on its own, he may slaughter it. The Gemara immediately raises a kasha on Rabbi Eliezer froma Mishnah in
Nega'im, where he seemingly does not impose a permanent penalty on someone who intentionally cut off his tzara'as.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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The Torah only explicitly wrote the prohibition that one may not directly place a blemish on a korban. But except for that, that
one may not place a blemish in it indirectly, from where do we derive that one may not bring a pressed fig or dough and
place it on the ear of a firstborn animal so that a dog will come and eat it, and in doing so bite off the ear and blemish the

animal?
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The verse states: "Any blemish” (Vayikra 22:21) — which includes both a direct blemish and also any indirect ble mish.
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The Gemara now returns to the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua regarding safeguarding a barrel of doubtful
terumah. Here, they disagree about the interpretation of verses, as Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says, and so says Reish
Lakish, and so says Rav Nachman that Rabba bar Avuh says: The Torah states, "And I, behold, I have given you the
charge of My terumos" (Bamidbar 18:8).

EXPLANATION
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Rabbi Eliezer holds: The verse is speaking of two types of terumos, because the word is written in the plural, "My terumos”
— one is definitely pure terumah, and one is suspended terumah whose status is in doubt. And the Merciful One says:

Make a safeguarding for it, meaning even the doubtful terumah must be protected from further tumah.
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And Rabbi Yehoshua argues that the word is written in a way that can be read as "My terumah” in the singular. Therefore, the

obligation to safeguard applies only to definitely pure terumah.
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The Gemara asks: Is this to say that Rabbi Eliezer holds that the vocalization of the Torah is authoritative, and we follow

the pronunciation "terumosai” rather than the spelling which looks like "terumasi"?
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But raise a contradiction froma braisa regarding a Hebrew maidservant: The verse says, "seeing that he has dealt deceitfully
with her [bevigdo vah]” (Shemos 21:8). Rabbi Akiva expounds the word based on its vocalization, as if it comes from the word

"beged” (garment): Once he has spread his cloak over her by designating her as a wife, he is no longer permitted to sell

her to anyone else. These are the words of Rabbi Akiva, who holds that the vocalization is authoritative.
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But Rabbi Eliezer says: Once the father has dealt deceitfully [bagad] with her by selling her once, he is no longer

permitted to sell her again. Rabbi Eliezer expounds the word based on its spelling, which can be read as "bevagdo” (his betrayal).

This proves that Rabbi Eliezer holds the spelling of the Torah is authoritative, which contradicts his ruling by terumah!
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Rather, here in the case of terumah, they disagree about this instead: The verse says "to you" (Lach). Rabbi Yehoshua
holds: Terumah that is fit for you to eat, i.e., pure terumah, you must safeguard; but terumah that is not fit for you, i.c.,

doubtful terumah, you do not need to safeguard.
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And Rabbi Eliezer holds: This doubtful terumah is also considered fit for you, lest Eliyahu Hanavi will come and declare it

pure, and then you will eat it.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara returns to the topic of letting blood for a firstborn. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The halacha is in

accordance with Rabbi Shimon that one may let blood.
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Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak objects to this: Which ruling of Rabbi Shimon is Shmuel referring to? If we say he means Rabbi
Shimon of our Mishnah, who permits letting blood because he holds an unintentional act is permitted, is that possible? Until

now, has Shmuel not let us hear that an unintentional act is permitted? Why would he need to state the halacha here?
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But surely Rav Chiyya bar Ashi says that Rav says: The halacha is like Rabbi Yehuda that an unintentional act is forbidden;
and Rav Chanin bar Ashi says that Shmuel says: The halacha is like Rabbi Shimon that it is permitted.
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And Rav Chiyya bar Avin teaches this dispute without citing those men as intermediaries, but directly: Rav says: The halacha
is like Rabbi Yehuda, and Shmuel says: The halacha is like Rabbi Shimon! So Shmuel's view on this is already well known.
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Rather, Shmuel is referring to Rabbi Shimon of the braisa, who permits eating the meat of the firstborn on account of the
blemish caused by bloodletting. And Rav Sheisha the son of RavIdi teaches this explicitly: Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel
says: The halacha is like Rabbi Shimon of the braisa.

n;wn MISHNAH
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MISHNAH: One who slits the ear of a firstborn animal to intentionally blemish it — behold, this person may never

slaughter the animal, as a penalty. These are the words of Rabbi Eliezer.
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And the Sages say: Ifanother blemish develops in it on its own, he may slaughter the animal on account of that second
ble mish.




GEMARA
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GEMAR A: But does Rabbi Eliezer penalize a person forever for a transgression?
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But raise a contradiction froma Mishnah in Nega'im: One who had a snow-white leprous mark [baheres] on his skin...
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n;wn MISHNAH
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The Mishnah in Nega'im teaches: If a leprous mark was on a person's body and it was cut off inadvertently, he is pure.
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But if he cut it off intentionally to rid himself of the impurity,
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Rabbi Eliezer says: When another le prous mark will be born to him, i.c., when he develops a new mark, he will become

pure from it, meaning his purification from the first mark is dependent on the purification of this new one.
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And the Sages say: He can never become pure until the leprosy spreads over his entire body, which is a Torah-law sign of
purity, or until his bright spot shrinks to less than the size of a split bean before he cut it off, which would mean it was never
a valid mark to begin with. Otherwise, he remains impure forever. This shows that Rabbi Eliezer does not impose a permanent

penalty on a transgressor, which contradicts his ruling in our Mishnah regarding a firstborn!

GEMARA

ANSWER
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Rabba and Rav Yosef both say in resolution of this contradiction:
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When Rabbi Eliezer penalizes a transgressor permanently, that is only with regard to his property, such as a firstborn animal;

but with regard to his body, such asleprosy, he does not penalize him permanently.
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The Gemara explains: Regarding his property, there is reason to say that he will come to do the transgression and
intentionally cause a blemish, because he loses nothing by doing so since the animal is already forbidden to him. Therefore, a

severe, permanent penalty is needed to deter him.
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But regarding his body, is there really reason to say that he will come to do this and cut off the mark? A person is hesitant to
mutilate his own flesh, and the temporary penalty of waiting for another mark is deterrent enough, since there is no guarantee

another mark will ever appear.
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Rava said: Is only the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer here difficult against the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there, while the ruling of the
Rabbis here against the ruling of the Rabbis there is not difficult? In our Mishnah, the Rabbis only penalize the owner until

another blemish occurs, whereas in Nega'im they penalize him permanently! This contradiction also needs to be resolved.
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Rather, we must explain as follows: The ruling of Rabbi Eliezer here against the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there is not difficult,

just as we answered, distinguishing between property and body.
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And the ruling of the Rabbis here against the ruling of the Rabbis there is also not difficult,
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because here, in the case of the firstborn, they penalized him in accordance with what he did, and there, in the case of

leprosy, they penalized him in accordance with what he did.
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The Gemara elaborates: In the case of the firstborn, with what did he intend to permit the animal? With this specific blemish

that he made.

EXPLANATION
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Therefore, the Rabbis penalized him specifically with regard to this blemish, that through this blemish it should not

become permitted to him. But if another, natural blemish occurs, he may slaughter it.
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And here, in the case of leprosy, they penalized him in accordance with what he did: He intended to purify himself
through this cutting off of the mark; therefore, the Rabbis penalized him with regard to this cutting off, treating it as if

the mark is still there, which leaves him permanently impure.

7130 "R 9N 130 77 NeB 31793
Rav Pappa asked: Did we learn in the Mishnah the word "yit'har’ (he shall be pure), or did we learn 'veyit'har' (and he shall
be pure)?
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these two versions?
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The Gemara answers: The difference is in the case of a bridegroomupon whom a new leprous mark appeared.
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As we learned in a Mishnah: A bridegroom upon whoma leprous mark appeared, we give himseven days of grace before

examining it, to not disrupt his joy; this applies to him, to his cloak, and to his garment.
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And similarly, on a Festival, we give him all the days of the Festival asa grace period.
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Now, if you say we learned yit'har’, it means that as soon as the second mark appears, he is purified from the first mark
immediately. And as for the second mark, we wait for him during the seven days of the wedding feast before inspecting it.

Thus, he is completely pure during his wedding week.
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But if you say we learned 'veyit'har’, it means he only becomes pure from the first mark after the second one is declared pure. If
so, ultimately, even though you do not declare him impure from the second mark during the seven days, he still stands as

impure from the first mark! Thus, the grace period does himno good.

QUESTION
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The Gemara asks: What is the conclusion of this inquiry?
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The Gemara concludes: The question shall stand unresolved.
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Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: If one slits the ear of a firstborn animal and then dies, what is the law as to whether to

penalize his son after him by forbidding the son fromslaughtering and eating the animal?
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He analyzes the sides of the question: If you say that in the case of one who sells his Jewish slave to non-Jews and dies, they
penalized his son after him by forcing the son to redeemthe slave, thatis because every single day the slave remains with the

non-Jew, the father's action removes him from mitzvos, so the transgression is ongoing.
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And if you say that in the case of one who intentionally planned his work for Chol HaMoed and died, they did not
penalize his son after him, thatis because the son himself did not do any prohibition, and the father's forbidden act is

already completed.
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So here, what is the halacha? Did the Rabbis penalize him personally, and since he is no longer alive, the penalty lapses? Or

perhaps the Rabbis penalized his property, and since the property is still here, the penalty remains?
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Rabbi Zeira said to him: You have already learned it in a Mishnah:
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A field that was cleared of thorns during the Shemittah year may be sown at the conclusion of Shemittah, because

clearing thorns is not a primary agricultural labor.
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Butif it was plowed or manured during Shemittah, it may not be sown at the conclusion of Shemittah as a penalty.

GEMARA
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And Rav Assi bar Chanina said: We have a tradition that if he plowed it and died, his son may sow it.
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Consequently, the Rabbis penalized him personally, but they did not penalize his son. The same should apply to the

firstborn animal.
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Abaye said: We have a tradition that...

SUMMARY

The Gemara derives the prohibition of causing an indirect blemish from the verse "Any blemish,” and resolves the machlokes
between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua regarding doubtful terumah by explaining that they argue over whether we say
Eliyahu Hanavi will come and declare it pure. After establishing that the halacha follows Rabbi Shimon of the braisa who
permits eating a firstborn that was blemished through bloodletting, the Gemara turns to the penalty for intentionally
blemishing a firstborn. To resolve the contradiction between Rabbi Eliezer's strict permanent penalty here and his more lenient
ruling regarding one who cut off his tzara'as, Rabba and Rav Yosef offer a classic teretz: Rabbi Eliezer only penalizes a person

permanently when it comes to his property, but he does not impose a permanent penalty when it affects his own body.
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The Mishnah teaches us a powerful yeshivish yesod about how we deal with our mistakes and transgressions. If a person
intentionally blemishes a bechor to make it permitted for slaughter, Rabbi Eliezer says he can never slaughter it. The
Chachamim, however, are mechadesh thatif a new, natural blemish develops later, he can slaughter it on account of that
second blemish. The Gemara is bothered: why do the Chachamimlet him off? The teretz is that the Chachamim only
penalized himon the specific blemish he made. They did not lock the door on himforever; they left a path for the animal to

eventually become permitted through natural means.

This is a deep lesson in how Hashem runs His world and how we must look at our own spiritual failures. When we make a
mistake, when we blemish our own neshama or mess up a situation through our own willful bad choices, the yetzer hara wants
us to believe we are permanently disqualified. He tells us, "You ruined this, you can never fix it, you are penalized forever."
But the Torah's way is different. Even when we must face the consequences of what we did, Hashem never shuts the door
completely. He always leaves a path open for a new situation to develop, a new opportunity for teshuvah and growth that

comes from Shamayim.

We see this yesod clearly in our daily avodah. If you made a mess of a relationship, a business deal, or your own spiritual
schedule through your own negligence, do not fall into despair. You might not be able to use the "blemished” path you tried

to force, but look out for the new, clean opening Hashemis going to send your way.

Today, if you are feeling stuck or penalized by a past mistake, stop trying to force the old situation. Instead, daven to Hashem

for a new opening, and keep your eyes open to recognize the fresh opportunity He is sending you to start over.
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