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

L4 THE SUGYA

We start off this daf by wrapping up the sugya of who is qualified to permit a firstborn animal or to dissolve a vow. The Gemara
clarifies the exact parameters of the machlokes between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis regarding whether a Sage is required
to be part of a three-man panel for hataras nedarim, and we bring a clear halachic ruling that the halacha does not follow
Rabbi Yosei's stringent view. From there, we move into a new Mishnah in Perek Kol Pesulei HaMukdashin that deals with the
dinimof a seller who mistakenly sells forbidden meat—such as an unpermitted bechor ora treifah—and how the financial
restitution is calculated based on whether the buyers actually ate the meat and whether they derived any halachically

recognized benefit fromit.

In the second half of the daf, we are zocheh to begin a new Perek, "On Account of These Blemishes” (Perek Al Elu Mumim).
This Perek is the central location in Shas for defining the specific physical blemishes (mumim) that permit a firstborn animal to
be slaughtered and eaten outside the Beis HaMikdash. We begin with the first Mishnah of the Perek, which details various
mumim in the ear of the animal, such as a split, a perforation, or dryness, and the Gemara begins its limud to find the Torah
source showing that ear blemishes are indeed considered valid mumim despite not being explicitly written alongside "lame or
blind" in the pesukim.

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

N TIMY DAF 374

201" 2277R YpiENY

The ruling that three laymen may permit a firstborn animal is to the exclusion of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in our Mishnah,

who holds that even a court of twenty-three cannot permit a firstborn without an expert.
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And the ruling that three laymen may dissolve a vow in a place where there is no Sage is to the exclusion of the opinion

of Rabbi Yehuda,
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as it is taught in a braisa: The dissolution of vows is done by three laymen; Rabbi Yehuda says: At least one of them must

be a Sage.

QUESTION
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The Gemara asks: When we say that a single Sage can dissolve a vow, or thatlaymen can only do so in a place where there is no

Sage, like whom is considered such a Sage?
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Rav Nachman said: Like me, who is an expert in these halachos.

7377 29 7277 2921 020 1T TN I AT 031

The Gemara asks: Since Rabbi Yehuda says that one of them must be a Sage, is it implied that those other two can be

anyone, even complete ignoramuses?
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Ravina said: No, they must be people to whom we explain the halachos of vows and they understand them.

n;wn MISHNAH
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We learned in the Mishnah that Rabbi Yosei says: Even if there are twenty-three Sages there, etc., a firstborn may only be

slaughtered on the word of an expert.

GEMARA

STATEMENT
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Rav Chananel said that Ravsaid: The halacha is not like Rabbi Yosei.
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The Gemara asks: This is obvious! There is a rule that when there is a dispute between an individual and the many, the halacha

is like the many, so why did Rav need to state this?
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The Gemara answers: Lest you say that Rabbi Yosei is different because his reasoning is with him, meaning his logic is always

exceptionally deep, and we should follow him; therefore, Rav comes to teach us that the halacha still follows the Rabbis.

INFERENCE
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The Gemara suggests: Let us resolve from this our earlier dilemma as to who authored the statement that three laymen may
permit a firstborn. Let us say that that first statement was said in the name of Shmuel; for if it was said in the name of Rav,

why do I need two statements from himrejecting Rabbi Yosei?
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The Gemara rejects this: No, Rav could have said both, because one statement was said by inference from the other, and Rav

himself only explicitly uttered one of them.
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MISHNAH: One who slaughters a firstborn animal and sells its meat, and it became known that he did not show it to an
expert to permit it, what the buyers ate, they ate, but the seller must re turn the money to them because he sold them forbidden

meat;
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and what they did not eat, the meat must be buried, and the seller must re turn the money for that meat as well.
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And likewise, one who slaughters a cow and sells it, and it became known that it is a treifah, what they ate, they ate,

and he must return their money;
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and what they did not eat, they shall re turn the meat to him, and he shall return the money to them.
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If the buyers sold it to non-Jews, or threw it to the dogs, they shall pay the scller the value of treifah meat, and the seller

refunds them the difference.




GEMARA
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GEMARA: The Rabbis taught in a braisa: One who sells meat to his fellow and it is found to be the meat of a firstborn

that was not permitted by an expert,
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or produce and it is found to be tevel, or wine and it is found to be wine used for alibation to avodah zarah, what they

ate, they ate, and he must return all the money to them.
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Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: For items that a personis repulsed by, he must return all the money to them because

they had no enjoyment fromeating it;
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but for those that a personis not repulsed by, he deducts the value of their benefit from the money and returns the rest.
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And these are the items that a personis repulsed by: carcasses and treifos, detestable creatures and creeping things.
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And these are the items that a personis not repulsed by: firstborn animals, tevel, and wine used for a libation.
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The Gemara asks: In the case of a firstborn, why does the buyer have to pay for his benefit? Let him say to the seller: What loss

did I cause you by eating it? Since it was an unblemished firstborn, you could never have eaten it or benefited fromit anyway!
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The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary in a case where he sold him meat from the place of a blemish,

EXPLANATION
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where the seller can say to him: If you had not eaten it, I would have shown it to a Sage and he would have permitted it

for me, in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda who allows showing a blemish even after slaughtering.
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Similarly, regarding tevel, the seller can say: I would have fixed them by tithing and eaten them.
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And regarding wine used for a libation, thisis a case where it was sold by way of a mixture with permitted wine, and in

accordance with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel.
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As we learned in a Mishnah: Wine used for a libation that fell into a cistern of kosher wine, all of it is forbidden for

benefit.
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: All of it may be sold to non-Jews, except for the value of the wine used fora

libation that is init. Thus, the seller could have benefited from the mixture.

STATEMENT
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May we return to you, "Kol Pesulei HaMukdashin".

n;wn MISHNAH
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MISHNAH: On account of these blemishes we may slaughter a firstborn animal outside the Beis HaMikdash:
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Ifits ear was damaged in the cartilage, but not just in the skin;
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orif the ear was split, even though it did not lose any substance; orif it was perforated the size of a vetch, or if it dried

up.
MISHNAH
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What is considered dried up? Any car that, if it is pierced, does not produce a drop of blood.
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Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam says: It must be so dry that it crumbles.

GEMARA
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GEMARA: Why do these ear blemishes permit the animal? Lame and blind are written in the Torah as blemishes, but not ear

blemishes!
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The Gemara answers: It is also written, "If there be inita blemish", which is a general term.
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The Gemara asks: But say that "If there be init a blemish” is a generalization, "lame or blind" is a specification,
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and there is a rule: with a generalization and a specification, there is nothing in the generalization except that which is in

the specification; so lame and blind, yes, they are blemishes, but any other thing, no!
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The Gemara answers: The verse says "any ill blemish”, so the Torah went back and generalized.
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Now we have a generalization, a specification, and a generalization, and you may only judge in accordance with the

characteristics of the specification.
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Just as the specification is explicit as referring to blemishes that are visible and do not heal, so too, all blemishes that

are visible and do not heal are included.
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The Gemara asks: But say: Just as the specification is explicit as referring to blemishes that are visible, and cause it to be

idle fromits work, and do not heal,
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so too, all included blemishes must be visible, cause it to be idle from its work, and not heal.
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If so, why did we learn in the Mishnah that its ear was damaged in the cartilage is a blemish? An ear blemish does not stopan

animal from working!
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The Gemara answers: The phrase "any ill blemish” is an inclusion, which expands the law to include all visible blemishes even if

they do not stop it from working.

2593 9093W 1R ST OK

The Gemara asks: If so, should hidden blemishes also be included?
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Why did we learn in the Mishnah later that only the outer teeth that were damaged or worn down are blemishes, but the

inner teeth that were uprooted are not, because they are hidden?

A TMY DAF 37B

2K M3 MBI 1N 1IR3

The Gemara infers from the Mishnah: If the internal gums were extracted, then yes, it is a blemish and we may slaughter the

firstborn; but if they were merely damaged or chipped, no, it is not a blemish because it is a hidden blemish. Why should that be?
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The Gemara answers: I require that a blemish be an "ill blemish” to permit slaughtering, which means it must be exposed and

degrading, and here, with a hidden blemish, there is none of that degradation.
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The Gemara asks: If so, that the verse includes all blemishes under "any ill blemish” except hidden ones, then a temporary
blemish should also permit slaughtering! Why then did we learn in our Mishnah that if the ear was damaged and lacking from

the skin, it may not be slaughtered because it is a temporary blemish?
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Why indeed did we learn in the Mishnah: And not if the lack is from the skin of the ear, because it is a temporary blemish?
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The Gemara answers: Excluding a temporary blemish is based on logical reasoning:
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Now, if we do notevenredeema regular consecrated offering on account of it when it has a temporary blemish, would we

slaughter a firstborn outside the Beis HaMikdash, which is even stricter since it cannot be redeemed, on account of it?
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As it is taught in a Braisa: The pasuk says, "And if it be any impure animal, of which they may not bring an offering to

Hashem"—the verse is speaking of blemished kosher animals that are being redeemed.
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The Braisa asks: Do you say that the verse is speaking of blemished animals that are redeemed, or is it only speaking of

an actual impure animal like a donkey?

;AR ARRY AR50, ANNYA N2 ORY? MmN Nﬁ-‘lW:

When it says later in the parsha, "And if it be of the impure animal,” behold, an impure animal is already spoken of there.
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How then do I fulfill the words "of which they may not bring"? You must say: This refers to blemished animals that are

redeemed.
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The Braisa continues: I might have thought they may be redeemed on account of a temporary blemish.
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Therefore, the verse teaches: "Of which they may not bring an offering to Hashem"—meaning that which is not fit to be
offered at all because of a permanent blemish; excluding this animal with a temporary blemish, which is not fit to be offered

today but will be fit tomorrow when it heals.
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If you want, say another teretz: If so, that even a temporary blemish permits slaughtering, why do I need the Torah to specify
"lame” and "blind"? It could have just said "any ill blemish." Rather, it teaches that only permanent blemishes like these are
included.

n;wn MISHNAH
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We learned in the Mishnah: If the ear of the firstborn was split, even though it is not lacking any substance, it may be

slaughtered.

GEMARA
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The Rabbis taught in a Braisa: The split that is a blemish can be any size; the damage, i.c., a nick, is a blemish whether it was

caused by the hand of man or by the hand of Heaven.
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The Gemara asks: Is it to be inferred fromthe wording that a split caused by the hand of Heaven is not a blemish? That makes

no sense, as it is still a visible blemish!
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Rather, the Braisa meant: Both a split and damage are blemishes, whe ther caused by the hand of Heaven or by the hand of

man.
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And how much is the measure of damage to be a blemish? It must be enough that a fingernail will catch on it when passed

over the ear.
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The Mishnah stated: If the ear was pierced the full size of a bitter vetch, etc.

GEMARA
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The Rabbis taught in a Braisa: How much is the piercing of the ear to be a blemish? The full size of a karshina seed.
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Rabbi Yosei son of Rabbi Yehuda says: It must be like the size of a lentil.
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And which is a dried ear thatis a blemish? One that if it is pierced, it does not produce evena drop of blood.
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Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam says: Dried means it is so dry that it would crumble when touched.
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A Tanna taught: Their words are close to being identical in practice.
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The Gemara asks: Whose words are close? If we say the words of the Tanna Kamma and Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam

regarding a dried ear, there is a big difference between them!
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Rather, it refers to the words of the Tanna Kamma and Rabbi Yosei son of Rabbi Yehuda, as a karshina and a lentil are

almost the same size.
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The Gemara asks on Rabbi Yosei son of Rabbi Yehuda: If it is the size of a lentil, yes, it is a blemish, but less than a lentil, no, it s

not a blemish?
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And the Gemara points out a contradiction froma Braisa regarding a Hebrew slave: The Torah says "an awl"—I only know

that one may use an awl; from where do we include a palm thorn, a thorn, a needle, a drill, and a stylus?
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Therefore the verse teaches: "And you shall take"—to include anything that is taken in the hand. These are the words
of Rabbi Yoseison of Rabbi Yehuda.
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: "An awl"—just as an awl is uniquely made of metal, so too anything used must be of metal.
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And the latter clause teaches: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said, Yudan the son of Rabbi Yehuda would expound: When they

pierce the slave's ear, they only pierce in the earlobe.
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And the Sages say: A Hebrew slave who is a Kohenis not pierced, because he would thereby become blemished and
unfit for the Avodah.
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And if you say that they would pierce in the earlobe, how does a Kohen slave become blemished? A hole in the soft

earlobe is not a blemish!
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Rather, they only pierce in the upper cartilage of the ear. Now, even a tiny needle hole in the cartilage would blemish him,

which contradicts Rabbi Yosei's view that it requires a lentil-sized hole!
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Rav Chana bar Kattina said: This is not difficult. Here, requiring a lentil-size, is to permit slaughtering a firstborn outside

the Mikdash; there, even a tiny hole, is to disqualify a Kohen from the Avodah.
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The Gemara asks: What is a karshina? Rav Sherevya said: It is hinda, a vetch seed.
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Rav Oshaya asked of Rav Huna Rabbah:
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Does the hole have to be large enough for a karshina that enters and exits casily, or a karshina that stands snugly in the hole?
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Rav Huna said to him: This I have not heard, but some thing similar to it I have heard.
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As we learned in a Mishnah: Regarding the spine or the skull that are lacking some bone, how much must the lack in the

spine be so thatitdoes not convey tumah ina tent asa complete spine?
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Beis Shammai say: Two vertebrae, and Beis Hillel say: One vertebra.
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And in the skull, Beis Shammai say: The full size of a drill hole, and Beis Hillel say: Enough that if it were removed

froma living person, he would die.
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And Rav Chisda sat and was raising a dilemma: "Enough that if it were removed froma living person”"—and how much

is that?
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Rav Tachlifa bar Avudimi said to him: So said Shmuel—it is like the size of a sela coin.

STATEMENT
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And it was stated: Rav Safra said that Shmuel said it to him as a tradition, and Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said that Shmuel

said it to him as a Braisa; and your mnemonic is: Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda teaches Braisas.

STATEMENT
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And Rav Chisda said to him:...
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If so, that Beis Hillel's measure is a sela, you have made the words of Beis Shammai and the words of Beis Hillel identical!

How can that be?
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As we learned in a Mishnah: A light-hole that was not made by the hand of man, its measure to let tumah pass is the full

size of a large fist, and this is the fist of Ben Avatiach.
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Rabbi Yosei said: And it is like the large head of a man.
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But if the hole was made by the hand of man, they measured it like the full size of a large drill of the Temple Chamber,

which is like an Italian pundeyon, and like a Neronian sela, and it is the same as Beis Shammai's drill-hole! So Beis Shammai




and Beis Hillel would have the same measure of a sela!

SUMMARY

The daf concludes the previous Perek by establishing that the halacha does not follow Rabbi Yosei's view that even twenty-
three Sages cannot permit a bechor without an expert. We then learn a Mishnah and a supporting braisa regarding a merchant
who sells forbidden food, such as an unpermitted bechor, tevel, or treifah meat. The Tanna Kamma and Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar argue over whether the seller must refund the entire purchase price orif he can deduct the value of the benefit the
buyer received, depending on whether the food is something a person is naturally repulsed by (like treifah) or not (like tevel
or bechor). Finally, we begin the sixth perek, learning the Mishnah's list of ear blemishes—such as a damaged cartilage, a split,
a hole, ora dried-up ear—and the Gemara begins a detailed shakla v'tarya using the hermeneutical rules of klal u'prat to

derive from the pesukimhow ear blemishes are halachically included as valid mumim.

TWYN? WHAT TO TAKE HO ME

We see in the Gemara a beautiful yeshivish discussion about the halachos of a seller who accidentally sold something
forbidden, like tevel or an unexamined bechor. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar makes a deep chiddush: we have to look at the
buyer's actual experience. If it is something the nefesh katzah bah, something a person is naturally repulsed by, like nevelah,
the buyer gets a full refund because he had absolutely zero pleasure from the food. But if it is something like tevel, where

there is no physical repulsion, the buyer must deduct the value of the benefit he received.

This is a massive yesod for our daily avodah. How often do we look at our spiritual failures, our aveiros, with a sense of
"nefesh katzah"? When a Yid slips up, does he feel a deep, inner repulsion to the spiritual damage he just caused, or does he
secretly still taste the sweetness of the world? The goal of a Yid is to reach a level of yiras Shamayim where sin itself becomes
something our neshama is repulsed by, where we cannot stand the thought of being separated from Hashemeven fora

moment.

When we build this inner sensitivity, teshuvah becomes natural. We don't just regret the action; we are genuinely repulsed by

the distance it created between us and Hashem. Mimeila, we run back to the Torah and mitzvos with a pure heart.

Today, when you encounter a temptation or a moment of nisayon, pause and remind yourself of the true nature of spiritual

damage. Tell yourself: "This is not who I am; my neshama is completely repulsed by anything that distances me from Hashem."
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