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T HE  S U G Y A

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

dinim of a seller who mistakenly sells forbidden meat—such as an unpermitted bechor or a 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 from it.

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.

וּד א׳ מּ עַ D A F  3 7 A

EXPLANAT IO N

י, סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ דְּ י מִ קֵ וֹ פּ אַ לְ

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

who holds that even a court of twenty-three cannot permit a firstborn without an expert.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ דְּ י מִ קֵ וֹ פּ אַ כָם לְ ין חָ אֵ שֶׁ קוֹם  מְ ר בִּ נֶּדֶ  ת הַ ין אֶ ירִ פִ ה מְ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ

And the ruling that three  laymen may dissolve  a vow in a place  where  there  is  no Sag e  is to the  exclusion of the  opinion

of Rabbi Yehuda,

BR AI SA

כָם. ם חָ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ר: אֶ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ ה, רַ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ  ים בִּ רִ דָ ת נְ פָרַ יָא: הֲ נְ תַ דְּ

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

be a Sag e .

QU E ST IO N



אן? ן מַ גוֹ כְּ כָם.  ין חָ אֵ שֶׁ קוֹם  מְ בִּ

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

Sag e , like  whom is considered such a Sage?

ANSWER

נָא. ן אֲ גוֹ כְּ ן:  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman said: Like  me ,  who is an expert in these halachos.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? כֹּל דְּ נָךְ  הָ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  כָם, מִ ן חָ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ר: אֶ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

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

anyone ,  even complete ignoramuses?

ANSWER

בַר. סָ יהּ וְ י לֵ רִ בְּ סְ מַ ינָא: דְּ בִ ר רָ מַ אָ

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

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. וּ ה כּ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ים וּ רִ שְׂ ם עֶ שָׁ וּ יֵשׁ  ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

We learned in the Mishnah that Rabbi Yose i says: Even if there  are  twenty-three  Sages there , e tc.,  a firstborn may only be

slaughtered on the word of an expert.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

י. סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ין הֲ ב: אֵ ר רַ מַ ל אָ אֵ נַנְ ב חֲ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chanane l said that Rav said: The  halacha is  not like  Rabbi Yose i.

QU E ST IO N

ים! בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ים הֲ בִּ רַ יד וְ א, יָחִ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ

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?

ANSWER

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ? קָ וֹ מּ וּקוֹ עִ מּ א נִ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ



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.

IN FER ENCE

י? ה לִ מָ י לְ תֵּ  רְ תַּ ב —  רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ שְּׁ   י מִ אִ ר, דְּ מַ יתְּ ל אִ מוּאֵ שְׁ  יהּ דִּ מֵ שְּׁ   א מִ יתָ יְ מַּ  ךְ קַ הָ א, דְּ הָ וֹט מֵ שׁ פְ תִּ

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 him rejecting Rabbi Yosei?

ANSWER

ר. מַ יתְּ הּ אִ תַּ  ירְ חֲבִ לָא[ דַּ לָ כְּ  א )מכלל( ]מִ דָ חֲ

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.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ים, מִ דָּ ם הַ יר לָהֶ זִ יַחְ לוּ, וְ כְ לוּ אָ כְ אָ שֶּׁ  ה  הוּ — מַ אָ רְ לֹּא הֶ  שֶׁ ע  דַ נוֹ כוֹר, וְ בְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One  who s laug hters  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 return the  money to them because he sold them forbidden

meat;

MISHNAH

ים. מִ דָּ ת הַ יר אֶ זִ יַחְ בֵר, וְ קָּ ר יִ שָׂ בָּ  לוּ — הַ כְ לֹּא אָ  שֶּׁ  ה  וּמַ

and what they did not eat, the  meat must be  buried, and the seller must return the  money for that meat as well.

MISHNAH

לוּ, כְ לוּ אָ כְ אָ שֶּׁ  ה  פָה — מַ רֵ יא טְ הִ שֶׁ ע  דַ נוֹ , וְ הּ כָרָ ה וּמְ פָּרָ  ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ן הַ כֵ וְ

And likewise , one  who s laug hters  a cow and se lls  it, and it became  known that it is  a tre ifah, what they ate , they ate ,

and he must return their money;

MISHNAH

ים. מִ דָּ ת הַ ם אֶ יר לָהֶ זִ הוּא יַחֲ ר, וְ שָׂ בָּ  ת הַ ירוּ לוֹ אֶ זִ ם יַחֲ לוּ — הֵ כְ לֹּא אָ  שֶּׁ  ה  וּמַ

and what they did not eat, they shall re turn the  meat to him, and he  shall re turn the  money to them.

MISHNAH

פָה. רֵ י טְ מֵ מוּ דְּ לְּ שַׁ  ים — יְ לָבִ כְ ילוּהוּ לִ טִּ  יִם, אוֹ הִ גוֹ כָרוּהוּ לְ מְ

If the buyers sold it to non-Jews, or threw it to the  dog s, they shall pay the seller the  value  of tre ifah meat, and the seller

refunds them the difference.



א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

כוֹר, ר בְּ שַׂ צָא בְּ מְ נִ ירוֹ וְ חֲבֵ ר לַ שָׂ בָּ כֵר  וֹ מּ נַן: הַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: One who se lls  meat to his  fe llow and it is  found to be  the  meat of a firstborn

that was not permitted by an expert,

BR AI SA

ים. מִ דָּ ת הַ ם אֶ יר לָהֶ זִ יַחְ לוּ, וְ כְ לוּ אָ כְ אָ שֶּׁ  ה  ךְ — מַ ין נֶסֶ צָא יֵ מְ נִ ן וְ יִ ים, יַ לִ בָ צָא טְ מְ נִ ירוֹת וְ פֵּ

or produce  and it is  found to be  teve l, or wine  and it is  found to be  wine  used for a libation to avodah zarah, what they

ate , they ate , and he  must re turn all the  money to them.

BR AI SA

ים, מִ דָּ ת הַ ן אֶ יר לָהֶ זִ ן — יַחְ בָּהֶ צָה  שׁ קָ נֶּפֶ  הַ שֶׁ ים  בָרִ ר: דְּ מֵ זָר אוֹ עָ לְ ן אֶ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ

Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: For items that a person is  repulsed by, he  must re turn all the  money to them because

they had no enjoyment from eating it;

BR AI SA

ים. מִ דָּ ת הַ ם אֶ כֶּה לָהֶ נַ ם — יְ בָּהֶ צָה  שׁ קָ נֶּפֶ  ין הַ אֵ שֶׁ  וְ

but for those  that a person is  not repulsed by, he  deducts  the value of their benefit from the  money and returns the rest.

BR AI SA

ים. שִׂ מָ ים וּרְ צִ קָ שְׁ יפוֹת,  רֵ ילוֹת וּטְ ן: נְבֵ בָּהֶ צָה  שׁ קָ נֶּפֶ  הַ שֶׁ ים  בָרִ ן דְּ וּ הֵ לּ אֵ וְ

And these  are  the  items that a person is  repulsed by: carcasse s  and tre ifos , detestable  creatures  and creeping  thing s .

BR AI SA

. ךְ ין נֶסֶ יֵ ים וְ לִ בָ כוֹרוֹת, טְ ן: בְּ בָּהֶ צָה  שׁ קָ נֶּפֶ  ין הַ אֵ שֶׁ ים  בָרִ ן דְּ וּ הֵ לּ אֵ וְ

And these  are  the  items that a person is  not repulsed by: firstborn animals , teve l, and wine  used for a libation.

QU E ST IO N

? ךְ תָּ  דְ סֵ פְ אי אַ : מַ יהּ א לֵ ימָ לֵ כוֹר — וְ בְּ

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 from it anyway!

ANSWER

א, קוֹם מוּמָ מְּ יהּ מִ ין לֵ בֵּ זַ ן דְּ גוֹ כְּ יכָא,  רִ לָא צְ

The Gemara answers: No, it is  necessary in a case where  he  sold him meat from the  place  of a blemish,

EXPLANAT IO N



ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ כְּ  , יהּ לֵ יהֲ י נִ רֵ שָׁ  יהּ וְ ינָא לֵ זֵ חְ תְּ הֲוָה מַ לַ כְ אָ או דְּ י לָ : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ דַּ

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.

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ, נָא לְ לְ כֵ אָ הוּ וְ נָא לְ ינְ קֵ תְ ים — הֲוָה מַ לִ בָ טְ

Similarly, regarding teve l,  the seller can say: I would have  fixed them by tithing and eaten them.

EXPLANAT IO N

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ עֲרוֹבֶת, וּכְ תַּ י  דֵ ל יְ ךְ — עַ ין נֶסֶ יֵ

And regarding wine  used for a libation,  this is a case where it was sold by way of a mixture  with permitted wine, and in

accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l.

PR O O F

ה. נָאָ בַּהֲ סוּר  וֹ אָ לּ וּ וֹר — כּ ל לַבּ נָּפַ  שֶׁ ךְ  ין נֶסֶ נַן: יֵ תְ דִּ

As we  learned in a Mishnah: Wine  used for a libation that fe ll into a cistern of kosher wine, all of it is  forbidden for

benefit.

PR O O F

. וֹ בּ שֶׁ ךְ  ין נֶסֶ י יֵ מֵ דְּ ץ מִ יִם, חוּ גוֹ וֹ לְ לּ וּ כֵר כּ מָּ  ר: יִ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: All of it may be  sold to non-Jews, except for the  value  of the  wine  used for a

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

STATEMENT

ין. שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ ל  כׇּ ךְ  לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we  return to you, "Kol Pesule i HaMukdashin".

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

כוֹר: בְּ ת הַ ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ וּ מוּמִ לּ ל אֵ י׳ עַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: On account of these  blemishes  we  may s laug hter a firstborn animal outside the Beis HaMikdash:

MISHNAH

עוֹר, ל לֹא הָ חוּס, אֲבָ סְ חַ ן הַ נוֹ מִ זְ ה אׇ מָ גְּ פְ נִ

If its  ear was  damag ed in the  cartilag e , but not just in the  skin;

MISHNAH

ה. שָׁ  יָּבְ  שֶׁ ינָה, אוֹ  שִׁ  לֹא כַרְ בָה מְ יקְּ ה, נִ רָ סְ לֹּא חָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ה אַ קָ דְּ סְ נִ



or if the ear was split, even thoug h it did not lose  any substance; or if it was  perforated the  s ize  of a vetch, or if it dried

up.

MISHNAH

ם. פַּת דָּ י ה טִ יאָ צִ ינָהּ מוֹ אֵ ב וְ נָּקֵ  תִּ שֶׁ כֹּל  ה?  שָׁ  יזֶהוּ יְבֵ אֵ

What is  considered dried up? Any ear that, if it is  pierced, does  not produce  a drop of blood.

MISHNAH

כֶת. רֶ פְ א נִ הֵ תְּ שֶׁ ה  שָׁ  ר: יְבֵ מֵ לָּם אוֹ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam says: It must be so dry that it crumbles .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

יב! תִ כְּ וֵּר  עִ חַ וְ סֵּ  פִּ אי?  מַּ  ׳ אַ מָ גְּ

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

blemishes!

ANSWER

יֶה בוֹ מוּם״, י יִהְ כִּ ״ י  יב נָמֵ תִ כְּ

The Gemara answers: It is  also written, "If there  be  in it a blemish",  which is a general term.

QU E ST IO N

ט, פָּרַ וֵּר״ —  חַ אוֹ עִ סֵּ  פִּ ״ ל,  לַ כָּ וֹ מוּם״ —  יֶה בּ י יִהְ כִּ ״ א:  ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say that "If there  be  in it a blemish" is a g eneralization, "lame  or blind" is a specification,

QU E ST IO N

ינָא — לָא! חֲרִ י אַ ידֵּ ין, מִ וֵּר — אִ עִ חַ וְ סֵּ  פִּ ט;  רָ פְּ  בַּ  שֶׁ ה  לָּא מָ  ל אֶ לָ כְּ  בַּ ין  ט אֵ רָ ל וּפְ לָ כְּ

and there is a rule: with a g eneralization and a specification, there  is  nothing  in the  g eneralization except that which is  in

the  specification;  so lame  and blind, yes ,  they are blemishes, but any other thing , no!

ANSWER

ל, לַ כָ זַר וְ ע״ — חָ כֹּל מוּם רָ ״

The Gemara answers: The verse says "any ill blemish",  so the Torah went back and g eneralized.

EXPLANAT IO N

ט; רָ פְּ  ין הַ עֵ כְּ לָּא   ן אֶ ה דָ תָּ  י אַ ל — אִ לָ ט וּכְ רָ ל וּפְ לָ כְּ

Now we have a g eneralization, a specification, and a g eneralization, and you may only judg e  in accordance  with the

characteristics  of the  specification.



EXPLANAT IO N

ין. זְרִ ינָן חוֹ אֵ י וְ לוּ בַּגָּ  שֶׁ ין  כֹּל מוּמִ ף  ין, אַ זְרִ ינָן חוֹ אֵ י וְ לוּ בַּגָּ  שֶׁ ין  שׁ — מוּמִ פוֹרָ ט מְ רָ פְּ  ה הַ מָ

Just as  the  specification is  explicit as referring to blemishes  that are  vis ible  and do not heal, so too, all blemishes  that

are  vis ible  and do not heal are included.

QU E ST IO N

זֵר, ינוֹ חוֹ אֵ , וְ וֹ תּ אכְ לַ מְּ ל מִ טֵ י, וּבוֹ לוּ בַּגָּ  שֶׁ ין  שׁ — מוּמִ פוֹרָ ט מְ רָ פְּ  ה הַ א: מָ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say: Just as  the  specification is  explicit as referring to blemishes  that are  vis ible , and cause  it to be

idle  from its  work, and do not heal,

QU E ST IO N

זֵר. ינוֹ חוֹ אֵ , וְ וֹ תּ אכְ לַ מְּ ל מִ טֵ י, וּבוֹ לוּ בַּגָּ  שֶׁ ין  כֹּל — מוּמִ ף  אַ

so too, all included blemishes must be vis ible , cause  it to be  idle  from its  work, and not heal.

QU E ST IO N

עוֹר? ן הָ לֹא מִ חוּס וְ סְ חַ ן הַ נוֹ מִ זְ ה אׇ מָ גְּ פְ נַן: נִ ה תְּ מָ לְּ אַ

If so, why did we  learn in the  Mishnah that its  ear was  damag ed in the  cartilag e  is a blemish? An ear blemish does not stop an

animal from working!

ANSWER

יָא הוּא, וּ יבּ ע רִ כֹּל מוּם רָ

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.

QU E ST IO N

י? ר נָמֵ תֶ סֵּ  בַּ  שֶׁ ין  י, מוּמִ כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, should hidden blemishes  also  be included?

QU E ST IO N

רוּ — קְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ יּוֹת  ימִ נִ פְּ  הַ מוּ, וְ מְ נִּגְ שֶׁ  מוּ וְ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ נוֹת  יצוֹ חִ ין הַ נַן: חוּטִ ה תְּ מָ לְּ אַ

Why did we  learn in the  Mishnah later that only the  outer teeth that were  damag ed or worn down are blemishes, but the

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

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  3 7 B

IN FER ENCE

מוּ לָא? מְ נִגְ מוּ וְ גְּ פְ ין, נִ רוּ אִ קְ נֶעְ

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 damag ed or chipped, no ,  it is not a blemish because it is a hidden blemish. Why should that be?



ANSWER

כָּא! י לֵ ע״, וְ ״מוּם רָ ינָא  עֵ בָּ

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.

QU E ST IO N

י! י, מוּם עוֹבֵר נָמֵ כִ י הָ אִ

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?

QU E ST IO N

עוֹר? ן הָ לֹא מִ נַן: וְ ה תְּ מָ לְּ אַ

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?

ANSWER

א הוּא, בָרָ מוּם עוֹבֵר סְ

The Gemara answers: Excluding a temporary blemish is  based on logical reasoning :

ANSWER

? יהּ לָּוֵ  ינַן עִ טִ חֲ שָׁ ט  חָ שְׁ  , מִ יהּ לָּוֵ  ינַן עִ קִ פָּרְ ק לָא  רָ יפְ א מִ תָּ  שְׁ  הַ

Now,  if we do not even redeem a regular consecrated offering on account of it when it has a temporary blemish, would we

slaug hter a firstborn outside the Beis HaMikdash, which is even stricter since it cannot be redeemed, on account of it?

PR O O F

בֵּר.  דַ כָּתוּב מְ  ין הַ י מוּמִ לֵ עֲ בַ ן לַה׳״ — בְּ בָּ  רְ נָּה קׇ  מֶּ  יבוּ מִ רִ ר לֹא יַקְ שֶׁ  ה אֲ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ל בְּ כׇּ ם  אִ ״וְ יָא:  נְ תַ דְּ

As it is  taug ht 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.

PR O O F

? שׁ מָּ  ה מַ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ בְ לָּא בִּ  ינוֹ אֶ בֵּר, אוֹ אֵ  דַ כָּתוּב מְ  וּ הַ דּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ ין  י מוּמִ לֵ עֲ בַ ר בְּ מֵ ה אוֹ תָּ  אַ

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?

PR O O F

מוּר, ה אָ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ י בְּ ה״, הֲרֵ אָ מֵ טְּ  ה הַ מָ הֵ בְ ם בִּ אִ ״וְ ר  מֵ הוּא אוֹ שֶׁ  כְּ

When it says  later in the parsha, "And if it be  of the  impure  animal," behold, an impure  animal is  already spoken of there.

PR O O F

וּ. דּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ ין  י מוּמִ לֵ עֲ בַּ ר: זֶה  מֵ י אוֹ נָּה״? הֱוֵ  מֶּ  יבוּ מִ רִ ר לֹא יַקְ שֶׁ  ״אֲ יֵּים   קַ י מְ נִ ה אֲ א מָ הָ



How then do I fulfill the words "of which they may not bring "? You must say: This  refers to blemished animals  that are

redeemed.

PR O O F

ל מוּם עוֹבֵר? דוּ עַ פָּ  ל יִ יָכוֹ

The Braisa continues: I mig ht have thought they may be  redeemed on account of a temporary blemish.

PR O O F

ינָהּ אֵ שֶׁ ה זוֹ  תָ ר, יָצְ יקָּ ל עִ כׇּ יבָה  רֵ ינָהּ קְ אֵ שֶׁ י  ן לַה׳״ — מִ בָּ  רְ נָּה קׇ  מֶּ  יבוּ מִ רִ ר לֹא יַקְ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

ר. חָ מָ לָּא לְ  יּוֹם אֶ יבָה הַ רֵ קְ

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.

ANSWER

י? ה לִ מָ וֵּר לְ עִ חַ וְ סֵּ  פִּ ן  כֵּ ם  א: אִ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

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.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. רָ סְ לֹּא חָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ה אַ קָ דְּ סְ נִ

We learned in the Mishnah: If the ear of the firstborn was split, even thoug h it is  not lacking  any substance, it may be

slaughtered.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

יִם. מַ שָׁ י  ידֵ ין בִּ בֵּ ם  דָ י אָ ידֵ ין בִּ בֵּ ה —  ימָ גִ פְּ  הוּא, הַ שֶׁ ל  כׇּ ק —  דֶ סֶּ  נַן: הַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: The split that is a blemish can be any s ize ; the  damag e ,  i.e., a nick, is a blemish whether it was

caused by the  hand of man or by the  hand of Heaven.

QU E ST IO N

יִם לָא? מַ שָׁ י  ידֵ ק בִּ דֶ סֶ ל דְּ לָ כְּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: Is it to be  inferred from the 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!



ANSWER

ם. דָ י אָ ידֵ ין בִּ בֵּ יִם  מַ שָׁ י  ידֵ ין בִּ בֵּ ה —  ימָ גִ ק וּפְ דֶ לָּא, סֶ  אֶ

Rather,  the Braisa meant: Both a split and damag e  are blemishes, whether caused by the  hand of Heaven or by the  hand of

man.

STATEMENT

ן. וֹרֶ יפּ בָּהּ צִ גּוֹר  חְ תַּ  שֶׁ י  דֵ כְּ ה?  ימָ גִ פְּ יעוּר  שִׁ ה  מָּ  כַ וְ

And how much is  the  measure  of damag e  to be a blemish? It must be enoug h that a fing ernail will catch on it when passed

over the ear.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. כוּ לֹא וְ בָה מְ קְּ נִ

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

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ינָה. שִׁ  לֹא כַרְ זֶן? מְ אוֹ יבַת הָ קִ ה נְ מָּ  כַּ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: How much is  the  piercing  of the  ear to be a blemish? The full s ize  of a karshina seed.

BR AI SA

ה. שָׁ  דָ עֲ כַ ר: בְּ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ י בְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i son of Rabbi Yehuda says: It must be like  the  s ize  of a lentil.

BR AI SA

ם. פַּת דָּ י ה טִ יאָ צִ ינָהּ מוֹ אֵ ב וְ נָּקֵ י ם תִּ אִ שֶׁ ה?  שָׁ  יא יְבֵ יזוֹ הִ אֵ וְ

And which is  a dried ear that is a blemish? One that if it is  pierced, it does  not produce  even a drop of blood.

BR AI SA

כֶת. רֶ פְ א נִ הֵ תְּ שֶׁ י  דֵ כְּ ה  שָׁ  ר: יְבֵ מֵ לָּם אוֹ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ ן  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam says: Dried means it is so dry that it would crumble  when touched.

STATEMENT

ין. וִ שָׁ יוֹת  הְ ן לִ יהֶ רֵ בְ ין דִּ רוֹבִ נָא: קְ תָּ

A Tanna taug ht: Their words are  close  to be ing  identical in practice.



QU E ST IO N

כָּא! י לָּם — טוּבָא אִ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ א וְ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ א דְּ ימָ ילֵ אן? אִ מַ ן דְּ יהֶ רֵ בְ דִּ

The Gemara asks: Whose  words  are close? If we  say the words of the  Tanna Kamma and Rabbi Yose i ben HaMeshullam

regarding a dried ear, there  is  a big  difference  between them!

ANSWER

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ י בְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ א וְ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ לָּא דְּ  אֶ

Rather,  it refers to the words of the  Tanna Kamma and Rabbi Yose i son of Rabbi Yehuda,  as a karshina and a lentil are

almost the same size.

QU E ST IO N

ה — לָא? שָׁ  דָ עֲ כַּ  יר מִ צִ ין, בְּ ה — אִ שָׁ  דָ עֲ כַּ

The Gemara asks on Rabbi Yosei son of Rabbi Yehuda: If it is the size of a lentil, ye s ,  it is a blemish, but le ss  than a lentil, no ,  it is

not a blemish?

O BJECT IO N

ב? תֵּ  כְ מַּ  הַ , וְ חַ דֵּ קְ מַּ  הַ ט, וְ חַ מַּ  הַ ה, וְ ירָ סִּ הַ ל, וְ וֹ סּ וֹת הַ בּ רַ ן לְ יִ נַּ  , מִ עַ צֵ רְ לָּא מַ  י אֶ ין לִ ״ — אֵ עַ צֵ רְ ״מַ י:  ינְהִ מִ וּרְ

And the Gemara points  out a contradiction from a 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?

O BJECT IO N

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ י בְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ יָּד, דִּ  בַּ ח  קָ לְ נִּ שֶׁ בָר  ל דָּ כׇּ ״ —  תָּ  חְ קַ לָ ״וְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore  the  verse  teaches: "And you shall take"—to include anything  that is  taken in the  hand. These  are  the  words

of Rabbi Yose i son of Rabbi Yehuda.

O BJECT IO N

כֶת. תֶּ  ל מַ שֶׁ כֹּל  ף  כֶת, אַ תֶּ  ל מַ שֶׁ ד  יוּחָ עַ מְ צֵ רְ ה מַ ״ — מָ עַ צֵ רְ ״מַ ר:  מֵ י אוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: "An awl"—just as  an awl is  unique ly made  of metal, so too anything  used must be of metal.

O BJECT IO N

ילָת. מִּ בַּ לָּא   ין אֶ עִ צְ אין רוֹ ין, אֵ עִ צְ ן רוֹ הֵ שֶׁ  כְּ  : שׁ יָה דּוֹרֵ י הָ בִּ רִ ן בְּ דָ י, יוּ בִּ ר רַ מַ יפָא: אָ י סֵ נֵ תָ קָ וְ

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 .

O BJECT IO N

ל מוּם. עַ בַּ ה  שָׂ נַּעֲ  שֶׁ י  נֵ פְּ  ע, מִ צָ ן נִרְ כֹּהֵ י  רִ בְ ד עִ בֶ ין עֶ ים: אֵ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  say: A Hebrew slave  who is  a Kohen is  not pierced, because  he  would thereby become blemished and

unfit for the Avodah.

O BJECT IO N

ל מוּם? עַ בַּ ה  שֶׂ ן נַעֲ כֹּהֵ ד  בֶ ךְ עֶ יאַ ין, הֵ עִ צְ יוּ רוֹ ילָת הָ מִּ בַּ ר:  תֹּאמַ ם  אִ וְ



And if you say that they would pierce  in the  earlobe , how does  a Kohen s lave  become blemished? A hole in the soft

earlobe is not a blemish!

O BJECT IO N

זֶן. ל אוֹ שֶׁ גוֹבַהּ  לָּא בְּ  ין אֶ עִ צְ ין רוֹ א אֵ הָ

Rather, they only pierce  in the  upper cartilag e  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!

R E SO LU T IO N

ל. סוֹ פְ אן לִ כָּ חוֹט,  שְׁ  אן לִ כָּ יָא —  שְׁ  ינָא: לָא קַ טִּ  בַּר קַ נָא  ב חָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chana bar Kattina said: This  is  not difficult. Here ,  requiring a lentil-size, is to permit s laug htering  a firstborn outside

the Mikdash; there ,  even a tiny hole, is to disqualify a Kohen from the Avodah.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. דָּ ינְ יָא: הִ בְ רֵ שֵׁ ב  ר רַ מַ ינָה? אָ שִׁ  כַּרְ אי  מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  a karshina? Rav Sherevya said: It is  hinda,  a vetch seed.

QU E ST IO N

בָּה:  ב הוּנָא רַ רַ יָא מֵ עְ שַׁ  ב הוֹ יהּ רַ נֵּ י א מִ עָ בְּ

Rav Oshaya asked of Rav Huna Rabbah:

QU E ST IO N

ת? דֶ מֶ עוֹ ינָה הָ שִׁ  ה, אוֹ כַרְ אָ צְ יוֹ ת וְ נֶסֶ כְ נִּ ינָה הַ שִׁ  כַּרְ

Does the hole have to be large enough for a karshina that enters  and exits  easily, or a karshina that stands  snugly in the hole?

ANSWER

י. תִּ עְ מַ שָׁ בָּהּ  צֵא  יּוֹ כַּ י,  תִּ עְ מַ שָׁ : זוֹ לֹא  ר לוֹ מַ אָ

Rav Huna said to him: This  I have  not heard, but something  s imilar to it I have  heard.

PR O O F

ל? אֹהֶ א בְּ מֵּ  טַ א מְ לֹא יְהֵ ה וְ רָ דְ שִּׁ   בַּ ן  רוֹ סְ ה חֶ מָּ  כַּ רוּ,  סְ חָ שֶׁ לֶת  גּוֹ לְ גּוּ הַ ה וְ רָ דְ שִּׁ   נַן: הַ תְ דִּ

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 that it does  not convey tumah in a tent as a complete spine?

PR O O F

ת. חַ יָא אַ לְ ים: חוּ רִ מְ ל אוֹ לֵּ  ית הִ יוֹת, וּבֵ לְ י חוּ תֵּ  שְׁ ים:  רִ מְ אי אוֹ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ

Beis  Shammai say: Two vertebrae , and Be is  Hille l say: One  vertebra.

PR O O F

יָמוּת. י וְ חַ ן הַ ל מִ נָּטֵ  יִּ שֶׁ י  דֵ כְּ ים:  רִ מְ ל אוֹ לֵּ  ית הִ , וּבֵ חַ דֵּ קְ לֹא מַ מְ כִּ ים:  רִ מְ אי אוֹ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ לֶת,  גּוֹ לְ וּבַגּוּ



And in the  skull, Be is  Shammai say: The  full s ize  of a drill hole , and Be is  Hille l say: Enoug h that if it were  removed

from a living  person, he  would die .

PR O O F

ה? מָּ  כַ י״ — וְ חַ ן הַ ל מִ נָּטֵ  יִּ שֶׁ י  דֵ כְּ ״  : יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י מִ קָ א וְ דָּ סְ ב חִ יב רַ יָתֵ וְ

And Rav Chisda sat and was  rais ing  a dilemma: "Enoug h that if it were  removed from a living  person"—and how much

is  that?

PR O O F

ע. לַ סֶ כְּ ל —  מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ י אָ כִ י: הָ ימִ דִ בַּר אֲבוּ יפָא  לִ חְ תַּ ב  יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Tachlifa bar Avudimi said to him: So said Shmuel—it is  like  the  s ize  of a se la coin.

STATEMENT

, יהּ ר לֵ מַ א אֲ יתָ נִ תְ ר: מַ מַ ה אָ בַּר יְהוּדָ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  רַ , וְ יהּ ר לֵ מַ א אֲ תָ תְּ עְ מַ שְׁ ר:  מַ א אָ רָ פְ ב סָ ר: רַ מַ יתְּ אִ וְ

ה. בַּר יְהוּדָ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  י רַ נֵ תָּ  : יךְ נָ ימָ סִ וְ

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

יה...: ר לֵ מַ אֲ וַ

And Rav Chisda said to him:...

O BJECT IO N

ד! חָ ל אֶ לֵּ  ית הִ בֵּ י  רֵ בְ דִ אי וְ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ י  רֵ בְ ה דִּ יתָ שִׂ ן, עָ כֵּ ם  אִ

If so ,  that Beis Hillel's measure is a sela, you have  made  the  words of Be is  Shammai and the  words of Be is  Hille l identical!

How can that be?

PR O O F

. יחַ טִּ  ן אֲבַ בֶּ ל  שֶׁ פוֹ  רוֹ גְ זֶהוּ אֶ ל, וְ דוֹ רוֹף גָּ גְ לֹא אֶ יעוּרוֹ מְ שִׁ ם,  דָ י אָ ידֵ ה בִּ שָׂ לֹּא נַעֲ  שֶׁ אוֹר  נַן: מָ תְ דִּ

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

s ize  of a larg e  fist, and this  is  the  fist of Ben Avatiach.

PR O O F

ם. דָ ל אָ שֶׁ ל  דוֹ רֹאשׁ גָּ כְּ נוֹ  שְׁ יֶ י: וְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yose i said: And it is  like  the  larg e  head of a man.

O BJECT IO N

ע לַ סֶ י, וּכְ קִ לְ יטַ אִ ל( הָ שֶׁ ן ) יוֹ דְּ פוּנְ כְּ הוּא  שֶׁ כָּה,   שְׁ  ל לִ שֶׁ ל  דוֹ חַ גָּ דֵּ קְ לֹא מַ מְ כִּ יעֲרוּהוּ  שִׁ ם,  דָ י אָ ידֵ ה בִּ שָׂ נַעֲ

נוֹ שְׁ יֶ ית, וְ נִ ירוֹ נִ

But if the hole was made  by the  hand of man, they measured it like  the  full s ize  of a larg e  drill of the  Temple  Chamber,

which is  like  an Italian pundeyon, and like  a Neronian se la, 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!

S U M M A RY

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 or if 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, or a dried-up ear—and the Gemara begins a detailed shakla v'tarya using the hermeneutical rules of klal u'prat to

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

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

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 Hashem even for a

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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