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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the daf by wrapping up the shakla v'tarya regarding the exact parameters of the feeding test used to determine if an

animal's eye ailment is a permanent blemish. The Gemara raises a series of detailed questions about how the test must be

administered—such as whether the animal is fed before or after drinking, whether it must be tied up or loose, and whether it

should be fed alone or with other animals. We also learn a major kasha from Pinchas, the brother of Mar Shmuel, regarding

whether a blemish that is finally confirmed after three months of testing is considered a blemish retroactively or only from this

point forward.

Next, we move into a new Mishnah that lists various blemishes of the head, specifically focusing on the nose, lips, and mouth.

The Gemara clarifies which parts of the nostrils and lips must be damaged to count as an open blemish, and we delve into a

machlokes Tannaim regarding the teeth and gums. This leads to a fundamental lomdishe inquiry by Rav Achadvoi bar Ami

about whether the lack of an internal organ is halachically considered a blemish that disqualifies a korban.

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 9 A

QU E ST IO N

ה? עוּדָ ה וּסְ עוּדָ ל סְ כׇ א בְּ מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

Or perhaps  does it mean that we feed it this amount at each and every meal?

QU E ST IO N

ילָה? כִ ר אֲ חַ אַ ילָה אוֹ לְ כִ ם אֲ דֶ נָה — קוֹ וֹ אשׁ ה רִ עוּדָ סְ ר בִּ מַ י לוֹ צֵ ימְ ם תִּ אִ

And if you will say that it is only at the  first meal of the day, does it mean before  eating  its regular food, or after eating ?

QU E ST IO N

אי? ילָה מַ כִ ר אֲ חַ אַ א, לְ מָּ  סַ כְּ יהּ  י לֵ לֵּ  עַ אי מְ דַּ ילָה וַ כִ ם אֲ דֶ קוֹ

If you feed it before  eating , certainly it is  effective  for it like  a medicine ,  which is taken on an empty stomach. But if you

feed it after eating , what is the halacha? Is that a proper test?

QU E ST IO N

יָּה?  תִ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ יָּה אוֹ לְ  תִ שְׁ ם  דֶ קוֹ

Similarly, do we feed it before  drinking  or after drinking ?

QU E ST IO N

אי? יָּה מַ  תִ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ י, לְ רֵ עָ שְׂ כִּ יהּ  י לֵ לֵּ  עַ אי מְ דַּ יָּה וַ  תִ שְׁ ם  דֶ קוֹ וְ



And before  drinking , certainly it is  effective  for it like  barley,  which is digested well before drinking. But if you feed it after

drinking , what is the halacha?

QU E ST IO N

ר? תָּ וּר אוֹ מוּ שׁ קָ

Should the animal be tied or untied during this test?

QU E ST IO N

אי? וּר מַ שׁ , קָ יהּ י לֵ לֵּ  עַ אי מְ דַּ ר — וַ תָּ מוּ

When it is untied, certainly it is  effective  for it because it is relaxed. But if it is tied, what is the halacha?

QU E ST IO N

? ירוֹ ם חֲבֵ וֹ אוֹ עִ דּ בַ לְ

Should it be fed by itse lf or with its  companion?

QU E ST IO N

אי? וֹ מַ דּ בַ , לְ יהּ י לֵ לֵּ  עַ אי מְ דַּ ירוֹ — וַ ם חֲבֵ עִ

When it is with its  companion, certainly it is  effective  for it because it eats happily. But when it is by itse lf, what is the

halacha?

QU E ST IO N

ה[? דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ ה( ]אוֹ  דֶ שָּׂ  יר )וּבַ עִ בָּ

Should it be fed in the  city or in the  fie ld?

QU E ST IO N

אי? יר — מַ עִ בָּ  , יהּ י לֵ לֵּ  עַ אי מְ דַּ ה — וַ דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ

When it is in the  fie ld, certainly it is  effective  for it because it is calm. But when it is in the  city, what is the halacha?

QU E ST IO N

אי? יר מַ עִ מוּכָה לָ סְּ נָּה הַ י ה — גִּ דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ ר  מַ י לוֹ צֵ ימְ ם תִּ י: אִ שֵׁ  ב אָ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rav Ashi asks  a further kasha: If you will say that it is only effective in the  fie ld,  then what about a g arden adjacent to the

city, what is the halacha? Is it considered like the field or like the city?

R E SO LU T IO N

יקוּ. תֵּ

The Gemara concludes: The questions shall stand unresolved.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH



ר. מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ יָא  נַנְ י חֲ בִּ רַ

The Mishnah had stated: Rabbi Chananya ben Antig onus says  that we examine the animal three times within eighty days.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ים. שִׁ  לָּ  וּ שׁ יְּהוּ מְ שֶׁ ד  בַ לְ ק: וּבִ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: And this is provided that they are  divided into equal thirds ,  meaning there must be an

equal gap of time between each of the three examinations.

QU E ST IO N

ן כָּ י א, אוֹ מִ י מוּמָ וֵ עַ הָ רֵ פְ מַ י — לְ סִּ תַּ י לָא אִ ל וְ כַ ל: אֲ מוּאֵ שְּׁ   ל, מִ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מָ חוּהּ דְּ ס, אֲ חָ נְ פִּ יהּ  נֵּ י י מִ עֵ בָּ

א? י מוּמָ וֵ בָּא הָ  הַ לְ וּ

Pinchas, the  brother of Mar Shmuel, asked Shmuel: If the animal ate  the moist and dry fodder for three months and was  not

healed,  which proves it is a permanent blemish, is  it a blemish retroactive ly from the day it was first seen, or is  it a blemish

from this  point forward?

QU E ST IO N

? נַּהּ י א מִ קָ אי נָפְ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  practical difference ?

ANSWER

. נוֹ יוֹ דְ פִ ל בְּ עַ ימְ מִ לְ

The Gemara answers: The difference is reg arding  whether one  has  committed me 'ilah (misuse  of consecrated property)

with its  redemption money.

QU E ST IO N

אי? יל, מַ עֵ א — לָא מָ י מוּמָ וֵ בָּא הָ  הַ לְ ן וּ כָּ י י מִ אִ יל, וְ עֵ א — מָ י מוּמָ וֵ עַ הָ רֵ פְ מַ תְּ לְ רַ מְ י אָ אִ

For if you say it is  a blemish retroactive ly,  then the redemption performed during the three months was valid, so the money

became holy and anyone who benefits from it has  committed me 'ilah. But if you say it is  a blemish from this  point forward,

then the redemption was invalid because it was still unblemished, so the money remains chullin and he has  not committed

me'ilah. What is the halacha?

STATEMENT

ז״. זוּ בַ זְ בָּ ים  חִ סְ פִּ ״  : יהּ לֵ ל עֲ מוּאֵ שְׁ י  רֵ קָ

Shmuel read about him,  applying the pasuk: "The  lame  take  the  prey",  meaning that even someone who is not a regular bais

medrash scholar has asked a powerful kasha that I cannot answer.



נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. קָ דְּ סְ נִּ שֶׁ ה,  מָ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ בָה,  יקְּ נִּ שֶׁ מוֹ  פָ ק. שְׂ דַּ סְ נִּ שֶׁ  גַּם, וְ פְ נִּ שֶׁ  ב, וְ יקַּ נִּ שֶׁ מוֹ  טְ י׳ חוֹ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: The following are blemishes for which we may slaughter a firstborn animal: Its  nose  that was  pierced, or that was

damag ed, or that was  split. Its  lip that was  pierced, or that was  damag ed, or that was  split.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ינוֹ מוּם. ים אֵ נִ פְ בִּ י זֶה מוּם, מִ ץ הֲרֵ חוּ בַּ  ךְ זֶה — מִ תוֹ ין זֶה לְ מִ בוּ חֳוטָ יקְּ נַן: נִ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: If its  nostrils  were  pierced one  into the  other, if the hole is visible from the

outside , this  is  a blemish; if it is only visible from the  inside , it is  not a blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ תֵּ  יפְ שִׂ א דְּ בָּרָ א  וֹרָ פָּא: תּ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ ה, אָ קָ דְּ סְ נִּ שֶׁ  ה וְ מָ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ  בָה וְ יקְּ נִּ שֶׁ פָתוֹ  שְׂ

Regarding the Mishnah's case of its  lip that was  pierced, or that was  damag ed, or that was  split, Rav Pappa said: This

refers to the  outer row of its  lip,  which is visible.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

רוּ. קְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ יִּם  ימִ נִ פְּ  מוּ, הַ מְ נִּגְ שֶׁ  מוּ, וְ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ נוֹת  יצוֹ חִ ין הַ י׳ חוּטִ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: The  outer g ums that were  damag ed, or that were  worn down, and the  inner teeth that were  uprooted are

blemishes.

MISHNAH

ת. מֶ יוֹ תְּ ת הַ ף לֹא אֶ אַ ים, וְ נִ פְ לִ ת וְ מֶ יוֹ תְּ ן הַ ין מִ קִ דְ וֹ ין בּ ר: אֵ מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus says: We do not examine  from the  double  teeth and inward, and we  do not even

examine the  double  teeth themselves, because a blemish there is considered a hidden blemish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

ים. נִ פְ לִ כְּ הּ  מָ צְ ת עַ מֶ יוֹ ים, וּתְ נִ פְ לִ ת וְ מֶ יוֹ תְּ ן הַ ת? מִ מֶ יוֹ יזֶהוּ תְּ ת, אֵ מֶ יוֹ תְּ נַן: הַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ



GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: Regarding the  double  teeth, what are  the  double  teeth? The area from the

double  teeth and inward, and the  double  teeth themse lves  are  considered like  the  inward part.

BR AI SA

ד. בַ לְ נוֹת בִּ יצוֹ חִ ל הַ לָּא עַ  ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ ר: אֵ מֵ אי אוֹ צַ וֹ פּ ן קַ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Kefutzai says: We only s laug hter a firstborn for a blemish on the  outer teeth alone .

BR AI SA

ר. יקָּ ל עִ כׇּ ת  מֶ יוֹ תְּ ל הַ ין עַ יחִ גִּ שְׁ  ין מַ ר: אֵ מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus says: We do not pay attention to the  double  teeth at all.

QU E ST IO N

א! מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ ינוּ  יְ אי הַ צַ וֹ פּ ן קַ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ תוּ, רַ ר? וְ מַ אָ אי קָ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  Tanna saying  in the first part of the braisa? And furthermore , the  opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua

ben Kefutzai is  the  same  as  the  First Tanna!

ANSWER

ים. נִ פְ לִ כְּ הּ  מָ צְ ת עַ מֶ יוֹ ים, וּתְ נִ פְ לִ ת וְ מֶ יוֹ תְּ ן הַ ית? מִ ימִ נִ פְּ  יזֶהוּ הַ י: אֵ נֵ תָ י קָ כִ הָ א וְ רָ סְּ יחַ י מִ וֹרֵ סּ חַ

The Gemara answers: The braisa is  miss ing  words, and this  is  what it is  teaching : What is  the  inner gums? The area from

the  double  teeth and inward, and the  double  teeth themse lves  are  considered like  the  inward part.

EXPLANAT IO N

ין. טִ חֲ וֹ רוּ — שׁ קְ ל נֶעְ מוּ, אֲבָ מְ נִּגְ שֶׁ  מוּ וְ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ ים?  מוּרִ ים אֲ בָרִ ה דְּ מֶּ  בַּ

In what case  are  these  words said,  that it is not a blemish? When they were  damag ed or worn down; but if they were

uprooted, we  do s laug hter the firstborn.

EXPLANAT IO N

ט חָ שְׁ י רוּ — מִ קְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ יּוֹת  ימִ נִ פְּ ל  נוֹת, אֲבָ יצוֹ חִ ל הַ לָּא עַ  ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ ר: אֵ מֵ אי אוֹ צַ וֹ פּ ן קַ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ

ל. סֵ פְּ י י מִ לֵ סוֹ פְּ  ל אִ ינַן, אֲבָ טִ חֲ שָׁ יהוּ לָא  יְ לַ עֲ

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Kefutzai says: We only s laug hter for the  outer teeth; but as  for the  inner teeth that were

uprooted, we  do not s laug hter for them, but they do disqualify the animal from being brought as a korban.

EXPLANAT IO N

יל. סִ פְּ י י לָא אִ לֵ סוֹ פְּ י וּ אִ ילּ פִ אֲ ר, וַ יקָּ ל עִ כׇּ ת  מֶ יוֹ תְּ ל הַ ין עַ יחִ גִּ שְׁ  ין מַ ר: אֵ מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus says: We do not pay attention to the  double  teeth at all, and even to disqualify the

animal, it does  not disqualify.

QU E ST IO N

ים? נִ פְ בִּ בֶר מִ ר אֵ סַּ חוּ ין מְ ים, אוֹ אֵ נִ פְ בִּ בֶר מִ ר אֵ סַּ חוּ י: יֵשׁ מְ מֵּ  בַּר אַ י  בוּ דְ חָ ב אַ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rav Achadvoi bar Ami asked: Is  there  a halachic status of lacking  an internal limb, or is  there  no  halachic status of lacking

an internal limb?



QU E ST IO N

יב! תִ כְּ בוּר״  שָׁ ת אוֹ  וֶּרֶ ״עַ ים,  שִׁ  דָ קָ י לְ יב, אִ תִ כְּ וֵּר״  חַ אוֹ עִ סֵּ  פִּ ״ כוֹר —  בְ י לִ אי? אִ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: For what halacha is this asked? If it is to permit a firstborn to be slaughtered, "lame  or blind" is  written,

which are external blemishes! If it is to disqualify kodashim, "blind or broken" is  written,  which are also external!

EXPLANAT IO N

אי? י — מַ לֵ סוֹ פְּ י אִ ן לְ יָא לַ עְ בַּ י י מִ כִּ ן,  יָא לַ עְ בַּ י י לָא אִ קֵ רוֹ פְּ י אִ לְ י וּ טֵ חוֹ שְּׁ  י אִ לְ

The Gemara clarifies: To slaug hter a firstborn or to redeem kodashim, we do not ask,  because that certainly requires an

external blemish. When we  ask, it is  to disqualify the animal from being offered on the mizbeach: What is the halacha?

QU E ST IO N

ן — לֹא. רוֹ סְ ין, חֶ ים — אִ מִ תָּ נָא,  מָ חֲ ר רַ מַ ן״ אָ צוֹ רָ יֶה לְ ים יִהְ מִ תָּ ״

Do we say the  Torah said, "It shall be  unblemished (tamim) to be  accepted",  which implies unblemished — yes ,  it is

accepted, but if there is a lack of an internal organ, no ,  it is not accepted?

QU E ST IO N

אי. בָּרַ  אַ ן מֵ רוֹ סְ ף חֶ אי, אַ בָּרַ  אַ ה מוּם מֵ ״ — מָ וֹ יֶה בּ ל מוּם לֹא יִהְ כׇּ ״ ן״,  צוֹ רָ יֶה לְ ים יִהְ מִ תָּ ״ א  מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

Or perhaps  we learn from the juxtaposition of "It shall be  unblemished to be  accepted" and "no blemish shall be  in it" —

just as  a blemish must be external, so too a lack of an organ must be external to disqualify?

PR O O F

יוֹת. לְ וּ לֹשׁ כּ  שָׁ ל  עַ בַּ לֹא  ת, וְ חַ יָא אַ לְ וּ ל כּ עַ בַּ לֹא  יוֹת״ — וְ לָ כְּ  י הַ תֵּ  שְׁ ת  אֶ ״וְ ע:  מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof from a braisa: The Torah says regarding a shelamim, "And the  two kidneys",  which teaches: but not an

animal with only one  kidney, and not an animal with three  kidneys.

PR O O F

ת. חַ יָא אַ לְ וּ ל כּ עַ בַּ וֹת  בּ רַ נָּה״ — לְ  ירֶ סִ ״יְ  : ךְ ידַּ יָא אִ נְ תַ וְ

And another braisa taug ht: The word "he  shall remove  it" comes to include  as kosher an animal with only one  kidney.

STATEMENT

ר. סַ ר חָ סָ יחְ א מִ הָ ת, דְּ חַ אַ יָּה בְּ  רִ ין בְּ א אֵ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ , דְּ רוּהָ בְ סַ

The Gemara's scholars assumed that everyone  ag rees  there  is  no natural creation of an animal with only one  kidney, so it

must be  that it is  lacking  a kidney that was lost.

QU E ST IO N

יהּ מֵ שְׁ ים לָא  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ בַר, חֶ ר סָ ן, וּמָ רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ בַר, חֶ ר סָ מָ י: דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א קָ הָ א בְּ ימָ לֵ

ן. רוֹ סְ חֶ

Shall we  say that they arg ue  about this : that one  Master holds  that an internal lack is  called a lack and disqualifies the

animal, and one  Master holds  that an internal lack is  not called a lack?

ANSWER



ן, רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ חֶ ת, וְ חַ אַ יָּה בְּ  רִ א יֵשׁ בְּ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ סֵף: דְּ בַּר יוֹ יָּיא   ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chiyya bar Yosef said: Actually, everyone  ag rees  that there  is  a natural creation with one  kidney, and everyone

agrees that an internal lack is  called a lack.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. רָ יקָּ עִ ת מֵ חַ אַ ה בְּ אָ רְ נִּבְ שֶׁ  כְּ אן —  כָּ רוּ,  סְ חָ יִם וְ תַּ  שְׁ  ה בִּ אָ רְ נִּבְ שֶׁ  כְּ אן —  כָּ יָא:  שְׁ  לָא קַ וְ

And it is  not difficult: Here ,  where it is disqualified, is where  it was  created with two and one  was  lost; there ,  where it is

kosher, is where  it was  created with only one  from the  beg inning .

O BJECT IO N

א! רָ יקָּ עִ ת מֵ חַ ף אַ א, אַ רָ יקָּ עִ לֹשׁ מֵ  שָׁ ה  י, מָ נֵ תָ לֹשׁ קָ  שָׁ  יָא דְּ א דּוּמְ הָ וְ

The Gemara objects: But it teaches  the case of one kidney s imilar to the  case  of three  kidneys; just as  three  kidneys must be

from the  beg inning , so too the  case  of one  kidney must refer to where it had one from the  beg inning ,  and yet the first braisa

disqualifies it!

R E SO LU T IO N

ת. חַ אַ יָּה בְּ  רִ ין בְּ בַר: אֵ ר סָ ת, וּמַ חַ אַ יָּה בְּ  רִ בַר: יֵשׁ בְּ ר סָ י, מָ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א קָ רָ יקָּ עִ יָּה מֵ  רִ יֵשׁ בְּ כָא בְּ לָּא, הָ  אֶ

Rather, here  they arg ue  about whether there  is  a natural creation from the  beg inning : one  Master holds  there  is  a

natural creation with one  kidney, and one  Master holds  there  is  no natural creation with one  kidney.

STATEMENT

ן. רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ חֶ ת, וְ חַ אַ יָּה בְּ  רִ ין בְּ א אֵ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ ר: דְּ מַ נָן אֲ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

And Rabbi Yochanan said: Actually, everyone  ag rees  there  is  no natural creation with one  kidney, and an internal lack

is  called a lack.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. יטָ חִ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ ה לְ רָ סְ חָ שֶׁ אן  כָּ ה,  יטָ חִ שְׁ ם  דֶ ה קוֹ רָ סְ חָ שֶׁ אן  כָּ יָא:  שְׁ  לָא קַ וְ

And it is  not difficult: Here ,  where it is disqualified, is where  it was  lost before  shechitah; there ,  where it is kosher, is

where  it was  lost after shechitah.

QU E ST IO N

י? רֵ שְׁ י  לָה מִ בָּ  ם קַ דֶ ה קוֹ יטָ חִ שְׁ ר  חַ אַ לְ וּ

The Gemara asks: But if it was  lost after shechitah, before  the  rece iving  of the blood, is  it permitted? Is it not disqualified

as a lacking animal?

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  3 9 B

O BJECT IO N

פָּר״  ם הַ דַּ ח מִ לָקַ ״וְ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ סוּל,  פָּ מוֹ —  ל דָּ בֵּ י ךְ קִ כָּ ר  חַ אַ פָּר וְ  ם אֹזֶן הַ צּוֹרֵ ב: הַ ר רַ מַ א אָ ירָ י זֵ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

בָר! כְּ יָה  הָ שֶׁ פָּר   — הַ



But doesn't Rabbi Ze ira say that Rav says: One  who s lits  the  ear of the  bull after slaughter, making it blemished, and

afterward collects  its  blood, the offering is disqualified, as  it is  stated: "And he  shall take  from the  blood of the  bull"—

implying that it must be the  bull that was  already unblemished at the time of slaughter, and it must remain so during the

collection of the blood!

R E SO LU T IO N

לָה. בָּ  ר קַ חַ אַ ה לְ רָ סְ חָ שֶׁ אן  כָּ לָה,  בָּ  ם קַ דֶ ה קוֹ רָ סְ חָ שֶׁ אן  כָּ לָּא:   אֶ

Rather, we must distinguish: here , in the first braisa where it is disqualified, it is a case where  it lacked the kidney before  the

collection of the blood; whereas there , in the second braisa where it is kosher, it is a case where  it lacked the kidney only after

the  collection of the blood.

QU E ST IO N

י? רֵ שְׁ י  ה, מִ יקָ ם זְרִ דֶ לָה קוֹ בָּ  ר קַ חַ אַ לְ וּ

The Gemara asks: And after the  collection of the blood but before  the  sprinkling  of the blood, is  it permitted to have a

blemish or be lacking? Is the offering really kosher then?

O BJECT IO N

ה. יטָ חִ שְׁ ת  עַ שְׁ  נָה בִּ שָׁ ן  בֶּ ים  מִ תָּ א  יְּהֵ שֶׁ ם״,  כֶ יֶה לָ נָה יִהְ שָׁ ן  בֶּ ים זָכָר  מִ תָּ ה  ״שֶׂ יָא:  נְ תַ הָ וְ

But isn't it taug ht in a braisa: "Your lamb shall be  without blemish, a male  in its  year"—this teaches that it must be

unblemished and in its  first year at the  time  of s laug hter.

O BJECT IO N

נָה. שָׁ ן  ם וּבֶ תָּ יו  יוֹתָ וָ ל הֲ כׇּ יְּהוּ  שֶׁ יֶה״,  ״יִהְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ יָיה?  זָּ הַ כָה וְ לָ הוֹ לָה וְ בָּ  קַ ן בְּ יִ נַּ  וּמִ

And from where  do we  know that this is also required at the  collection, and the  conveying , and the  sprinkling  of the

blood? The verse  state s : "Shall be"—implying that all of its  state s  and procedures must be  when it is unblemished and in

its  first year. This proves that a blemish before sprinkling disqualifies!

R E SO LU T IO N

נָה, שָׁ ן  בֶּ  הּ אַ מַ גְּ רְ תַּ

The Gemara answers: Interpret this  braisa as referring only to  the requirement of being in its  first year, meaning that only the

age requirement continues until the sprinkling, but the requirement to be unblemished does not apply after collection.

PR O O F

ר אוֹ שָׂ בָּ יִת  זַ כְּ ן  הֶ יֵּיר מֵ  תַּ  שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ ה  וֹרָ בַּתּ  שֶׁ ים  חִ זְּבָ ל הַ כׇּ ר:  מֵ עַ אוֹ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ יָא: רַ נְ תַ א, דְּ רָ בְּ תַּ  סְ י מִ י נָמֵ כִ הָ

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ ם,  דָּ ת הַ ק אֶ לֶב — זוֹרֵ יִת חֵ זַ כְּ

The Gemara adds: So too it is  reasonable , as  it is  taug ht in a braisa that Rabbi Yehoshua says: Reg arding  all offering s  in

the  Torah, if there  remained of them even only an olive -s ized piece  of meat or an olive -s ized piece  of fat, the kohen

sprinkles  the  blood. Hear from this  that once the blood is collected, even if the animal's body is almost entirely missing, it does

not disqualify.

QU E ST IO N

ים? נִ שָׁ י  תֵּ  שְׁ ן  בֶּ י  וֵ כָה הָ לָ הוֹ לָה וְ בָּ  ת קַ עַ שְׁ  נָה, וּבִ שָׁ ן  בֶּ י  וֵ ה הָ יטָ חִ שְׁ ת  עַ שְׁ  בִ י, דְּ ידֵּ כָּא מִ י י אִ וּמִ



The Gemara asks: But is  there  anything  where  at the  time  of s laug hter it is  in its  first year, and at the  time  of collection

and conveying  it is  in its  second year? How can the animal age out in the middle of the service?

ANSWER

ים. שִׁ  דָ קָ לוֹת בְּ סְ וֹ עוֹת פּ שָׁ ת  רֶ מֶ בָא: זֹאת אוֹ ר רָ מַ אָ

Rava said: This  is  to say that hours  disqualify in consecrated animals . We calculate the animal's age down to the exact hour

of its birth, so it can literally become a year old in the minutes between slaughter and sprinkling.

STATEMENT

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ים, דִּ יצִ בֵּ בַּ ן  לָּ  וּ כָרוּת״ — כּ נָתוּק וְ כָתוּת וְ עוּךְ וְ ״וּמָ י:  נָּאֵ  תַ כְּ א  ימָ לֵ

The Gemara suggests: Let us  say that this dispute regarding whether an internal lack is considered a blemish is like  a dispute

between Tannaim. As it is  taug ht in a braisa regarding the verse: "And that which is  bruised, or crushed, or torn, or cut

you shall not offer to Hashem"—all of these  blemishes apply to the  te sticle s ; these  are  the  words of Rabbi Yehuda.

QU E ST IO N

יד? בַּגִּ לֹא  ים וְ יצִ בֵּ בַּ

The Gemara asks: Do they apply only to the  te sticle s  and not to the  penis? Surely if they are blemishes on the testicles, they are

blemishes on the penis!

ANSWER

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ים — דִּ יצִ בֵּ בַּ ף  א: אַ ימָ אֵ

Rather, say: Even in the  te sticle s ; these  are  the  words of Rabbi Yehuda.

STATEMENT

יד. בַּגִּ ן  לָּ  וּ ר: כּ מֵ ן יַעֲקֹב אוֹ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: All of them are blemishes only when they are on the  penis , but not on the testicles.

STATEMENT

ים לָא. יצִ בֵּ בַּ ין,  יד אִ בַּגִּ כָרוּת״ —  ״נָתוּק וְ ים,  יצִ בֵּ בַּ ף  כָתוּת״ — אַ עוּךְ וְ ״מָ ר:  מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose  says: "Bruised and crushed" are blemishes even in the  te sticle s ; but "torn and cut" on the  penis , ye s , they are

blemishes, but on the  te sticle s , no, they are not blemishes.

EXPLANAT IO N

ן? רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ בַר: לָא  ר סָ ן, וּמָ רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ בַר: חֶ ר סָ מָ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א קָ הָ או בְּ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not that they arg ue  about this : That one  Master, Rabbi Yehuda, holds  that an internal lack is  called a lack,

and therefore the testicles, which are internal, are disqualified when lacking; and one  Master, Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, holds

that an internal lack is  not called a lack?

O BJECT IO N

בַר? סָ אי קָ י מַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ א? רַ רָ בְּ סְ תִ וְ

The Gemara rejects this: And can you understand it this  way? What does  Rabbi Yose  hold?



O BJECT IO N

י! כָרוּת״ נָמֵ ״נָתוּק וְ וּ  ילּ פִ ן — אֲ רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ן מִ רוֹ סְ בַר חֶ סָ י קָ אִ

If he  holds  that an internal lack is  called a lack, then even "torn and cut" should also  be blemishes on the testicles!

O BJECT IO N

י לָא! כָתוּת״ נָמֵ עוּךְ וְ ״מָ וּ  ילּ פִ ן — אֲ רוֹ סְ יהּ חֶ מֵ שְׁ בַר לָא  סָ י קָ אִ וְ

And if he  holds  that an internal lack is  not called a lack, then even "bruised and crushed" should also not be blemishes

on the testicles!

R E SO LU T IO N

י. גִ לְ פַּ י מִ י קָ לוּ בַּגָּ  שֶׁ ים  מוּמִ כָא בְּ לָּא, הָ  אֶ

Rather, here  they arg ue  about vis ible  blemishes , meaning whether these conditions on the testicles are considered visible

blemishes.

EXPLANAT IO N

ין. יָ לְ תַּ א  הָ א, דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָרוּת״ הָ ״נָתוּק וְ ן,  וצָ כַּוְ י מִ א, דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָתוּת״ הָ עוּךְ וְ ״מָ בַר:  עַ סָ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda holds: "Bruised and crushed" is  a blemish because  they shrink and look visibly different; "torn and cut" is  a

blemish because  they hang  down loosely in a visible way.

EXPLANAT IO N

״נָתוּק ן,  וצָ כַּוְ י מִ ין דְּ נִ מְ י זִ א נָמֵ רָ יקָּ עִ מֵ א, דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָתוּת״ לָא הָ עוּךְ וְ ״מָ בַר:  ן יַעֲקֹב סָ בֶּ זֶר  יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ

ין. יָ לְ תַ ין דְּ נִ ימְ י זִ א נָמֵ רָ יקָּ עִ מֵ א, דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָרוּת״ לָא הָ וְ

Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov holds: "Bruised and crushed" is  not a blemish because  orig inally, too, there  are  times  when

they shrink naturally; "torn and cut" is  not a blemish because  orig inally, too, there  are  times  when they hang  down

naturally, so it is not a distinct visible blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

א הָ א — דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָרוּת״ לָא הָ ״נָתוּק וְ נְהוּ,  יתַ א לֵ הָ א — דְּ י מוּמָ וֵ כָתוּת״ הָ עוּךְ וְ ״מָ בַר:  י סָ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

נְהוּ. יתַ אִ

And Rabbi Yose  holds: "Bruised and crushed" is  a blemish because  they are  no long er there in their normal form, as they

are completely crushed; but "torn and cut" is  not a blemish because  they are  still there  inside the pouch, even if they are

detached.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

רֹאשׁ שֶׁ ק, אוֹ  פֶּרֶ  ן הַ ל לֹא מִ צֶם, אֲבָ עֶ ן הָ זָּנָב מִ גַּם הַ פְ ין, נִ שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ בַּ בָה  קֵ ל נְ שֶׁ יָה  רְ עֶ ן, הָ זּוֹבָ גַּם הַ פְ י׳ נִ נִ תְ מַ

ע. בַּ  צְ לֹא אֶ יָא מְ לְ חוּ יָא לְ לְ חוּ ר מֵ שָׂ בָּ יֵּשׁ   שֶׁ ר, אוֹ  אַ שְׁ  צֶם נִ עֶ הָ ר וְ שָׂ בָּ  הַ עוֹר וְ פָה הָ לְ קְ ל, נִ צֵּ פַ זָנָב מְ



MISHNAH: If the  pouch of the male genitalia was damag ed; or the  female  g enitalia of a consecrated animal was

damaged and lacking; or if the  tail was  damag ed from the  bone , but not from the  joint because that heals; or if the  tip of

the  tail is  split; or if the  skin and flesh were  pee led off and the  bone  remained exposed; or if there  is  a gap of flesh

between one  vertebra and another vertebra of a full fing erbreadth—all of these are blemishes.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

רוּת. לֹא זַכְ יס וְ כִּ ל,  טַּ י לֹא נִ גַּם וְ פְ זָר: נִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Rabbi Eleazar said: The Mishnah means damag ed, but not removed entirely; and it means the pouch, but not

the  male  org an itself.

PR O O F

רוּת. לֹא זַכְ יס וְ כִּ ל,  טַּ י לֹא נִ גַּם וְ פְ י: נִ כִ י הָ יָא נָמֵ נְ תַּ

It is  also taug ht in a braisa likewise : Damag ed, but not removed; the  pouch, but not the  male  org an.

STATEMENT

. נוֹ יתָ אֵ זַר לְ חָ ב וְ אֵ לוֹ זְ טָ נְּ שֶׁ ד  חָ ל אֶ בָּ ינְ עִ ה בְּ שֶׂ עֲ לָּם: מַ  וּ שׁ מְ ן הַ בֶּ י  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yose  ben Hamshulam said: There  was  an incident with a certain uvula-like  org an that a wolf took, and it

returned to its  streng th and healed.

STATEMENT

׳. כוּ צֶם וְ עֶ ן הָ זָּנָב מִ ה הַ מָ גְּ פְ נִ

We learned in the Mishnah: If the  tail was  damag ed from the  bone , e tc.

STATEMENT

ם. דָ אָ ל הָ כׇּ ל  שֶׁ פַח  טֶ ה בְּ עָ בָּ  רְ אַ ד מֵ חָ רוּ — אֶ מְ אָ שֶׁ ע  בַּ  צְ נָא: אֶ תָּ

A Tanna taug ht: The  fing erbreadth that they spoke  of is  one-fourth of a handbreadth of an averag e  man.

QU E ST IO N

א? תָ כְ לְ אי הִ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: For what halachic purpose  is this definition of a fingerbreadth given?

ANSWER

ל לֵּ  ית הִ ה, וּבֵ עָ בָּ  רְ ים: אַ רִ מְ אי אוֹ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ ן?  ין הוּא נוֹתֵ ה חוּטִ מָּ  כַּ יָא:  נְ תַ לֶת, דְּ כֵ יַן תְּ נְ עִ בָּה: לְ  ר רַ מַ אָ

ה. שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ים:  רִ מְ אוֹ

Rabbah said: Reg arding  the  matter of teche ile s . As  it is  taug ht in a braisa: How many threads  does  one  place? Be is

Shammai say: Four, and Be is  Hille l say: Three .

STATEMENT



ה. שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ים:  רִ מְ ל אוֹ לֵּ  ית הִ ה, וּבֵ עָ בָּ  רְ ים: אַ רִ מְ אי אוֹ מַּ  שַׁ ית  בֵּ ת?  שֶׁ  לֶּ  וּ שׁ א מְ הֵ ה תְּ מָּ  כַ וְ

And how much must be  hang ing  down? Be is  Shammai say: Four fing erbreadths, and Be is  Hille l say: Three

fing erbreadths.

STATEMENT

ם. דָ ל אָ כׇּ ל  שֶׁ פַח  טֶ ע בְּ בַּ  רְ אַ ד מֵ חָ ים — אֶ רִ מְ ל אוֹ לֵּ  ית הִ בֵּ  שֶׁ ישׁ  לִ שְׁ וּ

And the  third fingerbreadth that Be is  Hille l speak of is  one-fourth of a handbreadth of an averag e  man.

ANSWER

יוּ וֹת הָ מּ י אַ תֵּ  שְׁ נַן:  תְ וֹת, דִּ מּ י אַ תֵּ  שְׁ  ר: לִ מַ עַ אָ שֻׁ  ב יְהוֹ רַ יהּ דְּ רֵ ב הוּנָא בְּ רַ

Rav Huna the  son of Rav Yehoshua said: It is for the  two cubit-measures  kept in the Beis HaMikdash, as  we  learned in a

Mishnah: There  were  two cubit-measures  in Shushan the Palace.

S U M M A RY

The daf concludes that the various practical questions regarding the feeding test for eye ailments remain unresolved. Shmuel

highly praises a kasha from his brother Pinchas regarding the retroactive status of a blemish confirmed after three months,

which has practical ramifications for me'ilah. The Gemara then transitions to the next Mishnah, clarifying that blemishes on

the nose and lips must be visible on the outside to permit slaughtering a firstborn. Finally, the Gemara analyzes a braisa

regarding the inner and outer teeth, and begins a deep halachic discussion on whether the lack of an internal organ

disqualifies an animal from being offered on the mizbeach.

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

The Gemara is deeply bothered by the exact conditions needed for a sick animal to heal. We ask: does it need to eat before

drinking or after? Does it need to be untied so it is relaxed, or with a companion so it eats happily? Does it need the calm of

the open field, or is a garden near the city good enough? The Tanna is teaching us a profound yesod about how Hashem

created the world: healing and growth do not happen in a vacuum. For a refuah or any real change to take hold, the

environment and the emotional state of the creature must be just right.

We often wonder why our own avodas Hashem feels stuck, or why we struggle to heal from old habits and bad middos. We

try to force a change, but we forget to look at our surroundings. Just like the animal in the field, a Yid needs the right

conditions to thrive. If you are constantly tied down by stress, or if you are trying to grow entirely on your own without a

warm chavrusa or a supportive friend, you are making the avodah much harder than it needs to be.

To make a real change in your life, you must create the environment that allows it to happen. You cannot expect to find yiras

Shamayim or peace of mind in the middle of a noisy, chaotic rush. You need to set up your day with the spiritual "medicine"

of Torah before the distractions of the world crowd in, and surround yourself with people who make you happy to do the

ratzon of Hashem.

Today, choose one small way to improve your environment for growth: set a fixed time for learning or davening when you

are completely free from the distraction of your phone, or reach out to a friend who inspires you so you can learn together.
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