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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on Daf Mem with a fascinating discussion about the different cubit measures kept in the Beis HaMikdash,

specifically the two larger cubits that were used to prevent the Temple artisans from accidentally committing me'ilah. The

Gemara connects these measurements to our Mishnah's discussion of blemishes in a firstborn animal, specifically regarding the

size of a fingerbreadth on the tail. This leads us directly into a new Mishnah dealing with testicle-related blemishes, where

Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva argue about how we determine if an animal has only one testicle, and we learn about a

major dispute between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri regarding a testicle that was found attached to the loins

after shechitah.

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  4 0 A

EXPLANAT IO N

ית, מִ רוֹ ית דְּ חִ זְרָ ן מִ רֶ ל קֶ ת עַ חַ אַ ית וְ נִ פוֹ ית צְ חִ זְרָ ן מִ רֶ ל קֶ ת עַ חַ ה, אַ ירָ בִּ ן הַ שַׁ וּ שׁ בְּ

These cubit measures were kept in Shushan the  Capital chamber, which was built above the eastern gate of the Temple Mount.

One  was placed on the  northeastern corner, and one  was placed on the  southeastern corner of that chamber.

EXPLANAT IO N

ע, בַּ  צְ י אֶ צִ ה חֲ שֶׁ ל מֹ שֶׁ ל  ה עַ ירָ ה יְתֵ יְתָ ית הָ נִ פוֹ ית צְ חִ זְרָ ן מִ רֶ ל קֶ עַ שֶׁ

The one that was on the  northeastern corner was  long er than the standard cubit of Moshe ,  which was six handbreadths, by

half a fing erbreadth.

EXPLANAT IO N

ע. בַּ  צְ ה אֶ שֶׁ ל מֹ שֶׁ ל  ה עַ ירָ צֵאת יְתֵ מְ ע, נִ בַּ  צְ י אֶ צִ יהָ חֲ לֶ ה עָ ירָ ה יְתֵ יְתָ ית הָ מִ רוֹ ית דְּ חִ זְרָ ן מִ רֶ ל קֶ עַ שֶׁ  וְ

And the one that was on the  southeastern corner was  long er than it,  meaning longer than the northeastern one, by another

half a fing erbreadth; thus, it turned out to be  long er than the cubit of Moshe  by a full fing erbreadth.

EXPLANAT IO N

לָה, דוֹ בַּגְּ ין  ירִ זִ חְ נָּה, וּמַ  טַ קְּ בַּ ין  לִ טְ ין נוֹ נִ מָּ יוּ[ אוּ הָ שֶׁ נָּה? )כשהיו( ]  טַ ת קְ חַ אַ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ יוּ אַ ה הָ מָ לָ וְ

ילָה. עִ י מְ ידֵ אוּ לִ לֹּא יָבוֹ  שֶׁ

And why did the Sages say there  should be  two measures of a cubit, one  larg e  and one  small? It was so that the Temple

artisans  would take  their payment according to the work they did as measured by the  small cubit, and return the value to the

Temple by doing their work measured with the  larg e  cubit, so that they would not come  to  commit me'ilah,  a misuse of

consecrated property, by taking more payment than they deserved.



QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ י לְ תֵּ  רְ תַּ

The Gemara asks: Why do I need two  large cubits, the one that was half a fingerbreadth larger than Moshe's cubit, and the other

that was a full fingerbreadth larger?

ANSWER

ינָא. יָ נְ בִ א — דְּ דָ חֲ זַהֲבָא, וַ פָּא וְ  סְ כַ א — דְּ דָ חֲ

The Gemara answers: One ,  the shorter of the two, was for measuring s ilver and g old vessels, so the artisans would not lose too

much on these precious metals. And the other one ,  the larger, was for the stone and wood building  structures.

STATEMENT

לֹא יָא מְ לְ חוּ יָא לְ לְ ין חוּ בֵּ ר  שָׂ בָּ יֵּשׁ   שֶׁ ינוּ:  נִ שָּׁ   שֶׁ הּ  אוֹתָ ן, לְ בַּר נָתָ ב הוּנָא  א רַ ימָ תֵּ י  אִ ק, וְ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ רַ

ע. בַּ  צְ אֶ

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak, and some  say Rav Huna bar Natan, said: This baraita, which defines a fingerbreadth as one-fourth

of a handbreadth, refers to that which we  learned in our Mishnah regarding the blemishes of a firstborn animal: Where  there  is

flesh between one joint and another joint of the tail to the extent of a full fing erbreadth. That measure of a fingerbreadth is

one-fourth of an average handbreadth.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ת. חַ יצָה אַ בֵּ לָּא   ין לוֹ אֶ ים, אוֹ אֵ יצִ בֵּ ין לוֹ  י׳ אֵ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: A firstborn animal is considered blemished and may be slaughtered if it has  no te sticle s , or if it has  only one

testicle .

MISHNAH

לָּא  ין לוֹ אֶ ין — אֵ יסִ כִּ י  נֵ שְׁ ין לוֹ  ים, אֵ יצִ בֵּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ ין — יֵשׁ לוֹ  יסִ כִּ י  נֵ שְׁ ם יֵשׁ לוֹ  ר: אִ מֵ אל אוֹ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ רַ

ת. חַ יצָה אַ בֵּ

Rabbi Yishmae l says: If it has  two  scrotal sacs , we assume it has  two te sticle s ; but if it does  not have  two sacs , we assume

it has  only one  te sticle  and is blemished.

MISHNAH

צֵאת. פָהּ לָ יצָה — סוֹ בֵּ ם יֵשׁ  , אִ ךְ עֵ מַ וּזוֹ וּמְ כּ ל עַ יבוֹ עַ שִׁ  ר: מוֹ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Akiva says: The matter can be clarified. One seats  the animal on its  rump and mashes  the sac; if there  is  a second

te sticle  hidden inside, it is  ultimate ly g oing  to emerg e .

MISHNAH

ן בֶּ נָן  חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ סַ אָ יבָא וְ קִ י עֲ בִּ יר רַ תִּ הִ ים, וְ לִ סָ כְּ  בַּ ה  בוּקָ צֵאת דְּ מְ נִ ה וְ טָ חֲ שְׁ  לֹא יָצָא, נִ ךְ וְ יעֵ מִּ שֶׁ ה  שֶׂ עֲ מַ

י. נוּרִ



There was an incident where  a kohen mashed the sac and the testicle did not emerg e , so they assumed it was blemished. But

after it was  s laug htered, the second testicle was found attached to the  loins . And Rabbi Akiva permitted the meat to be

eaten, because the testicle had not emerged normally, making it a blemish, while  Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri prohibited it,

holding that since it had two testicles, it was unblemished and slaughtered outside the Beis HaMikdash.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

יָא? עְ בַּ י ל מִ לָ כְּ ין לוֹ  א, אֵ י מוּמָ וֵ תְּ הָ רַ מְ ת אָ חַ יצָה אַ בֵּ לָּא   ין לוֹ אֶ א אֵ תָּ  שְׁ  ׳ הַ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The Gemara asks: Now, since you said that if it has  only one  te sticle  it is  a blemish, is  it necessary to state that

if it has  none  at all it is a blemish? That is obvious!

ANSWER

ין יסִ כִּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ י  י נָמֵ ד, אִ חָ יס אֶ כִ לָּא בְּ  ין אֶ יסִ כִּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ  ים בִּ יצִ בֵּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ ין לוֹ  י: אֵ נֵ תָ י קָ כִ הָ א וְ רָ סְּ יחַ י מִ וֹרֵ סּ חַ

י זֶה מוּם. ת — הֲרֵ חַ יצָה אַ וּבֵ

The Gemara answers: The Mishnah is  incomplete , and this  is  what it is  teaching : If it does  not have  two te sticle s  in two

sacs , but rather they are both in one  sac, or alternative ly, if it has two sacs  and only one  te sticle , behold, this  is  a blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

ד — חָ יס אֶ כִּ לָּא   ין לוֹ אֶ ים, אֵ יצִ בֵּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ יֵּשׁ לוֹ   שֶׁ יָדוּעַ  ים — בְּ יסִ כִּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ ר: יֵשׁ לוֹ  מֵ אל אוֹ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ רַ

י, מֵ ת דָּ חַ יצָה אַ בֵּ לָּא   ין לוֹ אֶ אֵ שֶׁ י  מִ כְּ

And this is how the rest of the Mishnah should be understood: Rabbi Yishmae l says: If it has  two sacs , it is  known that it has

two te sticle s , and it is unblemished. But if it has  only one  sac, it is  considered like  one  that has  only one  te sticle , and it is

blemished.

EXPLANAT IO N

פוֹ יצָה סוֹ בֵּ ם יֵשׁ  , אִ ךְ עֵ מַ וּזוֹ וּמְ כּ ל עַ יבוֹ עַ שִׁ  לָּא מוֹ  ינַן, אֶ רִ מְ יָדוּעַ לָא אָ ר: בְּ ימַ מֵ יבָא לְ קִ י עֲ בִּ א רַ אֲתָ וַ

צֵאת. לָ

And Rabbi Akiva comes to say: We do not say that it is  known just from the sacs. Rather, one  seats  it on its  rump and

mashes  the sac; if there  is  a te sticle , it is  ultimate ly g oing  to emerg e .

EXPLANAT IO N

׳. כוּ לֹא יָצָא וְ ךְ וְ יעֵ מִּ שֶׁ ה  שֶׂ עֲ וּמַ

And the Mishnah concluded: There  was  an incident where  he  mashed and it did not emerg e , e tc.

BR AI SA

ה בוּקָ צֵאת דְּ מְ נִ ה וְ טָ חֲ שְׁ  נִ לֹא יָצָאת, וְ ךְ וְ יעֵ מִּ שֶׁ ם,  נַחֵ ית מְ בֵּ ל  שֶׁ ן  ירָ פָ ה בְּ שֶׂ עֲ י: מַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ יָא, אָ נְ תַּ

י. ן נוּרִ בֶּ נָן  חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ סַ אָ יבָא, וְ קִ י עֲ בִּ יר רַ תִּ הִ ים, וְ לִ סָ כְּ  בַּ

It is  taug ht in a braisa: Rabbi Yose i said: There  was  an incident in Piran of Be it Menahem, where  a kohen mashed the sac

and the testicle did not emerg e , and the animal was s laug htered and the testicle was found attached to the  loins . And



Rabbi Akiva permitted the meat, and Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri prohibited it.

BR AI SA

ל! אֵ רָ שְׂ ל יִ שֶׁ נָן  מוֹ לֶּה מָ  כַ ה מְ תָּ  י אַ תַ ד מָ י: עַ ן נוּרִ בֶּ נָן  חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ יבָא לְ קִ י עֲ בִּ ר לוֹ רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri: Until when will you destroy the  property of the  Jewish people  by

declaring these animals forbidden to be eaten?

BR AI SA

ילוֹת! ל נְבֵ אֵ רָ שְׂ יל יִ כִ אֲ ה מַ תָּ  י אַ תַ ד מָ יבָא: עַ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ י לְ ן נוּרִ בֶּ נָן  חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר לוֹ רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri said to Rabbi Akiva: Until when will you feed the  Jewish people  neve los ,  unslaughtered

carcasses!

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ טֵ חְ שַׁ ט  חָ שְׁ י או מִ לָ

The Gemara asks: Was it not properly s laug htered? How could Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri call it a nevelah?

ANSWER

יפוֹת. רֵ לָּא: טְ  אֶ

The Gemara answers: Rather, he meant to say: Until when will you feed them tre ifos ,  animals with a fatal defect?

QU E ST IO N

יפוֹת הוּא?! רֵ וּר טְ יסּ לָא אִ

The Gemara challenges: But is  it not a prohibition of tre ifos? A missing testicle is not a treifah defect!

ANSWER

ץ! חוּ בַּ ים  שִׁ  דָ ל קָ אֵ רָ שְׂ יל יִ כִ אֲ ה מַ תָּ  י אַ תַ ד מָ לָּא: עַ  אֶ

Rather, this is what he meant: Until when will you feed the  Jewish people  kodashim,  sacrificial meat, slaughtered outside

the Temple courtyard! Since he held it was unblemished, it remained a holy offering that could not be eaten as chullin.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

סוּל. כָּ  הַ חוּל וְ שָּׁ   הַ מוֹר, וְ ל חֲ שֶׁ  כְּ לוּטוֹת  יו קְ לָ גְ רַ שֶׁ  , וְ לֹשׁ  שָׁ לָּא   אין לוֹ אֶ אֵ שֶׁ יִם, אוֹ  לַ גְ שׁ רַ מֵ ל חָ עַ בַּ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: An animal with five  leg s , or one  that has  only three , or one  whose  hooves  are  closed like  those  of a

donkey, and the  shachul, and the  kasul are all blemished and may be slaughtered.

MISHNAH

בוֹהוֹת. יו גְּ יכוֹתָ ירֵ ת מִ חַ אַ שֶׁ סוּל?  כָ . וְ יכוֹ ה יְרֵ טָ מְ שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ חוּל?  שָׁ יזֶהוּ  אֵ

What is  a shachul? One whose  thig hbone  was  dis located. And what is a kasul? One where  one  of its  thig hs  is  hig her

than the other.



א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

נָטוּל כְּ יר  כֹל יָתֵ י, דְּ וֵ י הָ פָה נָמֵ רֵ ל — טְ גֶ בָּרֶ ל  יָּד, אֲבָ  בַּ ר  יָתֵ ר וְ סֵ חָ שֶׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ ב הוּנָא: לֹא  ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

י. מֵ דָּ

GEMARA: Rav Huna said: They only taug ht that an extra or missing leg is merely a blemish where  it is  miss ing  or extra on

the  fore leg . But on the  hind leg , it is  also a tre ifah, because  any extra limb is  considered like  a removed limb, and an

animal whose hind leg is removed is a treifah.

STATEMENT

ן. יקָ דִ סְ ל גַּב דִּ ף עַ ן, אַ ילָ עֲגִ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ לָּא   ן, אֶ יקָ דִ לָא סְ ן וְ ילָ עֲגִ א דַּ ימָ תֵּ פָּא: לָא   פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: Do not say that it is a blemish only where  they are  round and not split at all. Rather, once  they are  round,

even thoug h they are  split, it is still a blemish.

BR AI SA

חוּל? שָׁ יזֶהוּ  אֵ סוּל וְ כָּ יזֶהוּ  נַן: אֵ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳.  כוּ סוּל וְ כָּ  הַ חוּל וְ שָּׁ   הַ וְ

The Mishnah taught: And the  shachul and the  kasul, e tc. The  Rabbis  taug ht in a braisa: What is  the  kasul and what is  the

shachul?

BR AI SA

ל. סֶ כֶּ  י הַ בֵּ ל גַּ ד עַ חָ לוֹ אֶ גְ רַ ל, וְ סֶ כֶּ  ךְ הַ תוֹ ד בְּ חָ לוֹ אֶ גְ רַ שֶׁ סוּל —  כָּ  , יכוֹ ה יְרֵ טָ מְ שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ חוּל —  שָׁ

The shachul is one whose  thig hbone  was  dis located. The  kasul is one where  one  of its  leg s  is  inside  the  loin, and its

other leg  is  on top of the  loin.

BR AI SA

ל שֶׁ  מוֹר וּכְ ל חֲ שֶׁ  כְּ לוּטוֹת  יו קְ לָ גְ רַ שֶׁ לוּט —  , קָ יכוֹ בֵּב לוֹ יְרֵ  רְ תַּ  שְׁ  נִּ שֶׁ רוּעַ  לוּט — שָׂ קָּ הַ רוּעַ וְ שָּׂ  נָא: הַ תָּ

סוּס.

A Tanna taug ht: The  sarua and the  kalut. A sarua is one whose  thig h is  e long ated. A kalut is one whose  hooves  are

closed like  those  of a donkey or a horse .

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

כָּר. י ינוֹ נִ אֵ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ , אַ לוֹ גְ צֶם רַ עֶ דוֹ וְ צֶם יָ בַּר עֶ  שְׁ  י׳ נִ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If the  bone  of its  fore leg  or the  bone  of its  hind leg  was  broken, even thoug h it is  not noticeable ,  it is a

blemish.

MISHNAH

ים. מִ כָ דוּ לוֹ חֲ הוֹ נֶה, וְ יַבְ ילָא בְּ נָה אִ וּ מָ לּ ין אֵ מוּמִ



These  blemishes  were  enumerated by Ila in Yavneh, and the  Sag es  ag reed with him.

MISHNAH

וּ. לּ ת אֵ נוּ אֶ עְ מַ שָׁ : לֹא  רוּ לוֹ מְ יף, אָ סִ ה הוֹ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ ד  עוֹ וְ

And he  added three  more  cases, but they said to him: We have  not heard a tradition regarding these .

MISHNAH

. נוֹ וֹ שׁ לְ בֵּר בִּ  דַ מְ ל רוֹב הַ טַּ י נִּ שֶׁ  יר, וְ זִ ל חֲ שֶׁ  כְּ ה  מֶ יו דּוֹ ם, וּפִ דָ ל אָ שֶׁ  כְּ ל  גוֹ ינוֹ עָ ל עֵ גַּ לְ גַּ שֶׁ

The three cases are: An animal whose  eyeball is  round like  that of a human, and its  mouth resembles  that of a pig , and

one  whose  tong ue  has  lost most of its  speaking  part.

MISHNAH

י זֶה מוּם. רוּ: הֲרֵ מְ ן אָ יהֶ חֲרֵ ל אַ שֶׁ ין  ית דִּ בֵּ

However, the  court that came  after them said: Behold, this  is  a blemish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

א? י מוּמָ וֵ א הָ י קָ כָּר, מִ י ינוֹ נִ ׳ אֵ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The Gemara asks: If a break is  not noticeable , does  it indeed constitute  a blemish? A blemish must be visible!

ANSWER

אכָה. לָ ת מְ מַ חֲ כָּר מֵ י ל נִ , אֲבָ מוֹ צְ ת עַ מַ חֲ כָּר מֵ י ינוֹ נִ פָּא: אֵ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: It is  not noticeable  on its  own when the animal is standing, but it is  noticeable  when it does  work,  as it

limps.

QU E ST IO N

? יהּ חֵ ינוּ אוֹרְ יְ או הַ לָ א דְּ רָ ימְ מֵ ׳. לְ כוּ נָה וְ וּ מָ לּ ין אֵ מוּמִ

The Mishnah taught: These  blemishes  were  enumerated, e tc.,  including an eyeball round like a human's. The Gemara asks: Is

this  to say that this  is  not its  normal way for an animal to have a round eyeball?

O BJECT IO N

בָה — קֵ ם נְ זָכָר. אִ ב לְ שֵׁ  תֵּ ם זָכָר  ין, אִ הוֹרִ ין טְ בֵּ ין  אִ מֵ ין טְ בֵּ עוֹף,  יָּה וָ  חַ ה וְ מָ הֵ ין בְּ לֶת מִ פֶּ  מַּ  ינְהוּ: הַ מִ וּרְ

יר. אִ י מֵ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ בָה, דִּ קֵ נְ לִ זָכָר וְ ב לְ שֵׁ  תֵּ ינוֹ יָדוּעַ —  בָה, אֵ קֵ נְ ב לִ שֵׁ  תֵּ

But they raised a contradiction from a Mishnah in Niddah: One who discharg es  the  form of a beast, wild animal, or bird,

whether impure  or pure , if it is  male  she  must observe  the impurity and purity periods for a male , and if it is  female  she

must observe  them for a female , and if it is  not known she  must observe  the stringencies of both a male  and a female ;

these  are  the  words of Rabbi Meir.

O BJECT IO N



ם! דָ ל אָ שֶׁ  כְּ ל  גוֹ ינוֹ עָ ל עֵ גַּ לְ גַ יל וְ אִ יר? הוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵ עְ אי טַ נָן: מַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ נָה אָ בַּר חָ בַּר  בָּה   ר רַ מַ אָ וְ

And Rabba bar bar Chana said in the  name  of Rabbi Yochanan: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Meir? Since  its  eyeball is

round like  that of a human, it is considered a human fetus! This implies that all animals normally have round eyeballs like humans!

R E SO LU T IO N

א. יוָּורָ חִ א בְּ א, הָ מָ כָּ אוּ א בְּ יָא, הָ שְׁ  סֵף: לָא קַ ב יוֹ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Yosef said: This  is  not difficult. This  case, where it is a blemish, refers to the  black part of the eye, which is normally oval

in animals but here is round like a human's. That case, where they are similar, refers to the  white  part of the eye, which is round in

both.

STATEMENT

לָא ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ וס אַ רִ פְ ן דִּ יוָ כֵּ לָּא   וס, אֶ רִ יד וּפְ פִ שְׁ  א דִּ ימָ תֵּ פָּא: לָא   פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ יר. אָ זִ ל חֲ שֶׁ  כְּ ה  מֶ יו דּוֹ וּפִ

יד. פִ שְׁ

The Mishnah taught: And its  mouth resembles  that of a pig . Rav Pappa said: Do not say that it is a blemish only where  it

is  pointed and split like a pig's mouth. Rather, once  it is  split, even thoug h it is  not pointed, it is a blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

י בִּ ן, רַ וֹ שׁ לָּ  ל רוֹב הַ טַּ י נִּ שֶׁ ת  אֶ יָא: וְ נְ תַ יא, דְּ ה הִ י יְהוּדָ בִּ י? רַ נִּ ין מַ יתִ נִ תְ . מַ נוֹ וֹ שׁ לְ בִּ שֶׁ בֵּר   דַ מְ ל רוֹב הַ טַּ י נִּ שֶׁ  וְ

. נוֹ וֹ שׁ ל לְ שֶׁ בֵּר   דַ מְ ר: רוֹב הַ מֵ ה אוֹ יְהוּדָ

The Mishnah taught: And one  whose  tong ue  has  lost most of its  speaking  part. Whose  Mishnah is  this? It is  Rabbi

Yehudah, as  it is  taug ht in a braisa: And one  whose  tong ue  has  lost most of its  tong ue , Rabbi Yehudah says: Most of

the  speaking  part of its  tong ue .

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

י זֶה מוּם. רוּ: הֲרֵ מְ אָ ים, וְ מִ כָ חֲ ל לַ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  ל רַ אַ שָׁ  ן, וְ יוֹ לְ עֶ ל הָ ף עַ דֵ ן עוֹ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  י הַ חִ לְּ הַ שֶׁ ה  שֶׂ עֲ י׳ וּמַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: And there  was  an incident where  the  lower jaw projected beyond the  upper jaw, and Rabban Gamlie l

asked the  Sag es , and they said: Behold, this  is  a blemish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

ה״? שֶׂ עֲ ״וּמַ י  נֵ תָ קָ נָּא דְּ  תַּ אי  ׳ מַ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: What did the  Tanna teach previously that he  now teaches: "And there  was  an incident"? Usually, "and there

was an incident" comes to support a previously stated rule, but this rule was not mentioned!

ANSWER



י בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ לֵ נַן עֲ בָּ  י רַ יגִ לִ פְּ י  כִּ ינַן:  רִ מְ אָ קָ י, וְ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ לֵ נַן עֲ בָּ  י רַ יגִ לִ יר״, וּפְ זִ חֲ ה לַ מֶ יו דּוֹ פִּ ״ נַן  תְ וּם דִּ שּׁ  מִ

י זֶה מוּם. נָה — הֲרֵ יוֹ לְ עֶ ל הָ פֶת עַ דֶ נָה עוֹ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  הַ שֶׁ ל  נָה, אֲבָ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  ל הַ פֶת עַ דֶ נָה עוֹ יוֹ לְ פָתוֹ עֶ שְׂ בִּ

The Gemara answers: It is because  we  learned in a Mishnah elsewhere: "Its  mouth resembles  that of a pig ," and the  Rabbis

disag ree  with Rabbi Yehudah there. And we  say: When the  Rabbis  disag ree  with Rabbi Yehudah, it is  where  its  upper

lip projects  over the  lower one , but where  the  lower jaw projects  over the  upper one , all agree that behold, this  is  a

blemish. The incident is brought to support this distinction.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  4 0 B

STATEMENT

י זֶה רוּ: הֲרֵ מְ אָ ים וְ מִ כָ חֲ ל לַ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  ל רַ אַ שָׁ ן,  יוֹ לְ עֶ ל הָ ף עַ דֵ ן עוֹ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  י הַ חִ לְּ שֶׁ י  ה נָמֵ שֶׂ עֲ וּמַ

מוּם.

And there  was  also an incident where  the  lower jaw of a firstborn animal protruded beyond the  upper jaw, and Rabban

Shimon ben Gamlie l asked the  Sag es  for a ruling, and they said: This  is  a blemish that permits the animal to be slaughtered.

QU E ST IO N

נָה — יוֹ לְ עֶ ל הָ פֶת עַ דֶ נָה עוֹ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  שֶׁ נָה, אוֹ  וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  ל הַ פֶת עַ דֶ נָה עוֹ יוֹ לְ עֶ פָתוֹ הָ נַן: שְׂ תְ ם הוּא דִּ דָ י אָ בֵּ א גַּ הָ וְ

י זֶה מוּם. הֲרֵ

But the Gemara asks: Is  this  really so? But it is  with reg ard to a person that we  learned in a Mishnah elsewhere: If his  upper

lip protrudes  beyond the  lower lip, or if his lower lip protrudes  beyond the  upper lip, this  is  a blemish that disqualifies a

Kohen from serving in the Beis HaMikdash.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה לָא! מָ הֵ בְ ל בִּ רֹן, אֲבָ הֲ עוֹ של אַ זַרְ וֶה בְּ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ישׁ  רֹן״, אִ הֲ ע אַ זֶּרַ ישׁ מִ ישׁ אִ ״אִ יב:  תִ כְ ם הוּא דִּ דָ י אָ בֵּ גַּ

And we explain that it is only with reg ard to a person that it is  written: "Any man of the  seed of Aaron," which we darshen

to mean he must be a man who is  equal in appearance to the  rest of the seed of Aaron; but with reg ard to an animal, this

requirement of a normal appearance does not apply, so why should a protruding jaw be a blemish?

ANSWER

צֶם. בַּהּ עֶ ית  לֵ א דְּ צֶם, הָ בַּהּ עֶ ית  אִ א דְּ יָא, הָ שְׁ  פָּא: לָא קַ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: This  is  not difficult; this  case in our Mishnah, where it is a blemish for an animal, is where  there  is  a bone  in

the lower jaw that is longer than the upper jaw, whereas that case in the other Mishnah, which is only a blemish for a human, is

where  there  is  no bone  protruding, but only the fleshy lip.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

צֶם — וֹ עֶ ין בּ אֵ שֶׁ ן  מַ זְ ד — מוּם, בִּ חָ צֶם אֶ הוּא עֶ שֶׁ ן  מַ זְ ים: בִּ מִ כָ רוּ חֲ מְ לָה, אָ פוּ כְּ ה  יְתָ י הָ דִ גְּ זֶן הַ י׳ אוֹ נִ תְ מַ

ינוֹ מוּם. אֵ



MISHNAH: If the  ear of a kid was  doubled so that it looked like two ears, the  Sag es  said: When it is  one  bone —meaning

the extra ear has its own cartilage—it is a blemish; when there  is  no bone  in it, it is not a blemish.

MISHNAH

י זֶה יוֹת — הֲרֵ לְ לֹשׁ חוּ  שְׁ בָּהּ  ין  אֵ שֶׁ  יר, וְ זִ ל חֲ שֶׁ  ה לְ מֶ הוּא דּוֹ שֶׁ י  דִ גְּ נַב הַ ר: זְ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ יָא  נַנְ י חֲ בִּ רַ

מוּם.

Rabbi Chananya ben Gamlie l says: The  tail of a kid that is  s imilar to that of a pig , or a tail that does  not have  three

joints , this  is  a blemish.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

י זֶה מוּם. צֶם — הֲרֵ עֶ ת הָ מַ חֲ ינוֹ מוּם, מֵ רוּחַ — אֵ ת הָ מַ חֲ מוֹת, מֵ לָּ  בוּ יו מְ לָ גְ רַ לוּם וְ בָּ יו  פִּ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: If its  mouth is  swollen, or its  leg s  are  swollen, then if it is due  to wind,

meaning it is just bloated, it is not a blemish; but if it is due  to the  bone  being enlarged, this  is  a blemish.

BR AI SA

ינוֹ מוּם. יוֹת — אֵ סֻ חֲ סְ י חַ תֵּ  שְׁ  י זֶה מוּם, בִּ ת — הֲרֵ חַ סוּת אַ חֲ סְ חַ פוּלוֹת, בְּ כְּ יו  נָ זְ אׇ

If its  ears  are  doubled, then if they are joined with one  cartilag e , this  is  a blemish; but if they are split with two cartilag es ,

it is not a blemish.

STATEMENT

יר. זִ ל חֲ שֶׁ  ה לְ מֶ הוּא דּוֹ שֶׁ י  דִ גְּ נַב הַ ר: זְ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  רַ

The Mishnah taught that Rabban Gamlie l says: The  tail of a kid that is  s imilar to that of a pig  is a blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. ימָ לִ אֲ ל גַּב דַּ ף עַ יכָא, אַ רִ כְ לָּא דִּ  ינָא, אֶ טִּ  קַ א דְּ ימָ תֵּ פָּא: לָא   פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Pappa said: Do not say that this means only where  it is  thin like a pig's tail;  rather, even where  it is  curled like a pig's

tail, even thoug h it is  thick like a normal goat's tail, it is still a blemish.

STATEMENT

׳. כוּ יוֹת וְ לְ לֹשׁ חוּ  שָׁ בָּהּ  ין  אֵ שֶׁ אוֹ 

The Mishnah also taught: Or if the tail of a kid does  not have  three  joints , e tc.

STATEMENT

ינוֹ ע אֵ בַּ  רְ י זֶה מוּם, אַ לֹשׁ הֲרֵ  שָׁ לֶה —  טָּ  בַּ ינוֹ מוּם.  לֹשׁ אֵ  שָׁ י זֶה מוּם,  יִם הֲרֵ תַּ  שְׁ י —  דִ בַּגְּ ב הוּנָא:  ר רַ מַ אָ

מוּם.

Rav Huna said: In a kid, if the tail has only two  joints, this  is  a blemish, but if it has three , it is not a blemish. In a lamb, if it

has only three  joints, this  is  a blemish, but if it has four, it is not a blemish.



O BJECT IO N

ינוֹ מוּם. לֹשׁ אֵ  שָׁ י זֶה מוּם,  יִם הֲרֵ תַּ  שְׁ לֶה —  טָּ  בַּ ינוֹ מוּם.  יִם אֵ תַּ  שְׁ י זֶה מוּם,  ת הֲרֵ חַ י — אַ דִ בַּגְּ י:  יבִ יתִ מֵ

The Gemara raise s  an objection from a Braisa: In a kid, if it has only one  joint, this  is  a blemish, but if it has two, it is not a

blemish. In a lamb, if it has only two  joints, this  is  a blemish, but if it has three , it is not a blemish!

R EFU TAT IO N

ב הוּנָא. רַ א דְ תָּ  יוּבְ תְּ

This is indeed a conclusive  re futation of Rav Huna.

EXPLANAT IO N

א שָׁ י יא — רֵ לָא הִ י, וְ דִ גְ י בִּ יפָא נָמֵ י — סֵ דִ גְ א בִּ שָׁ י רֵ דְּ בַר: מִ יהוּ סָ ; אִ יהּ יתֵ עִ טְ ין אַ יתִ נִ תְ ב הוּנָא, מַ רַ וְ

לֶה. טָ יפָא בְּ סֵ י, וְ דִ גְ בִּ

And the Gemara explains: Rav Huna, the  wording  of the  Mishnah misled him; he  thoug ht that s ince  the  first clause  of the

Mishnah speaks of a kid, the  latter clause  mentioning three joints must also  speak of a kid. But it is  not so; the  first clause

indeed speaks of a kid, but the  latter clause  actually speaks of a lamb, as the Braisa clarified.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

מוֹ צְ ק עַ רַ פְ נִּ שֶׁ  , וְ לוֹ גְ רַ דוֹ וְ צֶם יָ גַּם עֶ פְ נִּ שֶׁ  יו, וְ ינָ עֵ לֶת בְּ בֶּ יַּ  שֶׁ ת  ר: אֶ מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ י׳ רַ נִ תְ מַ

ה. דָּ מִּ בַּ ל לֹא  ה אֲבָ אֶ רְ מַּ  בַּ נָּה,   טַ ת קְ חַ אַ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ נוֹ אַ זְ נָּה, אׇ  טַ ת קְ חַ אַ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ ינוֹ אַ יו, עֵ פִּ ל  שֶׁ

MISHNAH: Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus says: These are blemishes: One that has  a wart in its  eyes ; and one  whose

bone  of its  fore leg  or hind leg  was  damag ed; and one  whose  bone  of its  mouth—its jaw—was dis located; and one

whose  one  eye  is  larg e  and one  is  small, or one  whose  one  ear is  larg e  and one  is  small, provided the difference is

noticeable by s ig ht, but not if it is only noticeable by measurement.

MISHNAH

ים. מִ כָ דוּ לוֹ חֲ לֹא הוֹ , וְ הּ תָּ  ירְ חֲבֶ בַּ  שֶׁ יִם  תַּ  שְׁ  כִּ לָה  דוֹ ת גְּ חַ יו, אַ יצָ בֵּ י  תֵּ  שְׁ ר:  מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: If of its  two te sticle s , one  is  as  larg e  as  two of its  fe llow, it is a blemish; but the  Sag es  did not ag ree

with him.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י מוּם? וֵ לֶת הָ בֶּ יַ א דְּ רָ ימְ מֵ ׳ לְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Is  this  to say that a wart is  a blemish?

O BJECT IO N



לֶת! בֶּ ל יַ עַ ב וּבַ ל גָּרָ עַ בַּ ינָה —  דִ מְּ בַּ לֹא  שׁ וְ דָּ קְ מִ ן לֹא בְּ יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ אֵ שֶׁ וּ  לּ אֵ ינְהוּ: וְ מִ וּרְ

But I will point out a contradiction from a later Mishnah: And these  are  those  that we  do not s laug hter for as a blemish,

neither in the  Be is  HaMikdash nor in the  province —meaning they are not full-fledged blemishes—namely, an animal with

scurvy or a wart!

QU E ST IO N

א! יתָ יְ אוֹרָ לֶת״ בְּ בֶּ ״יַ יבָא  תִ כְּ א  א? הָ רָ בְּ סְ תִ וְ

The Gemara asks: And can you really think that a wart is not a blemish? But "a wart" is  explicitly written in the  Torah as a

blemish!

ANSWER

. ינוֹ עֵ א — בְּ , הָ גוּפוֹ א — בְּ יָא: הָ שְׁ  לָּא, לָא קַ  אֶ

Rather, it is  not difficult: This  Mishnah here, which says it is a blemish, is referring to a wart in its  eye ; whereas that Mishnah,

which says it is not a full blemish, is referring to a wart on its  body.

QU E ST IO N

? ינוֹ עֵ י בְּ ה לִ גוּפוֹ וּמָ י בְּ ה לִ א, מָ מָ תָ א סְ רָ י קְ דֵ כְּ  מִ

The Gemara asks: Now, s ince  the  Pasuk is  written without specification, what difference  does  it make  to me  if it is  on

its  body, and what difference  does  it make  to me  if it is  in its  eye? Why should we distinguish?

ANSWER

צֶם. בַּהּ עֶ ית  לֵ א דְּ צֶם, הָ בַּהּ עֶ ית  אִ א דְּ יָא, הָ שְׁ  לָּא לָא קַ  אֶ

Rather, it is  not difficult: This  case where it is a blemish is where  there  is  a bone  inside the wart, and that case where it is not is

where  there  is  no bone  inside it.

EXPLANAT IO N

י מוּם. וֵ גוּפָא — לָא הָ י מוּם, בְּ וֵ ינוֹ — הָ עֵ צֶם; בְּ בַּהּ עֶ ית  לֵ ין — דְּ יתִ נִ תְ צֶם, מַ בַּהּ עֶ ית  אִ א — דְּ רָ קְ דִּ

So the  Pasuk and our Mishnah refer to a wart that has  a bone ; whereas the  other Mishnah refers to a wart that has  no bone ,

in which case if it is in its  eye , it is  a blemish, but if it is on its  body, it is  not a blemish.

QU E ST IO N

ין לִ ילוּ תִּ י הַ לֵ עֲ בַּ ר:  מֵ זֶר אוֹ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ נַן: רַ תְ א הוּא, דִּ מָ לְ עָ וּל בְּ תּ לְ י תִּ לָה? הֲרֵ סוּ פְּ גוּפָא  צֶם בְּ ית לַהּ עֶ לֵ וְ

ה! מָ הֵ בַּבְּ ין  ירִ שֵׁ  ם וּכְ דָ אָ בָּ ין  לִ סוּ פְּ

The Gemara asks: But does  a wart that has  no bone  on the  body disqualify the animal at all? It is  mere ly hang ing  flesh, as

we  learned in a Mishnah: Rabbi Eliezer says: Those  with hang ing  flesh are  disqualified in a person, but fit in an

animal! So why would the other Mishnah say it is even a minor blemish?

ANSWER

ן. לָּבָ  בַּ א —  חוֹר, הָ שָּׁ   בַּ א —  יָא: הָ שְׁ  לָא קַ , וְ ינוֹ עֵ י בְּ ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ לָּא, אִ  אֶ

Rather, both this  Mishnah and that Mishnah are referring to a wart in its  eye , and it is  not difficult: This  Mishnah here refers

to a wart in the  black of the eye, which is a blemish; whereas that Mishnah refers to a wart in the  white  of the eye.



QU E ST IO N

ן! לָּבָ  בַּ ין  ין מוּמִ א אֵ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But we  have  a rule  that there  are  no blemishes  in the  white  of the eye at all, so it should not even be a

minor blemish!

ANSWER

ר. עָ בַּהּ שֵׂ ית  לֵ א — דְּ ר, הָ עָ בַּהּ שֵׂ ית  אִ א — דְּ יָא, הָ שְׁ  : לָא קַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ אָ ן, וְ לָּבָ  בַּ י  ידֵּ אִ י וְ ידֵּ לָּא: אִ  אֶ

Rather, both this  Mishnah and that Mishnah refer to a wart in the  white  of the eye, and Reish Lakish said: It is  not

difficult; this  case where it is a blemish is where  there  is  hair growing on the wart, and that case where it is not is where  there

is  no hair growing on it.

STATEMENT

וָּוז. ל אַ שֶׁ  כְּ נָּה   טַ ל, קְ גֶ ל עֵ שֶׁ  כְּ לָה  דוֹ נָא: גְּ תָּ ׳.  כוּ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ ינוֹ אַ עֵ

The Mishnah taught: One eye  larg e , e tc. A Tanna taug ht in a Braisa: Larg e  means it is as large as  that of a calf, and small

means it is as small as  that of a g oose .

QU E ST IO N

ה? מָּ  כַּ ד  נַן עַ בָּ  רַ ׳. וְ כוּ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ נוֹ אַ זְ אׇ

The Mishnah taught: One ear larg e , e tc. And the Gemara asks: According to the  Rabbis , up to how much of a difference must

there be to be a blemish?

BR AI SA

ה. ירָ שֵׁ  כְּ ל —  פוֹ כְּ לָּא   יָּה אֶ  נִ שְּׁ   ינָהּ לַ וּ אֵ ילּ פִ ים: אֲ רִ מְ ים אוֹ רִ חֵ יָא, אֲ נְ תַּ

It is  taug ht in a Braisa: Others  say: Even if one ear is  only like  a bean compared to the  second ear, it is  fit, unless the

difference is even more extreme.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

יְּהוּ שֶׁ ן  מַ ל זְ כׇּ ן,  כֵּ ים  לִ ית עֲגָ בִּ רְ כֹּל מַ ים:  מִ כָ רוּ חֲ מְ קוֹב, אָ רְ עַ ת לָ עַ גַּ ינָהּ מַ אֵ שֶׁ ל —  גֶ עֵ נַב הָ י׳ זְ נִ תְ מַ

חוֹת. תָּ  מְ ן נִ ין — הֵ לִ דְּ גַ מְ

MISHNAH: If the  tail of a calf does  not reach the  knee -joint, the  Sag es  said: All g rowing  calves  are  like  this ; as  long

as  they g row, their tails stretch and grow longer, so this is not a permanent blemish.

MISHNAH

. ךְ יָּרֵ  ע הַ צַ מְ אֶ בְּ שֶׁ קוֹב  רְ עַ ר: בְּ מֵ נוֹס אוֹ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ רוּ? רַ מְ אָ שֶׁ קוֹב  רְ יזֶהוּ עַ אֵ

Which is  the  knee -joint that they spoke  of? Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus says: The  knee -joint that is  in the  middle  of

the  thig h.

S U M M A RY



The Gemara first clarifies the dimensions of the cubits in the Temple and how they relate to the definition of a fingerbreadth

for blemishes. We then learn the Mishnah's halachos regarding a firstborn with missing or misplaced testicles, with the Gemara

explaining the exact nature of the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri—specifically whether an

internal testicle renders the animal unblemished, which would make its slaughter outside the Azarah a severe transgression of

eating kodashim outside the Temple. Finally, the next Mishnah introduces other physical blemishes, such as an animal with

five legs or three legs, or closed hooves like a donkey, as well as the cases of shachul (a dislocated thighbone) and kasul

(uneven thighs), with Rav Huna clarifying that an extra or missing hind leg actually renders the animal a treifah, not just a

ba'al mum.

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

The Gemara brings down a powerful exchange between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri. When dealing with a

doubtful blemish on a firstborn animal, Rabbi Akiva cries out: "Until when will you destroy the property of the Jewish people!"

To which Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri fires back: "Until when will you feed the Jewish people kodashim outside the Temple!"

Lichoira, we see here two giants of the Mesorah, each standing guard over a different, sacred boundary. Rabbi Akiva is

looking at the Yid who is about to lose his hard-earned money, while Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri is looking at the absolute

sanctity of the Beis HaMikdash.

This is not just a lomdishe machlokes in Hilchos Bechoros; it is a profound lesson in how we must carry our own avodas

Hashem. When we look at another Yid, we must have the heart of Rabbi Akiva, a deep, burning sensitivity for their physical

and financial well-being, feeling their pain and worrying about their hard work. At the very same time, when it comes to our

own standards of halachah and yiras Shamayim, we must have the uncompromising vigilance of Rabbi Yochanan ben Nuri,

ensuring we do not compromise on a single detail of Hashem's Torah.

True greatness means holding both of these truths at once. We cannot use "strictness" in halachah as an excuse to be

insensitive to another person's pocket or feelings, nor can we use "compassion" as an excuse to bend the clear halachah. We

must be incredibly soft and caring toward our fellow Yid, while remaining beautifully firm and holy in our commitment to

Hashem.

Today, when someone asks you for help or when a business situation arises, make a conscious effort to protect the other

person's money and dignity with the utmost care, treating their property with the same seriousness you would treat a holy

offering in the Beis HaMikdash.
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