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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off the daf by clarifying a detail from the previous Mishnah regarding the joints of an animal, specifically how to

identify the upper joint in a camel versus a calf. The Gemara then asks a strong kasha on the next Mishnah: why does the

Tanna need to repeat that we slaughter a firstborn outside the Beis HaMikdash for these blemishes, when we already learned

this at the very beginning of the perek? The Gemara's teretz is beautiful, showing us that the repetition is a major chiddush to

teach us that the halacha follows all the individual opinions mentioned previously, and that disqualified consecrated animals

can also be redeemed on account of these blemishes.

Next, we move into a new Mishnah that lists temporary blemishes and other disqualifications for which we do not slaughter a

firstborn, neither in the Beis HaMikdash nor in the province. This includes things like pale spots on the eye, damaged internal

gums, warts, and certain boils. The Gemara immediately jumps in to analyze the nature of these boils, contrasting our

Mishnah with the pesukim in the Torah that list "garav" and "yalefes" as permanent blemishes. Through a beautiful shakla

v'tarya, the Gemara resolves the apparent contradictions by distinguishing between different types of moist and dry boils, and

between standard boils and the incurable boils of Egypt.

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 1 A

G EMAR A

כָּר. י ל נִ מָ גָ וֹ בְּ דּ נֶגְ ן, וּכְ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  ץ הַ פֶ לֹא קֶ ן וְ יוֹ לְ עֶ ץ הָ פֶ נָא: קֶ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMARA: It was  taug ht in a Braisa: The joint mentioned in the Mishnah is the  upper joint, and not the  lower joint; and

corresponding  to it in a camel, this bone is  noticeable  from the outside, whereas in a calf it is not.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ן. יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ דִּ פְ ין נִ שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ י הַ לֵ סוּ כוֹר, וּפְ בְּ ת הַ ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ וּ מוּמִ לּ ל אֵ י׳ עַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: For these  blemishes  enumerated in the previous Mishnayos, one  s laug hters  the  firstborn outside the Beis

HaMikdash, and disqualified consecrated animals  may be  redeemed on the ir account.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N



כוֹר! בְּ ת הַ ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ וּ מוּמִ לּ ל אֵ א: עַ שָׁ י יהּ רֵ נָא לֵ א תְּ י? הָ ה לִ מָ וּ לְ א תּ ׳ הָ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Why do I need this  statement further? But didn't the  Tanna already teach in the  first clause  at the beginning

of the perek: For these  blemishes  one  s laug hters  the  firstborn outside the Beis HaMikdash?

ANSWER

ן. יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ דִּ פְ ין נִ שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ י הַ לֵ סוּ פְּ יכָא:  רִ טְ יצְ יפָא אִ סֵ

The Gemara answers: The latter clause  was  necessary to teach that disqualified consecrated animals  may be  redeemed on

the ir account.

QU E ST IO N

יָא? עְ בַּ י ק מִ רָ יפְ ינַן, מִ טִ חֲ שָׁ ט  חָ שְׁ י א — מִ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ י  א נָמֵ הָ

The Gemara asks: But this  too is  obvious! If we  may s laug hter a firstborn on account of these blemishes, is  it necessary to

state that we may redeem other consecrated animals on their account? Surely a blemish that permits a firstborn is severe enough to

permit redemption!

ANSWER

ים תֵ א סָ קָ ה, וְ אָ ידָ יחִ י דִּ תֵ אָ י וְ נֵ תָ קָ וּ, וְ לּ ת אֵ נוּ אֶ עְ מַ שָׁ : לֹא  רוּ לוֹ מְ אָ יף, וְ סִ ה הוֹ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ נָא  תְ י דִּ ידֵ יְּ לָּא, אַ  אֶ

ן. יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ דִּ פְ ין נִ שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ י הַ לֵ סוּ כוֹר וּפְ בְּ ת הַ ין אֶ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ וּ מוּמִ לּ ל אֵ הוּ: עַ לְּ כוּ לַהּ בְּ

Rather, s ince  a previous Mishnah taug ht that Rabbi Ila added three  blemishes, and the Sages said to him: "We did not hear

of these ," and then the Mishnah proceeded to teach individual opinions of Rabbi Chananya ben Gamliel and Rabbi Chanina

ben Antigonus, we might have thought the halacha does not follow them. Therefore, the Tanna states  an unattributed ruling

reg arding  all of them: For these  blemishes  one  s laug hters  the  firstborn and disqualified consecrated animals  may be

redeemed on the ir account, to teach us that the halacha indeed follows all of these individual opinions.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ינָה: דִ מְּ בַּ לֹא  שׁ וְ דָּ קְ מִּ בַּ ן, לֹא  יהֶ לֵ ין עֲ טִ חֲ וֹ ין שׁ אֵ שֶׁ וּ  לּ אֵ י׳ וְ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: And these  are  the blemishes that one  does  not s laug hter a firstborn on the ir account, ne ither in the  Be is

HaMikdash nor in the  province  (outside the Beis HaMikdash):

MISHNAH

רוּ, קְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ ל לֹא  מוּ — אֲבָ גְּ פְ נִּ שֶׁ יּוֹת  ימִ נִ פְּ  ין הַ חוּטִ ין, וְ בוּעִ ין קְ אֵ שֶׁ יִם  מַּ  הַ וָר, וְ חֲוַורְ

pale  spots  on the eye, and water streaming from the eye that is  not permanent; and internal g ums that were  damag ed, but

not those that were  completely extracted;

MISHNAH

ם, זוֹהָ לֶה, וּמְ חוֹ ן, וְ ית, זָקֵ זָזִ ל חֲ עַ לֶת, וּבַ בֶּ ל יַ עַ ב, וּבַ ל גָּרָ עַ וּבַ

and an animal with moist boils , and one with a wart, and one with boils , and an old, or s ick, or foul-smelling  animal;

MISHNAH



ים. לִ עָ בְּ י הַ פִּ ל  ד אוֹ עַ חָ ד אֶ י עֵ פִּ ל  ם — עַ דָ ית אָ מִ הֵ שֶׁ  ה, וְ ירָ וֹ עֲבֵ ה בּ דָ בְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ  וְ

and an animal with which a transg ression was  performed, such as bestiality, and one that killed a person, where the

transgression or killing was established by the  te stimony of one  witness  or by the  owner's  own admission.

MISHNAH

ינָה. דִ מְּ בַּ לֹא  שׁ וְ דָּ קְ מִּ בַּ ינוֹס, לֹא  רוֹגִ דְּ נְ אַ טוּם וְ טוּמְ וְ

And one does not slaughter a tumtum (an animal with hidden organs) or an androg inos  (a hermaphrodite), neither in the  Be is

HaMikdash nor in the  province .

MISHNAH

ד. נֶעֱבָ זָז וְ לָּא נִגְ  כוֹר, אֶ ינוֹ בְּ ים: אֵ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ זֶּה, וַ ל מִ דוֹ ךָ מוּם גָּ ין לְ ר: אֵ מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ

Rabbi Shimon says: You have  no g reater blemish than this , and it may be slaughtered in the province. And the  Sag es  say: It

does  not have  the  sanctity of a firstborn at all; rather, it is  like a non-sacred animal and may be  shorn and worked with.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

א! יתָ יְ אוֹרָ ב״ בְּ ״גָּרָ יב  תִ כְ הָ ב לָא? וְ גָרָ ׳ וְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: And is  a boil not considered a permanent blemish? But isn't it written "g arav" in the  Torah as one of the

permanent blemishes?

QU E ST IO N

א! יתָ יְ אוֹרָ פֶת״ בְּ לֶּ  ״יַ יב  תִ כְ הָ ית לָא? וְ זָזִ חֲ וַ

And is  a boil of the chazazis type not a permanent blemish? But isn't it written "yale fe s" in the  Torah, which is a blemish?

PR O O F

ית, רִ צְ מִּ ית הַ זָזִ פֶת״ — זוֹ חֲ לֶּ  ״יַ ס,  רֶ חֶ ב״ — זֶה הַ ״גָּרָ יָא:  נְ תַ וְ

And it was  taug ht in a Braisa: "Garav" — this  is  a boil as hard as earthenware ; "yale fe s" — this  is  the  Eg yptian chazazis .

QU E ST IO N

ה. יתָ מִּ ד יוֹם הַ כֶת עַ לֶ הוֹ פֶת וְ פֶּ  לַ מְּ שֶׁ פֶת״?  לֶּ  ״יַ הּ  מָ שְׁ א  רָ קְ ה נִ מָּ  : לָ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ אָ וְ

And Reish Lakish said: Why is  it called "yale fe s"? Because  it cling s  to the animal and continues  until the  day of death,

meaning it is incurable. So why does our Mishnah say they are not permanent blemishes?

ANSWER

א. מָ לְ עָ ית דְּ זָזִ חֲ בַּ אן  כָּ ית,  רִ צְ מִּ ית הַ זָזִ חֲ בַּ אן  כָּ יָא:  שְׁ  ית לָא קַ זָזִ חֲ ית אַ זָזִ א חֲ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara answers: Granted, the contradiction of chazazis  ag ainst chazazis  is  not difficult: Here , in the Torah, it refers to

the  Eg yptian chazazis  which is incurable; there , in our Mishnah, it refers to a standard chazazis  which can heal.

QU E ST IO N



יָא! שְׁ  ב קַ גָּרָ ב אַ לָּא גָּרָ  אֶ

But the contradiction of g arav ag ainst g arav is  difficult!

ANSWER

. שׁ יָבֵ א בְּ לַח, הָ א בְּ יָא, הָ שְׁ  י לָא קַ ב נָמֵ גָּרָ ב אַ גָּרָ

The Gemara answers: Garav ag ainst g arav is  also not difficult: This  one in our Mishnah refers to a moist boil, while that one

in the Torah refers to a dry boil.

EXPLANAT IO N

י. סֵּ  תַּ י שׁ — לָא מִ י, יָבֵ סִּ תַּ י לַח — אִ

A moist boil heals , so it is only a temporary blemish; a dry boil does  not heal, so it is a permanent blemish.

QU E ST IO N

׳״, גוֹ יִם וְ רַ צְ ין מִ חִ שְׁ  כָה ה׳ בִּ כְּ ״יַ יב:  תִ כְ הָ י? וְ סֵּ  תַּ י לַח מִ וְ

The Gemara asks: And does  a moist boil indeed heal? But isn't it written: "Hashem will smite  you with the  boil of Eg ypt,

and with hemorrhoids, and with g arav, and with chares , from which you cannot be healed"?

IN FER ENCE

א״! פֵ רָ הֵ ל לְ ר לֹא תוּכַ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ר:  מַ אָ קָ מוּר, וְ ב לַח אָ י גָּרָ ס״ הֲרֵ רֶ חֶ ״וּבְ יב  תִ כְ דִּ וּמִ

And since  it is  written "and with chares" which is dry like earthenware, behold, "g arav" in that verse must refer to a moist

boil, and yet the  verse  says: "from which you cannot be  healed"! This proves moist garav is also incurable!

ANSWER

ץ, חוּ בַּ  ין מִ בֵּ ים  נִ פְ בִּ ין מִ בֵּ שׁ  א — יָבֵ רָ קְ : דִּ א הֲווֹ לָתָ לָּא, תְּ  אֶ

Rather, there  are  three  types of garav: The garav of the  verse  of blemishes is dry both on the  inside  and on the  outside ,

which is incurable and is called "chares" in Devarim.

EXPLANAT IO N

ים, נִ פְ בִּ ץ וּמִ חוּ בַּ  ין — לַח מִ יתִ נִ תְ מַ דְּ

The garav of our Mishnah is moist on the  outside  and on the  inside , which heals.

EXPLANAT IO N

ם״. דָ אָ בָּ וּעוֹת  בּ עְ חַ אֲבַ וֹרֵ ין פּ חִ שְׁ י  יְהִ ״וַ יב  תִ כְ ץ, דִּ חוּ בַּ  לַח מִ ים וְ נִ פְ בִּ שׁ מִ יִם — יָבֵ רַ צְ מִ דְּ

And the garav of Eg ypt is dry on the  inside  but moist on the  outside , which is also incurable, as  it is  written: "And it

became  a boil breaking  out with blisters  on man," and blisters are moist.

STATEMENT

ם. זוֹהָ מְ הַ לֶה וְ חוֹ הַ ן וְ זָּקֵ הַ וְ

The Mishnah taught: And the  old, and the  s ick, and the  foul-smelling  animal may not be sacrificed.

QU E ST IO N



י? לֵּ י י מִ נֵ נָהָ מְ

The Gemara asks: From where  are  these  words  derived?

ANSWER

ם. זוֹהָ מְ לַ לֶה וְ חוֹ לַ ן וְ זָּקֵ ט לַ רָ פְּ ים״ —  זִּ עִ ן הָ ים וּמִ בִ שָׂ כְּ  ן הַ צֹּאן וּמִ  ן הַ ״מִ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָ דְּ

For the  Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: The verse says, "from the  flock, from the  sheep, and from the  g oats" — the three

instances of the word "from" come to exclude  the  old, and the  s ick, and the  foul-smelling  animal.

EXPLANAT IO N

א לָא. ימָ יא — אֵ בָּרֵ ר  דַ הֲ לֶה, דַּ ל חוֹ יא, אֲבָ בָּרֵ ר  דַ לָא הָ ן, דְּ י זָקֵ טֵ עוֹ מַ נָא לְ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י  אִ י, דְּ יכִ רִ וּצְ

And all three exclusions are  necessary: For if the  Merciful One  had written only one exclusion to exclude  an old animal, we

would say it is excluded because  it will not become healthy and young again; but a s ick animal, which can become healthy

ag ain, I would say is  not excluded.

EXPLANAT IO N

א לָא. ימָ יהּ — אֵ חֵ ינוּ אוֹרְ יְ הַ ן, דְּ ל זָקֵ , אֲבָ יהּ חֵ או אוֹרְ לָ לֶה, דְּ י חוֹ טֵ עוֹ מַ ב לְ תַ כְּ י  אִ וְ

And if the Torah had written an exclusion only to exclude  a s ick animal, we would say it is excluded because  this  is  not its

normal way; but an old animal, which is  its  normal way of life, I would say is  not excluded.

EXPLANAT IO N

א לָא, ימָ ישׁ — אֵ חִ כְּ לָא  ם דְּ זוֹהָ ל מְ י, אֲבָ שִׁ י חִ כְ י דִּ נֵ י הָ טֵ עוֹ מַ י, לְ רֵ נָא תְּ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י  אִ וְ

And if the  Merciful One  had written only two  exclusions, we would say they come to exclude  these  two which are  weak;

but a foul-smelling  animal which is  not weak, I would say is  not excluded.

EXPLANAT IO N

י. יכִ רִ א לָא, צְ ימָ י — אֵ יסִ אִ לָא מְ י דְּ נֵ ל הָ יס, אֲבָ אִ מְ וּם דִּ שּׁ  ם מִ זוֹהָ י מְ טֵ עוֹ מַ י לְ י נָמֵ אִ וְ

And alternative ly, if it only excluded a foul-smelling  animal, we would say it is excluded because  it is  repulsive ; but these

others which are  not repulsive , I would say are  not excluded. Therefore, all three are  necessary.

QU E ST IO N

י? לֵּ י י מִ נֵ נָא הָ ׳. מְ כוּ ה וְ ירָ וֹ עֲבֵ ה בּ דָ בְ נֶּעֶ  שֶׁ  וְ

The Mishnah taught: And an animal with which a transg ression was  performed, e tc. The Gemara asks: From where  are

these  words  derived?

ANSWER

ד, נֶּעֱבָ  ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ ר״ — לְ קָ בָּ  ן הַ ״מִ ע,  בָּ  נִרְ עַ וְ יא רוֹבֵ צִ הוֹ ה״ — לְ מָ הֵ בְּ ן הַ ״מִ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָ דְּ

For the  Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: The verse says, "from the  animal" — to exclude  an animal that mated with a human or

was mated by a human; "from the  cattle" — to exclude  an animal that was  worshipped as an idol;

EXPLANAT IO N

. חַ וֹגֵ נּ ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ צֹּאן״ — לְ  ן הַ ״וּמִ צֶה,  וּקְ מּ ת הַ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ צֹּאן״ — לְ  ן הַ ״מִ



"from the  flock" — to exclude  an animal se t as ide  for idolatry; "and from the  flock" — to exclude  an animal that g ored

and killed a person.

QU E ST IO N

! ינְהוּ לָא נִ טָ י קְ נֵ י בְּ נֵ הָ

The Gemara asks: But these  animals are  subject to the  death penalty by Beis Din! Why do we need a verse to disqualify them

from the Mizbeach? They should be stoned!

ANSWER

ים. לִ עָ בְּ י הַ פִּ ל  ד אוֹ עַ חָ ד אֶ י עֵ פִּ ל  עַ

The Gemara answers: This refers to where the act was established by the  te stimony of one  witness  or by the  owner's  own

admission, where they cannot be executed but are still disqualified.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. בֵּהּ מוּמָ ית  לֵ א זָכָר הוּא וְ מָ ילְ ינָה לָא — דִּ דִ מְּ בַּ יא,  בָה הִ קֵ א נְ מָ ילְ שׁ לָא — דִּ דָּ קְ מִּ בַּ טוּם,  א טוּמְ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara analyzes the Mishnah: Granted, a tumtum is not slaughtered; in the  Be is  HaMikdash no, because  perhaps it is  a

female  and not a firstborn at all;  in the  province  no, because  perhaps it is  a male  and has  no blemish, so it is a perfect

firstborn which may not be slaughtered outside.

QU E ST IO N

יא. בָה הִ קֵ א נְ מָ לְ שׁ לָא, דִּ דָּ קְ מִּ בַּ א  מָ לָ שְׁ  ינוֹס, בִּ רוֹגִ דְּ נְ לָּא אַ  אֶ

But an androg inos: Granted, in the  Be is  HaMikdash no, because  perhaps it is  a female  and invalid for a firstborn offering.

QU E ST IO N

! לֶהָ חוֹט עָ שְׁ  יִ יץ, וְ רִ בוּת חָ ה נַקְ שֶׂ עָ תֵּ זָכָר הוּא —  י דְּ י, נְהִ ינָה נָמֵ דִ מְּ בַּ לָּא   אֶ

But in the  province  also  let it not be slaughtered? Granted that it is  a male , le t its  female  org an be  considered a cle ft in

the flesh, and le t us  s laug hter it on account of this  blemish!

ANSWER

ץ רוּ ף חָ צֶם, אַ קוֹם עֶ מְ בוּר בִּ שָׁ ה  בוּר, מָ שָׁ  יָא דְּ ץ דּוּמְ רוּ בוּר״, חָ שָׁ ץ אוֹ  רוּ ״אוֹ חָ א  רָ ר קְ מַ י: אָ יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ אָ

צֶם. קוֹם עֶ מְ בִּ

Abaye  said: The  verse  says: "or cle ft, or broken." We compare "cle ft" to "broken": Just as  "broken" is a blemish only in a

place  of bone , so too "cle ft" is a blemish only in a place  of bone , not in the soft flesh of the genitalia.

ANSWER

א, י מוּמָ וֵ ר הָ שָׂ בָּ קוֹם  מְ ץ בִּ רוּ תְּ חָ רַ מְ ית אָ צֵ י לָא מָ בוּר נָמֵ שָׁ לָא  ר: בְּ מַ בָא אָ רָ

Rava said: Even without comparing it to "broken," you cannot say that a cle ft in a place  of flesh is  a blemish.

EXPLANAT IO N

ן מוֹק מִ הוּ עָ אֵ רְ ״וּמַ יב:  תִ כְ יץ, דִּ ץ חֲרִ רָ יחְ ס, מִ רֶ ב״ זֶהוּ חֶ ״גָּרָ ר  מַ אָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ א,  י מוּמָ וֵ ךְ הָ תָּ  עְ א דַ קָ לְ י סָ אִ דְּ

ל. צֵּ ן הַ ה מִ מוּקָּ עֲ ה הָ מָּ  ה חַ אֵ רְ מַ כְּ עוֹר״,  הָ



For if it should enter your mind that it is  a blemish, s ince  the Gemara said "g arav" is  chares , which is a cle ft in the skin —

as  it is  written: "and its  appearance  is  deeper than the  skin," like  the  appearance  of sunlig ht which appears  deeper

than the  shadow —

EXPLANAT IO N

יס אִ מְ ב״ דִּ ״גָּרָ א,  י מוּמָ וֵ יס — הָ אִ לָא מְ ץ״ דְּ רוּ ״חָ ינָא:  מֵ אָ ב״, וְ ״גָּרָ י  עֵ בָּ לָא  ץ״ וְ רוּ ״חָ נָא  מָ חֲ תֹּב רַ  יכְ לִ וְ

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ — לֹא 

le t the  Merciful One  write  "cle ft" and we  would not need "g arav"! For I would say: If a "cle ft" which is  not repulsive  is

a blemish, is  "g arav" which is  repulsive  not all the  more  so  a blemish?

EXPLANAT IO N

א. י מוּמָ וֵ ר — לָא הָ שָׂ בָּ קוֹם  מְ ץ בִּ רוּ חָ ר דְּ ימַ מֵ ב״ לְ ״גָּרָ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ

Rather, the  Merciful One  wrote  "g arav" to say that a cle ft in a place  of flesh is  not a blemish, which is why a separate word

was needed for garav.

STATEMENT

זֶּה. ל מִ דוֹ ךָ מוּם גָּ ין לְ ר: אֵ מֵ אל אוֹ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ רַ

The Gemara notes: Rabbi Ishmae l says: You have  no g reater blemish than this  androginos.

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן. רִ מְ בוּר לָא אָ שָׁ  יָא דְּ ץ דּוּמְ רוּ ר, חָ מַ י לָא אָ יֵ בָּ  אַ כְּ

He did not say like  Abaye , because we do not say "cle ft" is  compared to "broken."

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ בֵּ ינָא  רֵ ע״ קָ ״מוּם רָ כַר —  ינְּ מִ יכָא דְּ ל הֵ א, אֲבָ רָ נַּכְ י לָא מִ יכָא דְּ א הֵ מָ ילְ ר, דִּ מַ י לָא אָ בָא נָמֵ רָ כְּ

And he  also did not say like  Rava, because perhaps  a cleft in flesh is not a blemish only where  it is  not noticeable , but

where  it is  noticeable , we  call it a "bad blemish" and it is indeed a blemish.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  4 1 B

QU E ST IO N

אל? עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ בָא: מַ י רָ עֵ בָּ

Rava asks: What is  the  reason of Rabbi Yishmae l for ruling that a hermaphrodite is slaughtered in the province as a blemished

firstborn?

QU E ST IO N

, וֹ מּ כוֹר הוּא וּמוּמוֹ עִ ינוֹס בְּ רוֹגִ דְּ נְ יהּ אַ א לֵ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ ט  שָׁ  יפְ מִ

Is  it complete ly obvious to him that a hermaphrodite  is  definitely a male firstborn, and that its  blemish—the female organ

—is  with it,  so it is a blemished firstborn that may be slaughtered?

QU E ST IO N



י כוֹר הוּא, הֲרֵ ר בְּ מַ צָא לוֹ ימְ ם תִּ ר — אִ מַ אָ ר״ קָ מַ צָא לוֹ ימְ ם תִּ ״אִ , וְ יהּ א לֵ קָ פְּ  סַ י מְ קֵ וֹ פּ א סַ מָ ילְ אוֹ דִ

! וֹ מּ מוּמוֹ עִ

Or perhaps he  is  in doubt whether it is a male or female, and he is speaking in the style of "if you will say"—meaning, if you

will say that it is  a firstborn because it is a male, then behold, its  blemish is  with it,  and either way it can be slaughtered?

QU E ST IO N

? נַּהּ י א מִ קָ אי נָפְ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  practical difference  between these two ways of understanding Rabbi Yishmael?

ANSWER

ן. כֹהֵ בֵהּ לְ יתְּ מִ י לְ י נָמֵ ה, אִ דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ וּם גִּ שּׁ  יהּ מִ לֵ א עֲ קֵ ילְ מִ לְ

The Gemara answers: The difference is reg arding  be ing  flog g ed on its  account because  of the prohibition of shearing  and

working  a firstborn; if it is a certain firstborn, one is flogged, but if it is a doubt, one is not. Or also, there is a difference

reg arding  g iving  it to a Kohen;  if it is a doubt, the owner can say to the Kohen, "bring proof that it is a male and you can have

it."

PR O O F

. וֹ מּ כוֹר הוּא, וּמוּמוֹ עִ ינוֹס בְּ רוֹגִ דְּ נְ אל: אַ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ר מִ מֵ אי אוֹ עַ ילְ י אִ בִּ ע: רַ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof from a braisa: Rabbi Ilai says  in the  name  of Rabbi Yishmae l: A hermaphrodite  is  a firstborn, and

its  blemish is  with it.

IN FER ENCE

! יהּ א לֵ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ ט  שָׁ  יפְ נַּהּ מִ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

The Gemara suggests: Learn from this  that it is  complete ly obvious to him that it is a male firstborn, since he states clearly "it is

a firstborn."

R EFU TAT IO N

ר! מַ אָ ר״ קָ מַ צָא לוֹ ימְ ם תִּ ״אִ א  מָ ילְ דִ וְ

The Gemara repels the proof: But perhaps  he was still speaking in the style of "if you will say" and the braisa just shortened his

words!

PR O O F

בָה. קֵ לֹא נְ ע: זָכָר — וְ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear another proof from a braisa: The Torah says regarding a cattle burnt-offering, "a male"—which teaches: and not

a female .

PR O O F

ינוֹס. רוֹגִ דְּ נְ אַ טוּם וְ יא טוּמְ צִ הוֹ ר? לְ מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ה  ר, מָ מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ין  אֵ שֶׁ ״זָכָר״,  ה  טָּ  מַ ר לְ מֵ הוּא אוֹ שֶׁ  כְּ

When it says  be low regarding sheep "a male",  where  there  is  no need for the  verse  to say so  since we already know it must

be a male, what does  the  verse  come  to teach? It comes to exclude  a tumtum and a hermaphrodite  from being brought as a

burnt-offering.



EXPLANAT IO N

א? יקָ פֵ י סְ טֵ עוֹ מַ א לְ רָ י קְ תֵ אָ א הוּא, וְ יקָ פֵ א — סְ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ א  ימָ לֵּ י י? אִ נִּ מַ

The Gemara analyzes this: Whose  opinion is  this  braisa? If we  say it is the first Tanna of our Mishnah, who says a

hermaphrodite is a doubt, is  it a doubt to him, and would a verse  come  to exclude  a doubt which is already excluded from the

Mizbe'ach because of the uncertainty?

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ לְּ וּ י כּ טִ עֲ מַ א[ מְ קָ יב, )קא( ]וְ תִ כְ ״זָכָר״ הוּא דִּ ד  כוֹר חַ י בְּ בֵּ א גַּ הָ י, דְּ קִ א נָפְ רָ ד קְ חַ י מֵ אֵ רָ בָּתְ נַן  בָּ  לָּא רַ  אֶ

! יהוּ יְ נַּ י מִ

Rather, is it the latter Rabbis  of our Mishnah who hold a hermaphrodite is a creation of its own? But they derive  all exclusions

from one  verse , as  reg arding  a firstborn, only one  "male" is  written, and they exclude  all of them—female, tumtum, and

hermaphrodite—from it! Why would they need a second verse here?

EXPLANAT IO N

ינוּ יְ יהּ — הַ א לֵ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ ט  שָׁ  יפְ אל מִ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ א רַ מָ לָ שְׁ  תְּ בִּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ אל, וְ עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ א רַ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא,   אֶ

י, טֵ עוֹ מַ א לְ רָ יךְ קְ רִ טְ יצְ אִ דְּ

Rather, it is  obvious  that this braisa is Rabbi Yishmae l. And g ranted if you say that it is  complete ly obvious to Rabbi

Yishmael that a hermaphrodite is a male, that is  why a verse  was  needed to exclude  it from being brought as a burnt-offering.

EXPLANAT IO N

א? יקָ פֵ י סְ טֵ עוֹ מַ א לְ רָ יךְ קְ רִ טְ צְ יהּ — אִ א לֵ קָ פְּ  סַ תְּ מְ רַ מְ י אָ לָּא אִ  אֶ

But if you say he  is  in doubt, was  a verse  needed to exclude  a doubt? Surely not! Therefore, it must be obvious to him that it

is a male.

R EFU TAT IO N

ים״. כָרִ זְּ ״הַ זָּכָר״ וְ ״הַ יב:  תִ כְּ י  אֵ רָ י קְ תֵּ  רְ תַּ כוֹר  י בְּ בֵּ גַ י, וְ אֵ רָ בָּתְ נַן  בָּ  לָם רַ עוֹ לְ

The Gemara rejects this: Actually, the braisa can be the  latter Rabbis , and reg arding  a firstborn, two verses  are  written:

"the  male" and "the  males ," so they also use two verses to exclude them, just like by a burnt-offering.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. וּ כוֹר כּ ינוֹ בְּ ים: אֵ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

§  The Mishnah taught: And the  Sag es  say: It is  not a firstborn, but rather it is non-sacred and may be shorn and worked.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT



א. יקָ פֵ סְּ שׁ מִ דוֹ קָ א הוּא, וְ יקָ פֵ כֹּל סְ  י הַ רֵ בְ טוּם — דִּ טוּמְ ל בְּ ינוֹס, אֲבָ רוֹגִ דְּ נְ אַ ת בְּ לוֹקֶ חְ א: מַ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda says: This  dispute  between Rabbi Yishmael and the Sages is  reg arding  a hermaphrodite , but reg arding  a

tumtum, everyone  ag rees  it is  a doubt, and it is  holy out of doubt and cannot be shorn or worked.

O BJECT IO N

? ךְ רֵ ין יֵעָ כִ עֲרָ בַּ ה,  תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  בָא: אֶ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rava said to him: If that is  so, that a tumtum is definitely a male or a female and only hidden, then reg arding  valuations,

should he  be  valuated as a doubt of either a male or female valuation?

S U M M A RY

In this daf, the Gemara resolves a contradiction between our Mishnah and the pesukim regarding whether boils (garav and

chazazis) are considered permanent or temporary blemishes, explaining that it depends on whether they are dry or moist, and

whether they are the Egyptian variety. We also learn the source for excluding old, sick, or foul-smelling animals from being

brought as korbanos. The Gemara derives these exclusions from the three-fold repetition of the word "from" in the pesukim,

explaining lichoira why we need a separate exclusion for each case, as we could not have derived one from the other due to

their different characteristics of weakness, repulsiveness, or potential to heal.

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

The Gemara is bothered by a contradiction regarding the blemish of "garav" (boils). The Torah lists garav as a permanent

blemish that disqualifies an animal from the mizbeach, yet our Mishnah says it is a temporary blemish that does not allow us to

slaughter a firstborn. The teretz is that there are different types of garav. A dry boil is permanent and incurable, but a moist

boil is temporary because it eventually heals.

Lichoira, this teaches us a deep yesod in our own avodas Hashem. Sometimes a Yid looks at his own spiritual state, his

middos, or his struggles with the yetzer hara, and he feels completely broken. He sees his flaws and thinks, "This is who I am,

it is permanent, I am incurable." He falls into a heavy, dry despair, which is the real danger of the yetzer hara.

But the Tanna is telling us a different sevara. As long as there is still warmth, as long as there is a "moistness" and a desire to

grow, the blemish is only temporary. It is not a permanent state. If you still feel the pain of where you are holding, and you still

wet your siddur with tears or feel a warmth for a blatt Gemara, that means your neshama is alive and healing is on the way.

The only permanent blemish is when a person becomes dry and cold, chas v'shalom.

Today, when you feel down about a spiritual slip or a bad middah, don't let yourself dry up in despair. Keep things "moist" by

doing one small, warm act of avodah, say a single chapter of Tehillim with real heart, or learn one halacha with enthusiasm,

to show Hashem that you are ready to heal.
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