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

L) THE SUGYA

We start off the daf by continuing our shtika on the baraita regarding giving an animal to a non-Jew in receivership. The
Gemara is medayek from the lashon of the baraita, specifically the word "damav” in the masculine, to show that the penalty
applies to selling the fetus and not the mother. This leads us into a beautiful shakla v'tarya about the knas the Sages imposed
on someone who sells large livestock to a non-Jew, comparing the penalty of ten times or one hundred times its value to the

knas for selling a Canaanite slave to a non-Jew.

Fromthere, the Gemara returns to the core dispute in the baraita between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis regarding a firstborn
animal owned in partnership with a non-Jew. We delve into how both sides darshen the very same pasuk of " All the firstborn”
to support their respective shittos. Finally, the Gemara asks a basic kasha: how much of a partnership must the non-Jew have to
exempt the animal from the bechorah? This brings us to the shitta of Rav Huna and the immediate objection of Rav
Nachman.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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The Gemara asks: What, is the baraita not referring to the animal itself when it prohibits giving it in receivership? If so, the baraita
prohibits giving it to the non-Jew in exchange for half the rights to future fetuses, and certainly giving the non-Jew rights to all the

future fetuses would be forbidden.
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The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to an existing fetus, as the animal is already pregnant, and therefore it is prohibited to sell

it. It is permitted, however, to sell to a non-Jew an animal that is not yet pregnant, for the rights to the fetuses alone.
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The Gemara comments: The language of the baraita is also precise, as it teaches: The Sages penalize him up to ten times

its value using the masculine form damav, rather than the feminine form dameha,

STATEMENT
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indicating that it is referring to the fetus and not the mother. The Gemara affirms: Learn from it that this is correct, and it cannot

be proven from the baraita that it is forbidden to sell rights to a future fetus to a non-Jew.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara comments that the language of the baraita supports the opinion of Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish says: In the
case of one who sells large livestock to a non-Jew, the Sages penalize him, re quiring him to re purchase it from the

non-Jew for up to ten times its value.
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The Gemara asks: Is this amount of ten times its value meant literally, or is it not meant lite rally?
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Come and hear a proof from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: In the case of one who sells his Canaanite slave
to a non-Jew, the Sages penalize him, re quiring him to re purchase the slave from the non-Jew for up to one hundred

times his value! Itis therefore evident that the phrase "up to ten times” is not precise.
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The Gemara responds: A slave is different, as each and every day that he works for the non-Jew, the non-Jew restricts him

from performing mitzvos. Therefore, one who sells a slave is penalized more severely than one who sells his animal to a non-Jew.

STATEMENT
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And there are those who say that there is another version of the previous discussion: Reish Lakish says: In the case of one
who sells large livestock to a non-Jew, the Sages penalize him, requiring him to repurchase it from the non-Jew for up

to one hundred times its value.
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The Gemara objects: But we learned in a baraita: And in the case of one who gives the non-Jew an animal in receivership,
even though he is not permitted to do so, the Sages penalize him by requiring that he purchase the non-Jew's portion

of the animal for up to ten times its value! This contradicts the statement of Reish Lakish.
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The Gemara responds: In a case of sale, the animal is entirely separated from him, so the penalty is severe; whereas in a case of

receivership, it is not entirely separated from him, as the animal still belongs to the Jew, so the penalty is not as severe.
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The Gemara asks: Does the amount of one hundred times its value stated by Reish Lakish mean specifically this amount and no

more, or does it not mean specifically this amount?
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Come and hear a proof from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: In the case of one who sells his Canaanite slave
to a non-Jew, the Sages penalize him, requiring him to repurchase the slave from the non-Jew for up to ten times his

value! Apparently, the number one hundred is not meant literally.
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The Gemara responds: A slave is different, since the slave does not return to him. Since the slave will be emancipated once

the master redeems him, the Sages did not penalize him to such a great extent.
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The Gemara challenges: Rather, what is the reason that he is penalized in the case of an animal more so than in the case of a
slave? Is it because of the fact that it re turns to him? If so, he should be penalized only one additional amount, meaning

eleven times its value, and not one hundred!
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Rather, the sale of a slave is an uncommon matter, and with regard to any uncommon matter, the Sages did notissue a

decree. Therefore, one cannot compare the penalty in the case of selling a slave to the penalty in the case of selling an animal.
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The Gemara returns to the dispute in the baraita: And the Sages say: As long as the ownership of the non-Jew is involved,

the animal is exempt from firstborn status, etc.

GEMARA

STATEMENT
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Rabbi Yehoshua said: And both of them interpreted the same one verse in accordance with their opinions, namely: "All
the firstborn” (Exodus 13:2).

EXPLANATION
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The Rabbis hold: The word "firstborn” implies even a partial firstborn, meaning that even when a Jew owns part of the
firstborn, it is subject to the obligations of firstborn status. Therefore, the Merciful One wrote "all” to teach that it is not subject

to the obligations of firstborn status unless the entire animal is owned by a Jew.
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And Rabbi Yehuda holds: The word "firstborn” implies the entire firstborn, meaning that only if the entire firstborn is
owned by a Jew would it be subject to the obligations of firstborn status. Therefore, the Merciful One wrote "all” to demonstrate

that even if any amount of the animal belongs to a Jew, it has firstborn status.
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If you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that the word "firstborn” implies the majority of the animal belongs to the
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EXPLANATION
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and one Sage, the Rabbis, holds: "All" implies that it comes to fill the Jewish portion of ownership, meaning that it has
firstborn status only if the entire animal belongs to a Jew; and one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: It comes to detract from the

necessary Jewish ownership, indicating that the animal has firstborn status even if it is partially owned by a Jew.
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The Gemara asks: And how much must the partnership of the non-Jew be in the animal in order for it to be exempt from

being counted a firstborn?
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Rav Huna says: Even if the non-Jew owns only its ear.
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Rav Nachman objects to this: Let the priest say to him, the non-Jew: "Take your ear and go," as a blemished firstborn animal

belongs to the priesthood, and the non-Jew's ownership of a non-essential limb should not exempt the rest of the animal!

STATEMENT
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It was stated that the Amora'im disputed this question: Rav Chisda says: The non-Jew must own a part of the animal that, if

removed, makes it a carcass (neveilah); and Rava says: The non-Jew must own a part that, if removed, makes it a treifah.
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The Gemara asks: In what principle do they differ? They differ with regard to whether a treifah can live.
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According to the one who says that the non-Jew must own a part that makes it a treifah, he holds that a treifah cannot

live, and therefore the animal is considered as if it is missing a vital part;
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and according to the one who says that the non-Jew must own a part that makes it a carcass, he holds that a treifah can

live, and therefore only a part that makes it a carcass is considered vital enough to exempt the animal.

STATEMENT
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The Rabbis said before Rav Papa: These statements of Rav Huna, Rav Chisda, and Rava do not dispute cach other;
rather, this statement of Rav Huna refers to the non-Jew's partnership in the fetus itself, while this statement of Rav Chisda and

Rava refers to the non-Jew's partnership in its mother.
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Rav Papa said to them: What is the difference in the case of the non-Jew's partnership in the fetus itself, that we require
"all the firstborn” and it is not fulfilled? In the case of partnership in its mother, we also require "all your livestock you

shall dedicate” and it is not fulfilled! Therefore, even a minor partnership in the mother should exempt the fetus.
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Rather, there is no difference, and they indeed dispute each other.
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Mar bar Rav Ashi objects to this: What is the difference between this and stillborns, which, even though they are not
viable, are sanctified, as the Master said: "The first offspring of a beast” (Exodus 13:12) — even a stillborn of a beast is

sanctified! Why then do we require the animal to be viable?

RESOLUTION
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The Gemara responds: There, since non-sacred ownership is not mixed in them, we read in them "all the firstborn" of a

beast; here, since non-sacred ownership of a non-Jew is mixed in them, we do not read in them "all the firstborn."

STATEMENT
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Elazar did not enter the study hall. He met Rabbi Assi and said to him: What did the Rabbis
say in the study hall? Rabbi Assi said to him:
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This is what Rabbi Yochanan said: The partnership of a non-Jew exempts the animal from the firstborn status e ven if the non-

Jew owns only a part of the animal whose removal would cause only a slight ble mish.

STATEMENT

1°312°0 NERR 13 W2 DX, I3 1R TM0E — PN 1R T2 WY PR AT Pn T
20—

And in addition, Rabbi Yochanan commented on that which we learned in a Mishnah: A ewe that gave birth to a offspring
thatlooks like a goat-type, and a goat that gave birth to a offspring that looks like a ewe-type, is exempt from the law of the

firstborn; but if it has some of the characteristics of the mother, then it is obligated in the firstborn status.

STATEMENT
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On this, Rabbi Yochanan said: Nevertheless, it is considered a permanent blemish, which allows a kohen to slaughter the

animal on its account outside the Beis HaMikdash.
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The Gemara asks: Granted, Rabbi Yochanan's first ruling regarding a slight ble mish is necessary, because it teaches us that he
holds like Rav Huna, who says that even a non-Jew's ownership of the ear exempts the animal, and this is to exclude the view of

Rav Chisda and Rava, who require the non-Jew to own a part of the fetus that would make it a neveilah or treifah if removed.
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But regarding his second ruling that this offspring has a permanent blemish, what is it teaching us? Is it teaching us that since
its appearance changed, it is considered a blemish? But we already learned this in a Mishnah: A lamb whose mouth is

similar to that of a pig, behold, this is a blemish!
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And if you say that there is a difference: There, in the case of a pig's mouth, the animal's appearance changed into some thing
whose species is not holy as a firstborn, whereas here, where a sheep looks like a goat, its appearance changed into

something whose species is holy as a firstborn, and therefore we might think it is not a blemish,
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but this too we already learned in a Mishnah: An animal with one ofits eyes large and one small is blemished.
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And a Tanna taught in a Baraisa explaining this Mishnah: A large eye means large like that of a calf, and a small eye means

small like that of agoose.
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Granted, an eye small like that of a goose is a blemish because a goose is a bird, and there is no holiness of a firstborn in its

species; but an eye large like that of a calf, a calfis a bovine, and there is holiness of a firstborninits species!
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Rather, is it not because we say: Since its appearance changed from that of its own species, it is considered a blemish? If so,

Rabbi Yochanan's ruling is redundant!
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The Gemara answers: No, that is not the reason. An eye as large as a calf’s is a blemish because it is considered a 'sarua’, an

animal with an overgrown limb, which is a blemish explicitly written in the Torah.
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The Gemara comments: This too stands to reason, as we learned in a Mishnah: These blemishes, whether permanent or
temporary, disqualify an animal frombeing offered, and they also disqualify a kohen fromserving. In addition to them, a

person, a kohen, is disqualified if both of his eyes are large, or both of them are small.
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The Gemara explains: It is only by a person that it is written: 'Any man of the seed of Aaron’, fromwhich we derive that we
require a man who is normal and equal among the seed of Aaron, meaning he looks like other people; but by an animal, if

both of themare large or both of themare small, it is also not a blemish.
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Now, if an animal has one large eye and one small eye, what is the reason thatitis a blemish? If it is because of the change

in appearance, then evenif both are large or both are small, it should also be a blemish!
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Rather, is it not because it is considered a 'sarua’, which only applies when one limb is larger than the other? This proves thata

mere change in appearance is not a blemish for an animal, and Rabbi Yochanan's ruling is indeed a chiddush!
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The Gemara rejects this proof: No, actually I can say to you that the blemish of one large eye and one small eye is indeed

because of the change in appearance, fora change in appearance is a blemish.

?N33VP 1O NY ,NIPITA 1T NY AP0EN P KOWR NPT

And as for that which is difficult for you: If so, evenif both are large or both are small it should be a blemish?
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The explanation is that there, it is not considered an abnormal change; for if the large eyes are due to extra health, both of
them should be healthy and large, and if the small eyes are due to extra weakness, both of them should be weak and small.

Therefore, only when one is large and one is small is it an abnormal change.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara relates: There was a certain female convert whose non-Jewish brothers would hand over animals to her to

fatten them, and they would split the profits,

STATEMENT
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and she came before Rava to ask if the offspring are subject to the sanctity of a firstborn. He said to her: There is no one who
is concerned for this ruling of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that a partnership with a non-Jew is obligated in the law of the

firstborn. The halacha follows the Rabbis that a partnership with a non-Jew exempts the animal.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara relates another story: Rav Mari bar Rachel had a certain flock of animals. He would transfer ownership of
their ears to a non-Jew before they gave birth to exempt them from the firstborn sanctity. But as a stringency, he prohibited
them from shearing and labor, and he gave them to the kohanim. And in the end, the animals of Rav Mari bar Rachel

died out as a punishment.
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The Gemara asks: And since he prohibited them from shearing and labor, and gave them to the kohanim, why did he

transfer ownership of their ears to a non-Jew in the first place?
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The Gemara answers: He did thislest people come to a mishap through them by accidentally shearing them or working them,

so he wanted to technically remove their intrinsic sanctity.
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The Gemara asks: If so, what is the reason that the animals of Rav Mari died out? He acted with good intentions!
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The Gemara answers: Because he removed them from their sanctity by selling their ears to a non-Jew.
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The Gemara asks: But didn't Rav Yehuda say: It is permitted for a person to inflict a blemish on a firstborn before it

emerges into the airspace of the world to make it permitted for slaughter? Why was Rav Mari punished for a similar evasion?
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The Gemara answers: There, by causing a blemish, he only removes it from the sanctity of the Altar, but he does not

remove it from the sanctity of the kohen, who still receives the animal. Here, by selling a part to a non-Jew, he removes it




even from the sanctity of the kohen.
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And if you want, I can say another answer: Rav Mari bar Rachel knew how to transfer ownership with a complete
acquisition, but another person might see him doing this, and go and do the same, and think that what Rav Mari did was
a simple matter, but that other person will not perform the transaction properly and will come to a mishap by treating a holy

firstborn as non-sacred.
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MISHNAH: Kohanim and Levi'im are exempt from the redemption of their firstborn sons and firstborn donkeys, based ona
kal vachomer: If they exempted the firstborns of the Israelites in the Wilderness through the Levi'im, it is logical that
they should exempt their own firstborns.

SUMMARY

The Gemara clarifies that the baraita's penalty of "damav"” refers to selling an existing fetus, which supports Reish Lakish's
yesod regarding the knas for selling livestock to a non-Jew. We analyze two versions of Reish Lakish's shitta, debating
whether the penalty is ten times or one hundred times the value, and we resolve the differences by comparing the halachos of
an animal to those of a Canaanite slave, where different factors like the loss of mitzvos or the slave's eventual emancipation
come into play. The Gemara then explains the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis based on their drashos of the
word "all" in the pasuk of "All the firstborn,” concluding with Rav Huna's chiddush that even a non-Jew's ownership of just
the animal's ear exempts it frombechorah, which Rav Nachman challenges by arguing that the kohen could simply tell the

non-Jew to take his ear and leave.
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The Gemara brings down a fascinating and tragic story about Rav Mari bar Rachel. He wanted to avoid any possible
transgression of using a firstborn animal, so he would legally sell just the ear of the animal to a non-Jew before it was born,
which halachically exempted it from the holiness of a bechor. Even though he did this with complete halachic precision, and
even though he still treated the animal with holiness by not shearing or working it and giving its value to the kohanim, the
Gemara tells us that his livestock died out as a heavenly punishment. Why? Because he used a legal loophole to strip the

animal of its inherent kedushah.

Lichoira, we have to ask: if what he did was completely mutar and halachically sound, why was there such a severe kasha
from Heaven on his property? The yeshivish sevara here is deep. There is a difference between the letter of the law and the
ratzon of Hashem. Rav Mari bar Rachel was trying to protect himself froma potential stumbling block, but in doing so, he
actively diminished the amount of kedushah in the world. He took something that was meant to become holy, a bechor, and

preemptively deflated its spiritual potential.

This is a massive yesod for our daily avodah. How often do we look for the easy way out, the heter, the loophole that lets us
bypass a spiritual obligation while technically remaining "kosher"? We might find a way to exempt ourselves froma certain
mitzvah, or find a leniency that lets us avoid a difficult standard of honesty or tzedakah. We think we are being clever, but we

are actually emptying our lives of the very kedushah Hashem wants us to bring into it.

Today, look for one area in your life where you have been relying on a "heter” or a loophole to make things easier for
yourself. Instead of bypassing the spiritual opportunity, choose to embrace the mitzvah fully and with joy, welcoming the

kedushah into your life rather than pushing it away.
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The Five Daily Kapitlach

L CHAPTER PREVIEW

These are the five kapitlach of Tehillimsaid every single day: 32, 43, 83, 121, and 130, each set word for word with its English

meaning. They are gathered here as one section so the whole daily Tehillim can be said and downloaded together.

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

:”b P'\ﬁ CHAPTER 32

:TINDIT 102 YR i) WK 273n M7

ST M0 1R 7Y 17 M W XD OTN WK

;07 22 IR XY 122 TRYnT U3

;7170 7°R *13702 27w 79 977 02y 730R 112791 oni 73

;11920 *NRBA 1Y DRWI AN M2 *Ywn °%y 77X *RIN "N73 XD *2iy1 7y°TiR "nNv0
Y03 KD POX D030 OO0 ApWY P RER Y7 09N 70N 92 PPEny NNt 5y

17170 °12210R 19D °37 *17¥R T¥N °7 N0 NAN

PPy TPY TEYR 720 1 9772 TN 72K

PR 3R 22 01237 PTY 107 3003 P27 1°R 1193 0103 IR oK

11122507 Tor M2 muiam ywa? o°2iNon 0°10

132 2 92 1IN DR TR 270 M

A’R PWE CHAPTER 43

2210700 T2 MR WORD 1701 KD *ian 2207 1207 07PN C1uaw
£ Rajsboljal ’7?51 AWTR 7 5?5 jekhgeighEinhidnialyietalalg Re i ”’?W
PR DK 91202 T7IRY 273 nonty DX DX 00PN namm DX NN

22N 718 NI TR TV 02 0°7PNRY 29 min 2oy nin mnd vwnl Tnminga mn




J”g Pﬁﬂ CHAPTER 83

:AONY intn Y

SR IRDI PRIV PHT LR 130 0D

:77 3103 DY I8y N2 TI0 My Any by

STV DRI oW 1217 KDY a0 077 m01 107 1N
1IN N2 7Py 1T 27 38yl 0D

1077 NI DUPRYNY? OiTN V20N

1% >3 0y NY'?D PRy Tiny) 03

;1120 1i7 127 Vi P ony M7l MR 03
1Y°p 212 1223 19703 17103 07 Yy
TTTRY 127 P NRT Y2 T

112701 93 YInDEII M21D1 XTI 3D NI Y
:O°77PK NIRI NN 1P Y771 0K WK

17 °39% WR2 23932 ey o

{077 DI2R 127293 Y2 WA UKD

107720 N0 W02 09T 12

ST AN Wp2 19R 0P1D RPN

TR B TY V7Y 1202 W

TID 72 7Y 178 27 T A0 0N 2 W)

N”2P P'ﬂﬁ CHAPTER 121

MY X2 XN 0077 98 210y XX Nioyn? v
YD AWy Mt ayn Ny

S0 07 DX 17370 vin? 1R X

DN MY 1w N9 DI KD 3T

AP T2 23 978 T 37




WD NN MY Y7290 TR M

1021 TV NYR AN ANNS MY M

17”[7 Pﬁﬁ CHAPTER 130

TPYR? WHAT TO TAKE HOME
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When you feel weighed down by your mistakes, do not keepsilent or try to hide them. Open your heart to Hashemin honest
confession, and then immediately shift your focus to absolute trust in His forgiveness and constant protection, knowing that

He never slumbers and is always guarding your steps.

Today, the moment you feel a heavy heart or a sense of spiritual distance, stop what you are doing, speak to Hashemin your

own words to acknowledge your mistake, and then say out loud: "My help is from Hashem, who forgives and guards ny soul.'
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