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T HE  S U G Y A

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.

From there, 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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QU E ST IO N

ה? מָ הֵ בְּ או אַ אי לָ מַ

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.

ANSWER

בָּר. עוּ לָא, אַ

The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to  an existing fe tus, 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.

IN FER ENCE

יו, מָ דָ ה בְּ רָ שָׂ ד עֲ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ י: קוֹ נֵ תָ קָ י דְּ א נָמֵ יְקָ דַּ

The Gemara comments: The language of the baraita is  also precise , as  it teaches: The  Sag es  penalize  him up to ten times

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

STATEMENT

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ



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

ה רָ שָׂ ד עֲ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ י — קוֹ גוֹ ה לְ סָּ  ה גַּ מָ הֵ כֵר בְּ וֹ מּ : הַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ אָ , דְּ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ יהּ לְ א לֵ יעָ יְּ סַ מְ

. יהָ מֶ דָ בְּ

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 se lls  larg e  livestock to a non-Jew, the  Sag es  penalize  him, requiring  him to repurchase  it from the

non-Jew for up to ten times  its  value .

QU E ST IO N

א? קָ וְ או דַּ א אוֹ לָ קָ וְ דַּ

The Gemara asks: Is this amount of ten times its value meant literally, or is it not meant literally?

PR O O F

יו! מָ דָ ה בְּ אָ ד מֵ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ י — קוֹ גוֹ וֹ לְ דּ בְ כֵר עַ וֹ מּ י: הַ ן לֵוִ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: In the  case  of one  who se lls  his  Canaanite  s lave

to a non-Jew, the  Sag es  penalize  him, requiring  him to repurchase  the  s lave  from the  non-Jew for up to one  hundred

times his  value ! It is therefore evident that the phrase "up to ten times" is not precise.

ANSWER

וֹת. צְ מִּ יהּ מִ ע לֵ קַ פְ א מַ מָ יוֹ א וְ מָ ל יוֹ כׇ ד, דְּ בֶ י עֶ אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara responds: A s lave  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

. יהָ מֶ דָ ה בְּ אָ ד מֵ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ י — קוֹ גוֹ ה לְ סָּ  ה גַּ מָ הֵ כֵר בְּ וֹ מּ : הַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ י, אָ רִ מְ אָ כָּא דְּ י אִ וְ

And there  are  those  who say that there is another version of the previous discussion: Reish Lakish says: In the  case  of one

who se lls  larg e  livestock to a non-Jew, the  Sag es  penalize  him, requiring  him to repurchase  it from the  non-Jew for up

to one  hundred times  its  value .

O BJECT IO N

! יהָ מֶ דָ ה בְּ רָ שָׂ ד עֲ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ אי — קוֹ שַּׁ   ינוֹ רַ אֵ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ לָה, אַ בָּ  קַ ן לוֹ בְּ נּוֹתֵ הַ נַן: וְ תְּ

The Gemara objects: But we learned in a baraita: And in the  case  of one  who g ives  the  non-Jew an animal in rece ivership,

even thoug h he  is  not permitted to do so, the  Sag es  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.

R E SO LU T IO N

. יהּ נֵּ י ה מִ קָ סְ פָּ נוּת — לָא  לָ בְּ , קַ יהּ נֵּ י ה מִ קָ סְ פָּ ה —  ירָ כִ מְ

The Gemara responds: In a case of sale , the animal is  entire ly separated from him, so the penalty is severe; whereas in a case of

rece ivership, it is  not entire ly separated from him, as the animal still belongs to the Jew, so the penalty is not as severe.



QU E ST IO N

א? קָ וְ או דַּ א אוֹ לָ קָ וְ דַּ

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?

PR O O F

יו! מָ דָ ה בְּ רָ שָׂ ד עֲ ין אוֹתוֹ עַ סִ נְ י — קוֹ גוֹ וֹ לְ דּ בְ כֵר עַ וֹ מּ י: הַ ן לֵוִ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ע, דְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: In the  case  of one  who se lls  his  Canaanite  s lave

to a non-Jew, the  Sag es  penalize  him, requiring  him to repurchase  the  s lave  from the  non-Jew for up to ten times  his

value ! Apparently, the number one hundred is not meant literally.

ANSWER

. יהּ ר לֵ דַ לָא הָ ד, דְּ בֶ י עֶ אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara responds: A s lave  is  different, s ince  the slave does  not re turn to him. Since the slave will be emancipated once

the master redeems him, the Sages did not penalize him to such a great extent.

O BJECT IO N

ד! י חַ פֵ יהּ טְ סֵ נְ יקְ , נִ יהּ א לֵ רָ דְ א הָ קָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  א? מִ מָ עְ אי טַ ה מַ מָ הֵ בְּ

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!

R E SO LU T IO N

נַן. בָּ  יהּ רַ בֵּ זַרוּ  א לָא גְּ יחָ כִ שְׁ לָא  א דְ תָ ילְּ ל מִ כׇ יא, וְ א הִ יחָ כִ שְׁ לָא  א דְ תָ ילְּ ד — מִ בֶ לָּא, עֶ  אֶ

Rather, the sale of a s lave  is  an uncommon matter, and with regard to any uncommon matter, the  Sag es  did not issue  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.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. וּ י כּ גּוֹ יַּד הַ  שֶׁ ן  מַ ל זְ כׇּ ים:  רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

The Gemara returns to the dispute in the baraita: And the  Sag es  say: As long  as  the  ownership of the  non-Jew is involved,

the animal is exempt from firstborn status, etc.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

כוֹר״. ל בְּ כׇּ ״ וּ,  שׁ רְ ד דָּ חָ א אֶ רָ קְ ם מִ נֵיהֶ שְׁ : וּ עַ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ



Rabbi Yehoshua said: And both of them interpreted the  same  one  verse  in accordance with their opinions, namely: "All

the  firstborn" (Exodus 13:2).

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ לֵּ  וּ כָּא כּ י אִ ד דְּ ל״ — עַ כׇּ ״ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ ע,  מַ שְׁ  כוֹר מַ צָת בְּ קְ כוֹר״ — מִ ״בְּ י:  רִ בְ נַן סָ בָּ  רַ

The Rabbis  hold: The word "firstborn" implie s  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.

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּא. ל דְּ כׇּ וּ  ילּ פִ אֲ ל״ — דַּ כׇּ ״ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ ע,  מַ שְׁ  כוֹר מַ יהּ בְּ לֵּ  וּ כוֹר״ — כּ ״בְּ בַר:  ה סָ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ וְ

And Rabbi Yehuda holds: The word "firstborn" implie s  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.

EXPLANAT IO N

ע, מַ שְׁ  בָּא מַ כוֹר״ רוּ ״בְּ א  מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ א, דְּ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

If you wish, say instead that everyone  ag rees  that the word "firstborn" implie s  the  majority of the animal belongs to the

Jew,

EXPLANAT IO N

א. י אֲתָ עֵ גָרוֹ בַר: לְ ר סָ א, וּמָ י אֲתָ יֵ וֹ לּ מַ ע לְ מַ שְׁ  ל״ מַ כׇּ ״ בַר:  ר סָ מָ

and one  Sag e , the Rabbis, holds: "All" implie s  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  Sag e , 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.

QU E ST IO N

ה? כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ה מִ טוּרָ פְּ א  הֵ י, וּתְ ל גּוֹ שֶׁ פוּת  תָּ וּ א שׁ הֵ ה תְּ מָּ  כַ וְ

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?

ANSWER

. נוֹ זְ וּ אׇ ילּ פִ ב הוּנָא: אֲ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Huna says: Even if the non-Jew owns only its  ear.

O BJECT IO N

יל״! זִ נָךְ וְ זְ יל אׇ קֵ שְׁ ״  : יהּ א לֵ ימָ לֵ ן: וְ מָ ב נַחְ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

Rav Nachman objects  to this : Let the priest say to him, the non-Jew: "Take  your ear and g o," 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

יפָה. רֵ ה אוֹתוֹ טְ שֶׂ עוֹ שֶׁ בָר  ר: דָּ מַ בָא אָ רָ לָה, וְ ה אוֹתוֹ נְבֵ שֶׂ עוֹ שֶׁ בָר  ר: דָּ מַ א אָ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר, רַ מַ יתְּ אִ



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 tre ifah.

EXPLANAT IO N

יָּה.  יפָה חַ רֵ טְ י? בִּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ אי קָ מַ בְּ

The Gemara asks: In what principle do they differ? They differ with reg ard to  whether a tre ifah can live .

EXPLANAT IO N

יָּה,  ינָהּ חַ יפָה אֵ רֵ בַר טְ סָ יפָה — קָ רֵ ה אוֹתוֹ טְ שֶׂ עוֹ שֶׁ בָר  ר דָּ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ לְ

According  to the  one  who says  that the non-Jew must own a part that makes  it a tre ifah, he  holds  that a tre ifah cannot

live , and therefore the animal is considered as if it is missing a vital part;

EXPLANAT IO N

יָּה.  יפָה חַ רֵ ל טְ לָה — אֲבָ ה אוֹתוֹ נְבֵ שֶׂ עוֹ שֶׁ בָר  ר דָּ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ לְ וּ

and according  to the  one  who says  that the non-Jew must own a part that makes  it a carcass , he holds that a tre ifah can

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

STATEMENT

. וֹ מּ אִ א בְּ , הָ וֹ א בּ י, הָ יגִ לִ פְּ בָא — לָא  רָ א וְ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ ב הוּנָא, וְ רַ א דְּ פָּא: הָ  פָּ ב  רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  נַן קַ בָּ  רוּהָ רַ מְ אַ

The Rabbis  said before  Rav Papa: These  statements of Rav Huna, Rav Chisda, and Rava do not dispute  each 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.

O BJECT IO N

זָּכָר״ ךָ תִּ נְ קְ ל מִ כׇּ ״ ינַן  עֵ בָּ י  וֹ נָמֵ מּ כָּא? אִ י לֵ כוֹר״ וְ ל בְּ כׇּ ״ ינַן  עֵ בָ , דְּ וֹ נָא בּ שְׁ אי  פָּא: מַ  פָּ ב  הוּ רַ ר לְ מַ אֲ

כָּא! י לֵ וְ

Rav Papa said to them: What is  the  difference  in the case of the non-Jew's partnership in the fetus itse lf, 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.

R E SO LU T IO N

נָא. שְׁ לָּא, לָא   אֶ

Rather, there  is  no difference , and they indeed dispute each other.

O BJECT IO N

ר: ר מָ מַ אָ י, דְּ שִׁ  דְ ינְהוּ קָ א נִ יּוּתָ י חִ נֵ או בְּ לָ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ אַ ים, דְּ לִ פָ נְּ נָא מִ שְׁ אי  י: מַ שֵׁ  ב אָ בַּר רַ ר  יף לַהּ מָ קֵ תְ מַ

ה! מָ הֵ בְ גֶר בִּ שֶׁ ה״ —  מָ הֵ גֶר בְּ שֶׁ ר  טֶ פֶּ ״

Mar bar Rav Ashi objects  to this : What is  the  difference  between this and stillborns, which, even thoug h 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?

R E SO LU T IO N



ין לִּ הוּ חוּ יבוּ בְּ רִ עָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ כָא,  כוֹר״, הָ ל בְּ כָּ ״ ה  מָ הֵ בְ הוּ בִּ ינָא בְּ רֵ ין — קָ לִּ הוּ חוּ יבוּ בְּ רִ לָא עָ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ ם,  תָ הָ

כוֹר״. ל בְּ כׇּ ״ הוּ  ינָא בְּ רֵ — לָא קָ

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

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

STATEMENT

ר מַ א? אֲ שָׁ  רְ דְ י מִ בֵּ נַן  בָּ  מוּר רַ אי אֲ : מַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ י, אֲ סִּ י אַ בִּ רַ יהּ לְ חֵ כְּ  שְׁ  א, אַ שָׁ  רְ דְ י מִ בֵ ל לְ זָר לָא עַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ

: יהּ לֵ

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:

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  3 B

STATEMENT

ל. וּ מוּם קַ ילּ פִ נָן: אֲ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ כִ הָ

This  is  what Rabbi Yochanan said: The partnership of a non-Jew exempts the animal from the firstborn status even if the non-

Jew owns only a part of the animal whose removal would cause only a s lig ht blemish.

STATEMENT

ין נִ ימָ צָת סִ קְ וֹ מִ ם יֵשׁ בּ אִ ה, וְ כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ה מִ טוּרָ פְּ ל —  חֵ ין רָ ה מִ דָ לְ יָּ  שֶׁ ז  עֵ ז וְ ין עֵ ה מִ דָ לְ יָּ  שֶׁ ל  חֵ נַן: רָ תְ דִ הָ וְ

יָּיב.  — חַ

And in addition, Rabbi Yochanan commented on that which we  learned in a Mishnah: A ewe  that g ave  birth to a offspring

that looks like a g oat-type , and a g oat that g ave  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 oblig ated in the firstborn status.

STATEMENT

יו. לָ חוֹט עָ שְׁ  י לִ וֵ בוּעַ הָ מוּם קָ

On this, Rabbi Yochanan said: Nevertheless, it is  considered a permanent blemish,  which allows a kohen to s laug hter the

animal on its  account outside the Beis HaMikdash.

QU E ST IO N

בָא. רָ א וְ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ דְּ י מִ קֵ וֹ פּ אַ לְ ב הוּנָא, וּ רַ דְ כִּ ן  ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ל — קָ א מוּם קַ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

The Gemara asks: Granted, Rabbi Yochanan's first ruling regarding a s lig ht blemish 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.

QU E ST IO N

ל שֶׁ  כְּ ה  מֶ יו דּוֹ ינָא: וּפִ נֵ א? תְּ יהּ מוּמָ וֵה לֵ י הָ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ י אִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵ ן? דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ אי קָ בוּעַ — מַ לָּא מוּם קָ  אֶ

י זֶה מוּם! יר — הֲרֵ זִ חֲ



But regarding his second ruling that this offspring has a permanent blemish, what is  it teaching  us? Is it teaching us that s ince

its  appearance  chang ed, it is  considered a blemish? But we  already learned this in a Mishnah: A lamb whose  mouth is

s imilar to that of a pig , behold, this  is  a blemish!

QU E ST IO N

ה, כוֹרָ בְ שׁ בִּ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ מִ בְּ שֶׁ בָר  דָ נָּה בְּ  תַּ  שְׁ  כָא נִ ה, הָ כוֹרָ בְ שׁ בִּ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ מִ ין בְּ אֵ שֶׁ בָר  דָ נָּה בְּ  תַּ  שְׁ  ם נִ תָ א, הָ ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

And if you say that there is a difference: There ,  in the case of a pig's mouth, the animal's appearance chang ed into something

whose  specie s  is  not holy as  a firstborn,  whereas here ,  where a sheep looks like a goat, its appearance chang ed into

something  whose  specie s  is  holy as  a firstborn,  and therefore we might think it is not a blemish,

QU E ST IO N

נָּה.  טַ ת קְ חַ אַ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ ינוֹ אַ ינָא: עֵ נֵ י תְּ א נָמֵ הָ

but this  too we  already learned in a Mishnah: An animal with one  of its  eyes  larg e  and one  small is blemished.

QU E ST IO N

וָּוז. ל אַ שֶׁ  כְּ נָּה   טַ נָּה — קְ  טַ ל, וּקְ גֶ ל עֵ שֶׁ  כְּ לָה  דוֹ לָה — גְּ דוֹ נָּא גְּ  תַ וְ

And a Tanna taug ht in a Baraisa explaining this Mishnah: A larg e  eye means larg e  like  that of a calf, and a small eye means

small like  that of a g oose .

QU E ST IO N

שׁ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ מִ ל — יֵשׁ בְּ גֶ ל עֵ שֶׁ  כְּ לָה  דוֹ לָּא גְּ  ה, אֶ כוֹרָ בְ שׁ בִּ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ מִ ין בְּ וָּוז, אֵ ל אַ שֶׁ  כְּ נָּה   טַ א קְ מָ לָ שְׁ  בִּ

ה! כוֹרָ בְ בִּ

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

specie s ; but an eye larg e  like  that of a calf,  a calf is a bovine, and there  is  holiness  of a firstborn in its  specie s !

QU E ST IO N

א? יהּ מוּמָ וֵה לֵ י הָ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ י אִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ ינַן:  רִ מְ אָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  או מִ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not because  we  say: Since  its  appearance  chang ed from that of its own species, it is  considered a blemish? If so,

Rabbi Yochanan's ruling is redundant!

ANSWER

״. רוּעַ ״שָׂ יהּ  וֵה לֵ הָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  לָא, מִ

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.

PR O O F

יו ינָ ם: עֵ דָ ן אָ יהֶ לֵ ר עֲ ין. יָתֵ לִ סְ וֹ ין — פּ רִ ין עוֹבְ בֵּ ין  בוּעִ ין קְ בֵּ וּ,  לּ ין אֵ נַן: מוּמִ תְ א, דִּ רָ בְּ תַּ  סְ י מִ י נָמֵ כִ הָ

נּוֹת. טַ ן קְ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ לוֹת,  דוֹ ן גְּ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ

The Gemara comments: This  too stands to reason, as  we  learned in a Mishnah: These  blemishes , whether permanent or

temporary, disqualify an animal from being offered, and they also disqualify a kohen from serving. In addition to them, a

person,  a kohen, is disqualified if both of his  eyes  are  larg e , or both of them are  small.



PR O O F

ל רֹן, אֲבָ הֲ ל אַ שֶׁ עוֹ  זַרְ וֶה בְּ שָׁ ישׁ  ינַן אִ עֵ בָ רֹן״, דְּ הֲ ע אַ זֶּרַ ישׁ מִ ישׁ אִ י אִ נִּ תַּ  שְׁ י ״אִ יב:  תִ כְ ם הוּא דִּ דָ י אָ בֵּ גַּ

א. י מוּמָ וֵ י לָא הָ נּוֹת — נָמֵ טַ ן קְ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ לוֹת  דוֹ ן גְּ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ ה,  מָ הֵ בְּ

The Gemara explains: It is only by a person that it is  written: 'Any man of the  seed of Aaron',  from which 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 them are  larg e  or both of them are  small, it is  also not a blemish.

PR O O F

נּוֹת טַ ן קְ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ לוֹת,  דוֹ ן גְּ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ וּ  ילּ פִ י — אֲ ינּוּ שִׁ וּם  שּׁ  י מִ א? אִ מָ עְ אי טַ נָּה, מַ  טַ ת קְ חַ אַ לָה וְ דוֹ ת גְּ חַ אַ

י! נָמֵ

Now, if an animal has one  larg e  eye and one  small eye, what is  the  reason that it is a blemish? If it is  because  of the  chang e

in appearance, then even if both are  larg e  or both are  small, it should also  be a blemish!

PR O O F

״? רוּעַ ״שָׂ יהּ  וֵה לֵ הָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  או מִ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not because  it is  considered a 'sarua',  which only applies when one limb is larger than the other? This proves that a

mere change in appearance is not a blemish for an animal, and Rabbi Yochanan's ruling is indeed a chiddush!

ANSWER

א. י מוּמָ וֵ י הָ ינּוּ שִׁ י,  ינּוּ שִׁ וּם  שּׁ  ךְ מִ א לָ ימָ לָם אֵ עוֹ לָא, לְ

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  chang e  in appearance, for a chang e  in appearance is  a blemish.

ANSWER

נּוֹת? טַ ן קְ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ לוֹת,  דוֹ ן גְּ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ וּ  ילּ פִ : אֲ ךְ יָא לָ שְׁ  א קַ קָ דְ וּ

And as  for that which is  difficult for you: If so, even if both are  larg e  or both are  small it should be a blemish?

ANSWER

יהוּ וַויְ רְ תַּ א —  ירָ א יַתִּ וּתָ ישׁ חִ כְּ ת  מַ חֲ י מֵ א, אִ רָ יבְ מִ י לְ עֵ בָּ יהוּ  וַויְ רְ תַּ א —  ירָ א יַתִּ יּוּתָ רִ ת בְּ מַ חֲ י מֵ ם, אִ תָ הָ

. שׁ חַ יכְ י מִ עֵ בָּ

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

, הּ מַ וֹ טּ פַ א לְ תָ יוְ י חֵ חֵ ין לַהּ אַ רִ סְ הֲווֹ מָ א דַּ תָּ  יּוֹרְ יא גִּ הִ הָ

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



ה. כוֹרָ בְ יבֶת בִּ יֶּ  י חַ פוּת גּוֹ תָּ וּ ר: שׁ מַ אָ ה, דְּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ א דְּ הָ שׁ לַהּ לְ חַ ית דְּ : לֵ ר לַהּ מַ בָא, אֲ רָ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  קַ אי לְ אֲתַ

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  oblig ated in the  law of the

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

STATEMENT

יב יָהֵ ה, וְ דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ גִ הוּ בְּ ר לְ סַ אָ י, וְ גוֹ יהוּ לְ יְ נַ דְ אוּ נֶה לְ קְ א, הֲוָה מַ יוָתָ יא חֵ הִ יהּ הָ יָא לֵ וְ ל הַ חֵ בַּר רָ י  רִ ב מָ רַ

ל. חֵ בַּר רָ י  רִ ב מָ רַ א דְּ יוָתָ אי חֵ לַ ים, וּכְ נִ כֹהֲ הוּ לְ לְ

The Gemara relates another story: Rav Mari bar Rache l had a certain flock of animals . He  would transfer ownership of

the ir 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  g ave  them to the  kohanim. And in the end, the  animals  of Rav Mari bar Rache l

died out as a punishment.

QU E ST IO N

י, גוֹ יהוּ לְ יְ נַ דְ אוּ הוּ לְ נֶה לְ קְ אי מַ מַּ  ים, אַ נִ כֹהֲ הוּ לְ יב לְ יָהֵ ה, וְ דָ עֲבוֹ יזָה וַ גִ הוּ בְּ ר לְ סַ אָ ר דְּ חַ אַ י מֵ כִ וְ

The Gemara asks: And since  he  prohibited them from shearing  and labor, and g ave  them to the  kohanim, why did he

transfer ownership of the ir ears  to a non-Jew in the first place?

ANSWER

לָה? קָּ י תַ ידֵ הוּ לִ י בְּ תֵ א אָ מָ לְ דִּ

The Gemara answers: He did this le st people  come  to a mishap throug h them by accidentally shearing them or working them,

so he wanted to technically remove their intrinsic sanctity.

QU E ST IO N

י? רִ ב מָ רַ א דְּ יוָתָ לוֹ חֵ כְּ א  מָ עְ אי טַ י, מַ כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, what is  the  reason that the  animals  of Rav Mari died out? He acted with good intentions!

ANSWER

יהוּ. יְ תַּ  שְׁ דוּ קְּ הוּ מִ ע לְ קַ פְ מַ וּם דְּ שּׁ  מִ

The Gemara answers: Because  he  removed them from the ir sanctity by selling their ears to a non-Jew.

QU E ST IO N

לָם! עוֹ יר הָ אֲוִ יָּצָא לַ  שֶׁ ם  דֶ כוֹר קוֹ בְ יל מוּם בִּ טִּ  הַ ם לְ דָ אָ ר לָ תָּ ה: מוּ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But didn't Rav Yehuda say: It is  permitted for a person to inflict a blemish on a firstborn before  it

emerg es  into the  airspace  of the  world to make it permitted for slaughter? Why was Rav Mari punished for a similar evasion?

ANSWER

א ן קָ כֹּהֵ ת  שַּׁ  דוּ קְּ וּ מִ ילּ פִ כָא אֲ . הָ יהּ ע לֵ קַ פְ ן לָא מַ כֹּהֵ ת  שַּׁ  דוּ קְּ , מִ יהּ ע לֵ קַ פְ א מַ חַ קָ בֵּ זְ ת מִ שַּׁ  דוּ קְּ ם מִ תָ הָ

. יהּ ע לֵ קַ פְ מַ

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.

ANSWER

יד, בֵ עָ זֵיל וְ אָ ינָא, וְ חֲרִ ישׁ אַ ינִ יהּ אִ י לֵ זֵ חָ מוּר, וְ יַן גָּ נְ י קִ יֵ נוֹ קְ אַ ע לְ ל יָדַ חֵ בַּר רָ י  רִ ב מָ א: רַ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ וְ

לָה. קָּ י תַ ידֵ בָּהּ לִ י  תֵ אָ ד, וְ עֲבַ א הוּא דַּ תָ ילְּ י מִ רִ ב מָ בַר רַ סָ וְ

And if you want, I can say another answer: Rav Mari bar Rache l knew how to transfer ownership with a complete

acquisition,  but another person mig ht see  him doing this, and g o 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.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ת רוּ אֶ טְ פְ יִּ שֶׁ ין הוּא  בָּר, דִּ  דְ מִּ בַּ ל  אֵ רָ שְׂ ל יִ שֶׁ ת  רוּ אֶ טְ פָּ ם  ר: אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ קַּ ין, מִ טוּרִ פְּ יִּם  וִ לְ ים וּ נִ כֹּהֲ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

ן. מָ צְ ל עַ שֶׁ

MISHNAH: Kohanim and Levi'im are  exempt from the redemption of their firstborn sons and firstborn donkeys, based on a

kal vachomer: If they exempted the  firstborns of the  Israe lite s  in the  Wilderness  through the Levi'im, it is  log ical that

they should exempt the ir own firstborns.

S U M M A RY

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 from bechorah, which Rav Nachman challenges by arguing that the kohen could simply tell the

non-Jew to take his ear and leave.



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

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 from a 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 from a 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

C HA P T E R  P R E V IE W

These are the five kapitlach of Tehillim said 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.

ק ל״ב פֶּרֶ  CHA PT E R 3 2

ה׃ אָ טָ סוּי חֲ כְּ ע  שַׁ  פֶּ שׂוּי  י נְ רֵ שְׁ  יל אַ כִּ  שְׂ ד מַ וִ דָ לְ

יָּה׃  מִ רוּחוֹ רְ ין בְּ אֵ ן וְ וֺ שֹׁב יְהוָה לוֹ עָ  ם לֹא יַחְ דָ י אָ רֵ שְׁ  אַ

יּוֹם׃ כָּל הַ י  גָתִ אֲ שַׁ  י בְּ מָ צָ לוּ עֲ בָּ י  תִּ שְׁ  חֱרַ י הֶ כִּ

לָה׃ ץ סֶ יִ בֹנֵי קַ רְ חַ י בְּ דִּ שַׁ  ךְ לְ פַּ  ךָ נֶהְ י יָדֶ לַ ד עָ בַּ  כְ לָה תִּ יְ לַ מָם וָ י יוֹ כִּ

לָה׃ י סֶ אתִ טָּ  ן חַ אתָ עֲוֺ ה נָשָׂ תָּ  אַ יהוָה וְ י לַ עַ שָׁ  י פְ לֵ ה עֲ י אוֹדֶ תִּ רְ מַ י אָ יתִ סִּ י לֹא כִ נִ ךָ וַעֲוֺ יעֲ דִ י אוֹ אתִ טָּ  חַ

יעוּ׃ יו לֹא יַגִּ לָ ים אֵ בִּ יִם רַ טֶף מַ שֵׁ  ק לְ צֹא רַ עֵת מְ יךָ לְ לֶ יד אֵ סִ כָּל חָ לֵּל   פַּ  ל זֹאת יִתְ עַ

לָה׃ י סֶ נִ בֵ סוֹבְ לֵּט תְּ  נֵּי פַ  י רָ נִ רֵ צְּ צַּר תִּ י מִ ר לִ תֶ ה סֵ תָּ  אַ

י׃ ינִ יךָ עֵ לֶ צָה עָ יעֲ ךְ אִ לֵ ךְ זוּ תֵ רֶ דֶ ךָ בְּ אוֹרְ ךָ וְ ילְ כִּ  שְׂ אַ

׃ יךָ לֶ רֹב אֵ ל קְ בַּ לוֹם  בְ יוֹ לִ דְ ן עֶ סֶ ג וָרֶ תֶ מֶ ין בְּ בִ ין הָ ד אֵ רֶ פֶ כְּ סוּס  כְּ יוּ  הְ ל תִּ אַ

נּוּ׃ בֶ ד יְסוֹבְ סֶ יהוָה חֶ בַּ חַ  טֵ וֹ בּ הַ ע וְ שָׁ  ים לָרָ אוֹבִ כְ ים מַ בִּ רַ

י לֵב׃ רֵ שְׁ  כָּל יִ ינוּ  נִ רְ הַ ים וְ יקִ דִּ ילוּ צַ גִ יהוָה וְ חוּ בַ מְ שִׂ
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י׃ נִ טֵ לְּ פַ לָה תְ וְ עַ מָה וְ רְ ישׁ מִ אִ יד מֵ סִ י לֹא חָ גּוֹ י מִ יבִ יבָה רִ רִ ים וְ לֹהִ י אֱ נִ טֵ פְ שָׁ

יֵב׃ ץ אוֹ לַחַ ךְ בְּ לֵּ  הַ תְ ר אֶ מָּה קֹדֵ  י לָ נִ תָּ  נַחְ מָה זְ י לָ זִּ  עוּ י מָ לֹהֵ  ה אֱ תָּ  י אַ כִּ

׃ יךָ נוֹתֶ כְּ  שְׁ  ל מִ אֶ ךָ וְ שְׁ  דְ ר קָ ל הַ י אֶ יאוּנִ י יְבִ מָּה יַנְחוּנִ  ךָ הֵ תְּ מִ ךָ וַאֲ לַח אוֹרְ שְׁ

י׃ לֹהָ  ים אֱ לֹהִ נּוֹר אֱ כִ ךָ בְ דְ אוֹ י וְ ילִ חַת גִּ מְ ל שִׂ ל אֵ ים אֶ לֹהִ בַּח אֱ זְ ל מִ ה אֶ אָ בוֹ אָ וְ

י׃ לֹהָ א נַי וֵ פָּ וּעֹת  שׁ וּ יְ נּ דֶ י עוֹד אוֹ כִּ ים  אלֹהִ י לֵ ילִ י הוֹחִ לָ י עָ מִ הֱ תֶּ י וּמַה  שִׁ  י נַפְ וֹחֲחִ תּ שְׁ  מַה תִּ
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ף׃ סָ אָ מוֹר לְ זְ יר מִ שִׁ

ל׃ קֹט אֵ שְׁ  ל תִּ אַ שׁ וְ חֱרַ תֶּ ל  ךְ אַ י לָ מִ ל דֳּ ים אַ לֹהִ אֱ

׃ אוּ רֹאשׁ יךָ נָשְׂ אֶ נְ שַׂ יוּן וּמְ מָ יךָ יֶהֱ יְבֶ נֵּה אוֹ  י הִ כִּ

׃ פוּנֶיךָ ל צְ צוּ עַ יָעֲ יִתְ ימוּ סוֹד וְ ךָ יַעֲרִ מְּ ל עַ עַ

ל עוֹד׃ אֵ רָ שְׂ שֵׁם יִ זָּכֵר  לֹא יִ י וְ גּוֹ ם מִ ידֵ חִ נַכְ כוּ וְ רוּ לְ מְ אָ

רֹתוּ׃ כְ ית יִ רִ יךָ בְּ לֶ ו עָ דָּ צוּ לֵב יַחְ עֲ י נוֹ כִּ

ים׃ רִ גְ הַ ב וְ אָ ים מוֹ אלִ עֵ מְ שְׁ  יִ י אֱדוֹם וְ לֵ הֳ אָ

י צוֹר׃ בֵ שְׁ ם יֹ שֶׁת עִ  לֶ פְּ לֵק  מָ ן וַעֲ וֹ מּ עַ ל וְ בָ גְּ

לָה׃ נֵי לוֹט סֶ בְ עַ לִ יוּ זְרוֹ מָּם הָ  וָה עִ לְ וּר נִ שּׁ  גַּם אַ

ן׃ וֹ ישׁ ל קִ נַחַ ין בְּ יָבִ א כְ רָ יסְ סִ כְּ יָן  דְ מִ כְּ שֵׂה לָהֶם  עֲ

ה׃ מָ דָ אֲ ן לָ דֹּמֶ יוּ  דֹּאר הָ ין  עֵ דוּ בְ מְ שְׁ  נִ

׃ מוֹ יכֵ כָּל נְסִ נָּע   מֻ לְ צַ זֶבַח וּכְ ב וּכְ אֵ זְ כִ ב וְ עֹרֵ כְּ מוֹ  יבֵ דִ מוֹ נְ יתֵ שִׁ

ים׃ לֹהִ  אוֹת אֱ ת נְ נוּ אֵ לָּ שָׁה   ירֲ רוּ נִ מְ ר אָ שֶׁ  אֲ

׃ נֵי רוּחַ פְ שׁ לִ קַ כְּ גַּל  גַּלְ מוֹ כַ יתֵ שִׁ י  לֹהַ  אֱ‍

ים׃ רִ ט הָ לַהֵ בָה תְּ לֶהָ ר וּכְ ר יָעַ עַ בְ שׁ תִּ אֵ כְּ

לֵם׃ הֲ בַ ךָ תְ סוּפָתְ ךָ וּבְ עֲרֶ סַ פֵם בְּ דְּ רְ ן תִּ כֵּ

ךָ יְהוָה׃ מְ שִׁ וּ  שׁ יבַקְ ן וִ לוֹ נֵיהֶם קָ לֵּא פְ  מַ

דוּ׃ יֹאבֵ רוּ וְ פְּ  יַחְ ד וְ י עַ דֵ לוּ עֲ הֲ בָּ יִ וּ וְ יֵבֹשׁ

ץ׃ רֶ אָ כָּל הָ ל  ן עַ יוֹ לְ ךָ עֶ דֶּ בַ ךָ יְהוָה לְ מְ שִׁ ה  תָּ  י אַ כִּ עוּ  יֵדְ וְ
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י׃ זְרִ ן יָבֹא עֶ יִ אַ ים מֵ רִ הָ ל הֶ ינַי אֶ א עֵ שָּׂ  לוֹת אֶ עֲ מַּ  יר לַ שִׁ

ץ׃ רֶ אָ יִם וָ מַ שָׁ ם יְהוָה עֹשֵׂה  עִ י מֵ זְרִ עֶ

׃ ךָ רֶ שֹׁמְ ל יָנוּם  ךָ אַ לֶ גְ וֹט רַ מּ ן לַ תֵּ ל יִ אַ

ל׃ אֵ רָ שְׂ ר יִ מֵ וֹ ן שׁ שָׁ י לֹא יִ נֵּה לֹא יָנוּם וְ  הִ

׃ ינֶךָ מִ ל יַד יְ ךָ עַ לְּ ךָ יְהוָה צִ רֶ שֹׁמְ יְהוָה 



לָה׃ יְ לָּ  בַּ חַ  יָרֵ כָּה וְ  כֶּ שׁ לֹא יַ מֶ שֶּׁ   מָם הַ יוֹ

׃ ךָ שֶׁ  ת נַפְ מֹר אֶ שְׁ  ע יִ כָּל רָ  ךָ מִ רְ מָ שְׁ  יְהוָה יִ

לָם׃ ד עוֹ עַ ה וְ תָּ  עַ ךָ מֵ אֶ ךָ וּבוֹ אתְ ר צֵ מָ שְׁ  יְהוָה יִ
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יךָ יְהוָה׃ אתִ רָ ים קְ קִּ מַ עֲ מַּ  לוֹת מִ עֲ מַּ  יר הַ שִׁ

נוּנָי׃ חֲ תַּ קוֹל  בוֹת לְ שֻּׁ   נֶיךָ קַ זְ יֶינָה אָ הְ י תִּ לִ קוֹ עָה בְ מְ שִׁ דֹנָי  אֲ

מֹד׃ י יַעֲ דֹנָי מִ ר יָהּ אֲ מָ שְׁ  נוֹת תִּ ם עֲוֺ אִ

א׃ וָּרֵ ן תִּ עַ מַ ה לְ יחָ לִ סְּ ךָ הַ מְּ י עִ כִּ

י׃ תִּ לְ רוֹ הוֹחָ בָ דְ לִ י וְ שִׁ  ה נַפְ תָ וְּ י יְהוָה קִ יתִ וִּ קִ

ר׃ בֹּקֶ ים לַ רִ שֹׁמְ ר  בֹּקֶ ים לַ רִ שֹּׁמְ   אדֹנָי מִ י לַ שִׁ  נַפְ

דוּת׃ וֹ פְ מּ בֵּה עִ  רְ הַ ד וְ סֶ חֶ ם יְהוָה הַ י עִ כִּ ל יְהוָה  ל אֶ אֵ רָ שְׂ ל יִ יַחֵ

יו׃ נֹתָ כֹּל עֲוֺ  ל מִ אֵ רָ שְׂ ת יִ ה אֶ דֶּ הוּא יִפְ וְ

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

When you feel weighed down by your mistakes, do not keep silent or try to hide them. Open your heart to Hashem in 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 Hashem in your

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