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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this segment of the limud by wrapping up the first perek, focusing on the exact timing and halachic priorities of

redeeming a firstborn donkey. The Gemara works through a kasha regarding whether the mitzvah of redemption begins

immediately or only after thirty days, bringing a teretz that links this to a machlokes between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. We

then learn a beautiful Mishnah that establishes a fundamental rule of priorities in mitzvos: redeeming the donkey comes before

breaking its neck, just as yibum originally took precedence over chalitzah, and a master designating a Hebrew maidservant

takes precedence over her redemption.

Moving into the second perek, the Mishnah shifts our focus to the firstborn of a clean animal, such as a cow. We learn that

any partnership or transaction with a gentile that gives the gentile a share in the animal or its fetus exempts the offspring from

the din of bechor, since the Torah davka says "in Israel." The Gemara immediately asks a strong kasha on the structure of the

Mishnayos, questioning why the Tanna chose to teach the donkey first before the cow, and brings down a beautiful yesod

from Eretz Yisrael about the special status of donkeys in helping Klal Yisrael carry the spoils of Mitzrayim. We then dive into a

major sugya regarding the kinyanim between a Jew and a gentile, analyzing how property is acquired according to the

Torah's laws.

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  1 3 A

ANSWER

יו. לָ ינוֹ עוֹבֵר עָ אֵ שֶׁ ר  מַ ר: לוֹ מַ ת אָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ

Rav Sheshet said: The second baraita means to say that until thirty days have passed, he  does  not transg ress  a prohibition on

it if he has not yet redeemed the donkey, but after thirty days he does transgress.

O BJECT IO N

. פוֹ הוּ אוֹ עוֹרְ דֵ וֹ ךְ — אוֹ פּ ילָ אֵ אן וְ כָּ  ים יוֹם, מִ שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ל  כׇּ וָתוֹ  צְ א: מִ מָ בַּר חָ י  מֵ יב רָ תִ מֵ

Rami bar Ḥama challeng ed Rav Sheshet from a baraita: Its  mitzvah applies throug hout thirty days ; from this  point forward,

e ither he  redeems it or he  breaks  its  neck.

QU E ST IO N

ים יוֹם? שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ל  כׇּ הוֹתוֹ  שַׁ  וָה לְ צְ או מִ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not that there is a mitzvah to de lay it throug hout thirty days  and only redeem it afterwards?

ANSWER

ים יוֹם. שִׁ לֹ שְׁ ל  כׇּ דּוֹתוֹ  פְ וָה לִ צְ לָא, מִ



The Gemara answers: No, it means there is a mitzvah to redeem it throug hout thirty days , and if he delays past that, he has

transgressed.

QU E ST IO N

! יהּ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ יו״ מִ לָ הוּ אוֹ עוֹבֵר עָ דֵ וֹ ךְ אוֹ פּ ילָ אֵ אן וְ כָּ  ״מִ י,  כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, instead of saying he must break its neck, it should have  stated: From this  point forward, e ither he

redeems it or he  transg resse s  on it!

R E SO LU T IO N

י. שִׁ  קְּ לָא מַ נַן דְּ בָּ  א רַ י, הָ שׁ קֵּ מַ זֶר דְּ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ א רַ יָא, הָ שְׁ  בָא: לָא קַ ר רָ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

Rather, Rava said: It is  not difficult. This  baraita, which says the mitzvah is after thirty days, is like Rabbi Eliezer, who

compares  the firstborn donkey to a firstborn son; and that baraita, which says the mitzvah is immediate, is like the  Rabbis , who

do not compare  them.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

. רוֹ קוֹבְ יו וְ חוֹרָ אֲ פוֹ מֵ דּוֹתוֹ — עוֹרְ פְ צָה לִ י׳ לֹא רָ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If the owner did not want to redeem it, he  breaks  its  neck from behind with a cleaver and burie s  it.

MISHNAH

״. וֹ תּ פְ עֲרַ ה וַ דֶּ פְ ם לֹא תִ ״אִ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ יפָה,  וַת עֲרִ צְ מִ ת לְ מֶ דֶ יָּיה קוֹ  דִ פְּ  וַת הַ צְ מִ

The mitzvah of redemption takes  precedence  over the  mitzvah of breaking  the  neck, as  it is  stated: "And if you will

not redeem it, then you shall break its  neck."

MISHNAH

״. הּ דָּ פְ הֶ הּ וְ דָ עָ ר לֹא יְ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ יָּיה,   דִ פְּ  וַת הַ צְ מִ ת לְ מֶ דֶ ה קוֹ ידָ עִ וַת יְ צְ מִ

Similarly, the  mitzvah of desig nation of a Hebrew maidservant takes  precedence  over the  mitzvah of redemption, as  it is

stated: "Who has  not desig nated her, then he  shall le t her be  redeemed."

MISHNAH

וָה, צְ ם מִ שֵׁ  ין לְ ונִ וְּ כַּ  תְ יוּ מִ הָ שֶׁ נָה  וֹ אשׁ בָּרִ יצָה,  לִ וַת חֲ צְ מִ ת לְ מֶ דֶ וּם קוֹ יבּ יִּ וַת הַ צְ מִ

The mitzvah of levirate  marriag e  takes  precedence  over the  mitzvah of chalitzah. This was initially, when they would

intend to perform the yibum for the  sake  of the  mitzvah;

MISHNAH

וּם. וַת יִבּ צְ מִ ת לְ מֶ דֶ יצָה קוֹ לִ וַת חֲ צְ רוּ: מִ מְ וָה, אָ צְ ם מִ שֵׁ  ין לְ ונִ וְּ כַּ  תְ ין מִ אֵ שֶׁ יו  שָׁ  כְ עַ וְ

but now that they do not intend to perform it for the  sake  of the  mitzvah, but for beauty or money, the Sages said: The

mitzvah of chalitzah takes  precedence  over the  mitzvah of levirate  marriag e .

MISHNAH



״. ךָ כֶּ  רְ עֶ כַּר בְּ  מְ נִ ל וְ אֵ ם לֹא יִגָּ אִ ״וְ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ם,  דָ ל אָ כׇ ם לְ דֵ ן, הוּא קוֹ דוֹ אָ בָּ לָּה   אוּ גְּ וַת הַ צְ מִ

The mitzvah of redemption of a consecrated non-kosher animal is  on the  owner; he  takes  precedence  over any other

person, as  it is  stated: "And if it is  not redeemed, then it shall be  sold according  to your valuation."

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

. מוֹרוֹ בַּר חֲ חַ עוּ קֵ וֹ לּ ךְ הַ לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we return to you, "One who purchases the fetus of his donkey."

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

אי, שַּׁ   ינוֹ רַ אֵ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ , אַ כֵר לוֹ וֹ מּ הַ י, וְ רִ ל נׇכְ שֶׁ תוֹ  פָּרָ בַּר  חַ עוּ קֵ וֹ לּ י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One  who purchases  the  fe tus  of the  cow of a g entile , or one  who se lls  the fetus of his cow to him, even

thoug h he  is  not permitted to sell a large animal to a gentile,

MISHNAH

ה, כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ טוּר מִ פָּ לָה —  בָּ  קַ ן לוֹ בְּ נּוֹתֵ הַ וּ, וְ נּ מֶּ  ל מִ בֵּ  קַ מְ הַ , וְ ף לוֹ תֵּ  תַּ  שְׁ  מִּ הַ וְ

or one  who enters  a partnership with him, or one  who rece ives  a cow from him to tend, or one  who g ives  a cow to him

in rece ivership—in all these cases, the offspring is  exempt from the  law of the  firstborn,

MISHNAH

ים. רִ חֵ אֲ בַּ ל לֹא  ל״, אֲבָ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ ״בְּ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ

as  it is  stated: "In Israe l," but not among  others . If a gentile has any share in it, it is exempt.

MISHNAH

מוֹר. ר חֲ טֶ פֶּ  ן וּמִ בֵּ  ן הַ יוֹ דְ פִּ  לָּא מִ  ה, אֶ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ כוֹר בְּ בְּ רוּ מִ טְ פְ לֹּא נִ  שֶׁ ים,  יבִ יָּ  יִּם חַ וִ לְ הַ ים וְ נִ כֹּהֲ  הַ

Priests  and Levite s  are  oblig ated in the firstborn of a clean animal, as  they were  not exempted from the  firstborn of a

clean animal, but only from the  redemption of the  son and from the  firstborn of a donkey.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

? תוֹ פָּרָ בַּר  י עוּ נֵ תָּ ר  דַ א, וַהֲ שָׁ י רֵ מוֹרוֹ בְּ בַּר חֲ י עוּ נֵ תָ יָא דְּ ירְ אי אִ ׳ מַ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: Why did the  Tanna specifically teach "the  fe tus  of his  donkey" in the  first chapter, and then return and

teach "the  fe tus  of his  cow" in our Mishnah?



QU E ST IO N

ים הוּא. מִ ת דָּ שַּׁ  דוּ קְ , דִּ מוֹרוֹ בַּר חֲ י עוּ נֵ יתְ ר לִ דַ גּוּף הוּא, וַהֲ ת הַ שַּׁ  דוּ קְ , דִּ תוֹ פָּרָ בַּר  א עוּ שָׁ י רֵ י בְּ נֵ יתְ לִ

Let him teach first "the  fe tus  of his  cow," which has  inherent sanctity, and then le t him teach "the  fe tus  of his  donkey,"

which only has  monetary sanctity!

ANSWER

ינָא, נִ י חֲ בִּ רַ דְ כִּ  , יהּ יבָא לֵ חֲבִ י דַּ ידֵ יְּ א, אַ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י בָא: אִ רְ עְ מַ י בְּ רִ מְ אָ

They said in the  West, Eretz Yisrael: If you want, say that he taught the donkey first s ince  it is  dear to him, in accordance

with the statement of Rabbi Ḥanina that donkeys helped the Jews carry the wealth of Egypt.

ANSWER

. י לַהּ דֵ שָׁ  יק וְ סֵ פָּ ה,  אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ בְ יהּ דִּ לֵּ י ן מִ רָ זוּטְ י דְּ ידֵ יְּ א, אַ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י  אִ וְ

And if you want, say instead: Since  the  matters  of an unclean animal are  few, he  finishes  them and sets  them aside .

STATEMENT

יָא: עְ שַׁ  י אוֹ בִּ וּם רַ שּׁ  ישׁ מִ קִ ישׁ לָ ר רֵ מַ י אָ נִ מָ בַּר נַחְ ק  חָ צְ י יִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yitzḥak bar Naḥmani said that Reish Lakish said in the  name  of Rabbi Oshaya:

STATEMENT

ה. כוֹרָ בְ יבֶת בִּ יֶּ  חַ נָה, וְ ךְ — קָ שַׁ  לֹּא מָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ ינֵיהֶ דִ וֹ בְּ תּ מְ הֶ בְ י בִּ גוֹ עוֹת לְ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶׁ ל  אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ

If a Jew g ave  money to a g entile  for his  animal according  to the ir laws, even thoug h he  did not pull the animal, he  has

acquired it, and it is  oblig ated in the  law of the  firstborn.

STATEMENT

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ טוּר מִ נָה, וּפָ ך — קָ שַׁ  לֹּא מָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ ינֵיהֶ דִ וֹ בְּ תּ מְ הֶ בְ ל בִּ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ עוֹת לְ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶׁ י  גוֹ וְ

And conversely, if a g entile  g ave  money to a Jew for his  animal according  to the ir laws, even thoug h he  did not pull it,

he  has  acquired it, and it is  exempt from the  law of the  firstborn.

STATEMENT

ה. כוֹרָ בְ יבֶת בִּ יֶּ  חַ נָה וְ ךְ — קָ שַׁ  לֹּא מָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ם, אַ ינֵיהֶ דִ י בְּ גוֹ עוֹת לְ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶׁ ל  אֵ רָ שְׂ ר: יִ ר מָ מַ אָ

The Master said above: If a Jew g ave  money to a g entile  according  to the ir laws, even thoug h he  did not pull it, he  has

acquired it and it is  oblig ated in the  law of the  firstborn.

QU E ST IO N

ם״? יהֶ ינֵ דִ ״בְּ אי  מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  meant by "according  to the ir laws"?

QU E ST IO N

ר: מֶ חוֹ ל וָ קַ י בְּ תֵ אָ , דְּ יהּ גוּפֵ ם דְּ ינֵיהֶ דִ א בְּ י נֵימָ אִ



If we  say it means according  to the  laws of his  own body, i.e., the laws of acquiring a gentile slave, which comes by a kal

vachomer:

EXPLANAT IO N

נֵית קְ חוּזָּה נִ ה אֲ חוּזָּה, מָ אֲ כָּתוּב לַ  וֹ הַ ישׁ קִּ חוּזָּה״, הִ ת אֲ שֶׁ  ״לָרֶ יב  תִ כְ סֶף, דִּ כֶ ל בְּ אֵ רָ שְׂ יהּ יִ י לֵ נֵ יהּ קָ ם גּוּפֵ אִ

סֶף. כֶ נֶה בְּ קְ י נִ נִ נַעֲ כְּ ד  בֶ ף עֶ ה, אַ זָקָ חֲ ר וּבַ טָ שְׁ  סֶף וּבִ כֶ בְּ

If his  body, a Jew acquires  with money, as  it is  written: "To inherit as  a possess ion," whereby the  verse  compares  him

to a possess ion—just as  a possess ion is  acquired with money, document, and chazakah, so too a Canaanite  s lave  is

acquired with money.

IN FER ENCE

ן הוּא? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ נוֹ — לֹא  מוֹ מָ

If so, his  property, i.e., his animal, is  it not all the  more  so  acquired with money?

O BJECT IO N

י! ה נָמֵ זָקָ חֲ ר וּבַ טָ שְׁ  וּ בִּ ילּ פִ ן, אֲ כֵּ ם  אִ

The Gemara objects: If so, that we learn it from a slave, then even with a document and chazakah also  a Jew should acquire a

gentile's animal! But we know that is not the case.

R EFU TAT IO N

יכָה! שִׁ  מְ נוֹ בִּ מוֹ סֶף, מָ כֶ יהּ בְּ י לֵ נֵ יהּ קָ גוּפֵ ו, דְּ יחַ כִ ל יוֹ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִּ ל מִ אֵ רָ שְׂ ד, יִ עוֹ וְ

And furthermore , the case of a Jew from a Jew will prove  otherwise: for his  body, a Hebrew slave, is  acquired with money,

yet his  property is acquired only with pulling ! So the kal vachomer is refuted.

R E SO LU T IO N

ךָ הוּא יתֶ מִ יַּד עֲ  ״ — מִ ךָ יתֶ מִ יַּד עֲ  נֹה מִ ״אוֹ קָ ה,  וֹרָ ם תּ ה לָהֶ קָ סְ פָּ  שֶׁ ם  ינֵיהֶ דִ י: בְּ יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

סֶף. כֶ י בְּ יַּד גּוֹ  א מִ יכָה, הָ שִׁ  מְ בִ דְּ

Rather, Abaye  said: "According to their laws" means according  to the  laws that the  Torah decreed for them, as it is written:

"Or buy from the  hand of your fe llow"—from the  hand of your fe llow is  acquired with pulling , but from the  hand of a

g entile  is  acquired with money.

QU E ST IO N

ל לָא! לָ כְּ ל  לָ כְּ י —  יַּד גּוֹ  א: מִ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say that from the  hand of a g entile , money does not acquire at all!

ANSWER

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ נוֹ לֹא  מוֹ נֶה, מָ ם גּוּפוֹ קוֹ ר הוּא — אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ , קַ ךְ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ י: לָא סָ רִ מְ אָ

They say in response: Do not le t this  enter your mind, for it is  a kal vachomer: if his  body is  acquired with money, is  his

property not all the  more  so?

QU E ST IO N



י! תֵּ  רְ תַּ כָּא  י אִ ד דְּ י — עַ יַּד גּוֹ  א: מִ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say that from the  hand of a g entile , he does not acquire until there  are  both money and pulling!

ANSWER

יִם?! תַּ  שְׁ  נוֹ בִּ מוֹ ת, מָ חַ אַ ר הוּא? גּוּפוֹ בְּ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ או קַ לָ י: וְ רִ מְ אָ

They say: And is  it not a kal vachomer? His  body is acquired with one  kinyan, and his  property would require two?! That

makes no sense.

ANSWER

א. דָ חֲ בַּ י  י נָמֵ ף גּוֹ א, אַ דָ חֲ בַּ ״  ךָ יתֶ מִ ״עֲ ה  ״. מָ ךָ יתֶ מִ ״עֲ יָא דַּ א, דּוּמְ הָ א אוֹ בְּ הָ א: אוֹ בְּ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say he can acquire e ither with this  or with this , i.e., either money or pulling? The Gemara answers: It

must be s imilar to "your fe llow." Just as  "your fe llow" is acquired with one  specific kinyan, so too a g entile  is  also  acquired

with one  specific kinyan, which is money.

STATEMENT

ן טוּר מִ נָה, וּפָ ךְ — קָ שַׁ  לֹּא מָ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ן, אַ יהֶ ינֵ דִ וֹ בְּ תּ מְ הֶ בְ ל בִּ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ עוֹת לְ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶׁ י  גוֹ ר: וְ ר מָ מַ אָ

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ הַ

The Master said above: And a g entile  who g ave  money to a Jew for his  animal according  to the ir laws, even thoug h he

did not pull it, has  acquired it, and it is  exempt from the  law of the  firstborn.

QU E ST IO N

ן? יהֶ ינֵ דִ אי בְּ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  meant by "according  to the ir laws"?

QU E ST IO N

סֶף כֶּ  ״מִ יב  תִ כְ סֶף, דִּ כֶ יהּ בְּ י לֵ נֵ ל קָ אֵ רָ שְׂ ם גּוּפוֹ יִ ר: אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ קַ י בְּ תֵ אָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  , מִ יהּ גוּפֵ ן דְּ יהֶ ינֵ דִ א בְּ ימָ לֵּ י אִ

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ נוֹ לֹא  מוֹ ״, מָ נָתוֹ קְ מִ

If we  say it means according  to the  laws of his  own body, because  it comes by a kal vachomer: if his  body, a Jewish slave,

a gentile acquires  with money, as  it is  written: "From the  money of his  purchase ," is  his  property not all the  more  so?

R EFU TAT IO N

יכָה! שִׁ  מְ נוֹ בִּ מוֹ סֶף, מָ כֶ י בְּ נֵ גוּפוֹ קָ ו, דְּ יחַ כִ ל יוֹ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִּ ל מִ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ

The Gemara objects: A Jew from a Jew will prove  otherwise, for his  body is  acquired with money, yet his  property is

acquired only with pulling !

R E SO LU T IO N

יכָה, שִׁ  מְ ךָ בִּ יתֶ מִ עֲ ״ — לַ ךָ יתֶ מִ עֲ כָּר לַ  מְ רוּ מִ כְּ  מְ י תִ כִ ״וְ ה,  וֹרָ ם תּ ה לָהֶ קָ סְ פָּ  שֶׁ ם  ינֵיהֶ דִ י: בְּ יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

סֶף. כֶ י בְּ גוֹ א לְ הָ

Rather, Abaye  said: It means according  to the  laws that the  Torah decreed for them, as it is written: "And if you se ll a

sale  to your fe llow"—to your fe llow is  acquired with pulling , but to a g entile  is  acquired with money.



QU E ST IO N

ל לָא! לָ כְּ ל  לָ כְּ י  גוֹ א: לְ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say that to a g entile , money does not acquire at all!

ANSWER

ן? כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇּ נוֹ לֹא  מוֹ נָה, מָ ם גּוּפוֹ קָ ר הוּא? אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ או קַ י: לָ רִ מְ אָ

They say: Is  it not a kal vachomer? If his  body is  acquired with money, is  his  property not all the  more  so?

QU E ST IO N

י! תֵּ  רְ תַּ כָּא  י אִ ד דְּ י עַ גוֹ א: לְ ימָ אֵ

The Gemara asks: But say that to a g entile , he does not acquire until there  are  both money and pulling!

ANSWER

יִם?! תַּ  שְׁ  נוֹ בִּ מוֹ ד, מָ חָ אֶ ר הוּא? גּוּפוֹ בְּ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ או קַ לָ

Is  it not a kal vachomer? His  body is acquired with one , and his  property would require two?!

ANSWER

״; ךָ יתֶ מִ ״עֲ יָא דַּ א, דּוּמְ הָ א אוֹ בְּ הָ א: אוֹ בְּ ימָ אֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: But say he can acquire e ither with this  or with this , s imilar to "your fe llow"? The Gemara answers: Just as

"your fellow" is acquired with one specific kinyan, so too a gentile is acquired with one specific kinyan, which is money.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  1 3 B

STATEMENT

ת. חַ אַ י בְּ י נָמֵ ף גּוֹ ת, אַ חַ אַ ״ בְּ ךָ יתֶ מִ ״עֲ ה  מָ

Just as  transactions with "your counterpart" are effected by one  single act of acquisition, i.e., pulling, so too, transactions with

a g entile  are also  effected by one  single act of acquisition, i.e., payment of money.

O BJECT IO N

עוֹת ה מָ וֹרָ בַר תּ ר: דְּ מַ אָ נָן דְּ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  י סָ א אִ יחָ נִ נָה, הָ י קוֹ גוֹ יכָה בְּ שִׁ  ר מְ מַ אָ ר דְּ ימָ מֵ אָ לְ י: וּ רִ מְ אָ

יכָה. שִׁ  מְ י בִּ גוֹ סֶף, לְ כֶ ךָ בְּ יתֶ מִ עֲ ״ — לַ ךָ יתֶ מִ עֲ ״לַ י  נִ הֲ יכָה לֹא, אַ שִׁ  נוֹת, מְ קוֹ

The Sages said in the bais medrash: And according  to Ameimar, who says  that pulling  effects  acquisition in the case of a

g entile , this  works  out we ll if he  holds  in accordance  with the opinion of Rabbi Yoḥanan, who says: By Torah law,

money effects  acquisition, but pulling  does  not. If so, the word "of your counterpart" is  effective  to teach us: Transactions

with your counterpart are effected by money, whereas transactions with a g entile  are effected by pulling .

QU E ST IO N

י גוֹ לְ יכָה, וּ שִׁ  מְ ךָ בִּ יתֶ מִ עֲ ה, לַ וֹרָ תּ ן הַ ת מִ שֶׁ  פוֹרֶ יכָה מְ שִׁ  ר: מְ מַ אָ , דְּ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ כְּ בַר לַהּ  י סָ לָּא אִ  אֶ

י? ה לִ מָ ״ לְ ךָ יתֶ מִ עֲ ״לַ יכָה,  שִׁ  מְ בִּ



But if he  holds  in accordance  with the opinion of Reish Lakish, who says: The act of acquisition of pulling  is  explicit in

the  Torah, then the halakha is that transactions with your counterpart are effected by pulling , and transactions with a g entile

are also effected by pulling . If so, why do I need the phrase "of your counterpart"?

ANSWER

י. גוֹ ה לְ נָאָ יר אוֹ זִ חֲ ה מַ תָּ  י אַ אִ ה, וְ נָאָ יר אוֹ זִ חְ ה מַ תָּ  ךָ אַ יתֶ מִ עֲ י: לַ רִ מְ אָ

The Sages said in explanation: The phrase "of your counterpart" is needed for the law of ona'ah (exploitation): To your

counterpart you must re turn the sum of exploitation, but you do not need to return the sum of exploitation to a g entile .

QU E ST IO N

א! קָ יו״ נָפְ חִ ת אָ ישׁ אֶ נוּ אִ וֹ ל תּ ״אַ י — מֵ גוֹ לְ

The Gemara asks: The exemption from returning the sum of exploitation to a g entile  is  derived from the latter part of the verse:

"A man shall not exploit his  brother"! A gentile is excluded because he is not "his brother."

ANSWER

ל ה, אֲבָ נָאָ ין לוֹ אוֹ אֵ י הוּא דְּ גוֹ ינָא: לְ מֵ ד — הֲוָה אָ נָא חַ מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְּ י  אִ י, דְּ יכִ רִ , וּצְ שׁ דֵּ קְ הֶ ד בְּ חַ י, וְ גוֹ ד בְּ חַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ה, קָ נָאָ שׁ — יֵשׁ לוֹ אוֹ דֵּ קְ הֶ

The Gemara answers: One  exclusion is needed for a g entile , and one  is needed for consecrated property. And both are

necessary, as , had the  Merciful One  written only one  exclusionary phrase, I would have  said: It is  specifically with reg ard

to a g entile  that there  is  no  prohibition of exploitation, but with regard to consecrated property, there  is  a prohibition of

exploitation. Therefore , the other derivation teaches  us  that consecrated property is also excluded.

QU E ST IO N

אן מַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  י סָ לָּא אִ  ה, אֶ נָאָ י אוֹ רֵ שְׁ י מִ א לְ רָ יךְ קְ רִ טְ צְ אִ ינוּ דְּ יְ סוּר — הַ ילוֹ אָ זֵ ר גְּ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ א לְ יחָ נִ הָ

יָא? עְ בַּ י ה מִ נָאָ ר, אוֹ תָּ י מוּ ל גּוֹ שֶׁ ילוֹ  זֵ ר גְּ מַ אָ דְּ

The Gemara remarks: This  works  out we ll according  to the  one  who says  that robbing  a gentile is  prohibited; that is  why

a verse  was  necessary to permit keeping the sum of exploitation obtained from him. But if he  holds  in accordance  with the

one  who says  that robbing  a g entile  is  permitted, is  a verse to permit exploitation necessary? Surely if you can steal from

him, you can exploit him!

ANSWER

. יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ נָן סְ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ יךְ  חָ וּרְ ל כּ ר — עַ תָּ ילוֹ מוּ זֵ ר גְּ מַ אָ אן דְּ מַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  י סָ י: אִ רִ מְ אָ

The Sages said in response: If he  holds  in accordance  with the  one  who says  that robbing  a gentile is  permitted, then

perforce  he  holds  in accordance  with the opinion of Rabbi Yoḥanan that money effects acquisition by Torah law, and

therefore the difficulty of Reish Lakish does not arise.

O BJECT IO N

יר, זִ ךְ — יַחֲ שַׁ  עוֹת מָ ן מָ לֹּא נָתַ  שֶׁ ד  ם עַ ה — אִ ה זָרָ דָ ן עֲבוֹ בָּהֶ צָא  יִם, וּמָ גּוֹ ן הַ אוֹת מִ רוּטָ חַ גְּ קֵ וֹ לּ י: הַ יבִ יתִ מֵ

לַח. מֶּ  יָם הַ ה לְ נָאָ יךְ הֲ לִ ךְ — יוֹ שַׁ  עוֹת מָ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶּׁ   ם מִ אִ וְ

The Gemara raise s  an objection from a braisa: One who buys  broken vesse ls  of gold or silver from g entile s , and finds

among  them an object of idol worship—if before  he  g ave  the  money he  pulled the vessels, he  may return the idol to the



gentile. But if after he  g ave  the  money he  pulled them, he  must cast the  benefit of the idol into the  Dead Sea because he

has already acquired it and a Jew may not benefit from or return an idol.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִּ מָ יכָה לְ שִׁ  נוֹת, מְ עוֹת קוֹ תְּ מָ רַ מְ י אָ אִ וְ

And if you say that payment of money acquires  items from gentiles, why do I need pulling  in the latter clause to effect the

acquisition? The money alone should have acquired it!

ANSWER

ל. אֵ רָ שְׂ י יִ ינֵ דִ דוּן בְּ יו לָ לָ ל עָ בֵּ י קִּ שֶׁ ינַן —  קִ סְ אי עָ מַ כָא בְּ הָ

The Gemara answers: With what are  we  dealing  here? A case where  the gentile accepted upon himse lf to have  this

transaction adjudicated by Jewish law, which requires pulling.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ עוֹת לְ י, מָ כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, why do I need the mention of money in the braisa at all? Pulling alone should be the only factor!

ANSWER

י לָא — לָא. אִ ין, וְ יךְ — אִ שֵׁ  י מָ עוֹת, אִ ן מָ נָּתַ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ר: אַ מַ אָ י קָ כִ הָ

The Gemara explains: This  is  what the braisa is  saying : Even thoug h he  g ave  money, the halakha still depends on pulling: if he

pulled the vessels, yes , he has acquired them, and if not, he has not acquired them.

QU E ST IO N

א! שָׁ י יָא רֵ שְׁ  י, קַ כִ י הָ אִ

The Gemara asks: If so, the  first clause  is  difficult! It says that if he pulled before giving money, he may return it, which implies

that pulling alone did not effect acquisition!

ANSWER

עוּת. ח טָ קָּ כָּא מִ י אִ וּם דְּ שּׁ  א מִ שָׁ י י: רֵ יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ אָ

Abaye  said: The  first clause  is ruled as it is because  there  is  a mistaken transaction, as the Jew never intended to buy an idol.

O BJECT IO N

עוּת? ח טָ קָּ כָּא מִ י יפָא לֵ עוּת, סֵ ח טָ קָּ כָּא מִ י אִ וּם דְּ שּׁ  א מִ שָׁ י בָא: רֵ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rava said to Abaye : You say the  first clause  is because  there  is  a mistaken transaction; is  there  no mistaken transaction

in the  latter clause? In both cases, he did not want to buy an idol!

R E SO LU T IO N

יַד ה בְּ ה זָרָ דָ עֲבוֹ כַּ י  זֵ יחְ י — לָא מִ יב זוּזֵ לָא יָהֵ א דְּ שָׁ י עוּת, רֵ ח טָ קָּ יפָא מִ סֵ א וְ שָׁ י בָא: רֵ ר רָ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

ל. אֵ רָ שְׂ יַד יִ ה בְּ ה זָרָ דָ עֲבוֹ כַּ י  זֵ יחְ י — מִ יב זוּזֵ יָהֵ יפָא דְּ ל, סֵ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ



Rather, Rava said: Both the  first clause  and the  latter clause  are  a mistaken transaction. However, in the  first clause ,

where  he  did not pay the  money, it does  not look like  an idol in the  possess ion of a Jew, so he may return it. But in the

latter clause , where  he  paid the  money, it looks  like  an idol in the  possess ion of a Jew, so he must cast it away.

EXPLANAT IO N

עוּת ח טָ קָּ או מִ יפָא לָ י. סֵ יהּ זוּזֵ יב לֵ א לָא יְהַ הָ ע, דְּ לָא יָדַ עוּת, דְּ ח טָ קָּ א מִ שָׁ י ר לָך Bird: רֵ מַ י אָ יֵּ  בַּ  אַ וְ

. ךְ שָׁ  ימְ ר מִ דַ י וַהֲ נֵ יּוֹ עַ י לְ עִ יבְּ יךְ — אִ שֵׁ  א מָ י קָ כִּ י,  יב זוּזֵ יהַ ן דִּ יוָ כֵ הוּא, דְּ

And Abaye  could have  said to you: The  first clause  is  a mistaken transaction because  he  did not know about the idol, as

he  had not yet paid him the  money and therefore had no reason to inspect the purchase. But the  latter clause  is  not a

mistaken transaction, because  s ince  he  already paid the  money, when he  came  to pull it, he  should have  inspected it

and then pulled it. Since he did not inspect it, he waived his right to void the sale.

EXPLANAT IO N

א שָׁ י נָא רֵ תְ י דִּ ידֵ יְּ אַ נָה, וְ ינָהּ קוֹ יכָה אֵ שִׁ  י מְ יפָא נָמֵ נָה, סֵ ינָהּ קוֹ יכָה אֵ שִׁ  א מְ שָׁ י רֵ דְּ ר: מִ מַ י אָ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ

״. ךְ שַׁ  ״מָ י  יפָא נָמֵ נָא סֵ ״, תְּ ךְ שַׁ  ״מָ

Rav Ashi said: Since  in the  first clause  pulling  does  not effect acquisition, in the  latter clause  also pulling  does  not

effect acquisition. And s ince  the  Tanna taug ht "pulled" in the  first clause , he  also taug ht "pulled" in the  latter clause

even though pulling is not actually required there.

EXPLANAT IO N

לֹא ן וְ ם לֹא נָתַ ר: אִ מַ אָ י קָ כִ א הָ שָׁ י רֵ נָה, וְ יכָה קוֹ שִׁ  י מְ א נָמֵ שָׁ י נָה, רֵ יכָה קוֹ שִׁ  יפָא מְ סֵ דְּ ר: מִ מַ ינָא אָ בִ רָ

י לֵּ י י מִ נֵ הָ נָה, וְ מָ י אֲ רֵ חוּסְּ וּם מְ שּׁ  ם מִ בָּהֶ ים יֵשׁ  בָרִ בַר: דְּ סָ ים. קָ בָרִ דְ זוֹר בִּ זוֹר? יַחְ אי יַחְ זוֹר. מַ ךְ — יַחְ שַׁ  מָ

יהוּ — לָא. יְ וּרַ בּ דִ י בְּ ימִ יְ ינְהוּ לָא קָ אִ יִם, דְּ גּוֹ ל מִ אֵ רָ שְׂ ל יִ יהוּ, אֲבָ יְ וּרַ בּ דִ י בְּ ימִ יְ קָ ל, דְּ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִּ ל מִ אֵ רָ שְׂ — יִ

Ravina said: Since  in the  latter clause  pulling  effects  acquisition, in the  first clause  also pulling  effects  acquisition.

And this  is  what the  first clause  is  saying : If he  did not pay and did not pull, he  may retract. What is  the  meaning  of "he

may retract"? He  may retract his  verbal ag reement. For the  Tanna holds: Retracting  verbal ag reements  involves  a lack

of trustworthiness . But that applie s  only to a Jew from a Jew, who stand by the ir word; but a Jew from a g entile , who

do not stand by the ir word, does  not.

S U M M A RY

The sugya clarifies that while the primary mitzvah is to redeem a firstborn donkey, if the owner refuses, he must perform the

mitzvah of breaking its neck from behind and burying it. We then transition to the second perek, establishing that any

ownership stake held by a gentile in a clean animal's fetus completely removes the kedushas bechor. Finally, the Gemara

engages in a deep shakla v'tarya based on the shittah of Rabbi Oshaya, exploring the mechanism of acquisition between Jews

and gentiles, ultimately deriving from the pesukim that a transaction with a gentile is finalized through the exchange of

money rather than meshichah.



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

In our Mishnah, the Sages teach us a profound principle of priorities in avodas Hashem. The Mishnah lists several mitzvos

where one option is clearly preferred over another: redeeming a firstborn donkey is better than breaking its neck, and

originally, performing yibum was preferred over chalitzah. But then the Mishnah points out a critical shift: once the inner

motivation changed, and people no longer did yibum purely for the sake of the mitzvah, the priority flipped, and chalitzah

became the preferred path.

This is a powerful chiddush for our daily lives. The Gemara is teaching us that the value of an action is not just about the

external act itself, but about the purity of our ratzon, our inner desire. We can be doing something that looks like the highest

level of a mitzvah, but if our heart is not in the right place, the entire priority changes. Hashem wants our hearts. When we do

a mitzvah, we must ask ourselves: am I doing this l'shem shamayim, or is there a touch of personal honor, comfort, or ulterior

motive mixed in?

Today, before you perform a mitzvah or sit down to learn, take ten seconds to pause and align your thoughts. Explicitly say to

yourself, "I am doing this purely to bring nachas ruach to Hashem," and watch how that small shift in motivation elevates

your entire day.
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