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

L THE SUGYA

We start off on our daf by continuing the shakla v'tarya regarding Rav's shitta on our Mishnah. The Gemara is bothered by
how to establish the Mishnah's ruling that if consecrated animals died they must be buried, which points to the requirement of
standing and valuation (ha'amadah v'ha'aracha). We explore whether this is because of Rabbi Shimon's shitta, or if we can
even align it with the Rabbis according to Rabbi Yochanan. We also delve into the halachos of an animal whose consecration

preceded its blemish, which is exempt from the firstborn (bechor) and the priestly gifts (matanos).

Fromthere, the Gemara brings a Braisa that learns these exemptions from the hekesh comparing disqualified consecrated
animals (kodashim she'nifslu) to a gazelle (tzvi) and a hart (ayal). The Gemara goes deep into the lomdus of this hekesh,
asking why we need a special mi'ut of "ach” (however) to forbid the chelev (fat) of these animals, and how we know that the
prohibition of "it and its offspring” (oto v'es bno) still applies. We also begin a discussion on the source for the Mishnah's
ruling that these animals may not be sheared or worked.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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If so, then Rav should have formulated his statement as: "This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon and his disputants”, since

both agree that an animal blemished before its consecration can be redeemed!
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The Sages say in response: Rav holds like Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who said thataccording to the Rabbis, consecrated
property for Temple maintenance was included in the law of standing and valuation, but consecrated animals for the

Altar were not included in the law of standing and valuation.
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And therefore, our Mishnah cannot be established as agrecing with the Rabbis, as the latter clause teaches: And if they
died, they must be buried, which shows that even Altar-consecrated animals require standing and valuation, which is only

Rabbi Shimon's view.

QUESTION
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The Gemara asks: From where do we know that this ruling of "if they died they must be buried” is because they require
standing and valuation? Perhaps it is because we do not redeem consecrated animals to feed them to dogs, and since

they died, they are only fit for dogs!
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The Sages say in response: If so, let the Mishnah teach: "If they became tereifah, they must be buried.” Since a tereifah can

be stood up, the only reason to bury it would be the rule against feeding holy things to dogs, yet the Mishnah did not rule so.
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And if you want, say instead: Actually, Rav holds like Rabbi Yochanan that even the Rabbis require standing and valuation
for Altar-consecrated animals, and indeed Rav taught the text of the Mishnah as: "This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon and

his disputants.”
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The Mishnah taught: But if their consecration preceded their blemish, they are exempt from the firstborn and fromthe priestly

gifts. The Gemara asks: From where are these words derived?
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For the Rabbis taught in a Braisa: The verse comparing disqualified consecrated animals to a "gazelle” teaches thatjust as a
gazelle is exempt from the law of the firstborn, so too, disqualified consecrated animals are exempt from the law of

the firstborn.
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The Braisa continues: Shall I exclude only the firstborn, and not exclude the priestly gifts?
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Therefore, the verse teaches: "and the hart"; just as a hart is exempt from the firstborn and from the priestly gifts, so

too, disqualified consecrated animals are exempt from the firstborn and from the priestly gifts.
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The Braisa asks: If so, just as the fat of a gazelle and a hart is permitted to be eaten, should the fat of disqualified

consecrated animals also be permitted?
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Therefore, the verse teaches: "However", which divides and limits the comparison, teaching that their fat remains forbidden.
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The Master said above: Shall I exclude the firstborn, and not exclude the priestly gifts? What is the difference that
makes me exclude the firstborn? Because it is not equal for all animals, applying only to males. And why should I not
exclude the priestly gifts? Because they are equal for all, applying to males and females. Therefore, the verse teaches: "and

the hart” to exclude themas well.
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Rav Pappa said to Abaye: If we compare them, then just as a gazelle and a hart do not have the prohibition of
slaughtering "it and its offspring” on the same day, so too, disqualified consecrated animals should not have the

prohibition of "it and its offspring"!
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Abaye said to him: To what are you comparing them? If you compare themto non-sacred domesticated animals, the
prohibition of "it and its offspring” applies to them; and if you compare themto consecrated animals, the prohibition of "it

and its offspring"” applies to them! Since it applies to both, there is no basis to exempt them.
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Rav Pappa said to him: If so, regarding its fat as well, let us say this: To what are you comparing them? If you compare
them to non-sacred animals, their fat is forbidden; and if you compare themto consecrated animals, their fat is

forbidden! Why then did the Braisa need a verse to forbid their fat?
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Rather, is it not so that you said the word "However"” comes to exclude and not its fat? Say also that "However" comes to

exclude and not "it and its offspring”!

ANSWER
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Rava said: The word "However” comes for "it and its offspring” to teach that this prohibition does apply, and its fat is

derived from "its blood", as it is written: "Only its blood you shall not eat.”
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The Gemara asks: What is "its blood" referring to? If we say it is actual blood, even if it were only like the blood of'a

gazelle and a hart, is the blood of a gazelle and a hart permitted that we would need a special verse to forbid it here?
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Rather, "its blood" is a metaphor for its fat.
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The Gemara asks: But let the Merciful One write "its fat” explicitly!
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The Gemara answers: If the Merciful One had written "fat”, I would have said: Both the comparison to the gazelle and the
verse are effective. The comparison is effective to exclude it fromkares, because the penalty of kares is only written for
eating the fat of a domestic animal, as it says: "For whoever eats the fat of the animal..."; and the verse is effective to establisha

standard negative prohibition against eating it.
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Therefore, the Merciful One expressed it in the language of "its blood", to tell you: Just as blood carries the penalty

of kares, so too, its fat carries the penalty of kares.
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The Gemara asks: But the Tanna of the Braisa says: "However” excludes and not its fat! How can Rava say "However" refers to

"it and its offspring"?
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The Gemara answers: This is what the Tanna is saying: Had "its blood"” not beensaid, I would have said "However"

excludes and not its fat; now that "its blood" is said to forbid the fat, the word "However" comes for "it and its offspring”.
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The Mishnah taught: And they do not go out to non-sacred status to be sheared and worked. The Gemara asks: From where

are these words derived?
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For the Rabbis taught in a Braisa: The verse says: "You shall slaughter” — and not shear its wool; "flesh” — and not milk;
"and you shall eat” — and not for your dogs. From here we derive that we do not redeem consecrated animals to feed

themto dogs.
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There are those who say a different version of this drasha: The verse says, "You may slaughter and eat” — this teaches that
you have permission to eat them only from the time of slaughter onward, meaning that before shechita, they are forbidden

to be eaten,
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but as for the ruling that one may redeem sacrificial animals to feed them to dogs, indeed, so too he says that this is

permitted, because that halacha is not derived from the words "and you may eat.”
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The Mishnah taught: And their offspring and their milk are prohibited after their redemption.

GEMARA
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The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of the offspring’s birth?
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If we say that the offspring was conceived and born after their redemption, why should it be prohibited?
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Afterall, they are like the offspring of a gazelle and a hart, which are completely chullin!
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Rather, we must say that the offspring was conceived before their redemption and born after their redemption.
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The Gemara infers: But if they were born before their redemption, they are also holy with inherent sanctity.
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The Gemara asks: From where are these words derived, that the offspring of a consecrated animal is holy?
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As the Rabbis taught in a Braisa: The verse regarding peace-offerings says "whether male or female.” The word "male"” comes to

include the offspring of a peace-offering, and "female” comes to include the substitute of a peace-offering.
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And I only have a source for the offspring of unble mished animals and the substitute of unblemished animals; from

where do we derive the offspring of blemished animals and the substitute of blemished animals?
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When it says "if male,” the extra word "if” comes to include the offspring of blemished animals; and when it says "if

female,"” the extra "if" comes to include the substitute of blemished animals.
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The Gemara asks: Those offspring that were born after their redemption, what shall be with them? Since they cannot be
offered on the Mizbe'ach, nor can they be redeemed.
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The Gemara notes: If they were born before their redemption, they argue about them; there is one who says they are holy
to be offered on the Mizbe'ach, and there is one who says they are holy to graze until they geta blemish and can be

redeemed.
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But as for those born after their redemption, what shall be with the m?
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Rav Huna said: One puts them into a chamber and they die of starvation.
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For what should we do? Should we offer them? They come from the power of a pushed-aside sanctity of the mother, so
they are unfit for the Mizbe'ach. Should we redeem them? They are not strong enough in their sanctity to catch their

redemption money.

STATEMENT
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They said in the West, Eretz Yisracl, in the name of Rabbi Chanina: Close to their redemption, one consecrates them

for the sake of that same sacrifice.
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The Gemara asks: Close to their redemption? Is that to say that they are subject to redemption? But we just said they

cannot be redeemed!
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Rather, say: Close to the redemption of their mother, while they are still in the womb, one consecrates them for the sake

of that same sacrifice.

QUESTION




The Gemara asks: What is the reason that we must do this, rather than leaving themas they are?
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Rabbi Levi said: It is a Rabbinic decree, lest one raise flocks and flocks from them and come to shear them or work them.
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Ravina asked Rav Sheshet: What is the law as to whether one can consecrates them for any sacrifice that he wants?
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He said to him: One may not consecrate them for any other sacrifice.

QUESTION

Ravina asked: What is the reason?
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He said to him: We learn a gezerah shavah of "within your gates” written by redeemed animals, from "within your gates”

written by a firstborn.
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Justas a firstborn, one cannot consecrate it for any sacrifice that he wants, as it is written: "However, a firstborn which
is born as a firstborn to Hashe m among animals, a man shall not sanctify it" for another offering, so too these, one

cannot consecrate them for any sacrifice that he wants.
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The Gemara notes: It is taught in a Braisa in accordance with Rav Sheshet:
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Sacrificial animals whose permanent blemish preceded their consecration and were redeemed, are obligated in the

law of the firstborn and in the priestly gifts,
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whether before their redemption or after their redemption, one who shears them or works with themdoes not

receive forty lashes,
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and whether before their redemption or after their redemption, they do not make a substitute holy.
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And before their redemption, one can commit me'ilah with them, but after their redemption, one cannot commit

me'ilah with them.
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And their offspring are chullin if born after redemption; and they may be redeemed even while unble mished if born before

redemption; and one may consecrate them for any sacrifice that he wants.
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The general rule of the matter: Behold, they are like chullin for all their matters, and you only have in them the mitzvah

of value alone to give their worth to Hekdesh.
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But if their consecration preceded their blemish, or if a temporary blemish preceded their consecration and
afterwards a permanent blemish occurred and they were redeemed, they are exempt from the law of the firstborn and

from the priestly gifts,
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whether before their redemption or after their redemption. And one who shears them or works with them receives

forty lashes,

RN 1Yy — PTR NN 1R TR 2R P

and whether before their redemption or after their redemption, they make a substitute holy.

BR AISA
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Before their redemption, one can commit me 'ilah with them, but after their redemption, one cannot commit me'ilah

with them.
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And their offspring are holy, and they cannot be redeemed while unblemished, and one cannot consecrate them for

any sacrifice that he wants — which is exactly like Rav Sheshet's ruling.
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The general rule of the matter: Behold, they are like Hekdesh for all their matters, and you only have in them

permission of eating alone after they are slaughtered.
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The Gemara explains: The "general rule of the matter” of the first clause of the Braisa comes to include one who
slaughters them outside the Beis HaMikdash, that he is exempt from the punishment of kares. The "general rule of the

matter” of the second clause comes to include...

SUMMARY

The Gemara first resolves Rav's view of the Mishnah, showing that either the Mishnah follows Rabbi Shimon who requires
standing and valuation for Altar-consecrated animals, or it can even follow the Rabbis if we hold like Rabbi Yochanan. Next,
the Gemara analyzes the Braisa's derivation exempting disqualified consecrated animals from bechor and matanos based on
the comparison to a tzvi and an ayal. Through a series of kashas and teretzim between Rav Pappa, Abaye, and Rava, the
Gemara clarifies that while the hekesh exempts them from these gifts, a special limud of "ach” or "its blood" is needed to teach
that their chelev remains forbidden under the penalty of kares, and that the prohibition of "oto v'es bno” still applies. Finally,
the Gemara brings a Braisa deriving from the pesukim that one may not shear, work, or milk these redeemed animals, nor may

we redeem consecrated animals solely to feed themto dogs.




TWYR? WHAT TO TAKE HOME

The Gemara is bothered by a deep question: when an animal is consecrated to Hashemand then becomes blemished, it is
redeemed and enters a strange, in-between state. It is no longer fit for the Altar, yet it is not completely regular chullin either.
The Torah compares it to a gazelle and a hart, but Rava teaches us that we still apply the prohibition of "it and its offspring",
we cannot slaughter the mother and its young on the same day. Even though this animal has lost its primary holy status, we

must still treat its life and its relationships with a high level of sensitivity and care.

This teaches us a tremendous yesod in our own avodas Hashem. Sometimes, we feel like we have become "blemished.” We
had high aspirations, we made holy commitments, but then things broke down. We feel like we have been "redeemed” down
to a lower, more mundane level of existence, far from the Altar we once dreamed of serving on. The yetzer hara whispers that
since we are no longer in that pristine, holy state, it doesn't matter how we act anymore. We might as well throw away our

sensitivity.

But the Torah is telling us: even "Pw R *2109", disqualified holy things, retain a trace of their original sanctity. You are
still a child of Hashem, and the holy moments of your past still define who you are today. Even if you cannot serve on the
Altar right now, you are still expected to maintain your refinement, your sensitivity to mitzvos, and your care for others. A Yid

is never truly "chullin.”

Today, if you feel discouraged about a spiritual setback or a broken commitment, remind yourself that your past holiness still
lives within you. Do one small, refined act of sensitivity, like speaking gently to a family member or taking extra care with a

brachah, to show that you still carry that inner kedushah.

AT - NNDA - Mg >33 TIndn - Navy € Gold - From the Hebrew Source Téxt DAF YOMI - BEKHOROT 15 - FULL BLATT




