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

LJ THE SUGYA

We begin the daf by continuing our discussion of the halachos of disqualified consecrated animals (kodashim she'nichlelu)
and their offspring. The Gemara is medayek on a Baraisa to see if we can find a kasha on Rav Huna, who holds that the
offspring of these disqualified animals can never be redeemed and must be left to die. We also look into the halachah of
whether one who slaughters these animals outside the Beis HaMikdash is chayav karet, bringing in Rabbi Akiva's shitta

regarding minor blemishes like cataracts.

Next, the Gemara transitions into a deep discussion regarding the substitute (temurah) of a disqualified consecrated animal
that was produced after the mother's redemption. Rav Nachman, quoting Rabba bar Avuh, rules that this temurah must die
because it cannot be offered on the Mizbe'ach, yet its kedushah is not strong enough to be redeemed onto money. We
analyze this ruling, comparing it to the temurah of a firstborn (bechor) or animal tithe (ma'aser behemah), and seck the source
for this halachah in the pesukimand Halachah LeMoshe MiSinai.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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The verse serves to include its milk in the prohibition, teaching that the milk of a redeemed, disqualified consecrated animal is
also forbidden.

STATEMENT
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The Master said above in the Baraisa: With regard to the offspring of disqualified consecrated animals whose consecration
preceded their blemish, they may not be redeemed while they are unblemished, and one may not designate them for any

offering he desires.
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The Gemara infers: It is only while they are unblemished that they may not be redeemed, but if they are blemished, they

may be redeemed.
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And similarly, it is only for any offering he desires that he may not designate them, but for that same offering as the mother,

he may designate them.
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The Gemara asks: How do you find a case where both of these inferences apply? The Gemara answers: Itisa case where he

designates them for that same offering as the mother, and they are redeemed when they are blemished.
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Shall we say this is a refutation of Rav Huna, who says that the offspring of disqualified consecrated animals can never be

redeemed and must be left to die?
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Rav Huna could say to you: The same law applies that even blemished offspring may not be redeemed, and the inference

is not correct.
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And since the first clause taught regarding the mother that "they may be redeemed unblemished,” because she was
consecrated after her blemish, the latter clause also taught regarding the offspring "they may not be redeemed

unblemished,” just to match the style.
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And since the first clause taught "for any offering he desires,” the latter clause also taught "for any offering he

desires," but no inferences should be drawn.

STATEMENT
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The Baraisa continues: And one who slaughters them outside the Beis HaMikdash is exempt fromkaret.
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But Rav Huna taught the text as saying he is liable, and he establishes it as referring to cataracts in the eye, which is a minor
blemish, and this is according to Rabbi Akiva who says: If they ascended the altar, they shall not descend. Since it s fit to

be offered post facto, slaughtering it outside carries karet.

STATEMENT
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The Baraisa taught: Whe ther before its redemption or after its redemption, a disqualified consecrated animal makes a

substitute.

STATEMENT
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Rav Nachman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: And its substitute that was produced after its redemption must die.
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What is the reason? How should we act with it?
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Shall we sacrifice it? It comes from the power of a rejected sanctity, since the mother was already redeemed and unfit for

the Mizbe'ach, so the substitute cannot be offered.
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Shall we redeem it? Its sanctity is not strong enough to transfer its redemption onto money. Therefore, it must die.
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Rav Amram challenged this: But let it be eaten in its blemished state by the owners without redemption!
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And what is the difference between this substitute and the substitute of a firstborn or animal tithe?
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As we learned in a Mishnah: The substitute of a firstborn and animal tithe, they and their offspring and the offspring of
their offspring forever, are like a firstborn and animal tithe, and they are eaten in their blemished state by the owners

without redemption!
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Abaye said to him: This one has the name of its mother upon it, and that one has the name of its mother uponit.

EXPLANATION
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This animal is entirely called "the substitute of a firstborn or tithe"; just as a firstborn and tithe are eaten in their

blemished state by the owners without redemption, so too their substitute is eaten.
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But this other one has the name of its mother uponit, and is called "the substitute of consecrated animals”; just as
consecrated animals are not eaten except through redemption, so too their substitute is also not eaten except
through redemption, and yet this substitute is not strong enough to transfer its redemption onto money. Therefore, it

cannot be eaten and must die.
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It is taught in a Baraisa in accordance with Rav Nachman: From where is it derived that the substitute of disqualified
consecrated animals must die? The Torah states: "Of those that chew the cud...itis impure to you," which includes this

case.
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The Gemara asks: But this verse is needed for the five sin offerings that are left to die, to teach that they may not be eaten!
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The Gemara answers: That law of the five sin offerings is derived from "of those that have a split hoof... is impure."
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Itis also taught in a Baraisa like this: From where is it derived that the five sin offerings must die? The Torah states:

"Of those that have a split hoof... is impure to you."
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The Gemara objects: But the rule of the five sin offerings that are left to die is a Halachah LeMoshe MiSinai that we

learned! Rather, when the verse came, it came to teach about the substitute of a guilt offering, that it may not be eaten.
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The Gemara objects: The substitute of a guilt offering is also a Halachah LeMoshe MiSinai, which states: Any situation
where ina sin offering it is left to die, in a guilt offering it is sent to graze until it gets a blemish! Why would we need a

verse?
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Rather, actually the verse refers to the five sin offerings that are left to die, and both the verse was needed and the
Halachah was needed.
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For if we only had it from the verse,I would have said they are sent to graze; therefore, the Halachah comes to teach us

that they must die.
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And if we only had it from the Halachah, I would have said: If one went ahead and accidentally ate from these five sin
offerings, there is a prohibition, but there is no negative commandment carrying lashes; therefore, the verse comes to

teach us that there is a negative commandment.
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And if you want, I can say: The verse comes to compare a matter that comes from "those that chew the cud” to a matter
that comes "from those that have a split hoof™; just as there, by the five sin offerings, itis by death, so too here, by the

substitute of disqualified consecrated animals, it is by death.
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MISHNAH: One who receives "ironsheep” flock froma non-Jew under an agreement where the receiver takes the profits

and losses but the principal remains guaranteed to the owner—
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The Mishnah teaches regarding sheepaccepted as a guaranteed investment froma non-Jew: Their direct offspring are exempt

from the mitzva of the firstborn, but the offspring of their direct offspring are obligated in the mitzva of the firstborn.
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If the Jew established their offspring in place of their mothers to serve as the principal of the investment in case the mothers
die, then even the offspring of their direct offspring are exempt, but the offspring of the offspring of their direct
offspring are obligated.
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Even until ten generations, the offspring are exempt, as their guarantee is to the non-

Jew, because the non-Jew can collect his debt fromany generation of offspring.
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A ewe that gave birth to a goat of sorts, and a goat that gave birth to a ewe of sorts, is exempt from the mitzva of the

firstborn; but if it has some of the characteristics of its mother, it is obligated.

GEMARA
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GEMAR A:Is this to say that since the owner did not take the money for the investment, the animal stands in the

possession of the owner, meaning the non-Jew still owns it?
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction froma Mishnah in Bava Metzia: One may not accept sheep as a guaranteed
investment froma Jew because it is a formof ribbis (interest). Conse quently, we sce that the investment stands in the

possession of the recipient, which is why it is treated like a loan!
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Abaye said: This is not difficult. This case, our Mishnah, is where the owner accepted upon himself the responsibility for
unavoidable accidents and depreciation in market value, so it remains in his possession; and that case, the Mishnah in Bava
Metzia, is where the owner did not accept upon himself responsibility for unavoidable accidents and depreciation, so itis in

the recipient’s possession.
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Rava said to Abaye: If the owner acce pted upon himself responsibility for unavoidable accidents and depreciation, can you

call it a guaranteed investment (tzoan barzel)? That is a standard partnership, not a guaranteed investment!
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And furthermore, why was it stated without qualification in both Mishnayos, if the termrefers to two completely different

arrangements?
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And furthermore, instead of teaching in the latter clause of the Mishnah in Bava Metzia: "But one may accepta
guaranteed investment froma non-Jew," let him distinguish and teach within the case itself of a Jew: "In what case are
these words said? When the owner did not accept upon himself responsibility for unavoidable accidents and
depreciation; but if the owner acce pted upon himself responsibility for unavoidable accidents and depreciation, it is well

and permitted!”
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Rather, Rava said: Both this case and that case are discussing a situation where the owner did not accept upon himself

responsibility for unavoidable accidents and depreciation, meaning the investment is in the recipient’s possession.
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And here, regarding the firstborn, this is the reason for the exemption: Because if the non-Jew comes and wants his
money and the Jew does not give it to him, the non-Jew will seize the animal, and if he does not find the animal, he will

seize its offspring.
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And behold, the hand of the non-Jew is in the middle (he has a claim on the animal's body), and any animal where the hand

of anon-Jew is in the middle is exempt from the mitzva of the firstborn.

STATEMENT
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The Gemara analyzes the next clause of the Mishnah: If he established their offspring in place of their mothers, the

offspring of their offspring are exempt.
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The Gemara cites a dispute where he did not establish them: Rav Huna says: The direct offspring are exempt, but the

offspring of the offspring are obligated.

STATEMENT
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And Rav Yehuda says: The offspring of the offspring are also exempt, and only the offspring of the offspring of the
offspring are obligated.
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The Gemara objects: We learned in the Mishnah: If he established the offspring in place of their mothers, the offspring

of the offspring are exempt.
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The reasonis that he established them; consequently, if he did not establish them, they are not exempt! This is a

conclusive refutation of Rav Yehuda!
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The Gemara answers: Rav Yehuda could say to you: The same law applies even though he did not establish them, and

this is what the Mishnah comes to teach us: thateven if he established them, also only these generations are exempt.
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Foritis the way of a non-Jew to seize her offspring, and therefore even when he established them, it is like one who did
not establish them, so that only the offspring of the offspring are exempt, but the offspring of the offspring of the
offspring are obligated.

STATEMENT
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We learned in the Mishnah: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Even until ten generations they are exempt, as their

guarantee is to the non-Jew.

EXPLANATION
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The Gemara analyzes this: Granted according to Rav Yehuda, who says that the Tanna Kamma descends through the
generations to exempt the second generation even without establishing them, so Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel argues and extends

this further—

SUMMARY




In this daf, the Gemara clarifies the status of the offspring and substitutes of disqualified consecrated animals. We establish
that according to Rav Huna, the offspring of these animals cannot be redeemed even if they are blemished, and we resolve a
potential refutation of his view froma Baraisa. We then learn that a temurah of a disqualified consecrated animal produced
after redemption must die, as it lacks the strength to transfer its kedushah to money but cannot be eaten without redemption.
The Gemara supports this with a Baraisa and analyzes the relationship between the pesukimand the Halachah LeMoshe
MiSinai regarding the five sin offerings that are left to die, before transitioning to a new Mishnah regarding 'iron sheep’

flocks received froma non-Jew.

TWYN? WHAT TO TAKE HO ME

The Gemara is bothered by a deep contradiction in the status of a substitute animal (temurah) that was born after its mother
was already redeemed. On one hand, it hasa holy status that prevents it from being eaten like a regular animal. On the other
hand, its holiness is too weak to be transferred onto money through redemption. It is caught in a spiritual limbo, unable to

move forward to the Mizbe'ach and unable to go back to the mundane world. Mimeila, the halachah is that it must die.

This is a powerful picture of what happens when a Yid tries to live in two worlds at once. Sometimes we want the best of both
worlds: we want the elevated feeling of a holy life, but we also want to hold onto our worldly desires without any boundaries.
We try to keep one foot in the bais medrash and one foot in the street. But the Torah is teaching us a deep sevara about the
neshama: a state of spiritual compromise cannot survive. If you try to live in a spiritual limbo, you lose the sweetness of both

worlds.

To truly thrive in your avodas Hashem, you must be clear about where you stand. You cannot live asa "temurah” of a
redeemed animal, caught in the middle. When you learn, be completely there. When you daven, put your whole heart into it.

Do not let your spiritual life become a weak compromise.

Today, choose one area of your avodah, whether it is your morning davening or a set shiur, and commit to being fully

present, without any outside distractions or compromises.
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