
Nothing's Perfect…Except Kodshim? - בקדשים מום מטיל  - Bechorot 33b 
 

 
 לג: בכורות​.1
כוֹר מַתְנִי׳ אֲחָזוֹ בְּ ם, שֶׁ יזִין אֵין — מֵת אֲפִילּוּ דָּ ם, לוֹ מַקִּ בְרֵי דָּ י דִּ יז, אוֹמְרִים: וחֲַכָמִים יהְוּדָה. רַבִּ לֹּא וּבִלְבַד יקִּ ה שֶׁ  יעֲַשֶׂ

ה ואְִם מוּם, בּוֹ חַט לֹא זֶה הֲרֵי — מוּם בּוֹ עָשָׂ י עָלָיו. ישְׁ מְעוֹן רַבִּ יז, אוֹמֵר: שִׁ י עַל אַף יקִּ הוּא פִּ ה שֶׁ  מוּם. בּוֹ עוֹשֶׂ
MISHNA: With regard to a firstborn animal that was congested with excess blood, even if the 
animal will die if one does not let the excess blood, one may not let its blood, as this might 
cause a blemish, and it is prohibited to cause a blemish on consecrated animals. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: One may let the blood provided that he will not 
cause a blemish while doing so, and if he caused a blemish, the animal may not be slaughtered 
on account of that blemish. Since he was the cause of the blemish, he may not slaughter the 
animal until it develops a different, unrelated blemish. Rabbi Shimon says: One may let the 
blood even if he thereby causes a blemish in the animal. 
 

 
 נו. גיטין​.2
 לֵיהּ אֲמַר אֲזַל מַלְכָּא. בֵּי קוּרְצָא בְּהוּ אֵיכוֹל אֵיזִיל לְהוּ, ניִחָא קָא מִינּהַּ שְׁמַע בֵּיהּ, מַחוֹ ולְָא רַבָּנןַ יתְָבִי והֲַווֹ הוֹאִיל אָמַר:

 לֵיהּ. מַקְרְבִין אִי חָזֵית קוּרְבָּנאָ, לְהוּ שַׁדַּר לֵיהּ: אֲמַר ייֵמַר? מִי לֵיהּ: אֲמַר יהְוּדָאֵי! בָּךְ מְרַדוּ לְקֵיסָר:
After having been cast out from the feast, bar Kamtza said to himself: Since the Sages were 
sitting there and did not protest the actions of the host, although they saw how he humiliated 
me, learn from it that they were content with what he did. I will therefore go and inform [eikhul 
kurtza] against them to the king. He went and said to the emperor: The Jews have rebelled 
against you. The emperor said to him: Who says that this is the case? Bar Kamtza said to him: 
Go and test them; send them an offering to be brought in honor of the government, and see 
whether they will sacrifice it. 
 

 דִּלְדִידַן דּוּכְתָּא – שֶׁבָּעַיןִ בְּדוּקִּין לַהּ ואְָמְרִי שְׂפָתַיםִ, בְּניִב מוּמָא בֵּיהּ שְׁדָא דְּקָאָתֵי בַּהֲדֵי תִּלְתָּא. עִגְלָא בִּידֵיהּ שַׁדַּר אֲזַל
 הוּא. מוּמָא לָאו וּלְדִידְהוּ מוּמָא, הָוהֵ

The emperor went and sent with him a choice three-year-old calf. While bar Kamtza was coming 
with the calf to the Temple, he made a blemish on the calf’s upper lip. And some say he made 
the blemish on its eyelids, a place where according to us, i.e., halakha, it is a blemish, but 
according to them, gentile rules for their offerings, it is not a blemish. Therefore, when bar 
Kamtza brought the animal to the Temple, the priests would not sacrifice it on the altar since it 
was blemished, but they also could not explain this satisfactorily to the gentile authorities, who 
did not consider it to be blemished. 
 

 מִזְבֵּחַ! לְגַבֵּי קְרֵיבִין מוּמִין בַּעֲלֵי יאֹמְרוּ אַבְקוּלָס: בֶּן זְכַרְיהָ רַבִּי לְהוּ אֲמַר מַלְכוּת. שְׁלוֹם מִשּׁוּם לְקָרוֹבֵיהּ רַבָּנןַ סְבוּר
 יהֵָרֵג! בַּקֳּדָשִׁים מוּם מֵטִיל יאֹמְרוּ זְכַרְיהָ: רַבִּי לְהוּ אֲמַר ולְֵימָא. לֵיזִיל דְּלָא לְמִיקְטְלֵיהּ סְבוּר

The blemish notwithstanding, the Sages thought to sacrifice the animal as an offering due to the 
imperative to maintain peace with the government. Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas said to them: If 
the priests do that, people will say that blemished animals may be sacrificed as offerings on the 
altar. The Sages said: If we do not sacrifice it, then we must prevent bar Kamtza from reporting 
this to the emperor. The Sages thought to kill him so that he would not go and speak against 



them. Rabbi Zekharya said to them: If you kill him, people will say that one who makes a 
blemish on sacrificial animals is to be killed. As a result, they did nothing, bar Kamtza’s slander 
was accepted by the authorities, and consequently the war between the Jews and the Romans 
began. 
 

 מֵאַרְצֵנוּ. והְִגְלְתָנוּ הֵיכָלֵנוּ, אֶת ושְָׂרְפָה בֵּיתֵנוּ, אֶת הֶחְרִיבָה אַבְקוּלָס, בֶּן זְכַרְיהָ רַבִּי שֶׁל עִנוְוְתָנוּתוֹ יוֹחָנןָ: רַבִּי אָמַר
Rabbi Yoḥanan says: The excessive humility of Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas destroyed our 
Temple, burned our Sanctuary, and exiled us from our land. 

 
 

 כב:יח-כא ויקרא​.3
ר יח ן דַּבֵּ֨ ֹ֜ יו אֶֽל־אַהֲר י ואְֶל֙ ואְֶל־בָּנָ֗ ל כׇּל־בְּנֵ֣ ם ואְָמַרְתָּ֖ ישְִׂרָאֵ֔ ישׁ אֲלֵהֶ֑ ית אִישׁ֩ אִ֣ ל מִבֵּ֨ ר ישְִׂרָאֵ֜ ל וּמִן־הַגֵּ֣ ר בְּישְִׂרָאֵ֗ יב אֲשֶׁ֨  יקְַרִ֤

ם לְכׇל־נדְִרֵיהֶם֙ קׇרְבָּנוֹ֙ יבוּ וּלְכׇל־נדְִבוֹתָ֔ ה אֲשֶׁר־יקְַרִ֥  לְעלָֹֽה׃ לַי-הוָֹ֖
Speak to Aaron and his sons, and to all the Israelite people, and say to them: 
When anyone of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, presents a burnt offering as 
their offering for any of the votive or any of the freewill offerings that are offered to GOD, 
 

ם יט רְצנֹכְֶ֑ ים לִֽ ר תָּמִ֣ ר זָכָ֔ ים בַּבָּקָ֕  וּבָֽעִזִּיֽם׃ בַּכְּשָׂבִ֖
it must, to be acceptable in your favor, be a male without blemish, from cattle or sheep or goats. 
 

ל כ ֹ֛ יבוּ לֹ֣א מ֖וּם אֲשֶׁר־בּ֥וֹ כּ  לָכֶםֽ׃ יהְִיֶ֥ה לְרָצ֖וֹן כִּי־לֹ֥א תַקְרִ֑
You shall not offer any that has a defect, for it will not be accepted in your favor. 
 

ישׁ כא יב ואְִ֗ ה זֶבַֽח־שְׁלָמִים֙ כִּיֽ־יקְַרִ֤ ָ֔ דֶר֙ לַי-הוֹ ה א֣וֹ לְפַלֵּא־נֶ֙ ר לִנדְָבָ֔ אן א֣וֹ בַּבָּקָ֖ ֹ֑ ים בַצּ  יהְִיהֶ־בּֽוֹ׃ לֹ֥א כׇּל־מ֖וּם לְרָצ֔וֹן יִהְֽיהֶ֙ תָּמִ֤
And when anyone offers, from the herd or the flock, a sacrifice of well-being to GOD for an 
explicit vow or as a freewill offering, it must, to be acceptable, be without blemish; there must be 
no defect in it. 

 
 ז:ט אמור ספרא​.4

 הגג מן נפל בו". יהיה לא מום "כל לומר תלמוד מנין? תעשה לא מצות עשה. מצות – לרצון" יהיה "תמים ]ט[
 מום. בו תתן אל – בו" יהיה לא מום "כל לומר תלמוד עליו? עובר יהא יכול ונשתבר,

9) "perfect shall it be for acceptance": a positive commandment. Whence the negative 
commandment? "No blemish shall be in it." If it fell from a roof and were broken I might think 
that he (the owner) is in transgression; it is, therefore, written "No blemish shall be on it" — Do 
not cause a blemish in it. 

 
 ה:א מעילה משנה​.5

 בּוֹ שֶׁישֶׁ דָּבָר כָּל אוֹמְרִים, וחֲַכָמִים עֲקִיבָא. רַבִּי דִּבְרֵי מָעַל, פָגַם, שֶׁלֹּא פִּי עַל אַף הַהֶקְדֵּשׁ, מִן פְרוּטָה שָׁוהֶ הַנּהֱֶנהֶ
 בְּידָָהּ, טַבַּעַת בְצַוָּארָהּ, קַטְלָא נתְָנהָ כֵּיצַד. מָעַל. שֶׁנּהֱֶנהָ, כֵּיוןָ פְגָם, בּוֹ שֶׁאֵין דָּבָר וכְָל שֶׁיּפְִגּםֹ. עַד מָעַל לֹא פְגָם,

 מִן תָּלַשׁ שֶׁיּפְִגּםֹ. עַד מָעַל לֹא בְּקֻרְדּםֹ, בִּקַּע בְטַלִּית, כִּסָּה בְּחָלוּק, לָבַשׁ מָעֲלָה. שֶׁנּהֱֶניֵת, כֵּיוןָ זָהָב, שֶׁל בְכוֹס שָׁתְתָה
 מָעָל: שֶׁנּהֱֶנהָ, כֵּיוןָ מֵתָה, כְּשֶׁהִיא שֶׁיּפְִגּםֹ. עַד מָעַל לֹא חַיּהָ, כְּשֶׁהִיא הַחַטָּאת

One who derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from a consecrated item, even though 
he did not damage it, is liable for its misuse; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the 
Rabbis say: With regard to any consecrated item that has the potential to be damaged, one is 



not liable for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage; and with regard to an item that 
does not have the potential to be damaged, once he derives benefit from it he is liable for 
misuse. The mishna elaborates: How so? If a woman placed a consecrated gold chain [ketala] 
around her neck, or a gold ring on her hand, i.e., her finger, or if one drank from a consecrated 
gold cup, since they are not damaged through use, once he derives benefit equal to the value of 
one peruta from them, he is liable for misuse. If one wore a consecrated robe, covered himself 
with a consecrated garment, or chopped wood with a consecrated ax, he is not liable for misuse 
until he causes them one peruta of damage. One who derives benefit from a sin offering while it 
is alive is not liable for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage. When it is dead, once 
he derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from it, he is liable for misuse. 
 

 
 יג: זרה עבודה​.6

 כְּסוּת פֵּירוֹת תֵּיעָקֵר, בְּהֵמָה — והְֶעֱרִיךְ והְֶחְרִים הִקְדִּישׁ ואְִם הַזֶּה, בַּזְּמַן מַעֲרִיכִין ואְֵין מַחְרִימִין, ואְֵין מַקְדִּישִׁין, אֵין
 וכְֵלִים.

One may neither consecrate objects, nor dedicate items for sacred use, nor valuate an item’s 
worth based on its appraisal (see Leviticus, chapter 27) and dedicate its monetary worth to the 
Temple treasury, in the present time, when the Temple no longer exists. And if one did 
consecrate, or dedicate, or valuate items for sacred use, the presence of these items might lead 
to the violation of the prohibition against using consecrated property. Therefore, if one dedicated 
an animal it should be destroyed. If he dedicated produce, garments, or vessels made from 
materials that decompose, 

 
 

 מֵאֵילֶיהָ! מֵתָה והְִיא בְּפָניֶהָ, דֶּלֶת נוֹעֵל עִיקּוּר? ואְֵיזֶהוּ הַמֶּלַח, לְיםָ יוֹלִיכֵם — מַתָּכוֹת וּכְלֵי מָעוֹת ירֵָקְבוּ,
he should store them until they decompose. And if he dedicated money or metal vessels, he 
should take them and cast them into the Dead Sea. And what constitutes destroying? He locks 
the door before it, and the animal dies on its own from hunger. According to the baraita, the 
disposal of the animal is carried out by starving it, not by cutting its hooves. 

 
 

 תַקָּלָה. לִידֵי בְּהוּ אָתוּ מִישְׁחָט! ונְשְִׁחֲטֵיהּ .קָדָשִׁים בִּזְיוֹן מִשּׁוּם הָתָם, שָׁאניֵ אַבַּיּיֵ: אָמַר
Abaye said: There, in the case of a consecrated animal, the method employed is different, 
because cutting the animal’s hooves would cause the degradation of sacrificial animals. The 
Gemara asks: But why does the baraita require this complicated method of killing the animal? 
Why not simply state that he should slaughter it? The Gemara answers: If he were to slaughter 
it, someone might come to experience a mishap through it, by eating the meat and thereby 
misusing consecrated property. 

 
 אֱ-לֹהֵיכֶם״. לַה׳ כֵּן תַעֲשׂוּן לֹא וגְוֹ׳ מִזְבְּחתָֹם אֶת ״ונְתִַּצְתֶּם קְרָא אָמַר אַבָּייֵ: אָמַר גִּיסְטְרָא! ולְִישַׁוּיְהֵּ

The Gemara asks: But why not let him render the animal a shard [gistera], by mutilating it so 
that it is unfit to be eaten? Why is it necessary to kill it in such a drawn-out fashion, by starving it 
to death? Abaye said that it is because the verse states: “And you shall break down their 



altars…you shall not do so to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 12:3–4). It is derived from here 
that one may not actively destroy any sacred item. 

 
 דַּחֲזֵי קַיּיָם, הַמִּקְדָּשׁ שֶׁבֵּית בִּזְמַן מִילֵּי הָניֵ הוּא! מְעַלְּיאָ מוּם נרְִאֶה? בְּקָדָשִׁים. מוּם כְּמֵטִיל שֶׁנּרְִאֶה מִפְּניֵ אָמַר: רָבָא

 בַּהּ. לַן לֵית — לְהַקְרָבָה חֲזֵי דְּלָא הַשְׁתָּא .לְהַקְרָבָה
Rava said there is a different reason a consecrated animal may not be disposed of by cutting its 
hooves: It is because it appears as though he is inflicting a blemish on a sacrificial animal. The 
Gemara asks: Why does Rava say that it merely appears as though he is inflicting a blemish, 
when in actual fact he is inflicting a full-fledged blemish? The Gemara answers: This matter, that 
one may not inflict a blemish on a sacrificial animal, applies only when the Temple is standing, 
as the animal is fit for sacrifice and he renders it unfit. By contrast, now, when the animal is not 
fit for sacrifice, since there is no Temple, we have no problem with it by Torah law. The only 
problem is that it appears as though one is inflicting a blemish on a sanctified animal. 
 

 לִדְמֵי — לְגוּפֵיהּ חֲזֵי דְּלָא נהְִי מוּם, בַּעַל אָסוּר! — לְהַקְרָבָה חֲזֵי דְּלָא גַּב עַל דְּאַף מוּם, בְּבַעַל מוּם כְּמֵטִיל ולְִיהְויֵ
 חֲזֵי. לְגוּפֵיהּ ולְָא חֲזֵי לִדְמֵי דְּלָא הָכָא, לְאַפּוֹקֵי ,חֲזֵי

But this should be considered equivalent to one who inflicts a blemish on an animal that is 
already blemished, which is prohibited even though that animal is not fit for sacrifice. The 
Gemara answers: In the case of a blemished animal when the Temple is standing it is prohibited 
to inflict a blemish upon it, as granted, it itself is not fit to serve as an offering; but it is fit to make 
use of its monetary value, i.e., another animal may be purchased with the proceeds of its sale 
and sacrificed in its place. This is to the exclusion of the case here, when there is no Temple, as 
the animal is not fit for its monetary value and it is not fit to serve as an offering itself. 

 
 ח:ח וחרמין ערכים הלכות רמב"ם​.7

 אוֹ הִקְדִּישׁ ואְִם בִּדְקוֹ. אֶת לְחַזֵּק כְּדֵי בַּחֲטָאֵינוּ מִקְדָּשׁ שָׁם שֶׁאֵין הַזֶּה בַּזְּמַן מַחְרִימִין ולְֹא מַעֲרִיכִין ולְֹא מַקְדִּישִׁין אֵין
 מַנּיִחִין כֵּלִים אוֹ כְּסוּת אוֹ פֵּרוֹת הָיוּ ואְִם מֵאֵלֶיהָ. שֶׁתָּמוּת עַד בְּפָניֶהָ דֶּלֶת נוֹעֵל בְּהֵמָה הָיתְָה אִם הֶחֱרִים אוֹ הֶעֱרִיךְ

 לְאַבְּדָן: כְּדֵי הַגָּדוֹל לַיּםָ אוֹ הַמֶּלַח לְיםָ ישְַׁלִיכֵן מַתָּכוֹת כְּלֵי אוֹ מָעוֹת הָיוּ ואְִם שֶׁיּרֵָקְבוּ. עַד אוֹתָן
In the present era, we do not consecrate property, nor make evaluation offerings or dedication 
offerings, for there is no Temple to make improvements upon. [The following laws apply] if one 
did consecrate property or make an evaluation offering or a dedication offering: If it was an 
animal, he should lock it in [a closed room] until it dies naturally. If it was produce, a garment, or 
a utensil, it should be set aside until it rots. If it was coins or metal utensils, they should be taken 
to the Dead Sea or the Mediterranean Sea to be destroyed. 

 
 

 א:ו-ז מלאכי​.8
ן ד בֵּ֛ ב יכְַבֵּ֥ בֶד אָ֖ יו ועְֶ֣ ב אֲדנָֹ֑ ניִ ואְִם־אָ֣ ה אָ֣ י אַיֵּ֣ ניִ֩ ואְִם־אֲדוֹנִ֣ים כְבוֹדִ֡ ה אָ֩ י אַיֵּ֨ ר  מוֹרָאִ֜ ה ׀אָמַ֣ ֹֽהֲניִם֙ לָכֶם֙ צְבָ-א֗וֹת יְ-הוָֹ֣ י הַכּ  בּוֹזֵ֣

י ם שְׁמִ֔ ה ואֲַמַרְתֶּ֕ ינוּ בַּמֶּ֥  אֶת־שְׁמֶֽךָ׃ בָזִ֖
A son should honor his father, and a slave his master. Now if I were a father, where would be 
the honor due Me? And if I were a master, where would be the reverence due Me?—said GOD 
of Hosts to you, O priests who scorn My name. But you ask, “How have we scorned Your 
name?” 
 



ים חֶם עַֽל־מִזְבְּחִי֙ מַגִּישִׁ֤ ל לֶ֣ ם מְגאָֹ֔ ה ואֲַמַרְתֶּ֖ ם גֵאַלְנ֑וּךָ בַּמֶּ֣ ן בֶּאֱמׇרְכֶ֕ ה שֻׁלְחַ֥  הֽוּא׃ נבְִזֶ֥ה יְ-הוָֹ֖
You offer defiled food on My altar. But you ask, “How have we defiled You?” By saying, “GOD’s 
table can be treated with scorn.” 

 
 לא: תמיד​.9

 דִּמְהַלֵּךְ מִשּׁוּם אָמַר: וחְַד קֳדָשִׁים. בִּזְיוֹן מִשּׁוּם אָמַר: חַד חִסְדָּא, ורְַב הוּנאָ רַב טַעְמָא? מַאי הַטָּלֶה. אֶת כּוֹפְתִין הָיוּ לֹא
 הָעַמִּים. בְּחוּקֵּי

The mishna teaches that the priests would not tie the lamb by fastening all four of its legs 
together. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The Gemara answers: This is a matter 
of dispute between Rav Huna and Rav Ḥisda. One of these Sages said: The animal is not tied 
because this would constitute degradation of sacred items; and the other one said that the 
animal is not tied because that method is the one adopted in pagan worship, and is therefore 
considered to be walking in the statutes of the nations, and the verse states: “You shall not walk 
in their statutes” (Leviticus 18:3). 

 
 קטו. שבת​.10

 לָשׁוֹן, בְּכׇל שֶׁכְּתוּבִים פִּי עַל אַף בָּהֶן. קוֹרִין שֶׁאֵין וּבֵין בָּהֶן, שֶׁקּוֹרִין בֵּין הַדְּלֵיקָה, מִפְּניֵ אוֹתָן מַצִּילִין הַקּדֶֹשׁ כִּתְבֵי כׇּל
 הַמִּדְרָשׁ. בֵּית בִּיטּוּל מִפְּניֵ — בָּהֶם קוֹרִין אֵין מָה וּמִפְּניֵ גְּניִזָה. טְעוּניִם

MISHNA: With regard to all sacred writings, one may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat, 
whether they are read in public, e.g., Torah or Prophets scrolls, or whether they are not read in 
public, e.g., Writings scrolls. This ruling applies even though they were written in any foreign 
language. According to the Rabbis, those scrolls are not read in public, but they are still sacred 
and require burial. And why does one not read the Writings on Shabbat? Due to suspension of 
Torah study in the study hall. People came to the study hall at specific times on Shabbat to hear 
words of halakha, and other texts were not allowed at those times. 
 

 אָמַר: חִסְדָּא ורְַב הַדְּלֵיקָה, מִפְּניֵ אוֹתָן מַצִּילִין אֵין אָמַר: הוּנאָ רַב לָשׁוֹן, בְּכׇל אוֹ תַּרְגּוּם כְּתוּבִים הָיוּ אִיתְּמַר: גְּמָ׳
 אַלִּיבָּא פְּלִיגִי כִּי דְּמַצִּילִין. פְּלִיגִי לָא עָלְמָא דְּכוּלֵּי — בָּהֶן לִקְרוֹת ניִתְּנוּ דְּאָמַר דְּמַאן אַלִּיבָּא הַדְּלֵיקָה. מִפְּניֵ אוֹתָן מַצִּילִין
 מַצִּילִין אָמַר חִסְדָּא: רַב בָּהֶן. לִקְרוֹת ניִתְּנוּ לֹא דְּהָא מַצִּילִין, אֵין אָמַר: הוּנאָ רַב בָּהֶן. לִקְרוֹת ניִתְּנוּ לֹא דְּאָמַר דְּמַאן
 אַף בָּהֶן, קוֹרִין שֶׁאֵין בֵּין בָּהֶן שֶׁקּוֹרִין בֵּין הַדְּלֵיקָה, מִפְּניֵ אוֹתָן מַצִּילִין הַקּדֶֹשׁ כִּתְבֵי כׇּל תְּנןַ: הַקּדֶֹשׁ. כִּתְבֵי בִּזְיוֹן מִשּׁוּם

 שֶׁכְּתוּבִין פִּי עַל ״אַף כְּתוּבִים, — בָּהֶן״ קוֹרִין ״ושְֶׁאֵין נבְִיאִים, — בָּהֶן״ ״שֶׁקּוֹרִין לָאו, מַאי לָשׁוֹן. בְּכׇל שֶׁכְּתוּבִין פִּי עַל
 הוּנאָ! דְרַב וּתְיוּבְתָּא מַצִּילִין, וקְָתָניֵ: בָּהֶן, לִקְרוֹת ניִתְּנוּ דְּלֹא — לָשׁוֹן״ בְּכׇל

GEMARA: It was stated that amora’im debated the status of sacred writings written in Aramaic 
translation or in any other language. Rav Huna said: One may not rescue them from the fire on 
Shabbat. And Rav Ḥisda said: One may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat. The Gemara 
adds: According to the one who said that sacred writings written in other languages may be 
read, everybody agrees that one may rescue them. Where they argue is according to the one 
who said that they may not be read. Rav Huna said: One may not rescue them, as they may not 
be read. Whereas Rav Ḥisda said: One may rescue them due to disgrace to sacred writings that 
will result. We learned in the mishna: With regard to all sacred writings, one may rescue them 
from the fire on Shabbat whether they are read in public or whether they are not read in public, 
even if they are written in any foreign language. What, is it not that the phrase: “That they are 
read” is referring to the books of the Prophets, and the phrase: “That they are not read” is 
referring to the Writings? Even though these are books written in any foreign language, which 



may not be read, it is taught that one may save them. This then is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Huna. 

 
 ט.-: יומא​.11

 גִּלּוּי קֳדָשִׁים. וּבִזְיוֹן עֲרָיוֹת, גִּלּוּי דְבָרִים: שְׁניֵ בָּהּ שֶׁהָיוּ מִפְּניֵ — שִׁילֹה חָרְבָה מָה מִפְּניֵ תּוֹרְתָּא: בֶּן יוֹחָנןָ רַבִּי אָמַר
 הַצּוֹבְאוֹת הַנּשִָׁים אֶת ישְִׁכְּבוּן אֲשֶׁר ואְֵת ישְִׂרָאֵל לְכׇל בָּניָו יעֲַשׂוּן אֲשֶׁר כׇּל אֵת ושְָׁמַע מְאדֹ זָקֵן ״ועְֵלִי דִּכְתִיב: עֲרָיוֹת
 טוֹעֶה, אֶלָּא אֵינוֹ חָטְאוּ עֵלִי בְּניֵ הָאוֹמֵר כׇּל יוֹחָנןָ: רַבִּי אָמַר נחְַמָניִ בַּר שְׁמוּאֵל רַבִּי דְּאָמַר גַּב עַל ואְַף מוֹעֵד״. אהֶֹל פֶּתַח
 מִתּוֹךְ

§ Apropos the sins of the High Priests in the Second Temple, the Gemara cites that Rabbi 
Yoḥanan ben Torta said: Due to what reason was the Tabernacle in Shiloh destroyed in the time 
of the prophet Samuel? It was destroyed due to the fact that there were two matters that existed 
in the Tabernacle: Forbidden sexual relations and degradation of consecrated items. There were 
forbidden sexual relations, as it is written: “Now Eli was very old and he heard what his sons 
were doing to all of Israel, how they lay with the women who did service at the opening of the 
Tent of Meeting” (I Samuel 2:22). And although Rabbi Shmuel bar Naḥmani said that Rabbi 
Yoḥanan said: Anyone who says that the sons of Eli sinned by engaging in forbidden sexual 
relations is nothing other than mistaken, even according to the alternative interpretation of the 
verse that it was due to the fact 

 
 שְׁכָבוּם. כְּאִילּוּ הַכָּתוּב עֲלֵיהֶן מַעֲלֶה מִיהָא קִינּיֵהֶן, אֶת שֶׁשִּׁהוּ

that they deferred the sacrifice of their bird-offerings by women after childbirth; nevertheless, the 
verse ascribes to them as if they lay with them. These women came to the Tabernacle to 
sacrifice doves or pigeons as bird-offerings as part of their purification process, which would 
permit them to engage in sexual relations with their husbands. Eli’s sons delayed the sacrifice of 
these offerings and thereby delayed the return of these women to their husbands and their 
fulfillment of the mitzva of procreation. Even though, according to this opinion, Eli’s sons did not 
actually engage in sexual relations with these women, the verse attributes that degree of 
severity to their conduct. 

 
 ולְֹא לַכּהֵֹן לִצְלוֹת בָשָׂר תְּנהָ הַזּוֹבֵחַ לָאִישׁ ואְָמַר הַכּהֵֹן נעַַר וּבָא הַחֵלֶב אֶת יקְַטִרוּן בְּטֶרֶם ״גַּם דִּכְתִיב: קֳדָשִׁים, בִּזְיוֹן
 כִּי לוֹ ואְָמַר נפְַשֶׁךָ תְּאַוֶּה כַּאֲשֶׁר לְךָ וקְַח הַחֵלֶב כַּיּוֹם יקְַטִירוּן קַטֵּר הָאִישׁ אֵלָיו ויַּאֹמֶר חָי. אִם כִּי מְבוּשָּׁל בָּשָׂר מִמְּךָ יקִַּח

 ה׳״. מִנחְַת אֵת הָאֲנשִָׁים נאֲִצוּ כִּי ה׳ פְּניֵ אֶת מְאדֹ גְּדוֹלָה הַנּעְָרִים חַטַּאת ותְַּהִי בְחׇזְקָה. לָקַחְתִּי לֹא ואְִם תִתֵּן עַתָּה
Eli’s sons also sinned in the degradation of consecrated items, as it is written: “Before the fat 
was made burned, the priest’s servant came and said to the man who sacrificed: Hand over 
some flesh to roast for the priest, for he will not take cooked flesh from you, but raw. And if the 
man said to him: Let the fat be burnt first and then take as much as you want, then he would 
say: No, hand it over right now, or I will take it by force. The sin of the young men against the 
Lord was very great, for the men treated the Lord’s offerings with contempt” (I Samuel 2:15–17). 
 

 כא. תמורה​.12
מוּרַת מַתְנִי׳ כוֹר תְּ ר, הַבְּ עֲשֵׂ ר, כִּבְכוֹר אֵלּוּ הֲרֵי — הָעוֹלָם סוֹף עַד ולְָדָן ולְַד ולְָדָן והְַמַּ מוּמָן ויְאֵָכְלוּ וּכְמַעֲשֵׂ עָלִים… בְּ  לַבְּ

MISHNA: With regard to the substitute of a firstborn offering and the substitute of an animal tithe 
offering, and the offspring of those substitutes and the offspring of their offspring until the end of 
time, the halakhic status of these animals is like that of a firstborn offering and like that of an 



animal tithe offering in that they must be treated with sanctity: They graze until they become 
blemished, and at that point they may be eaten in their blemished state, the substitute of the 
firstborn by the priests and the substitute of the animal tithe by their owners. They are not 
sacrificed upon the altar like the original firstborn and animal tithe offerings… 
 
 

ר רָבָא אָמַר גְּמָ׳ עַן עַזָּא: רַב בַּ מַעְרְבָא בָּ טִיל — בְּ תְמוּרַת מוּם הַמֵּ כוֹר בִּ ר בְּ לָא כֵּיוןָ אָמְרִינןַ: מִי מַהוּ? וּמַעֲשֵׂ  קְרִיבָן דְּ
קָדְשׁוּ כֵּיוןָ דִילְמָא: אוֹ מִיחַיַּיב, לָא —  מִיחַיַּיב? — דְּ

GEMARA: With regard to the status of the substitute of firstborn and animal tithe offerings that 
was discussed in the mishna, Rava bar Rav Azza said that they inquired in the West, Eretz 
Yisrael: What is the halakha with regard to one who inflicts a blemish on the substitute of a 
firstborn offering or on the substitute of an animal tithe offering? Do we say that since they are 
not sacrificed on the altar like the actual firstborn or animal tithe offering, one who does this is 
not liable, as the prohibition against inflicting a blemish on a sacrificial animal applies only when 
one thereby disqualifies the animal from the altar, and that is not the case here; or perhaps 
since they are sanctified, he is liable for inflicting a blemish? 
 

ייֵ: לֵיהּ אֲמַר עֵי אַבָּ טִיל לָךְ ותְִיבְּ יעִי מוּם הַמֵּ תְשִׁ ל בִּ ר! שֶׁ  מַעֲשֵׂ
Abaye said to Rava bar Rav Azza: And let the dilemma be raised in a case of one who inflicts a 
blemish on other sacrificial animals, such as the ninth animal counted while selecting the animal 
tithe offering, which was mistakenly declared to be the tenth. This animal is consecrated in that 
one is prohibited to work it or shear it until it becomes blemished, but it may not be sacrificed 
upon the altar. 
 

א נאָ מַאי אֶלָּ יעִי, שְׁ שִׁ לָא תְּ עְיאָ דְּ רַחֲמָנאָ לָךְ? קָמִיבַּ ירִי״ מַעֲטֵיהּ, דְּ יעִי. לְהוֹצִיא — ״עֲשִׂ שִׁ  הַתְּ
Rather, what is different about the ninth animal, which one called the tenth, that you did not raise 
the dilemma about it? It is because the Merciful One excluded it, with the verse: “The tenth shall 
be holy to the Lord” (Leviticus 27:32), which serves to exclude from the altar the ninth that was 
mistakenly declared to be the tenth. One may derive from here that one who inflicts a blemish 
upon this ninth animal is not liable. 

 
 

 א:ח פסחים ירושלמי​.13
 בקדשים תיפתר זעירא: רבי קומי חייה בר בון מום…א"ר בו לעשות מתכוין שהוא פי על אף יקיז ר"ש בשם תני

 כר"ש באחריותן חייב שהוא
It was taught in the name of R. Shimon: one may bloodlet (the firstborn) even though one 
intends to blemish…R. Bon bar Hiyya said before R. Zeira: the case is kodshim that one is 
responsible to replace (if something happens to it). 

 
 

 R. Shlomo  Adeni, Yemen/Israel, 16-17th c ה:ב בכורות משנה שלמה מלאכת​.14
 שלמים עלי הרי שאמר כגון באחריותם חייב שהוא בקדשים ברייתא לההיא חייא בר בון ר' ובירושלמי…ומוקי

 שחייב דקדשים במרובה דס"ל זה מום על בפדיון ואוכלו מום בו להטיל מותר בהאי דם ואחזו אחד והפריש
 בו. יהיה לא מום דכל אזהרה בהו ולית מיקרו דהדיוט באחריותם



And in the Jerusalem Talmud…And R. Bon bar Hiyya explains this baraita as a case of kodshim 
that one must replace - e.g., one said, “Behold I owe a peace offering,” and put aside an animal 
for it, and it had blood problems: in that case, one may make a blemish in it and eat it after 
redeeming it because he thinks in the seventh perek of Bava Kamma (= מרובה פרק ), that 
kodshim that one is responsible to replace is labeled as belonging to a regular person (rather 
than belonging to God/Temple, etc.), and it does not have the negative commandment of: 
“There shall be no blemish in it.” 
 

   R. Yosef Babad, Poland 19th c מותר אם ולענין ד"ה רפז, מצווה חינוך מנחת​.15
 שאר או שתמות עד דלת נועל הכי דבלאו הזה בזמן הבית…דדוקא בדק בקדשי מום להטיל מותר אם ולענין

 פסידת מחמת מה"ת מום בו להטיל אסור בודאי הבית בזמן אבל מדרבנן. רק איסור אין המלח לים יוליך דברים
 פסידא ליכא הזה בזמן אך התורה מן הבית בדק בקדשי אפילו אסור קדשים דכחש הגז ראשית פ' כמבואר קדשים
 כמ"ש.

And regarding whether it is permissible to make a blemish in an animal that is consecrated (not 
for a korban, but) for Temple maintenance…only nowadays where at any rate, one would lock 
the door in front of the animal until it dies or other items one would throw to the Dead Sea, there 
is only a rabbinic prohibition to make a blemish. But when the Temple stands, it is certainly 
prohibited Biblically to blemish it because of causing loss in kodshim, as is explain in the 
eleventh chapter of Chulin (called הגז ראשית ) that  
 

 א:ז המזבח איסורי הל' תורה משנה רמב"ם​.16
 בּוֹ". יהְִיהֶ לֹא מוּם "כָּל כב-כא( )ויקרא בְּקָרְבָּן נאֱֶמַר שֶׁהֲרֵי לוֹקֶה ידָוֹ קָטַע אוֹ עֵינוֹ שֶׁסִּמֵּא כְּגוֹן בְּקָדָשִׁים מוּם הַמַּטִּיל

 לְקָרְבָּן רָאוּי הָיהָ שֶׁהֲרֵי קַיּםָ הַמִּקְדָּשׁ שֶׁבֵּית בִּזְמַן אֶלָּא לוֹקֶה ואְֵינוֹ מוּם. בּוֹ יתִֵּן שֶׁלֹּא אַזְהָרָה שֶׁזֶּה לָמְדוּ הַשְּׁמוּעָה מִפִּי
 לוֹקֶה: אֵינוֹ תַּעֲשֶׂה בְּלֹא שֶׁעָבַר פִּי עַל אַף הַזֶּה בַּזְּמַן אֲבָל וּפְסָלוֹ.

Lashes are given [for the violation of this prohibition] only when the Temple was standing, for 
then [the animal] was fit to be offered as a sacrifice and [the person] disqualified it. In the 
present age, by contrast, even though one transgressed a negative commandment, he is not 
liable for lashes. 
 


