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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the tenth perek of Maseches Chullin, which deals with the halachos of the three priestly gifts given from a

slaughtered animal: the zeroa (foreleg), the lechayayim (jaw), and the keivah (maw). The Mishnah starts by clarifying where

and when these matnos kehunah apply, establishing that they are obligatory both in Eretz Yisrael and chutz la'aretz, and both

during the time of the Beis HaMikdash and after its churban. However, they only apply to chullin (non-sacred animals) and

not to kodashim (sacrificial animals).

The Mishnah goes on to explain why we might have thought kodashim should be obligated in these gifts through a kal

vachomer, and how the Torah uses a pasuk to exclude them. We also learn a major yesod regarding the status of redeemed

kodashim: if an animal had a permanent blemish before it was consecrated and was then redeemed, it is treated like chullin and

is obligated in these gifts. However, if it was consecrated first and only later developed a blemish, it retains a higher level of

sanctity even after redemption and is exempt from the matnos kehunah.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

בָה קֵּ הַ יִם וְ יַ חָ לְּ הַ עַ וְ זְּרוֹ י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

The fore leg , and the  jaw, and the  maw,  which are the three priestly gifts from a slaughtered non-sacred animal,

MISHNAH

ץ, רֶ אָ חוּצָה לָ ץ וּבְ רֶ אָ בָּ ין  נוֹהֲגִ

apply both in the  Land of Eretz Yisrael and outside  of the  Land,

MISHNAH

יִת, בַּ  י הַ נֵ פְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ  יִת וְ בַּ  י הַ נֵ פְ בִּ

in the  presence  of the  Temple  and not in the  presence  of the  Temple ,

MISHNAH

ין. שִׁ  דָּ וּקְ מּ בַּ ל לֹא  ין אֲבָ לִּ חוּ בַּ

and they apply to non-sacred animals , but not to sacrificial animals .



MISHNAH

ין, דִּ בַּ יָה  הָ שֶׁ

The Mishnah explains: For it was  logical to say by rig ht of a kal vachomer that sacrificial animals should be obligated in these

gifts:

MISHNAH

נוֹת, תָּ  מַ ים בְּ יבִ יָּ  וֹק – חַ שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ים בְּ יבִ יָּ  ינָן חַ אֵ שֶׁ ין,  לִּ חוּ ם הַ ה אִ וּמָ

And what is the law if non-sacred animals , which are  not oblig ated in giving the breast and thig h to the Kohen, are

nevertheless oblig ated in these three priestly g ifts ;

MISHNAH

נוֹת? תָּ  מַ ים בְּ יבִ יָּ  חַ שֶׁ ין  ינוֹ דִּ וֹק – אֵ שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ים בְּ יבִ יָּ  חַ שֶׁ ים,  שִׁ  דָ קָ

then sacrificial animals , which are  oblig ated in giving the breast and thig h, is  it not log ical that they should be

oblig ated in these three g ifts  as well?

MISHNAH

יָן. נְ עִ בָּ מוּר  אָ שֶּׁ  ה  לָּא מַ  ין לוֹ אֶ ם״ – אֵ לָ ק עוֹ חׇ יו לְ נָ בָ לְ ן וּ כֹּהֵ  רֹן הַ הֲ אַ ם לְ ן אֹתָ תֵּ  אֶ ״וָ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore, the  verse  teaches: “And I have  g iven them to Aaron the  prie st and to his  sons  as  a due  forever”,  which

teaches that the Kohen has  only what is  stated in the  matter,  namely the breast and thigh, but not the three gifts.

MISHNAH

וּ – דּ פְ נִ ן, וְ שָׁ  דֵּ קְ הֶ בוּעַ לְ ם מוּם קָ דַ קָּ שֶׁ ים  שִׁ  דָ קֳּ  ל הַ כׇּ

All sacrificial animals  whose  permanent blemish preceded the ir consecration, and they were  redeemed,

MISHNAH

נוֹת, תָּ  מַּ  ה וּבַ כוֹרָ בַּבְּ ין  יבִ יָּ  חַ

are  oblig ated in the law of the  firstborn,  meaning their offspring can become a firstborn, and in the  priestly g ifts  when

slaughtered,

MISHNAH

ד, בֵ עָ הֵ לְ זֵז וּ גָּ הִ ין לְ לִּ חוּ ין לְ אִ צְ יוֹ וְ

and they emerg e  to non-sacred status  to be  shorn and to be  worked,

MISHNAH

נָן. יוֹ דְ פִּ ר  חַ אַ ר לְ תָּ ן מוּ לָבָ חֲ ן וַ דָ לָ וּוְ

and the ir offspring  and the ir milk are  permitted after the ir redemption.

MISHNAH

ה, מוּרָ ין תְּ שִׂ ין עוֹ אֵ טוּר, וְ פָּ ץ  חוּ בַּ ן  טָ חֲ וֹ שּׁ  הַ וְ



And one  who s laug hters  them outside  the Beis HaMikdash courtyard is  exempt from kares, and they do not make  a

substitute  animal holy if one tries to exchange them,

MISHNAH

ר. שֵׂ עֲ מַּ  ן הַ כוֹר וּמִ בְּ ן הַ ץ מִ דוּ, חוּ פָּ  תוּ – יִ ם מֵ אִ וְ

and if they died before being redeemed, they may be  redeemed even after death to be fed to dogs, except for the  firstborn

and the  tithe  of animals, which have inherent sanctity.

MISHNAH

ם מוּם ד לָהֶ לַ אן נוֹ כָּ  ר מִ חַ אַ לְ ן, וּ שָׁ  דֵּ קְ הֶ ם לְ דֵ ן(, אוֹ מוּם עוֹבֵר קוֹ ת מוּמָ ת מוּם )אֶ ן אֶ שָׁ  דֵּ קְ ם הֶ דַ קָּ שֶׁ כֹּל 

וּ – דּ פְ נִ , וְ בוּעַ קָ

But any sacrificial animal whose  consecration preceded the ir blemish, or which had a temporary blemish prior to the ir

consecration, and after this  a permanent blemish deve loped in them, and they were  redeemed,

MISHNAH

נוֹת, תָּ  מַּ  ן הַ ה וּמִ כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ין מִ טוּרִ פְּ

are  exempt from the law of the  firstborn and from the  priestly g ifts ,

MISHNAH

ד. בֵ עָ הֵ לְ זֵז וּ גָּ הִ ין לְ לִּ חוּ ין לְ אִ צְ ינָן יוֹ אֵ וְ

and they do not emerg e  to non-sacred status  to be  shorn and to be  worked.

MISHNAH

נָן, יוֹ דְ פִּ ר  חַ אַ סוּר לְ ן אָ לָבָ חֲ ן וַ דָ לָ וּוְ

And the ir offspring  conceived before redemption and the ir milk are  prohibited after the ir redemption,

MISHNAH

בֵרוּ. קָּ תוּ – יִ ם מֵ אִ ה, וְ מוּרָ ין תְּ שִׂ עוֹ יָּיב, וְ  ץ – חַ חוּ בַּ ן  טָ חֲ וֹ שּׁ  הַ וְ

and one  who s laug hters  them outside  the courtyard is  liable  to kares, and they make  a substitute  animal holy, and if they

died before redemption, they must be  buried and may not be redeemed to be fed to dogs.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

נוֹת? תָּ  מַ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  ים חַ שִׁ  דָ ינָא קָ מֵ י הֲוָה אָ כִ או הָ א לָ ם״, הָ ״אוֹתָ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְ א דִּ מָ עְ ׳ טַ מָ גְּ

The Gemara analyzes the Mishnah's kal vachomer: The reason we exclude sacrificial animals is only because  the  Merciful One

wrote  “them”,  implying but were  it not for this , I would have  said that sacrificial animals  are  oblig ated in the  three

priestly g ifts  based on the kal vachomer?

QU E ST IO N



ה! כוֹרָ בְ ין בִּ יבִ יָּ  ן חַ כֵּ  שֶׁ ין  לִּ חוּ ה לְ : מָ ךְ רַ יפְ מִ כָּא לְ י אִ

But there  is  a re futation to this kal vachomer: What is unique about non-sacred animals? That they are  oblig ated in the  law

of the firstborn,  which is not the case with sacrificial animals!

ANSWER

ים – כָרִ זְּ י מִ יתֵ תֵּ

The Gemara suggests: Let it be  derived from male  non-sacred animals, which do not give birth and are thus exempt from the law

of the firstborn, yet are obligated in the three gifts!

O BJECT IO N

ז! גֵּ ית הַ שִׁ א רֵ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  ן חַ כֵּ  שֶׁ ים,  כָרִ זְ ה לִ מָ

The Gemara refutes this: What is unique about males? That they are  oblig ated in the  first of the  shearing ,  whereas

sacrificial animals are exempt from this!

ANSWER

ים – שִׁ י יָ תְּ מִ

The Gemara suggests: Let it be derived from male  g oats ,  which are exempt from the first of the shearing because their hair is not

wool, yet they are obligated in the three gifts!

O BJECT IO N

ר! שֵּׂ  עַ תְ הִ יר לְ דִּ ין לַ נָסִ כְ ן נִ כֵּ  שֶׁ ים,  שִׁ י יָ תְ ה לִ מָ

The Gemara refutes this: What is unique about male  g oats? That they enter the  corral to be  tithed under the animal tithe,

whereas sacrificial animals do not!

ANSWER

ים – נִ קֵ זְּ מִ

The Gemara suggests: Let it be derived from old male goats, which have already entered the corral in previous years and are no

longer subject to the animal tithe, yet are obligated in the three gifts!

O BJECT IO N

ר! שֵּׂ  עַ תְ הִ יר לְ דִ סוּ לְ נְ כְ ן נִ כֵּ  שֶׁ ים,  נִ קֵ זְ ה לִ מָ

The Gemara refutes this: What is unique about old male goats? That they at least entered the  corral in the past to be  tithed,

which is not true of sacrificial animals!

ANSWER

יָתוֹם – לָּקוּחַ וְ  מִ

The Gemara suggests: Let it be derived from a purchased animal or an orphaned animal, which are completely exempt from the

animal tithe, yet are obligated in the three gifts!

O BJECT IO N

ר! שֵּׂ  עַ תְ הִ יר לְ דִּ ינָן לַ מִ ין בְּ נָסִ כְ ן נִ כֵּ  שֶׁ יָתוֹם,  לָקוּחַ וְ ה לְ מָ



The Gemara refutes this: What is unique about a purchased or orphaned animal? That they enter in the ir specie s  into the

corral to be  tithed,  meaning other animals of their species are subject to the tithe!

R E SO LU T IO N

ר. שֵּׂ  עַ תְ הִ יר לְ דִּ ין לַ נָסִ כְ ינָן נִ מִ י, בְּ ים נָמֵ שִׁ  דָ ? קֳ תְּ רַ מְ אָ ינָן קָ מִ בְּ

The Gemara responds: Do you say it is because of the ir specie s? Sacrificial animals  also, in the ir specie s , enter the  corral

to be  tithed,  since non-sacred animals of their species are tithed! Thus, the kal vachomer would indeed stand, and therefore the

verse "them" is necessary to exclude sacrificial animals.

QU E ST IO N

ר: מֶ חוֹ ל וָ קַּ וֹק מִ שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  ין חַ לִּ יוּ חוּ יִהְ וְ

The Gemara asks: And le t non-sacred animals  be  oblig ated in the  breast and thig h from a kal vachomer in the opposite

direction:

QU E ST IO N

וֹק; שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  נוֹת, חַ תָּ  מַ ים בְּ יבִ יָּ  ין חַ אֵ שֶׁ ים,  שִׁ  דָ ה קָ וּמָ

And what is the law if sacrificial animals , which are  not oblig ated in the three g ifts , are  oblig ated in the  breast and

thig h;

QU E ST IO N

וֹק? שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  חַ שֶׁ ין  ינוֹ דִּ נוֹת, אֵ תָּ  מַ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  חַ שֶׁ ין,  לִּ חוּ

then non-sacred animals , which are  oblig ated in the three g ifts , is  it not log ical that they should be  oblig ated in the

breast and thig h as well?

ANSWER

ינָא – לָא. חֲרִ י אַ ידֵּ ין, מִ ״זֶה״ – אִ ים״,  נִ כֹּהֲ  פַּט הַ  שְׁ  יֶה מִ זֶה יִהְ ״וְ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ

The Gemara answers: The verse  state s : “And this  shall be  the  prie sts ' due”,  which teaches: “This”,  namely the three gifts,

yes ,  they receive from non-sacred animals, but any other thing ,  such as the breast and thigh, no ,  they do not receive.

QU E ST IO N

וֹק? שׁ זֶה וָ חָ ין בְּ יבִ יָּ  ין חַ לִּ ינָא חוּ מֵ י הֲוָה אָ כִ או הָ א לָ ״זֶה״, הָ נָא  מָ חֲ ב רַ תַ כְ א דִּ מָ עְ לָּא טַ  אֶ

The Gemara asks: But is  the  reason only because  the  Merciful One  wrote  “this”,  implying but were  it not for this , I

would have  said that non-sacred animals  are  oblig ated in the  breast and thig h?

QU E ST IO N

ינְהוּ? ינוּפִ יכָא לִ נוּפָה, הֵ י תְּ עֵ בָּ א  הָ וְ

But sure ly the breast and thigh require  waving , and where  would we  wave  them?

QU E ST IO N

יב, תִ כְּ י ה׳״  נֵ פְ ״לִ אי –  בָּרַ  י אַ אִ

If you say we wave them outside  the Temple, “before  Hashem” is  written regarding waving, which means it must be done in

the Temple courtyard!
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EXPLANAT IO N

ר. שָׁ  פְ ךְ לָא אֶ כָּ  לְ ה, הִ זָרָ עֲ ין לָ לִּ יֵּיל חוּ  עַ א מְ אי – קָ וַּ גַּ י אַ אִ

If you suggest that they should be waved inside  the Beis HaMikdash, he  is  bring ing  non-sacred meat into the  Temple

courtyard,  which is forbidden. Therefore , it is  not possible  to perform the waving of the breast and thigh with chullin, and we

do not need a pasuk to exclude them.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ ״זֶה״ לְ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, if so, why do I need the word "this" in the pasuk "And this shall be the priests' due"?

ANSWER

לֵּם.  שַׁ  לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ן –  לָ כָ אֲ שֶׁ נָּה אוֹ  הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ יק מַ זִּ מַּ  א: הַ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ א, דְּ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ דְ כִ לְ

It is needed for that which Rav Chisda taught, as  Rav Chisda said: One  who damag es  prie stly g ifts , or who ate  them

before giving them to a kohen, is  exempt from paying  their value to the kohen, because the word "this" implies that only the gifts

themselves are the kohen's due, but not their monetary replacement.

STATEMENT

לֵּם.  שַׁ  לְּ טוּר מִ פָּ ן –  לָ כָ אֲ שֶׁ נָּה, אוֹ  הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ יק מַ זִּ מַּ  א: הַ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ גּוּפָא, אָ

The Gemara now analyzes the  matter itse lf: Rav Chisda said: One  who damag es  prie stly g ifts , or who ate  them, is

exempt from paying  for them.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason for this?

ANSWER

ים. עִ וֹבְ ין לוֹ תּ אֵ שֶׁ ן  מוֹ יהּ מָ וֵה לֵ הָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  א מִ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ ״זֶה״, וְ יב  תִ כְ א דִּ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

If you want, say it is because  it is  written "this",  which limits the obligation to the gifts themselves. And if you want, say

instead that it is because  it is  money that has  no  specific claimants ,  since the owner can give these gifts to any kohen he

chooses, so no individual kohen has the standing to sue him in court.

O BJECT IO N

ין. נוֹת דִּ תָּ  מַּ  הַ שֶׁ ד  מֵּ  לַ ים״ – מְ נִ כֹּהֲ  פַּט הַ  שְׁ  יֶה מִ זֶה יִהְ ״וְ י:  יבִ יתִ מֵ

The Gemara raise s  an objection from a braisa: The pasuk says, "And this  shall be  the  judg ment of the  prie sts"—this

teaches  that the  g ifts  are  a judg ment.

QU E ST IO N

ין? ינִ יָּ  דַ ן בְּ יאָ צִ הוֹ או לְ א? לָ תָ כְ לְ אי הִ מַ לְ



Reg arding  what halacha is this said? Is  it not to extract them throug h judg es  in court? If a kohen can sue to extract them,

then they are considered money that has claimants, which contradicts Rav Chisda!

ANSWER

ין. ינִ יָּ  דַ ן בְּ קָ לְ חוֹ לָא, לְ

The Gemara answers: No, it means to distribute  them throug h judg es ,  meaning the court can direct the owner to which

kohanim he should distribute them.

EXPLANAT IO N

נָה תָּ  ין מַ נִ אין נוֹתְ אֵ שֶׁ ן  יִ נַּ  ן: מִ נָתָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ נִ מָ בַּר נַחְ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ י, דְּ נִ מָ בַּר נַחְ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  רַ דְ כִ וְ

ץ? רֶ אָ ם הָ ן עַ כֹהֵ לְ

And this is in accordance  with that which Rav Shmuel bar Nachmani taught, as  Rav Shmuel bar Nachmani said that Rabbi

Yonatan said: From where  do we  know that we  do not g ive  a g ift to a kohen who is  an am ha'aretz?

PR O O F

ל כׇּ ת ה׳״,  תוֹרַ קוּ בְּ זְ ן יֶחֶ עַ מַ יִּם לְ וִ לְ לַ ים וְ נִ כֹּהֲ  נָת לַ ת מְ ם לָתֵ לִַ שָׁ י יְרוּ בֵ שְׁ  יוֹ ם לְ עָ ר לָ יֹּאמֶ  ״וַ ר:  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ

נָת. ין לוֹ מְ ת ה׳ – אֵ תוֹרַ יק בְּ זִ חֲ ינוֹ מַ אֵ שֶׁ  נָת, וְ ת ה׳ – יֵשׁ לוֹ מְ תוֹרַ יק בְּ זִ חְ מַּ  הַ

As it is  stated: "And he  commanded the  people  who dwelt in Yerushalayim to g ive  the  portion of the  prie sts  and the

Levite s , so that they may hold fast to the  Torah of Hashem." This teaches: Anyone  who holds  fast to the  Torah of

Hashem has  a portion, and anyone  who does  not hold fast to the  Torah of Hashem has  no portion. The court enforces

this distribution.

O BJECT IO N

ין? וֹק דִּ שׁ זֶה וָ וּ חָ ילּ פִ ל אֲ ין. יָכוֹ נוֹת דִּ תָּ  מַּ  הַ שֶׁ ד  מֵּ  לַ פָּט״ – מְ  שְׁ  ״מִ ר:  מֵ א אוֹ ירָ תֵ ן בְּ בֶּ ה  י יְהוּדָ בִּ ע: רַ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

״זֶה״. ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Come and hear a kasha from another braisa: Rabbi Yehuda ben Bete ira says: "Judg ment" teaches  that the  g ifts  are  a

judg ment. I mig ht have  thoug ht that even the  breast and thig h of shelamim are  a judg ment? Therefore , the  Torah says

"This" to exclude them.

QU E ST IO N

קוּ? לְּ יחַ ין מִ ינִ יָּ  דַ או בְּ וֹק לָ שׁ זֶה וָ וּ חָ טּ ין – אַ ינִ יָּ  דַ קוֹ בְּ לְ חוֹ א לְ ימָ ילֵ אי? אִ מַ לְ

Now, reg arding  what halacha is this said? If we  say it is to distribute  them throug h judg es , is  that to say that the  breast

and thig h are  not distributed throug h judg es  to proper kohanim? They certainly are!

IN FER ENCE

ין. ינִ יָּ  דַ [ בְּ יאוֹ צִ הוֹ או )להוציא( ]לְ לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not referring to extracting  them throug h judg es? This proves that the three gifts can be extracted in court, which

contradicts Rav Chisda!

ANSWER

. יהּ ידֵ אֲתוֹ לִ ינַן, דַּ קִ סְ אי עָ מַ כָא בְּ הָ



The Gemara answers: Here  we  are  dealing  with a case where  they already came  into his  hand—the kohen had already taken

possession of the gifts, and the owner snatched them back.

QU E ST IO N

א? רָ ימְ מֵ אי לְ , מַ יהּ ידֵ אֲתוֹ לִ י דַּ אִ

The Gemara asks: If they came  into his  hand, what is  there  to say? Of course the court extracts them from the thief; they are

already the kohen's personal property!

ANSWER

ין. יָ מְ מוּ דָּ הוּרְ שֶׁ י  מִ כְּ מוּ –  לֹּא הוּרְ  שֶׁ נוֹת  תָּ  נָּא: מַ  תַּ אי  בַר הַ סָ קָ יהוּ, וְ יְ לַ בְ טִ יהּ בְּ ידֵ אֲתוֹ לִ דַּ

The Gemara answers: It is a case where  they came  into his  hand while  they were  still untithed—the kohen acquired the

whole animal before the gifts were separated—and this  Tanna holds: Gifts  that have  not yet been separated are  considered

as  if they have  already been separated,  so they belong to the kohen, and taking them back is considered theft.

O BJECT IO N

י – נִ ר עָ שַׂ עְ ה, וּמַ אָ ה, וּפֵ חָ כְ שִׁ ט,  ל לֶקֶ וֹ יטּ יךְ לִ צָרִ קוֹם, וְ מָ קוֹם לְ מָּ  יָה עוֹבֵר מִ הָ שֶׁ יִת  בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ע:  מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

זֶר. יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ לֵּם, דִּ  שַׁ  זוֹר יְ יַּחְ  שֶׁ  כְ לִ ל, וְ טֵ נוֹ

Come and hear another kasha from a Mishnah: A homeowner who was trave ling  from place  to place , and needs  to take

leket, shikchah, pe 'ah, or poor man's  tithe  because he ran out of money, may take  them, and when he  returns  home he  must

pay the value of what he took to the poor; these  are  the  words of Rabbi Eliezer. This shows that one must pay for gifts he

consumed!

ANSWER

אן. כָּ נוּ  שָׁ ידוּת  סִ ת חֲ דַּ א: מִ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda said: They taug ht a measure  of pie ty here ;  strictly speaking, he is exempt from paying.

O BJECT IO N

אן?! כָּ נוּ  שָׁ ידוּת  סִ ת חֲ דַּ תְּ מִ רַ מְ תְּ אָ אַ ם״, וְ לֵּ  שַׁ  ״יְ י  נֵ תָּ נָּא   תַּ בָא:  ר רָ מַ אָ

Rava said in wonderment: The Tanna explicitly teaches  "he  must pay", and you say they taug ht a measure  of pie ty here ?!

QU E ST IO N

וב? לֹיתֵ  יקוּם וְ זֶר לֵ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ דְּ ד, מִ עוֹ וְ

And furthermore , should we  stand and ask a kasha from Rabbi Eliezer,  whose opinion is not the accepted halacha?

O BJECT IO N

ה, עָ שָׁ הּ  אוֹתָ יָה בְּ י הָ נִ ים: עָ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ יפָא, וַ סֵּ  לָּא מִ  אֶ

Rather, the kasha is from the  latter clause  of that Mishnah: And the  Sag es  say: He  was  a poor man at that moment,  so he

was entitled to take them.

IN FER ENCE

לֵּם.  שַׁ  יר – מְ שִׁ  א עָ י, הָ נִ עָ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ



We infer: The reason he is exempt is because he  was  poor, but if he were wealthy, he  would have  to pay!

QU E ST IO N

ן! לָ כָ אֲ שֶׁ נָּה אוֹ  הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ יק מַ זִּ מַ כְּ י  יהֱוֵ אי? לֶ מַּ  אַ

Why should he pay? Let it be  like  one  who damag es  prie stly g ifts  or eats  them,  where Rav Chisda says he is exempt!

ANSWER

אן. כָּ נוּ  שָׁ ידוּת  סִ ת חֲ דַּ א: מִ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda said: Even according to the Rabbis, if he were wealthy, his obligation to pay is only a measure  of pie ty they taug ht

here .

O BJECT IO N

טוּר פָּ  שֶׁ ן  יִ נַּ  ים, מִ לִ בָ יו טְ רוֹתָ שְׂ עְ ל מַ כַ אָ שֶׁ י  ן לֵוִ כֵ ין, וְ לִ בָ יו טְ ירוֹתָ פֵּ ל  כַ אָ שֶׁ יִת  בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַ ן לְ יִ נַּ  ע: מִ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

ין? לוּמִ שְׁ  תַּ  ן הַ מִ

Come and hear another kasha: From where  do we  know that a homeowner who ate  his  untithed produce , and likewise  a

Levite  who ate  his  untithed tithes , from where  do we  know that he  is  exempt from payment to the kohen or Levite?

PR O O F

ה מָ ת הֲרָ עַ שְּׁ   לָּא מִ  ן אֶ בָּהֶ ךָ  ין לְ ״ – אֵ ימוּ ר יָרִ שֶׁ  ל אֲ אֵ רָ שְׂ י יִ נֵ י בְּ שֵׁ  דְ ת קׇ לוּ אֶ לְּ חַ לֹא יְ ״וְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

. ךְ ילָ אֵ וְ

The Torah teaches: "And they shall not profane  the  holy thing s  of the  children of Israe l which they shall se t as ide"—

you have  no  claim on them except from the  time  of se tting  aside  and onwards .

IN FER ENCE

ן! לָ כָ אֲ שֶׁ נָּה אוֹ  הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ יק מַ זִּ מַ כְּ י  יהֱוֵ אי? לֶ מַּ  לֵּם, אַ  שַׁ  א מְ יהָ ךְ מִ ילָ אֵ ה וְ מָ ת הֲרָ עַ שְּׁ   א מִ הָ

We infer: But from the  time  of se tting  aside  and onwards, he  would indeed pay! Why? Let it be  like  one  who damag es

prie stly g ifts  or eats  them,  who is exempt!

ANSWER

י כָא נָמֵ הָ

The Gemara answers: Here  too ...

S U M M A RY

The Gemara launches into a classic shakla v'tarya to test the Mishnah's kal vachomer, trying to find a refutation (pirchah)

based on the unique stringencies of chullin, such as the law of the firstborn (bechor) or the first of the shearing (reishis

hagez). Each time the Gemara suggests a specific case of chullin that is exempt from these stringencies—such as male goats,

old goats, or orphaned animals—it finds a way to show that the species as a whole is still subject to those rules, meaning the

kal vachomer remains strong and we truly need the pasuk's exclusion of "them" to exempt kodashim. Finally, the Gemara turns

the logic around, asking why we do not apply a kal vachomer to obligate chullin in the breast and thigh (chazei v'shok) that



are normally given from kodashim, and explains why a pasuk is needed to exclude this, even though waving chullin in the Beis

HaMikdash would present a major halachic problem.

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

The Gemara is bothered by a beautiful kasha: if sacrificial animals are obligated in the breast and thigh, lichoira we should

learn a kal vachomer that non-sacred animals (chullin) are also obligated in them! The Gemara answers that this is physically

impossible. To give the breast and thigh, the Torah requires tenufah (waving) "before Hashem" in the Beis HaMikdash. If

you wave it outside, it is not "before Hashem"; if you bring your chullin inside the Azarah to wave it, you are bringing non-

sacred items into the holy courtyard, which is strictly forbidden. Mimeila, the Torah's beautiful avodah of waving cannot be

performed on your everyday chullin.

Look at the deep yesod the Gemara is teaching us here. Sometimes we look at a high, lofty level of avodas Hashem, like the

holy tenufah in the Beis HaMikdash, and we think, "Why can't I do that in my everyday life? Why can't my regular, mundane

day have that same intense, burning holiness?" But the Torah is telling us: there is a boundary. You cannot force the specific

avodah of the Beis HaMikdash into your chullin. If you try to force a level of holiness that does not belong to your current

situation, you end up bringing "chullin into the Azarah", you ruin the very structure Hashem set up for you.

Your avodah today is not to copy someone else's lofty level or to force a spiritual practice that doesn't fit your life. Hashem

wants you to serve Him davka within the boundaries of your own life, with the specific mitzvos and gifts that belong to your

situation. True holiness is not about escaping your boundaries, but about sanctifying the exact place where Hashem has put

you.

Today, focus on doing one simple, everyday action, like eating a meal, doing business, or speaking to a family member, with

the proper boundaries and quiet kavanah, without looking for extra, lofty spiritual heights that do not belong to the moment.
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