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T HE  S U G Y A

We start off on our daf by continuing the sugya of a Kohen who sells his animal to a Yisrael. The Gemara works through a

kasha from a Baraisa regarding the difference between a seller who makes a condition of "except" versus one who says "on the

condition," and whether this is a dispute between Tannaim. We then move on to a major discussion between Rav and Rav

Assi regarding a buyer who purchases innards from a butcher, analyzing whether the Kohen goes after the buyer or the

butcher, which leads into a fundamental chakirah of whether priestly gifts can be stolen.

Next, we learn a new Mishnah about a convert who owned a cow. If there is a doubt whether the animal was slaughtered

before or after his giyur, the Mishnah rules that he is exempt because of the rule of hamotzi mechavero alav hareayah. The

Gemara is immediately bothered by a contradiction from a Mishnah in Pe'ah where we see that a doubt regarding gifts to the

poor is ruled stringently, leading to a beautiful shakla v'tarya between Rabbi Yochanan and Resh Lakish, and deep teretzim

from Rava and Abaye.

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 4 A

O BJECT IO N

צֶה! יִּרְ שֶׁ ן  כֹּהֵ ל  כׇ ן לְ י״ – נוֹתֵ לִּ שֶׁ נוֹת  תָּ  מַּ  הַ שֶׁ נָת  ל מְ ״עַ ינְהוּ:  מִ וּרְ

And they raised a contradiction from a different Baraisa: If a Kohen sells his animal to a Yisrael and says, I am selling it "on the

condition that the  g ifts  are  mine ," the buyer g ives  them to any Kohen that he  wants ,  and the seller cannot force him to give

them to him! How can our Mishnah say that the Kohen can retain the gifts?

ANSWER

ית? מֵ א רָ ץ״ קָ ״חוּ נָת״ אַ ל מְ ״עַ

The Gemara answers: Are  you rais ing  a contradiction from a case where he said "on the  condition" ag ainst our Mishnah's

case where he said "except"? They are not the same!

EXPLANAT IO N

א. יּוּרָ שִׁ או  נָת״ – לָ ל מְ ״עַ א,  יּוּרָ שִׁ ץ״ –  ״חוּ

When a person says "except," it is a retention;  he is keeping that part for himself and not selling it. But when he says "on the

condition," it is  not a re tention;  he is selling the whole thing but making a stipulation, and a Kohen has no power to make such

a stipulation on gifts that do not yet belong to him.

O BJECT IO N

! וֹ לּ שֶׁ נוֹת  תָּ  מַּ  י״ – הַ לִּ שֶׁ נוֹת  תָּ  מַּ  הַ שֶׁ נָת  ל מְ ״עַ ינְהוּ:  מִ וּרְ



And they raised a contradiction from yet another Baraisa: If he says, "on the  condition that the  g ifts  are  mine ," then the

g ifts  are  his ! This contradicts the first Baraisa which said "on the condition" is not effective.

ANSWER

א הוּא. יּוּרָ שִׁ או  נָת״ – לָ ל מְ ״עַ בַר  ר סָ א הוּא, וּמָ יּוּרָ שִׁ נָת״ –  ל מְ ״עַ בַר  ר סָ י: מָ יגִ לִ פְּ א  הָ בְּ

The Gemara answers: In this  point they arg ue ;  it is a dispute between Tannaim. One Master holds  that saying "on the

condition" is  like saying a retention,  and one Master holds  that saying "on the  condition" is  not a re tention.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. כוּ יהָ וְ עֶ י מֵ נֵ י בְּ כוֹר לִ : מְ ר לוֹ מַ אָ

The Gemara returns to the next part of the Mishnah: If a buyer said to  a butcher, "Se ll me  its  innards," e tc.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

בָּח.  טַּ  ם הַ ין עִ דִּ בָּח – הַ  ל לוֹ טַ קַ שָׁ ל  , אֲבָ מוֹ צְ עַ ל לְ קַ שָּׁ   שֶׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ ב: לֹא  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav said: They only taug ht that the buyer pays the Kohen and deducts it from the price where  the buyer weig hed the meat for

himse lf. But if the butcher weig hed it for him,  then the  judg ment is  with the  butcher;  the Kohen can go and demand the

value of the maw directly from the butcher.

STATEMENT

. וֹ מּ ין עִ דִּ בָּח – הַ  ל לוֹ טַ קַ שָׁ וּ  ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מַ י אָ סִּ ב אַ רַ וְ

And Rav Assi said: Even if the butcher weig hed it for him,  the  judg ment is  with him,  meaning the buyer, and the Kohen

cannot sue the butcher.

QU E ST IO N

צָה לוֹ – רָ כָ אֲ ר וַ חֵ ים, וּבָא אַ לִ עָ בְּ וּ הַ שׁ יאֲ יָ לֹא נִתְ זַל וְ א: גָּ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י א מִ א קָ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ דְ א בִּ ימָ לֵ

זֶּה גּוֹבֶה. צָה מִ זֶּה גּוֹבֶה, רָ מִ

The Gemara suggests: Shall we  say that they arg ue  about the principle of Rav Chisda? For Rav Chisda said: If one robbed

an object and the  owners  had not yet despaired of retrieving it, and another person came  and consumed it, if the owner

wants, he  collects  from this  one ,  the robber, and if he  wants , he  collects  from that one ,  the consumer.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ יהּ דְּ ית לֵ ר לֵ א, וּמָ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ יהּ דְּ ית לֵ ר אִ מָ דְּ

So lichoira, one Master,  Rav, holds  of Rav Chisda's  rule, so the Kohen can collect from either the butcher or the buyer, and

one Master,  Rav Assi, does  not hold of Rav Chisda's  rule.



ANSWER

זָלוֹת, בַר נִגְ ר סָ מָ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י א מִ זָלוֹת קָ נָּה נִגְ הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ מַ כָא בְּ הָ א, וְ דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ הוּ דְּ ית לְ א אִ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ לָא, דְּ

זָלוֹת. ין נִגְ בַר אֵ ר סָ וּמַ

The Gemara rejects this: No, everyone  holds  of Rav Chisda's  rule. But here , they are  arg uing  over whether prie stly g ifts

can be  stolen in a way that creates a halachic status of theft. One Master,  Rav, holds  they can be  stolen,  so the butcher is

considered a robber and is liable, and one Master,  Rav Assi, holds  they cannot be  stolen,  so the only obligation is on the one

who actually has the physical gifts.

STATEMENT

נוֹת תְּ ר: מַ מַ י אָ סִּ ב אַ רַ זָלוֹת, וְ נָּה נִגְ הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ ר: מַ מַ ב אָ : רַ הּ מָ צְ י עַ נֵ פְ א בִּ תָּ  עְ מַ שְׁ א  הָ י לַהּ לְ נֵ תְ מַ כָּא דְּ י אִ

זָלוֹת. ין נִגְ נָּה אֵ הוּ כְּ

There  are  those  who teach this  halacha on its  own,  as an independent dispute: Rav says: Prie stly g ifts  can be  stolen,  and

Rav Assi says: Prie stly g ifts  cannot be  stolen.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

טוּר, פָּ פֵק –  יָּיב, סָ  יֵּיר – חַ  גַּ נִּתְ שֶּׁ   טוּר, מִ פָּ יֵּיר –   גַּ לֹּא נִתְ  שֶׁ ד  ה עַ טָ חֲ שְׁ  ה, נִ פָּרָ ה לוֹ  יְתָ הָ יֵּיר וְ  גַּ נִּתְ שֶׁ י׳ גֵּר  נִ תְ מַ

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ הַ שֶׁ

MISHNAH: In the case of a convert who converted and he  had a cow, if it was s laug htered before  he  converted, he  is

exempt from giving the gifts. If it was slaughtered after he  converted, he  is  oblig ated. If there is a doubt whether it was

slaughtered before or after, he  is  exempt, because  the  burden of proof is  on the  claimant,  which is the Kohen.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

א מָ לְ טוּר״, אַ פָּ פֵק  ״סָ נַן:  נָן – תְּ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ ישׁ לְ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ יהּ רַ י לֵ מֵ ר: רָ מַ י אֲ ימִ ב דִּ א רַ י אֲתָ כִּ ׳  מָ גְּ

לָּא.  קוּ א לְ יקָ פֵ סְ

GEMARA: When Rav Dimi came  from Eretz Yisrael, he  said: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised a contradiction to Rabbi

Yochanan: We learned in our Mishnah: "If there  is  a doubt, he  is  exempt." Consequently, a doubt is  ruled leniently.

O BJECT IO N

ים נִ יוֹ לְ עֶ ים – הָ רִ צְ וֹ קּ ר הַ חַ אַ לְּ שֶׁ  יִת, וְ בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ל  שֶׁ וּ  לּ י אֵ ה – הֲרֵ מָ קָּ ךְ הַ תוֹ בְּ שֶׁ ים  לִ מָ נְּ י הַ ינְהוּ: חוֹרֵ מִ וּרְ

יִת. בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ל  שֶׁ ים  נִ וֹ תּ חְ תַּ  הַ ים, וְ יִּ נִ עֲ לַ

And he  raised a contradiction from a Mishnah in Pe'ah: Regarding ant hole s  that are  inside  the  standing  crop, these

be long  to the  owner of the field. But regarding those that are  behind the  harvesters , the  upper grains belong  to the  poor,

and the  lower grains belong  to the  owner.



O BJECT IO N

ט. ט – לֶקֶ פֵק לֶקֶ סְּ שֶׁ ים,  יִּ נִ עֲ כֹּל לַ  ר: הַ מֵ יר אוֹ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Meir says: Everything  in those holes g oes  to the  poor, because  a doubt reg arding  Leket is  ruled stringently as

Leket! This contradicts our Mishnah which says a doubt in gifts is ruled leniently.

ANSWER

וּם שּׁ  ר מִ מֵ א אוֹ רָ גְ ן אַ בֶּ ה  י יְהוּדָ בִּ יָא: רַ נְ תַ , דְּ הּ נֶה אוֹתָ וֹ י שׁ נִ יד אֲ ן יָחִ וֹ שׁ לְ בִּ שֶׁ י,  נִ יטֵ נִ קְ תַּ ל  : אַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

ה. אָ פֵּ ה –  אָ פֵּ פֵק  ה, סְ חָ כְ שִׁ ה –  חָ כְ שִׁ פֵק  ט, סְ ט – לֶקֶ פֵק לֶקֶ יר: סְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yochanan said to him: Do not annoy me , for I teach that Mishnah in Pe'ah as  the  opinion of a s ing le  individual,

which is not the accepted Halacha. As it was  taug ht in a Baraisa: Rabbi Yehuda ben Ag ra says  in the  name  of Rabbi Meir:

A doubt reg arding  Leket is  Leket, a doubt reg arding  Shichchah is  Shichchah, and a doubt reg arding  Pe 'ah is  Pe 'ah.

O BJECT IO N

אי : מַ ישׁ קִ ן לָ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ר, דְּ מַ אָ א קָ מָ עְ א טַ הָ ל, וְ דָּ תַּ ן  בֶּ ן  וֹ שׁ לְ לָּא בִּ  הּ אֶ נֶה אוֹתָ שְׁ  ל תִּ ר לוֹ אַ מַ אָ

״? יקוּ דִּ צְ שׁ הַ י וָרָ נִ ״עָ יב  תִ כְ דִּ

Resh Lakish said to him: Do not teach it as  a mere minority view of "Ben Taddal",  because there  is  a scriptural reason for

this stringency! As Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: What is  the  meaning  of that which is  written: "Do justice  to the

afflicted and the  needy"?

QU E ST IO N

״? יבוֹ רִ ר בְּ דַּ הְ ל לֹא תֶ דָ ״וְ יב  תִ כְּ א  הָ ים, וְ ינִ דִ א בְּ ימָ לֵּ י ״? אִ יקוּ דִּ צְ ״הַ אי  מַ

What is  the meaning of "do justice"? If we  say it means in judg ment, but isn't it written: "Do not favor a poor man in his

g rievance"?

ANSWER

. ן לוֹ תֵ ךָ וְ לְּ שֶּׁ   ק מִ דֵּ לָּא, צַ  אֶ

Rather, it means: Justify him from your own property and g ive  to him. This shows that in cases of doubt, we rule in favor of the

poor!

R E SO LU T IO N

א. ימָ יְ יּוּבָא קָ ת חִ זְקַ חֶ ה בְּ מָ א, קָ ימָ יְ ה קָ טוּרָ פְּ ת  זְקַ חֶ ה בְּ פָּרָ כָא,  בָא: הָ ר רָ מַ אָ

Rava said: There is a simple distinction. Here , regarding the convert, the cow stands with a presumption of exemption,

because before he converted it was definitely exempt. But there, the standing  crop stands with a presumption of oblig ation

to tithes and gifts, so we rule stringently.

O BJECT IO N

פֵק – יָּיב, סָ  יֵּיר – חַ  גַּ נִּתְ שֶּׁ   לָּה, מִ  חַ ן הַ טוּר מִ פָּ יֵּיר –   גַּ לֹּא נִתְ  שֶׁ ד  ית עַ שֵׂ ה נַעֲ סָּ י י עִ י: וַהֲרֵ יֵ בָּ  יהּ אַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

יָּיב.  חַ



Abaye  said to him: But what about doug h? If it was made  before  he  converted, he  is  exempt from Challah. If it was made

after he  converted, he  is  oblig ated. Yet if there is a doubt, he  is  oblig ated! Why? The dough also had a presumption of

exemption before he converted!

ANSWER

לָּא.  קוּ נָא לְ מוֹ פֵק מָ א, סְ רָ חוּמְ א לְ וּרָ יסּ פֵק אִ : סְ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rava said to him: A doubt reg arding  a prohibition is  ruled string ently, but a doubt reg arding  money is  ruled leniently.

Challah is a severe prohibition of Tevel, whereas priestly gifts are just monetary obligations.

STATEMENT

טוּר. פְ ע לִ בַּ  רְ אַ יּוּב וְ חִ ע לְ בַּ  רְ בַּגֵּר, אַ רוּ  מְ פֵקוֹת נֶאֶ נָה סְ מוֹ שְׁ יָּיא:   י חִ בִּ י רַ נֵ תָּ ן  כֵ א, וְ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אֲ דַּ

For Rav Chisda said, and so Rabbi Chiyya taug ht: Eig ht doubts  were  stated reg arding  a convert; four are ruled

string ently to create an oblig ation, and four are ruled leniently to result in an exemption.

EXPLANAT IO N

יּוּב. חִ ה – לְ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ כוֹר בְּ ה, וּבְ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ כוֹר בְּ לָּה, וּבְ  חַ , וְ וֹ תּ שְׁ  ן אִ בַּ  רְ קׇ

The doubt regarding his  wife 's  offering , and Challah, and the  firstborn of an impure  animal, and the  firstborn of a pure

animal are all ruled string ently.

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  1 3 4 B

STATEMENT

טוּר. פְ מוֹר – לִ ר חֲ טֶ פֶּ ן  יוֹ דְ ן, וּפִ בֵּ  ן הַ יוֹ דְ נוֹת, וּפִ תָּ  מַּ  הַ ז וְ גֵּ ית הַ שִׁ א רֵ

These four cases of doubt regarding a convert are: the  first of the  shearing , and the  g ifts  of the foreleg, cheeks, and maw, and

the  redemption of the  firstborn son, and the  redemption of the  firstborn of a donkey — in all of these, the rule is to

exempt the convert from having to give them, because they are monetary claims, and the burden of proof is on the claimant.

STATEMENT

. יהּ י לֵ מִ ה רְ מָ קָּ ה אַ מָ ר: קָ מַ ין, אָ בִ א רָ י אֲתָ כִּ

When Ravin came  from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he  said a different version of the discussion: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish did not

raise a contradiction from the Mishnah of the convert's dough, but rather he  raised a contradiction from one baraita discussing

standing  g rain ag ainst another baraita discussing standing  g rain.

STATEMENT

ט. ל לֶקֶ קַ שְׁ  מִ ים לְ יִּ נִ לָא הֲווֹ עֲ ר, וְ שָׁ י כִ ע בְּ י זְרַ לֵוִ

The Gemara relates: Levi sowed crops in a place called Kishar, and there  were  no poor people  there to take  the g leaning s .

ANSWER

ים. פִ לֵּ  טַ עֲ לֹא לַ ים וְ בִ עוֹרְ לֹא לְ ם״, וְ זֹב אֹתָ עֲ תַּ לַגֵּר  י וְ נִ עָ ״לֶ  : יהּ ר לֵ מַ ת, אֲ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  קַ א לְ אֲתָ

He came  before  Rav Sheshet to ask what he should do with the gleanings. Rav Sheshet said to him: The Torah says, "You

shall leave  them for the  poor and for the  strang er," and not for ravens  and not for bats . Since there are no poor people

here to take them, you may take them for yourself.



O BJECT IO N

ה פָּרָ כֵר  ן – שׂוֹ כֹּהֵ ם  שָׁ ין  ם אֵ אִ וּב, וְ שּׁ  יִּ בָּר לַ  דְ מִּ לֹא מִ יר, וְ עִ ן לָ גּוֹרֶ ה, לֹא מִ רוּמָ ין תְּ יאִ בִ ין מְ י: אֵ יבִ יתִ מֵ

ה. רוּמָ ד תְּ סֵ פְ י הֶ נֵ פְּ  , מִ הּ יאָ בִ וּמְ

The Gemara raise s  an objection from a baraita: We do not bring  terumah, ne ither from the  threshing  floor to the  city, nor

from the  wilderness  to the  se ttled area,  because the owner does not have to expend effort to deliver it to a Kohen. But if

there  is  no Kohen there  at the threshing floor, the owner hires  a cow and bring s  it to the city because  of the  loss  of

terumah that would occur if it were left to rot. Why, then, did Rav Sheshet say that the gleanings may be left to rot or taken by the

owner?

R E SO LU T IO N

. ישׁ לַהּ רֵ פְ לָא מַ יא דְּ גִּ לָא סַ לָה, וְ בְ טָ ה, דְּ רוּמָ י תְּ אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara answers: Terumah is  different, because  it renders  the rest of the crop teve l (untithed and forbidden), and it is

not possible  for the owner to eat his produce without separating  it. Since he must separate it anyway, the Sages obligated him

to bring it to a settled area so it does not go to waste.

O BJECT IO N

. עַ זְּרוֹ ת הַ יט אֶ שִׁ  ים – לֹא יַפְ לִ עֲגָ בַּ לוֹג  מְ נָּהֲגוּ לִ  שֶׁ קוֹם  יָא: מָ נְ תַ י, וְ לִ בְ לָא טָ נוֹת, דְּ תָּ  י מַ וַהֲרֵ

The Gemara objects: But what about the  g ifts  of the priesthood, which do not render the animal teve l? And yet it was

taug ht in a baraita: In a place  where  they were  accustomed to scald the skin of calves  in hot water to eat the skin with the

meat, the owner may not skin the  fore leg  before giving it to the Kohen, so that the Kohen receives the skin as well.

O BJECT IO N

י נֵ פְּ  ן, מִ לָ כְ אוֹ ים וְ מִ דָ ן בְּ ין אוֹתָ לִ עֲ ן – מַ כֹּהֵ ם  שָׁ ין  ם אֵ אִ י, וְ חִ לֶּ  ת הַ יט אֶ שִׁ  רֹאשׁ – לֹא יַפְ ת הָ יט אֶ שִׁ  פְ הַ לְ

ן. כֹּהֵ ד  סֵ פְ הֶ

And in a place where they are accustomed to skin the  head, he  may not skin the  cheek before giving it to the Kohen. And if

there  is  no Kohen there  to receive them, we appraise  them for the ir monetary value  and the owner eats  them,  and gives

the money to a Kohen later, because  of the  loss  to the  Kohen. This shows that even for gifts that do not make the rest tevel,

the owner must make sure they do not go to waste!

R E SO LU T IO N

. יהּ בֵּ יבָא  תִ כְּ ינָה  נְתִ נָּה, דִּ הוּ כְּ נוֹת  תְּ י מַ אנֵ שָׁ

The Gemara answers: Priestly g ifts  are  different, because  an active term of g iving  is  written reg arding  them: "And they

shall give to the Kohen." This obligates the owner to ensure the Kohen receives them.

STATEMENT

. יהּ בֵּ יבָא  תִ כְּ ינָה  י נְתִ ה נָמֵ רוּמָ י, תְּ כִ הָ ית לְ תֵ אָ א דְּ תָּ  שְׁ  הַ

The Gemara notes: Now that you have  arrived at this  explanation, we can say that terumah also  has the same rule because

g iving  is  written reg arding  it: "The first fruits of your grain... you shall give to him," and not because it makes the crop tevel.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ א לְ ירָ זֹב״ יַתִּ עֲ תַּ ״ לָּא   אֶ וְ



The Gemara asks: But if so, that the owner has no obligation to deliver the gifts of the poor, why do I need the  extra word "you

shall leave" written in the Torah regarding pe'ah and gleanings?

ANSWER

ה, אָ פֵ ה וּבְ חָ כְ שִׁ  לוֹת וּבְ לֵ עוֹ ט וּבְ פֶרֶ יָּיב בְּ  צָרוֹ – חַ ים וּבְ כִּ  שְׁ  ר הִ חַ שַּׁ   לַ , וְ מוֹ כַּרְ ת  פKִיר אֶ מַּ  יָא: הַ נְ תַ דְ כִ לְ

רוֹת. שְׂ עַ מַּ  ן הַ טוּר מִ וּפָ

The Gemara answers: It is needed for that which was  taug ht in a baraita: One who makes  his  vineyard ownerle ss , and in the

morning  he  woke  up early and harvested it himself, is  oblig ated in the gifts of the poor: individual fallen g rapes , and

incomplete ly formed clusters , and forg otten sheaves , and pe 'ah; but he  is  exempt from tithes ,  because ownerless

property is exempt from tithes, but the extra word "you shall leave" teaches that the gifts of the poor still apply.

STATEMENT

ן. בָּהֶ כָה  י וּזְ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ ים רַ דֵ א, קָ שָׁ  רְ דְ י מִ בֵ א לְ אֲתָ י דַּ ינָרֵ דִ א דְּ קָּ הוּא שַׂ הָ

The Gemara relates: There was a certain sack of dinars  that came  to the  Be is  Medrash as a gift for the poor. Rabbi Ammi

went ahead and acquired them for himself.

QU E ST IO N

! מוֹ צְ עַ ל מֵ וֹ טּ יִּ שֶׁ לֹא  ן״ וְ נָתַ ״וְ יב  תִ כְּ א  הָ י? וְ כִ יד הָ בֵ י עָ יכִ הֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: And how could he  do this? But isn't it written, "And he  shall g ive ," which teaches and not that the

Kohen may take  it by himse lf without the owner's consent?

ANSWER

ן. בָּהֶ ים זָכָה  יִּ נִ עֲ י לַ י נָמֵ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ רַ

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Ammi also  did not take them for himself; rather, he  acquired them on behalf of the  poor,  which

is permitted.

ANSWER

י, נוֹ יו בְּ חָ אֶ ל מֵ דוֹ א גָּ יְּהֵ שֶׁ יו״ –  חָ אֶ ל מֵ דוֹ גָּ ן הַ כֹּהֵ  הַ ״וְ יָא:  נְ תַ י, דְּ אנֵ שָׁ וּב  שׁ ם חָ דָ א: אָ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ וְ

ר. שֶׁ  עוֹ ה, וּבְ מָ כְ חָ בְּ

And if you want, say instead: An important person is  different,  and he may take gifts himself, as  it was  taug ht in a baraita:

"And the  Kohen Gadol who is  g reater than his  brothers" teaches that he  should be  g reater than his  brothers  in beauty,

in wisdom, and in wealth.

PR O O F

ל דוֹ גָּ ן הַ כֹּהֵ  הַ ״וְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ  ? ין אוֹתוֹ לִ דְּ גַ ים מְ נִ כֹּהֲ  יו הַ חָ אֶ שֶׁ  , ין לוֹ ם אֵ אִ שֶׁ ן  יִ נַּ  ים: מִ רִ מְ ים אוֹ רִ חֵ אֲ

יו. חָ ל אֶ שֶּׁ   לֵהוּ מִ דְּ יו״ – גַּ חָ אֶ מֵ

Others  say: From where  do we  know that if he  does  not have  wealth of his own, his  brother Kohanim must make  him

wealthy? The  Torah says: "And the  Kohen Gadol from his  brothers" — meaning, make  him g reat from that which

be long s  to his  brothers . Thus, an important Torah scholar may take gifts directly.



נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

וֹק. ל – שׁ גֶ בָּרֶ וֹ  דּ נֶגְ יר, וּכְ ל נָזִ שֶׁ הוּא  ל יָד, וְ שֶׁ כַּף  ד  בָּה עַ כוּ רְ ל אַ שֶׁ ק  פֶּרֶ  ן הַ ? מִ עַ זְּרוֹ יזֶהוּ הַ י׳ אֵ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: Which is  the  fore leg  that must be given to the Kohen? It is from the  joint of the  knee  until the  palm of the

hand (the forefoot). And this  is  the same foreleg of the  Nazir's  ram. And corresponding  to it in the  hind leg  is  the  hind

leg  (the shok) which is given to the Kohen from peace-offerings.

MISHNAH

ל. גֶ ל רֶ שֶׁ ךְ  ד סוֹבֶ בָּה עַ כוּ רְ ל אַ שֶׁ ק  פֶּרֶ  ן הַ וֹק מִ ר: שׁ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda says: The  hind leg  (the shok) is from the  joint of the  knee  until the  fleshy part of the  leg .

MISHNAH

ת. גֶּרֶ ל גַּרְ שֶׁ ה  יקָ פִּ ד  י עַ חִ ל לֶ שֶׁ ק  פֶּרֶ  ן הַ י? מִ חִ י זֶהוּ לֶ אֵ

Which is  the  cheek? From the  joint of the  jaw until the  ring  of the  windpipe .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

BR AI SA

מוּד לְ תַּ מֹאל?  עַ שְׂ לָּא זְרוֹ  ינוֹ אֶ ין, אוֹ אֵ עַ יָמִ ר זֶה זְרוֹ מֵ ה אוֹ תָּ  ין. אַ עַ יָמִ עַ – זֶה זְרוֹ זְּרוֹ נַן: הַ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ ׳  מָ גְּ

״. עַ זְּרוֹ ״הַ ר  מַ לוֹ

GEMARA: The  Rabbis  taug ht in a baraita: "The  fore leg " — this  is  the  rig ht fore leg . Do you say this  is  the  rig ht

fore leg , or is  it only the  le ft fore leg ? The  Torah says  "the  fore leg " with a definite article.

EXPLANAT IO N

. עַ זְּרוֹ בַּ  שֶׁ ן  מָּ יוּ מְ ״ – הַ עַ זְּרוֹ ״הַ י:  כָא נָמֵ , הָ ךְ יָּרֵ  בַּ  שֶׁ נֶת  מֶּ יוּ מְ ״ – הַ ךְ יָּרֵ  ״הַ בָא:  ר רָ מַ אָ דְ כִּ א?  מוּדָ לְ תַּ אי  מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  biblical derivation? The Gemara answers: It is as  Rava said regarding the sciatic nerve: "The

thig h" means the  most rig htward of the  thig hs. Here  too, "the  fore leg " means the  most rig htward of the  fore leg s .

QU E ST IO N

ים. שִׁ י יָ ן תְּ קַ זְ בִּ שֶׁ ר  עָ שֵׂ ים, וְ שִׂ בָ כְּ רֹאשׁ  בְּ שֶׁ ר  מֶ יא צֶ בִ הָ א? לְ אי אֲתָ מַ ם״ לְ יִ יַ חָ לְּ הַ ״וְ

The Gemara asks: "And the  cheeks" (written in the plural) for what does  it come  to include? The Gemara answers: To include

the  wool on the  head of sheep, and the  hair in the  beard of he -g oats ,  which must also be given to the Kohen.

QU E ST IO N

בָה. קֵּ ךְ הַ תוֹ בְּ שֶׁ לֶב  חֵ בָה, וְ קֵּ י הַ בֵּ ל גַּ עַ שֶׁ לֶב  יא חֵ בִ הָ א? לְ אי אֲתָ מַ בָה״ לְ קֵּ הַ ״וְ

The Gemara asks: "And the  maw" (with the prefix "and") for what does  it come  to include? The Gemara answers: To include

the  fat that is  on the  outside  of the  maw, and the  fat that is  inside  the  maw.



STATEMENT

ים. לִ עָ נוּהוּ לַבְּ ן יָפָה וּנְתָ יִ וֹ עַ ים נָהֲגוּ בּ נִ כֹּהֲ  : עַ שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ דְּ

As Rabbi Yehoshua said: The  Kohanim behaved with a g enerous eye  reg arding  it, and they would g ive  it back to the

owners .

IN FER ENCE

יהּ הוּא. ידֵ א לֹא נָהֲגוּ – דִּ נָהֲגוּ, הָ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

The Gemara notes: The reason the owners may eat it is only because  the Kohanim behaved generously; but if they did not

behave  so, it would be long  to  the Kohen by law.

STATEMENT

״. יָדוֹ ח בְּ מַ ח רוֹ קַּ יִּ ״וַ ר:  מֵ ן הוּא אוֹ כֵ יָּד, וְ  ד הַ נֶגֶ כְּ עַ –  זְּרוֹ ים: הַ רִ מְ יוּ אוֹ מוּרוֹת הָ י חֲ שֵׁ  דּוֹרְ

The interpreters  of metaphors  would say: The  fore leg  is given to the Kohen corresponding  to the  hand of Pinchas, and

so it says: "And he  took a spear in his  hand."

STATEMENT

ר: מֵ ן הוּא אוֹ כֵ , וְ הּ עָ מָ שְׁ  מִ כְּ בָה –  ל״, קֵ לֵּ  פַ יְ ס וַ חָ ינְ פִּ מֹד  יַּעֲ  ״וַ ר:  מֵ ן הוּא אוֹ כֵ לָּה, וְ  פִ ד תְּ נֶגֶ כְּ יִם –  יַ חָ לְ וּ

״. הּ ל קֳבָתָ ה אֶ שָּׁ   אִ ת הָ אֶ ״וְ

And the  cheeks  are given corresponding  to prayer which is spoken with the mouth, and so it says: "And Pinchas  stood up

and prayed." And the  maw is  according  to its  literal meaning , and so it says: "And the  woman to her maw."

BR AI SA

ר מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ן?  יִ נַּ  ין מִ שִׁ  דָּ עַ מוּקְ ין, זְרוֹ יָּמִ  וֹק הַ לָּא שׁ  י אֶ ין לִ ין״ – אֵ יָּמִ  וֹק הַ ״שׁ כָא:  הָ י לַהּ מֵ יתֵ יְ נָּא מַ  תַ וְ

״. נוּ תְּ ״תִּ ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ן?  יִ נַּ  ין מִ לִּ עַ חוּ ה״. זְרוֹ רוּמָ ״תְּ

And the  Tanna derives  it from here : "The  rig ht thig h" — I only know the  rig ht thig h is given from peace-offerings. From

where  do we  know the  fore leg  of consecrated animals  is given? The Torah says  "terumah." From where  do we  know

the  fore leg  of non-consecrated animals  is given? The Torah says  "you shall g ive ."

QU E ST IO N

? הּ מָּ  ה עִ יטָ חִ שְׁ ית  לָהּ וּבֵ טְ יָא: נוֹ נְ תַ הָ ת, וְ גֶּרֶ ל גַּרְ שֶׁ ה  יקָּ פִּ ד  עַ י וְ חִ ל לְ שֶׁ ק  פֶּרֶ  ן הַ י – מִ חִ יזֶהוּ לֶ אֵ

The Gemara asks: The Mishnah says: Which is  the  cheek? From the  joint of the  jaw until the  ring  of the  windpipe . But

wasn't it taug ht in a baraita: He takes  it and the  place  of s laug htering  is  with it? This implies the cheek includes the throat

area where the shechitah is performed!

R E SO LU T IO N

נוֹס. יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ א רַ הָ נַן, וְ בָּ  א רַ יָא: הָ שְׁ  לָא קַ

The Gemara answers: It is  not difficult: This  Mishnah is according to the  Rabbis , and that baraita is according to Rabbi

Chanina ben Antig onus .

PR O O F

ה. רָ שֵׁ  כְּ יא  הִ שֶׁ ת  מֶ רֶ ל מוּגְ נוֹס עַ יגְ טִ נְ ן אַ בֶּ ינָא  נִ י חֲ בִּ יד רַ עִ לָה, הֵ סוּ פְּ ת  מֶ רֶ יָא: מוּגְ נְ תַ דְּ



As it was  taug ht in a baraita: A shechitah that is s lanted up into the ring of the windpipe is  invalid according to the Rabbis. But

Rabbi Chanina ben Antig onus te stified reg arding  a s lanted shechitah that it is  valid,  because he holds that area is still

considered part of the neck, and therefore it is given with the cheek.

R E SO LU T IO N

ה. מָ הֵ בְ הּ דִּ מָּ  ״? עִ הּ מָּ  ״עִ אי  נַן, וּמַ בָּ  א רַ הָ א וְ א: הָ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ

And if you want, say instead: Both this  and that are  according to the  Rabbis , and what is  the meaning of "with it"? It means

the place of slaughtering remains with the  body of the animal,  and is not given to the Kohen.

STATEMENT

יִם. יַ חָ לְּ הַ עַ וְ זְּרוֹ ךְ הַ לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we  return to you, "Hazroa Vehalchayayim"!

S U M M A RY

The daf first clarifies that saying "except" acts as a direct retention of the priestly gifts, whereas "on the condition" is a mere

stipulation which, according to one Tanna, is ineffective because a Kohen cannot make a stipulation on gifts he does not yet

own. Regarding a buyer who bought innards from a butcher, Rav and Rav Assi argue whether the Kohen can demand the

maw from the butcher; the Gemara explains that this hinges on whether priestly gifts are subject to the halachos of theft.

Moving to the next Mishnah, we learn that a doubt regarding a convert's cow is ruled leniently because the Kohen is the

claimant. The Gemara resolves a contradiction from Pe'ah—where doubts are ruled stringently in favor of the poor—by

distinguishing between a cow, which has a chazaka of exemption from before the giyur, and standing crops, which have a

chazaka of obligation. Ultimately, Rava establishes that we rule stringently on doubts involving prohibitions like Challah, but

leniently on purely monetary doubts like priestly gifts.

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

The Gemara brings a beautiful sevara from Resh Lakish on the pasuk, "Do justice to the afflicted and the needy." The

Gemara asks, how can you "do justice" to a poor man in a court of law? The Torah explicitly warns us not to favor a poor

person in judgment! Rather, the Gemara is mechadesh a profound yesod: "Justify him from your own property and give to

him." When there is a doubt, when things are unclear, the Torah is telling us that the way we show true tzedek is by stepping

up and giving from our own pocket to help another Yid.

Lichoira, we might think that keeping our money is the default, and we only give when we are absolutely forced to by the

letter of the law. But the Torah's view of tzedakah and chesed is entirely different. When Hashem blesses us with parnassah,

He is making us His partners to sustain those who are struggling. When a doubt arises, a person with a cold heart looks for a

heter to keep his money. But a Yid who wants to do true avodas Hashem looks at the doubt as an opportunity to "justify him

from your own", to go beyond the strict line of the law and make sure another person is taken care of.

Today, when an opportunity for chesed or tzedakah comes your way and you find yourself hesitating or looking for reasons

why you might be exempt, stop and remember this yesod. Don't look for the easy way out. Choose to "justify" the other

person by giving generously from your own, knowing that Hashem will more than repay whatever you give.
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