
ְ
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מֵתִיבְרַבְשִׁימִיְבַּרְאַבָּאְְ

אִםְהָיָהְכֹּהֵןְְ

רוֹקְעָלָיוְ יִז 

דַּםְחַטָּאתוְְֹ

דַםְאֲשָׁמוְֹ ו 

דַּםְ

צוֹרָעְְחַטָּאתוֹ ְשֶׁלְמ 

דַםְ ו 

צוֹרָעְְ אֲשָׁמוְֹשֶׁלְמ 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

יֶהְ זאֹתְתִּה 

צֹרָעְְ תּוֹרַתְהַמּ 

בֵּיןְגָּדוֹלְ

וּבֵיןְקָטָןְְ

 
36 Why Does the Gemara Not Ask from Our Mishna? 

Seemingly the Gemara could have asked the same question from our 
Mishna. Our Mishna clearly says that the Kohen can even bring the person’s 
chatas and asham. If so, why does the Gemara have to asks from the Baraisa if it 
could have asked the very same question from our Mishna? 

The Ran brings that as a result of this question, there were those that said 
that this proves that the correct girsa (version) of our Mishna does not include 
the words ‘chatas and asham’. And if so, we understand why the Gemara’s 
question was only from the Baraisa and not the Mishna. 

However, the Ran says that it is not necessary to change the girsa of the 
Mishna. That even if the Mishna would include these words, there would still be 
no question, as follows. 

The Gemara answers that there is no proof from the Baraisa because we can 
say that the Baraisa is only dealing with a case of mi’chusrei kapparah.  

 

When is a Kohen Chayiv to Pay for a Korban that He Made 

Pigul? 

נַןְ תּ 

לוְּ הַכֹּהֲנִיםְשֶׁפִּיגּ 

דָּשְְׁ בַּמִּק 

זִידִיןְ מ 

חַיָּיבִיןְ

הָאְ

גִיןְ שׁוֹג 

טוּרִיןְ פּ 

אֶלָּאְשֶׁפִּיגּוּלָן

פִּיגּוּלְ

The Ran points out that this answer would be obvious in the Mishna, and 
this is why the Gemara does not bother to ask from the Mishna.  

The Mishna lists cases of mi’chusrei kapparah and immediately afterwards 
lists the case of a chatas and asham. If so, this would seem to indicate that the 
chatas and asham are also part of this category of korbanos, and as such, there 
would be no question from the Mishna.  

It is only from the Baraisa that there is a question. The Baraisa just mentions 
the case of chatas and asham, and this would seem to indicate that the Baraisa 
is discussing the regular case of chatas and asham (and as such we would have a 
question).  

And the Gemara answers that even in the Baraisa we can say that the reason 
the Kohen can bring the chatas and asham is because they are the chatas and 
asham of a metzora, i.e., they are also mi’chusrei kapparah, and perhaps this is 
the reason that they can be brought by even this Kohen (who is assur to benefit 
the person). 



לָמָאְ ְבִּשׁ  רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

מַיָּאְהָווְְּ לוּחֵיְדִשׁ  שׁ 

ינוְּ הַי 

שֶׁפִּיגּוּלָןְפִּיגּוּלְ

ְְ רַתּ  אֶלָּאְאִיְאָמ 

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְהָווְְּ שׁ 

אַמַּאיְפִּיגּוּלָןְפִּיגּוּלְ

לֵימָאְלֵיהְּ

לִיחָאְשַׁוֵּיתָיךְְ שׁ 

תַקּוֹנֵיְ ל 

עַוּוֹתֵיְְ לָאְל  ו 

שָה אָדָם אוֹסֵר דָבָרֹ שֶאֵינוֹ   ֹשלוֹ ע’’י מַעְֹ

רִיְ אָמ 

שָׁאנֵיְגַּבֵּיְפִּיגּוּלְְ

רָאְְ אָמַרְק  דּ 

לאְֹיֵחָשֵׁבְלוְֹ

לְמָקוֹםְְ מִכׇּּ

 

According to R' Yochanan, Which Korbanos Can be 

Brought Without the Owner’s Consent and Which Cannot 

be Brought Without the Owner’s Consent? 

ְ

וּפָאְגּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

הַכֹּלְ

רִיכִיןְדַּעַתְ צ 

חוּסַּרְכַּפָּרָהְ חוּץְמִמּ 

בָּןְ ר  שֶׁהֲרֵיְאָדָםְמֵבִיאְקׇּ

נוֹתָיוְ עַלְבּ  עַלְבָּנָיוְו 

טַנִּיםְהַקּ ְ

דָנִין    

שֶר אֶפְֹ שֶאִי  מִֹ שָר  אֶפְֹ



שֶר אִי אֶפְֹ

שֶר אֶפְֹ

שֶר שֶאִי אֶפְֹ מִֹ

אֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

יָבִיאְאָדָםְ

חַטַּאתְחֵלֶבְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

שֶׁכֵּןְאָדָםְמֵבִיאְ

תּוְֹשׁוֹטָהְ עַלְאִשׁ 

הוּדָהְ רַבִּיְי  כּ 

מָהְְאְַ לּ 

עָזָרְְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֶל 

רִישְׁ הִפ 

חַטַּאתְחֵלֶבְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוּםְ לאְֹעָשָׂהְכּ 

תּוְֹשׁוֹטָה אִשׁ 

הֵיכִיְדָמֵיְְ

לָהְְְאִי אָכ  דּ 

שֶׁהִיאְשׁוֹטָהְ כּ 

בָּןְהִיאְְ ר  לָאוְבַּתְקׇּ

לָהְ אָכ  אִיְדּ  ו 

שֶׁהִיאְפִּקַּחַתְְ כּ 

תַּטֵּיתְ נִשׁ  ו 

יָהְְ מ  הָאְאָמַרְרַבִּיְיִר 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֲבָהוְּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

אָכַלְחֵלֶבְְ

בָּןְ ר  רִישְׁקׇּ הִפ  ו 

תַּטָּהְ נִשׁ  ו 

חָזַרְ ו 

תַּפָּהְ נִשׁ  ו 

פָּסוּלְ

חָהְ נִד  הוֹאִילְו 

יִדָּחֶהְ



 

 

 

Separating a Korban Pesach for Someone Without their 

Consent (with regard to one’s friend and with regard to one’s 

children – the chiyuv בֵיתְאָבֹת  (with regard to children שֶׂהְל 

 

אֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

יָבִיאְאָדָםְ

פֶּסַחְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

שֶׁכֵּןְאָדָםְ

מֵבִיאְ

נוֹתָיוְ עַלְבּ  עַלְבָּנָיוְו 

טַנִּיםְ הַקּ 

מָה אַלּ 

עָזָרְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֶל 

רִישְׁ הִפ 

פֶּסַחְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוּםְ לאְֹעָשָׂהְכּ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְזֵירָאְ

בֵיתְאָבֹתְְשְֶׂ הְל 

לָאוְ

יתָאְ אוֹרָי  דּ 

וּמִמַּאיְ

נַן מִדִּת 

בָנָיוְהָאוֹ מֵרְל 

הֲרֵינִיְשׁוֹחֵטְ

אֶתְהַפֶּסַחְְ

עַלְמִיְ

שֶׁיַּעֲלֶהְמִכֶּםְרִאשׁוֹןְ

לִירוּשָׁלַיִםְ

כֵּיוָןְ

נִיסְרִאשׁוֹןְְ שֶׁהִכ 

ְ רוּבּוְֹ ו  ראֹשׁוְֹ

זָכָהְ

קוְְֹ חֶל  בּ 

זַכֶּהְ וּמ 

אֶתְאֶחָיוְעִמּוְְֹ



ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

בְֵ יתְשֶׂהְל 

יתָאְ אוֹרָי  דּ 

רָאְקָאֵיְְ עַלְבִּישׂ 

הוְּ זַכֵּיְל  וּמ 

שֶה לְבֵית אָבֹת

אֶלָּאְ

הוֹןְאֲבוּהוֹןְ אָמַרְל  הוְּדּ  מָהְל  ל 

זָןְ זָר  דֵיְל  כּ 

וֹתְ מִצ  בּ 

יָאְנָמֵיְהָכִיְ תַּנ 

מַעֲשֶׂהְהָיָהְְ

מוְּבָּנוֹתְלַבָּנִיםְ קָד  ו 

אוְּ צ  נִמ  ו 

רִיזוֹתְְ בָּנוֹתְז 

פָלִיםְ וּבָנִיםְשׁ 

 

Taking Off Terumah for Someone Whom He is Forbidden to 

Give Benefit To 

 

רוּמָתוְֹכּוּ תוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ  ְ'ו 
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Is One Allowed to Take Off Terumah for Another Person 

Without that Person’s Knowledge? 

הוְּאְִ יָאְל  יבַּע 

הַתּוֹרֵםְְ

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹעַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

תּוְֹ צָרִיךְְדַּע 

אוְֹלָאְְ

רִינַןְְ מִיְאָמ 

כוּתְהוּאְלוְֹ כֵּיוָןְדִּז 

לאְֹצָרִיךְְְ

דַּעַתְְ

מָאְ אוְֹדִּל 

וָהְדִּילֵיהְּהִיאְְ מִצ 

נִיחָאְלֵיהְּ ו 

דֵיהּ בּ  מִיע  ל 

זָכִין לְאָדָםֹ שֶלאֹ בְּפָנָיו

מַעְ תָּאְשׁ 

רוּמוֹתָיוְ תּוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ 

רוֹתָיוְ שׂ  אֶתְמַע  ו 

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

 

 

קִינַןְ מַאיְעָס  בּ 

אִילֵימָאְ

מִןְ

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

רִיְ עַלְשֶׁלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

מַאןְ תּוְֹדּ  דַע  וּל 

אִילֵּימָאְ

תּוְֹדִּילֵיהְּ דַע  ל 

ויֵהְּשָׁלִיחְְַ מַאןְשַׁוּ 

 

מה אתם לדעתם    -   גםְאתם

גם שלוחכם לדעכם



אֶלָּאְ

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

לִיחוּתֵיהְּ קָעָבֵידְשׁ  דּ 

אֶלָּאְ

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

רִיְְ עַלְשֶׁלְהַכּ 

מַאןְ תּוְֹדּ  דַע  וּל 

אִילֵימָאְ

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

 
37 Why is the Fact that Reuven’s Pile is Now Patur Not Considered a 

Benefit? 
What emerges from this entire Gemara is that the fact that although Shimon 

is using his own grain to patur Reuven, this is not considered a benefit for 
Shimon. That is, even though Shimon’s actions directly save Reuven money as 
Reuven will now not have to use his own grain to patur his pile from terumos 
and maasros, this is not considered a benefit for Reuven. The way that Shimon’s 
taking off of terumos and maasros is considered a benefit for Reuven, is when 
Shimon does it with Reuven’s knowledge, but without this factor, the very fact 
itself that Shimon saved Reuven money is not considered a benefit. And of 
course, the question will be why this is so.  

The Ran gives two answers for this question. At first, he quotes the Rashba 
that explains that our Gemara is in accordance with the shita of Chanan. We 
previously quoted the machlokes if Shimon would be allowed to pay back 
Reuven’s loan. Chanan holds that one is allowed to pay back the loan as this is 
not considered as if Shimon is giving Reuven anything but rather all Shimon is 
doing is preventing Reuven from suffering a future loss when Reuven’s creditors 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

אֶלָּאְלָאוְ

שֵׁיהּ נַפ  דּ  תֵּיהְּ דַע  ל 

וּמִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

תּוֹרֵםְ

עַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

צָרִיךְְדַּעַתְ

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

אֶלָּאְלָאו

אֵיןְצָרִיךְְדַּעַתְְ

would come colleting. This case is similar. What Shimon did was not to give 
something to Reuven but rather Shimon just prevented the loss that Reuven 
would suffer when he would have to take off the terumos and maasros. 

The Ran argues and he holds that our Gemara can even be in accordance 
with the shita of the Rabbanan who argue on Chanan. The Rabbanan hold that 
the paying back of a debt is considered a benefit, and as such, Shimon would not 
be allowed to pay back Reuven’s loans loan.  

And yet the Ran holds that even according to the Rabbanan, Shimon will be 
able to use his own grain to patur Reuven’s grain. This is because when Shimon 
gives his own grain to the Kohen and Lavi, Shimon gets the benefit know as   טוֹבַת
 This refers to the benefit that comes from .(lit. the good of the benefit) הַנָאָה
giving something to someone. That is, if you give something to someone, that 
person will now have gratitude to you, something that is beneficial (as he might 
reciprocate that good that you did for him one day). Therefore, it is beneficial to 
have the right to be the one to determine who will get the terumah and maasros. 
As such, therefore when Shimon uses his own grain to patur Reuven, it is 
considered as if Shimon is benefiting from this giving, as he is the one who gets 



עוֹלָםְ ל 

רִיְ מִשֶּׁלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

רִיְ עַלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

אָמַרְרָבָאְ כִּד 

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

רוֹםְ לְהָרוֹצֶהְלִת  כׇּּ

רוֹםְ יִת  יָבאְֹו 

הָכָאְנָמֵיְְ

כוּ'ְְ אוֹמֵרְו  בּ 

 
to decide which Kohen will get the terumah. Therefore, even though Reuven is 
also benefiting as his pile is now patur, since Shimon is benefiting too, Reuven’s 
benefit is only considered incidental (גרמא בעלמא) and that is why it is mutur. 

 
 

38 Understanding the Gemara’s Question 
Seemingly the Gemara’s question is hard to understand. If we are dealing 

with the question of who has the right to decide which Kohen gets the terumah, 
seemingly this should have to be settled among themselves and there can’t be a 
definitive answer.  

 

If One Takes Off Terumah for His Friend, Who Gets the 

 ?טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָה

ְ

עָאְמִינֵּיהְְּבְּ 

יָהְמֵרַבִּיְזֵירָאְְ מ  רַבִּיְיִר 

הַתּוֹרֵםְמִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

עַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁלְמִיְְ

רִינַןְְ מִיְאָמ 

ךְְְ הַאי  אִיְלָאוְפֵּירֵיְדּ 

הָהוּאְְ יָאְדּ  נָאְכַּר  מִיְמִתַּקּ 

מָאְ אוְֹדִּל 

הָהוּאְְ יָאְדּ  אִיְלָאוְכַּר 

הָדֵיןְְ יָיןְפֵּירֵיְדּ  לָאְהָו 

רוּמָהְְ תּ 

That is, when this person takes off terumah for his friend, he is doing this on 
his own volition. That is, there is no chiyuv for him to do so. If so, why can’t he 
simply say that he refuses to take off terumah for his friend unless he has the 
right to decide which Kohen gets it.  

And this is true for the owner of the pile as well. In order for the other person 
to take off terumah for this pile, the owner of the pile has to give his consent. 
And if so, he should be able to say that he only gives his consent on condition 
that he gets to decide who gets the terumah. 



אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

רָאְְ אָמַרְק 

עֶךְ בוּאַתְזַר  לְתּ  אֵתְכׇּּ

נָתַתְָּ ו 

אֵיתִיבֵיהְּ

רוּמוֹתָיוְ תּוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ 

רוֹתָיוְ שׂ  אֶתְמַע  ו 

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְְ

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ הָאְקָאְמ 

מַעְמִינַּהְּאֶלָּאְ שׁ 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְדִּילֵיהּ

רִיְְ אָמ 

לאְֹ

מִשֶּׁלְְ

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

עַלְשֶׁלְ

 
Seemingly the case is one in which this person already gave the terumah for 

payment (from a different Yisroel) and now the question is who gets this money; 
the one who owns the pile or the one who actually took off the terumah. 

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

תּוְְֹ דַע  וּל 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

רוֹםְ כֹּלְהָרוֹצֶהְלִת 

רוֹםְ יִת  יָבאְֹו 

 

The Halachas of One Who Gives an Animal to Hekdesh on 

Behalf of His Friend – R' Yochanan’s Shita with Regard to 

Who Gets the Tovas Hana in the Gemara’s Case 

מַעְ תָּאְשׁ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֲבָהוְּ דּ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

דִּישְְׁ הַמַּק 

מוֹסִיףְחוֹמֶשְְׁ

כַּפֵּרְ וּמִת 

מוּרָהְ עוֹשֶׂהְתּ 

חוֹמֶשׁ

Alternately, it could be that both the owner and the one taking off the 
terumah agree that they want this terumah to be taken off, no matter who gets 
the tovas hana, and they just want to know who intrinsically deserves the tovas 
hana. 



תְּמוּרָה 

הַתּוֹרֵםְ ו 

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

עַלְשֶׁאֵינוְֹשֶׁלּוְְֹ

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁלּוְְֹ

תְּבוּאַת   כָל  אֵת  תְּעַשֵּׂר  שָׁנָה עַשֵּׂר  שָׁנָה  הַשָּׂדֶה  הַיֹצֵא  זַרְעֶךָ 

וְנָתַתָּה  וכו'  וְנָתַתָּה 

כָל תְּבוּאַת זַרְעֶךָ

עַשֵּׂר תְּעַשֵּׂר

The Difference Between Teaching Mikra and Between 

Teaching Medrash, Halachos, and Aggadahs 

דוְְֹ לַמּ  מ 

רָשְׁ מִד 

הֲלָכוֹתְְ

אַגָּדוֹתְ ו 

דֶנּוְְּ לַמּ  אֲבָלְלאְֹי 

רָאְ מִק 

רָאְ מִק 

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

דֶנּוְּ לַמּ  לאְֹי 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ קָמ  מִשּׁוּםְדּ 

רָשְׁ מִד 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ נָמֵיְקָמ 

מוּאֵלְ אָמַרְשׁ 

מָקוֹםְְ בּ 

לִיןְשָׂכָרְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

רָאְ עַלְהַמִּק 

לִיןְשָׂכָרְ אֵיןְנוֹט  ו 

רָשְׁ עַלְהַמִּד 

קָאְ מַאיְפַּס 

  


