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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin the daf by continuing our deep dive into the fascinating sugya of whether it is possible for two events to occur with

absolute precision, both in the hands of Heaven and in the hands of man. The Gemara brings a kasha from a Braisa regarding

the Egla Arufa, where a slain body is found equidistant between two cities, and analyzes the machlokes between Rabbi

Eliezer and the Rabbis to see if this hinges on the question of precision.

From there, the Gemara turns to clarify the machlokes in our Mishnah between Rabbi Tarfon and Rabbi Akiva regarding a

case where a sheep gave birth to two males and we do not know which is the firstborn. We analyze Rabbi Akiva's view that the

Kohen takes the leaner animal, and delve into the shakla v'tarya between Rabbi Yochanan and Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba

regarding how to interpret the Mishnah's ruling of assessing the value between them.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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EXPLANAT IO N

ם. דָ י אָ ידֵ ן בִּ כֵּ  שֶׁ ל  כׇ יִם, וְ מַ שָׁ י  ידֵ צֵם בִּ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ ר: אֶ מַ אָ י, דְּ ילִ לִ גְּ י הַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  סָ

The Tanna of our Mishnah holds  in accordance  with the opinion of Rabbi Yose i HaGelili, who says: It is  possible  for two

events to coincide  precise ly even when they are in the  hands of Heaven, and all the  more  so  when they are in the  hands of

man,  where human precision is involved.

QU E ST IO N

יאוֹת בִ ן מְ יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ ר:  מֵ זֶר אוֹ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ ין, רַ פִ יוּ עוֹרְ יָירוֹת — לֹא הָ י עֲ תֵּ  שְׁ ין  בֵּ כוָּּון  צָא מְ מְ י: נִ נָּאֵ  תַ כְּ א  נֵימָ

לוֹת. י עֲגָ תֵּ  שְׁ

The Gemara suggests: Let us  say that this issue of whether precision is possible is  like  a dispute between Tanna'im,  as  it is  taug ht

in a Braisa: If a slain person was found precise ly at an equal distance between two towns, they would not break the heifer's

neck at all, according to the first Tanna. But Rabbi Eliezer says: Both of them bring  two he ifers ,  one from each town.

EXPLANAT IO N

צֵם? מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ בַר: אֶ זֶר סָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ צֵם, וְ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ י אֶ בַר: אִ א סָ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א קָ הָ או בְּ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not correct to say that they disag ree  about this  very point: that the  first Tanna holds  that it is  impossible  to

coincide  precise ly,  and therefore one town must be closer, but since we cannot determine which, neither can bring it; and

Rabbi Eliezer holds  that it is  possible  to coincide  precise ly,  and since both are indeed equally close, both must bring a

heifer?

O BJECT IO N



ת חַ לָה אַ גְ יאוּ עֶ ים? יָבִ פִ יוּ עוֹרְ אי לֹא הָ מַּ  צֵם, אַ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ י אֶ א אִ מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַּ בַר  סָ י קָ ? אִ אּ רַ בְּ יסְ תִ וְ

! נוּ יִתְּ פוּת, וְ תָּ וּ שׁ בְּ

The Gemara rejects this: And can you understand it that way? If the  first Tanna holds  that it is  impossible  to coincide

precise ly,  meaning that one town is definitely closer, why does he say that they would not break the heifer's neck at all? Let

them bring  one  he ifer in partnership, and make  a stipulation that it belongs to whichever town is actually closer!

R E SO LU T IO N

א מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ י, דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ רוֹבוֹת קָ לֹא קְ רוֹבָה״ וְ ״קְ כָא בִּ הָ צֵם, וְ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ א אֶ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ י דְּ נָּאֵ  תַּ י  נֵ הָ לָּא, לְ  אֶ

רוֹבוֹת. וּ קְ ילּ פִ אֲ רוֹבָה״ וַ ״קְ בַר:  זֶר סָ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ רַ רוֹבוֹת, וְ לֹא קְ רוֹבָה״ וְ ״קְ בַר:  סָ

Rather, according  to these  Tanna'im, everyone  ag rees  that it is  possible  to coincide  precise ly. And here , they disag ree

about the exposition of the word "nearest" in the singular, meaning only one town, and not "nearest" in the plural. As the  first

Tanna holds  that the Torah means "nearest" town, and not multiple nearest towns, so when they are equidistant, neither can

bring it. And Rabbi Eliezer holds  that the Torah means "nearest" and even multiple nearest towns, so both must bring.

QU E ST IO N

? לַהּ י עֲ וֵ אי הָ מַ

The Gemara asks: What was  the final conclusion reached about it,  regarding the opinion of the Rabbis on whether precision is

possible in human hands?

ANSWER

ן יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ ר:  מֵ זֶר אוֹ יעֶ לִ י אֱ בִּ יָירוֹת, רַ י עֲ תֵּ  שְׁ ין  בֵּ כוָּּון  צָא מְ מְ נָא נִ תָּ ם:  רָ מְ ב עַ ר רַ מַ ין אָ בִ בַּר אָ יָּיא   ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

נוּ. יַתְ פוּת וְ תָּ וּ שׁ ת בְּ חַ לָה אַ גְ יאוּ עֶ ים: יָבִ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ לוֹת, וַ י עֲגָ תֵּ  שְׁ יאוֹת  בִ מְ

Rav Chiyya bar Avin said that Rav Amram said: It was  taug ht in a Braisa: If the corpse was found precise ly between two

towns, Rabbi Eliezer says: Both of them bring  two he ifers ; and the  Sag es  say: They bring  one  he ifer in partnership

and make  a stipulation.

IN FER ENCE

י! תֵּ  רְ תַּ י  יתֵ יְ רוֹבוֹת, לַ וּ קְ ילּ פִ אֲ רוֹבָה — וַ צֵם, וּקְ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ אֶ נַן דְּ בָּ  י רַ רִ בְ סָ י קָ נַן? אִ בָּ  י רַ רִ בְ סָ אי קָ מַ

The Gemara analyzes this: What do the  Rabbis  hold here? If the  Rabbis  hold that it is  possible  to coincide  precise ly, and

they expound "nearest" to mean even multiple nearest towns, then le t them bring  two  heifers, just like Rabbi Eliezer!

IN FER ENCE

י! יתֵ יְ א לָא לַ דָ וּ חֲ ילּ פִ רוֹבוֹת, אֲ לֹא קְ רוֹבָה״ וְ ״קְ י  אִ וְ

And if they hold that the Torah means "nearest" and not multiple nearest towns, then they should not bring  even one  heifer,

even with a partnership and stipulation, because the law of Egla Arufa would not apply at all!

IN FER ENCE

ם. דָ י אָ ידֵ וּ בִּ ילּ פִ אֲ צֵם, וַ מְ צַ ר לְ שָׁ  פְ י אֶ נַן: אִ בָּ  י רַ רִ בְ סָ נַּהּ קָ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ או  לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not correct to learn from this  that the  Rabbis  hold that it is  impossible  to coincide  precise ly, and that this is

the rule even in the  hands of man? Therefore, one town is definitely closer, and we bring one heifer with a stipulation.



R U L ING

. נַּהּ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ

The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this  that it is so.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

יָּפֶה.  ת הַ ר לוֹ אֶ וֹרֵ ר: בּ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ

We learned in the Mishnah: Rabbi Tarfon says: The Kohen chooses  for himse lf the  better of the two lambs.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

EXPLANAT IO N

א. שָׁ י רֵ יא נָפֵק בְּ בָרִ הוּא דְּ בַר: הָ א סָ ן? קָ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reasoning  of Rabbi Tarfon? He  holds  that the  one  that is  healthier and stronger is the one

that emerg ed first,  and is therefore the true firstborn.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

׳. וּ ין״ כּ נִ מְּ שַׁ  ״מְ ר:  מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

The Mishnah continues: Rabbi Akiva says: They asse ss  the value of the lambs between them,  etc.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ה. שָׁ חוּ כְּ ל  טֵ ן נוֹ כֹּהֵ  נָן: הַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ בָּא אָ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yochanan said: According to Rabbi Akiva, the  Kohen takes  the  leaner of the two

lambs.

QU E ST IO N

נַן! ן״ תְּ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ ין  נִ מְּ שַׁ  ״מְ נַן  א אֲ הָ נָן: וְ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ בָּא לְ  בַּר אַ יָּיא   י חִ בִּ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rabbi Chiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Yochanan: But didn't we  learn in our Mishnah: "They asse ss  the value between

them," which implies they divide the value of the two lambs?

ANSWER



יפָא. סֵּ  נָא מִ ימְ גֵּ רְ תַּ ל,  בָבֶ א בְּ יָיתָ נְ פְ כַּ תְּ  לְ כַ אֲ ד דַּ : עַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rabbi Yochanan said to him: While  you were  eating  dates  in Babylonia,  we explained it in Eretz Yisrael from the  latter

clause  of the Mishnah.

EXPLANAT IO N

יו לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ ר: הַ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ קוּ, רַ לוֹ ר: יַחְ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ן, רַ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ת אֶ יפָא: מֵ י סֵ נֵ תָ קָ דְּ

יָה. אָ רְ הָ

As the  latter clause  teaches: If one  of them died, Rabbi Tarfon says: They divide  the remaining lamb; Rabbi Akiva says:

He  who seeks  to extract from his  fe llow bears  the  burden of proof,  so the owner keeps it.

IN FER ENCE

י! דֵ דָ י הֲ בֵּ לוֹג[ גַּ יפְ י( ]לִ גִ לְ פַּ י י )לִ י נָמֵ כִ י, הָ יגִ לִ פְּ י  דֵ דָ י הֲ כִ ן״ דְּ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ ין  נִ מְּ שַׁ  ״מְ ךְ  תָּ  עְ א דַ קָ לְ י סָ אִ וְ

And if it enters  your mind that "they asse ss  between them" means that they divide  the value equally, here  too  in the case

where one died, le t them divide  the remaining lamb between them,  instead of leaving it entirely with the owner!

R E SO LU T IO N

קֹיל. שְׁ כוֹר הוּא וּ בְ יָה דִּ אָ י רְ יתִ יְ ן: אַ כֹהֵ יהּ לְ ר לֵ מַ אָ ן, דְּ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ א  ן יְהֵ מֶ וֹ ין״ — שׁ נִ מְּ שַׁ  ״מְ אי  לָּא מַ  אֶ

Rather, what is  the meaning of "meshammenin"? It means that the fatness ,  meaning the extra value of the better lamb, shall be

in dispute between them. The Kohen gets only the lean lamb, as  the owner says  to the  Kohen: Bring  proof that the better

one is  the  firstborn, and take  it.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ר. טֵ וֹ י פּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ נוֹת, וְ תָּ  מַ יָּיב בְּ  חַ ב, וְ אֵ תָּ  סְ יִּ שֶׁ ד  ה עַ עֶ י יִרְ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ וְ

We learned in the Mishnah: And the  second lamb must g raze  until it becomes blemished,  and then the owner may eat it,

and he is oblig ated in the  priestly g ifts  of the shoulder, cheeks, and maw; and Rabbi Yose i exempts  him.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

יר? אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  reasoning  of Rabbi Meir,  who is the first Tanna of the Mishnah?

ANSWER

י הוּא, ידִ יהּ דִּ לֵּ  וּ כוֹר הוּא — כּ י בְּ : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אָ ין, דְּ דִ דָ י צְ נֵ שְּׁ   יו מִ לָ בָּא עָ ן  כֹהֵ יל וְ אִ נָן: הוֹ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

. יהּ נֵּ י נוֹת מִ תָּ  י מַ ב לִ כוֹר הוּא — הַ י לָא בְּ אִ



Rabbi Yochanan said: Since  the  Kohen comes ag ainst him from two s ides  with a double claim, as  the Kohen says  to him:

If it is  the  firstborn, it is  entire ly mine ; and if it is  not the  firstborn, g ive  me  the  priestly g ifts  from it.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ י מַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yose i, what is  his  reasoning  for exempting the owner?

ANSWER

יהּ נֵ זַבְּ , וְ יהּ ידֵ א לִ טָ מְ אן דִּ מַ כְּ יהּ  ידֵ א לִ טָ לָא מְ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ אַ כֶה, וְ זוֹ כְּ כֶה  ינוֹ זוֹ אֵ שֶׁ וּ  שׂ בָא: עָ ר רָ מַ אָ

. יהּ מוּמֵ ל בְּ אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ לְ

Rava said: The Sages made  one  who does  not acquire  the animal like  one  who acquires  it. And even thoug h it did not

reach the Kohen's hand, it is  as  if it reached his  hand and he  sold it back to the  Israe lite  in its  blemished state ,  and a

Kohen's animal is exempt from the gifts.

STATEMENT

יָּיב  חַ שֶׁ ן,  כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ ין חֲ אֵ שֶׁ כוֹר,  פֵק בְּ סְ ים בִּ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  ה. הַ שָׁ חוּ כְּ ל  טֵ ן נוֹ כֹּהֵ  זָר: הַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

נוֹת. תָּ  מַ בְּ

Rabbi Elazar said: Everyone  concedes  in the  case  of a doubtful firstborn where  there  is  no replacement in the  hand of

the  Kohen, that the owner is  oblig ated in the  priestly g ifts .

QU E ST IO N

א! יטָ שִׁ  פְּ י?  סֵ י יוֹ בִּ אן? רַ ים מַ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  הַ

The Gemara asks: When he says "everyone  concedes ," who  does he mean? Rabbi Yose i? That is  obvious!

EXPLANAT IO N

ין ל אֵ כֶה, אֲבָ זוֹ כְּ כֶה  ינוֹ זוֹ אֵ שֶׁ וּ  שׂ עָ ן, דְּ כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ חֲ לָּא דַּ  ם, אֶ תָ י הָ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ טַ א פָ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ

ן — לָא! כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ חֲ

Only there  did Rabbi Yose i exempt the owner, where  the  replacement is  in the  hand of the  Kohen, as  they made  one

who does  not acquire  like  one  who acquires ; but where  there  is  no replacement in the  hand of the  Kohen, he  does

not exempt him!

R E SO LU T IO N

ה, דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ י גִּ ידֵ יהּ לִ י לֵ תֵ נוֹת — אָ תָּ  מַ יהּ בְּ תְּ לֵ יבַ יְּ חַ י מְ אִ בַר דְּ סָ קָ י, דְּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ א: טַ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ן, קָ כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ ין חֲ אֵ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ אַ

The Gemara answers: Lest you say that the  reasoning  of Rabbi Yose i is  that he  holds  that if you oblig ate  him in the

g ifts , he  mig ht come  to shear and work the animal, thinking it is completely non-sacred, and this concern would apply even

thoug h there  is  no replacement in the  hand of the  Kohen; therefore , Rabbi Elazar comes to teach us  that this is not the

reason.

QU E ST IO N

ר: מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ יָה רַ הָ שֶׁ יפָא,  י סֵ נֵ תָ הָ י? וְ כִ תְּ הָ רַ מְ ית אָ צֵ י מָ וּמִ



The Gemara asks: And how can you say this? But doesn't the  latter clause  teach that Rabbi Yose i would say:

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  1 8 B

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

יֵּיב.  חַ יר מְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ נוֹת, וְ תָּ  מַּ  ן הַ טוּר מִ פָּ ן  כֹּהֵ יַד  יו בְּ יפָ לִ חֲ שֶׁ כֹּל 

The Mishnah states: Any animal whose  replacements  are  in the  hand of a Kohen, the owner is exempt from the  priestly

g ifts , and Rabbi Meir deems  him oblig ated.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

IN FER ENCE

ן — לָא! כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ ין חֲ ין, אֵ ן — אִ כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ חֲ

The Gemara infers: If the replacements  are  in the  hand of a Kohen, yes , Rabbi Yosei exempts him, but if there are no

replacements  in the  hand of a Kohen, no, he does not exempt him.

EXPLANAT IO N

י אִ ן, דְּ כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ ין חֲ וּ אֵ ילּ פִ י, אֲ ידִ דִ יהּ — לְ ר לֵ מַ אָ יר קָ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ יו דְּ בָרָ דְ י לִ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ א: רַ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

ן, כֹּהֵ יַד  ין בְּ יפִ לִ חֲ יכָא דַּ א הֵ יהָ י מִ י לִ דִ , אוֹ ךְ ידָ דִ ה; לְ דָ עֲבוֹ יזָּה וַ י גִּ ידֵ יהּ לִ י לֵ תֵ נוֹת אָ תָּ  מַ יהּ בְּ תְּ לֵ יבַ יְּ חַ מְ

יר: לָא. אִ י מֵ בִּ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אָ כֶה; וְ זוֹ כְּ כֶה  ינוֹ זוֹ אֵ שֶׁ וּ  שׂ עָ דְּ

The Gemara explains why Rabbi Elazar's statement was needed: Lest you say that Rabbi Yose i was  speaking  according  to the

words of Rabbi Meir, and this is what he  said to him: According  to my own view, the owner is exempt even if there are no

replacements  in the  hand of a Kohen, because  if you oblig ate  him in the  g ifts , he  mig ht come  to  treat the animal as

chullin and violate the prohibitions of shearing  and labor; but according  to your view, concede  to me  at least where  the

replacements  are  in the  hand of a Kohen, for there the Sages made  one  who did not acquire  the animal like  one  who

acquired it, so he should be exempt. And Rabbi Meir said to him: No, I do not concede. Therefore, Rabbi Elazar had to teach

us that Rabbi Yosei's actual reason is indeed because the replacements are in the hand of the Kohen.

STATEMENT

נוֹת. תָּ  מַּ  ן הַ טוּר מִ פָּ  שֶׁ ר  שֵׂ עֲ פֵק מַ סְ ים בִּ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  פָּא: הַ  פָּ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ וְ

And Rav Pappa says: Everyone  concedes  in the case of a doubtful tithe  animal that the owner is  exempt from the  priestly

g ifts .

QU E ST IO N

א! יטָ שִׁ  פְּ יר?  אִ י מֵ בִּ אן? רַ ים״ — מַ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  ״הַ

The Gemara asks: When Rav Pappa says "Everyone  concedes" — who  is he referring to? Is it Rabbi Meir? But that is obvious!



EXPLANAT IO N

פֵק ל סָ ין, אֲבָ דִ דָ י צְ נֵ שְּׁ   ן מִ כֹּהֵ יו  לָ יל וּבָא עָ אִ כוֹר, הוֹ פֵק בְּ סְ לָּא בִּ  ם אֶ תָ יר הָ אִ י מֵ בִּ יֵּיב רַ  חַ מְ אן לָא קָ כָּ ד  עַ

ר — לָא. שֵׂ עֲ מַ

Only there  does  Rabbi Meir oblig ate  the owner, by a doubtful firstborn, s ince  the  Kohen comes upon him from two

sides , but by a doubtful tithe  — no, he would not obligate him.

ANSWER

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ י? קָ ר נָמֵ שֵׂ עֲ פֵק מַ וּ סְ ילּ פִ נוֹת, אֲ תָּ  ת מַ וֹרַ כַּח תּ  תַּ  שְׁ  לֹא תִּ יר דְּ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א דְּ מָ עְ א: טַ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

The Gemara answers: Rav Pappa's statement is necessary, le st you say that the  reason of Rabbi Meir is  so that the  law of

g ifts  should not be  forg otten, and if so, even by a doubtful tithe  also  he should obligate him. Therefore, Rav Pappa comes

to teach us  that this is not Rabbi Meir's reason.

O BJECT IO N

ן טוּר מִ פָּ ן —  כֹּהֵ יַד  יו בְּ יפָ לִ חֲ שֶׁ כֹּל  ר:  מֵ י אוֹ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ יָה רַ הָ שֶׁ יפָא,  י סֵ נֵ תָ קָ הָ י? וְ כִ תְּ הָ רַ מְ ית אָ צֵ י מָ וּמִ

יֵּיב!  חַ יר מְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ נוֹת, וְ תָּ  מַּ  הַ

The Gemara objects: But how can you say this? But doesn't the  latter clause  teach: For Rabbi Yose i would say: Any

animal whose  replacements  are  in the  hand of a Kohen — the owner is exempt from the  g ifts , and Rabbi Meir deems

him oblig ated! This shows their dispute is about the replacements, not about forgetting the laws of gifts.

R E SO LU T IO N

י בִּ רַ כֹּחוֹ דְּ ךָ  יעֲ דִ הוֹ ין — לְ יפִ לִ חֲ בַּ י  גִ לְ פַּ י מִ א דְּ הָ יַּיב, וְ  חַ ר מְ שֵׂ עֲ פֵק מַ וּ סְ ילּ פִ יר אֲ אִ י מֵ בִּ א: רַ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ין, קָ דִ דָ י צְ נֵ שְּׁ   יו מִ לָ בָּא עָ ן  כֹהֵ יכָא דְּ וּ הֵ ילּ פִ ר אֲ טַ פָ י, דְּ סֵ יוֹ

The Gemara resolves: Rav Pappa's statement is still needed, le st you say that Rabbi Meir oblig ates  even in the case of a

doubtful tithe , and that which they arg ue  about replacements  is only to le t you know the  streng th of Rabbi Yose i, who

exempts  even where  the  Kohen comes upon him from two s ides . Therefore, Rav Pappa comes to teach us  that Rabbi Meir

indeed exempts in a doubtful tithe.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

קוּ. לוֹ ר: יַחְ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ן, רַ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ת אֶ מֵ

The Mishnah states: If one  of them died, Rabbi Tarfon says: They shall divide  the remaining lamb.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

ית — חוּשׁ מִ כָּ י  אִ יִת; וְ בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַ כָּא דְּ י אִ אי דְּ הַ ן הוּא, וְ כֹהֵ ית — דְּ ן מִ מֵ שָׁ י  י: אִ זֵ יחְ קוּ? נִ לוֹ אי יַחְ מַּ  אַ

ן הוּא! כֹהֵ כָּא דְּ י אִ אי דְּ הַ ית, וְ יִת מִ בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַ דְּ



The Gemara asks: Why should they divide  it? Let us  see : If the  fat and better one  died, we should say it is  the  Kohen's

animal that died, and this  one  that is  still here  is  the  owner's ; and if the  lean and weaker one  died, we should say the

owner's  animal died, and this  one  that is  still here  is  the  Kohen's !

ANSWER

ן. פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ וֹ רַ זַר בּ י: חָ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Ami said: Rabbi Tarfon retracted his view that the Kohen takes the better one, and here he holds they always divide.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ ר: הַ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

The Mishnah continues: Rabbi Akiva says: One  who extracts  from his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ה עֶ יחַ רוֹ נִּ מַּ  שֶׁ ה,  עֶ ל רוֹ צֶ ידוּ אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ  ה? לִ מֶ בָר דּוֹ דָּ ה הַ מָ ן לְ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ ל דְּ שָׁ  יָּיא: מָ  י חִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

לֵּק.  תַּ  סְ ם וּמִ ינֵיהֶ בֵּ

Rabbi Chiyya said: The  parable  of Rabbi Tarfon, to what is  this  matter comparable? To two  people who deposited

sheep with a shepherd, and one died, where  the  shepherd places  the remaining sheep between them and withdraws, and

they divide it.

STATEMENT

יו לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ הַ שֶׁ יִת,  בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ל  צֶ יד אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ ד  חָ אֶ ה? לְ מֶ בָר דּוֹ דָּ ה הַ מָ יבָא: לְ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ ל דְּ שָׁ  וּמָ

יָה. אָ רְ הָ

And the  parable  of Rabbi Akiva, to what is  this  matter comparable? To one  who deposited a sheep with a homeowner

who has his own sheep, where  one  who extracts  from his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

QU E ST IO N

י בִּ רַ לֵּק? וְ  תַּ  סְ ה וּמִ עֶ יחַ רוֹ נִּ מַּ  שֶׁ ה,  עֶ ל רוֹ צֶ ידוּ אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ  יג בִּ לִ פְּ יבָא  קִ י עֲ בִּ י? רַ יגִ לִ פְּ אי  מַ לָּא בְּ  אֶ

יִת? בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ל  צֶ יד אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ ד  חָ אֶ יג בְּ לִ פְּ ן  פוֹ רְ טַ

The Gemara asks: But if so, in what do they arg ue? Does  Rabbi Akiva disag ree  in the case of two who deposited with a

shepherd, that the  shepherd places  the sheep and withdraws? And does  Rabbi Tarfon disag ree  in the case of one  who

deposited with a homeowner? Surely they both agree to those cases!

ANSWER



ם ינֵיהֶ בֵּ ה  עֶ יחַ רוֹ נִּ מַּ  שֶׁ ה —  עֶ ל רוֹ צֶ ידוּ אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ  ים בִּ דִ כֹּל מוֹ  פָּא: הַ  פָּ ב  א רַ ימָ תֵּ י אִ בָא, וְ ר רָ מַ אָ

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ הַ שֶׁ יִת —  בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ ל  צֶ יד אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ ד  חָ אֶ לֵּק, וּבְ  תַּ  סְ וּמִ

Rava said, and some  say Rav Pappa: Everyone  concedes  in the case of two who deposited with a shepherd — that the

shepherd places  the sheep between them and withdraws; and in the case of one  who deposited with a homeowner —

that one  who extracts  from his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

EXPLANAT IO N

ן. כֹּהֵ ה  עֶ רוֹ יִת, וְ בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ צַר  חֲ בַּ לָּא   קוּ אֶ לְ לֹא נֶחְ

They only arg ued in a case where the sheep are in the  courtyard of the  homeowner, and the  shepherd is  a Kohen.

EXPLANAT IO N

יהּ וֵה לֵ הָ , וְ יהּ נֵ מוֹ מָ וָה בְּ צְ יד מִ עֲבִ יתְ לִ יהּ דְּ א לֵ יחָ נִ , וְ ירוֹ צֵ חֲ בַּ יהּ  י לֵ נֵ קְ א מַ י קָ יֵ נוֹ קְ בַר: אַ ן סָ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ

לֵּק.  תַּ  סְ ן וּמִ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ ה  עֶ יחַ רוֹ נִּ מַּ  שֶׁ ה,  עֶ ל רוֹ צֶ ידוּ אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ  כִּ

Rabbi Tarfon holds: The owner transfers  ownership to him in his  courtyard, and it is  pleasing  to him that a mitzvah

should be  performed with his  money, and therefore it is  like  two who deposited with a shepherd, where  the  shepherd

places  the sheep between them and withdraws.

EXPLANAT IO N

ל צֶ יד אֵ קִ פְ הִ שֶׁ ד  חָ אֶ יהּ כְּ וֵה לֵ הָ ם, וְ עַ ידַּ יהּ מִ י לֵ נֵ קְ א — לָא מַ ידָ סֵ פְּ יהּ  ית לֵ אִ ן דְּ יוָ כֵּ בַר:  יבָא סָ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ הַ שֶׁ יִת,  בַּ  ל הַ עַ בַּ

And Rabbi Akiva holds: Since  he  has  a loss , he  does  not transfer anything  to him, and therefore it is  like  one  who

deposited with a homeowner, where  one  who extracts  from his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ן. כֹּהֵ  ם לַ נֵיהֶ שְׁ ים —  כָרִ י זְ נֵ שְׁ דוּ  לְ יָ רוּ וְ כְּ י לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ יו  ילָ חֵ י רְ תֵּ  שְׁ י׳  נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If one 's  two ewes  that had not previously g iven birth g ave  birth to two males , both of them go to the

Kohen.

MISHNAH

ן. כֹּהֵ  זָּכָר לַ בָה — הַ קֵ זָכָר וּנְ

If they gave birth to a male  and a female , the  male  goes to the  Kohen.

MISHNAH

ן. כֹּהֵ  ד לַ חָ אֶ ד לוֹ וְ חָ בָה — אֶ קֵ ים וּנְ כָרִ י זְ נֵ שְׁ

If they gave birth to two males  and a female , one  goes to him and one  goes to the  Kohen.

MISHNAH



יָּפֶה.  ת הַ ר לוֹ אֶ וֹרֵ ן בּ כֹּהֵ  ר: הַ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Tarfon says: The  Kohen chooses  for himse lf the  better of the two.

MISHNAH

ר. טֵ וֹ י פּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ נוֹת, רַ תָּ  מַּ  בַּ יָּיב   חַ ב. וְ אֵ תָּ  סְ יִּ שֶׁ ד  ה עַ עֶ י יִרְ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ן, וְ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ ין  נִ מְּ שַׁ  ר: מְ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Akiva says: They make  an asse ssment between them, and the  second doubtful firstborn shall g raze  until it

becomes blemished. And the owner is oblig ated in the  priestly g ifts , but Rabbi Yose i exempts  him.

MISHNAH

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ ר: הַ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ קוּ, רַ לוֹ ר: יַחְ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ן, רַ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ת אֶ מֵ

If one  of them died, Rabbi Tarfon says: They shall divide  the remaining one, and Rabbi Akiva says: One  who extracts

from his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

MISHNAH

לוּם. כְּ ן  כֹּהֵ  אן לַ כָּ ין  בוֹת — אֵ קֵ י נְ תֵּ  שְׁ ים וּ כָרִ י זְ נֵ שְׁ זָכָר אוֹ  בוֹת וְ קֵ י נְ תֵּ  שְׁ

If they gave birth to two females  and a male , or two males  and two females , there  is  nothing  here  for the  Kohen.

MISHNAH

ן. כֹּהֵ  ד לַ חָ אֶ ד לוֹ וְ חָ ים, אֶ כָרִ י זְ נֵ שְׁ דוּ  לְ יָ ה, וְ רָ כְּ י ת לֹא בִּ חַ אַ ה, וְ רָ כְּ י ת בִּ חַ אַ

If one  had already g iven birth and one  had not g iven birth, and they g ave  birth to two males , one  goes to him and one

goes to the  Kohen.

MISHNAH

יָּפֶה.  ת הַ ר אֶ וֹרֵ ן בּ כֹּהֵ  ר: הַ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Tarfon says: The  Kohen chooses  the  better of the two.

MISHNAH

י בִּ רַ שֶׁ ר,  טֵ וֹ י פּ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ נוֹת. רַ תָּ  מַּ  בַּ יָּיב   חַ ב. וְ אֵ תָּ  סְ יִּ שֶׁ ד  ה עַ עֶ י יִרְ נִ שֵּׁ   הַ ן, וְ יהֶ ינֵ בֵּ ין  נִ מְּ שַׁ  ר: מְ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ רַ

יֵּיב.  חַ יר מְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ נוֹת. וְ תָּ  מַּ  ן הַ טוּר מִ פָּ ן  כֹּהֵ יַד  יו בְּ יפָ לִ חֲ שֶׁ כֹּל  ר:  מֵ י אוֹ סֵ יוֹ

Rabbi Akiva says: They make  an asse ssment between them, and the  second shall g raze  until it becomes blemished.

And the owner is oblig ated in the  g ifts . Rabbi Yose i exempts  him, for Rabbi Yose i would say: Any animal whose

replacements  are  in the  hand of a Kohen is  exempt from the  g ifts . And Rabbi Meir deems  him oblig ated.

MISHNAH

יָה. אָ רְ יו הָ לָ ירוֹ עָ חֲבֵ יא מֵ צִ וֹ מּ ר: הַ מֵ יבָא אוֹ קִ י עֲ בִּ קוּ. רַ לוֹ ר: יַחְ מֵ ן אוֹ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ ן, רַ הֶ ד מֵ חָ ת אֶ מֵ

If one  of them died, Rabbi Tarfon says: They shall divide  the remaining one. Rabbi Akiva says: One  who extracts  from

his  fe llow, upon him is  the  burden of proof.

MISHNAH

לוּם. כְּ ן  כֹּהֵ  אן לַ כָּ ין  בָה — אֵ קֵ זָכָר וּנְ



If they gave birth to a male  and a female , there  is  nothing  here  for the  Kohen.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

א. דָ חָ י מֵ רֵ תְ יבָא, דִּ קִ י עֲ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ יא קָ הִ הַ א, בְּ יתָ יְ מַּ  ינַן קַ עִ מוֹ שְׁ  י אַ אִ יכָא, דְּ רִ ׳ צְ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: The Gemara notes: Both cases are necessary, for if it had taug ht us  only the  first case , we would say in that case

Rabbi Akiva says  his ruling, s ince  the two  males came from one  mother.

EXPLANAT IO N

א ידָ ילִ ךְ דִּ הָ ן, דְּ פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ יהּ לְ י לֵ דֵ א מוֹ ימָ א — אֵ דָ חָ ד מֵ חַ א וְ דָ חָ י מֵ רֵ תְ רוּ, דִּ כְּ י לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ יו  ילָ חֵ ל רְ אֲבָ

י. פֵ יחַ טְ בִ שְׁ ד  חַ

But in the case of two ewes  that had not previously g iven birth, where  there are two  offspring from one  and one  from

one , say that Rabbi Akiva concedes  to Rabbi Tarfon, because  that mother which g ave  birth to one , its offspring is more

choice , so we can identify the firstborn.

EXPLANAT IO N

לֹּא  שֶׁ ת  חַ אַ ה וְ רָ כְּ י ת בִּ חַ ל אַ רוּ, אֲבָ כְּ י יהוּ לֹא בִּ יְ וַ רְ תַ יבָא, דְּ קִ י עֲ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ א קָ הָ א — בְּ ינַן הָ עִ מוֹ שְׁ  י אַ אִ וְ

ן, פוֹ רְ י טַ בִּ רַ יהּ לְ י לֵ דֵ א מוֹ ימָ ים — אֵ כָרִ י זְ נֵ שְׁ דוּ  לְ יָ ה וְ רָ כְּ י בִּ

And if it had taug ht us  only this  second case, we would say in this  case Rabbi Akiva says  his ruling, s ince  both of them had

not previously g iven birth, but where one  had g iven birth and one  had not g iven birth, and they g ave  birth to two

males , say that Rabbi Akiva concedes  to Rabbi Tarfon because the doubt is weaker. Therefore, both are needed.

S U M M A RY

In summary, the Gemara concludes that the Rabbis of Egla Arufa hold that absolute precision is impossible even in the hands

of man, which is why they require a partnership and a stipulation rather than two separate heifers. We then clarify that

according to Rabbi Akiva, the Kohen only receives the value of the leaner lamb because the burden of proof is on him to

extract the better one from the owner. Finally, the Gemara explains the machlokes between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei

regarding whether the owner must give the priestly gifts from the second lamb; Rabbi Meir obligates him because of the

Kohen's double claim, while Rabbi Yosei exempts him because we treat the animal as if it had already been acquired by the

Kohen and sold back to the owner.



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

The Gemara is bothered by a fascinating question: is it possible for two things to be perfectly, 100% equal, or is there always

some tiny difference? When a slain person is found between two towns, the Rabbis hold "efshar l'tzamtzem b'yidei adam" is

impossible. Even with human tools, we can never make two things perfectly equal. One town is always closer, even by a

hairsbreadth.

This is a deep yesod for our avodas Hashem. We often look at others and think we need to match them exactly, or we look at

our own days and expect perfect, identical consistency. But the Tanna is telling us that in the physical world, perfect equality

does not exist. Hashem did not create a world of carbon copies. Every single person, every single day, and every single

mitzvah has its own unique measure.

Stop trying to measure your life against a perfect, imaginary standard of equality. Your job is not to duplicate someone else's

learning or to make today look exactly like yesterday. Accept that every situation has its own unique closeness to Hashem.

Today, focus on the specific, unique potential of this very moment, without comparing it to any other.
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