Perek VI
Daf 63 Amud a
קוֹדם ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְּתח ּו דַּ ְלתוֹת
ֶ  ׁ ְש ָח ָטן ַ ּבחוּץBased on Rav Ĥisda’s statement, if he slaughtered them outside the
H
 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא – ְמחו ַּּסר. ַה ֵה ָיכל – ּ ָפטוּרTemple before the doors of the Sanctuary were opened he is exempt.
What
is
the
reason?
Lacking
the
opening
of
the
doors is
.יחה ִּכ ְמחו ַּּסר ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה דָּ ֵמי
ָ ּ ְפ ִת
comparable to lacking an action. Therefore, the oﬀering was not
yet fit to be sacrificed in the Temple, and when he slaughtered it
outside, despite doing so with the intention that it is a sacrificial offering, he is not considered to have violated the prohibition against
sacrificing an oﬀering outside the Temple.
,״הוֹאיל״
ִ
יה ְל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ  ו ִּמי ִאית ֵלRav Ĥisda stated above that since the Yom Kippur goats could be
used for the additional oﬀerings, one is liable for slaughtering them
outside the Temple. The Gemara asks: Does Rav ĤisdaN accept
the principle: SinceN a particular situation could come to be in the
future, it is viewed as though it existed already in the present?
 ּ ֶפ ַסח ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְש ָחטוֹ: וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אAnd didn’t Rav Ĥisda say: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb outH
N
–  ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ, ַ ּבחוּץ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ הside the Temple during the rest of the days of the year other than
Passover
eve,
if
he
slaughtered
it
for
its
own
sake,
i.e.,
as
a Paschal
. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ – ַחיָּ יב,ּ ָפטוּר
lamb, he is exempt, since at that time it is not fit to be sacrificed as
a Paschal lamb. If he sacrificed it not for its own sake but rather as a
peace-oﬀering, he is liable. A Paschal lamb that is slaughtered as a
peace-oﬀering on any day of the year other than Passover eve is
considered a valid peace-oﬀering. Therefore, it has the status of an
oﬀering that is fit to be sacrificed in the Temple, and he is liable for
slaughtering it outside the Temple.
–  ָהא ְס ָת ָמא, ַט ְﬠ ָמא – דְּ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹThe Gemara comments: The reason he is liable is because he spe:ימא
ָ  וְ ַא ַּמאי? ֵל. ו ָּפטוּר, ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ הוּאcifically slaughtered it not for its own sake. However, if he slaughtered it without specifying what oﬀering he had in mind, it is
– !הוֹאיל וְ ָראוּי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ִ ּב ְפנִים
ִ
considered to have been slaughtered for its own sake and he is exempt. But why is he exempt? Let us say: Since it is fit to be sacrificed
within the Temple not for its own sake, i.e., as a peace-oﬀering, it
should be considered as though he slaughtered it as a peace-oﬀering
outside the Temple, and he should be liable.
 ַהאי, ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא! ָה ָתם – ָ ּב ֵﬠי ֲﬠ ִק ָירהThe Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? There,
. ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ֲﬠ ִק ָירהwith regard to the Paschal lamb, it requires explicit uprooting from
the status of a Paschal lamb in order to be considered a peace-oﬀering. Therefore, if he did not specify his intent, it is still considered a
Paschal lamb, which is not fit to be sacrificed. These Yom Kippur
goats do not require uprooting from their previous status. The Yom
Kippur goats have the status of a sin-oﬀering and the goats sacrificed
as part of the additional oﬀerings of the day are also considered sinoﬀerings. Therefore, one who slaughters them outside the Temple is
liable, as they are fit to be sacrificed at that time as sin-oﬀerings, even
without the principle: Since, etc.
,ימי ַמ ְתנֵי ְלה ּו ִ ּב ְד ַר ָ ּבה
ִ  ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ׁ ִשRabba bar Shimi taught these two halakhot, cited above in the name
 ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵי,יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבה ַאדְּ ַר ָ ּבה
ּ  וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ֵלof Rav Ĥisda, in the name of Rabba, and he found a diﬃculty be. ִּכ ְד ׁ ַש ּנִינַןtween one statement of Rabba and another statement of Rabba.
And he resolved the apparent contradiction as we resolved it.

HALAKHA

He slaughtered them outside the Temple before the
opening of the doors – יחת ַהדְּ ָלתוֹת
ַ ש ָח ָטן ַ ּבחוּץ ִל ְפנֵי ּ ְפ ִת:
ְׁ
One who slaughters peace-oﬀerings outside the Temple
before the doors of the Sanctuary are opened is exempt.
The animals are not considered fit to serve as oﬀerings
because the action of opening the doors must still be carried out (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot
18:12).
A Paschal lamb that was slaughtered outside – ּ ֶפ ַסח
ש ּנ ׁ ְִש ָחט ַ ּבחוּץ:
ֶ ׁ One who slaughters an animal consecrated
as a Paschal lamb outside the Temple is liable even if he
slaughtered it during the rest of the days of the year. This is
because the Paschal lamb during the year has the status of
a peace-oﬀering, in accordance with the opinion of Ravin
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 18:12
and Kesef Mishne there).
NOTES

Does Rav Ĥisda accept the principle: Since, etc. – ו ִּמי
הוֹאיל וכו׳
ִ יה ְל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ אית ֵל:ִ The Gemara could have challenged Rav Ĥisda’s opinion by stating his ruling in tractate
Pesaĥim that the principle: Since, i.e., since guests might
arrive, does not apply with regard to one who bakes unnecessarily on a Festival. Later in that tractate, the Gemara
establishes that Rav Ĥisda does not accept this principle
with regard to leniencies, while he does accept it with
regard to stringencies. It seems that it would have been
appropriate to mention this conclusion here in tractate
Yoma. It is possible that the Gemara did not suggest the
abovementioned challenge along with the resolution mentioned in tractate Pesaĥim since it is possible to diﬀerentiate
between the cases: With regard to sacrifices, the action
of slaughtering them is in one’s hands and therefore the
principle: Since, etc., is valid, but whether or not guests
will arrive on a Festival is not in his control (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).
Since – הוֹאיל:
ִ The principle: Since, etc., and other similar
principles, are employed in various areas of halakha. The
fundamental principle is that conditions that may develop
in the future are taken into consideration in determining
the halakha in the present. Not all of the talmudic Sages
agreed that the halakha may be determined based upon
potential future developments, and therefore not all of
them accepted the principle.
A Paschal lamb slaughtered during the rest of the days
of the year – פ ַסח ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ָחט ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה:ֶ ּ The Paschal
lamb is unique because it can be brought as a peaceoﬀering during the year despite the fact that it was designated for sacrifice as a Paschal lamb on the fourteenth
of Nisan. The Gemara here, as well as in tractate Pesaĥim,
considers the degree to which the Paschal lamb should
always be considered a potential peace-oﬀering.

ימי ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
ִ ִּ § ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב דWhen Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said
 ּ ֶפ ַסח ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְש ָחטוֹ ַ ּבחוּץ:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּביthat Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If one slaugh ֵ ּבין ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ֵ ּבין, ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ הtered a Paschal lamb outside the Temple during the rest of the days
of the year, whether he slaughtered it for its own sake, as a Paschal
.ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ – ּ ָפטוּר
lamb, or not for its own sake, as a peace-oﬀering, he is exempt.
ית ּה ִל ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא
ָ  ָא ְמ ִר:ימי
ִ ִָּא ַמר ַרב ד
–  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
ּ ַק ֵּמ
–  ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ,יה
ּ דְּ ָהא ָלא ָחזֵ י ֵל
!ַא ַּמאי? ָהא ָחזֵ י ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ִ ּב ְפנִים

Rav Dimi said: I said this halakha before Rabbi Yirmeya and asked
him: Granted, when he slaughters it outside the Temple for its own
sake he is exempt, because it is not fit to be brought as a Paschal
lamb at that time, and one is liable for slaughtering an oﬀering outside the Temple only if it was fit to be sacrificed in the Temple. However, if he slaughters it not for its own sake, why is he exempt? Isn’t
it fit to be sacrificed not for its own sake as a peace-oﬀering inside
the Temple?
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HALAKHA

An oﬀering lacking time that was slaughtered
outside the Temple – מחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְִש ָחט ַ ּבחוּץ:ְ
One who slaughters an oﬀering that is lacking
time outside the Temple is exempt, whether it
was lacking time of its own accord or due to
its owners. Examples of the latter case are the
sin-oﬀerings of a zav, zava and a woman after
childbirth, or the sin-oﬀering and guilt-oﬀering
of a leper, that are slaughtered before their appropriate times. However, one who slaughters
the burnt-oﬀerings of these individuals, or the
peace-oﬀering of a nazirite, outside the Temple
before the appropriate time, is liable. Since
these oﬀerings are not essential parts of the purification process, they are considered fit to be
sacrificed even before the purification process
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 18:9).
NOTES

Sin-oﬀering and guilt-oﬀering – ח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם:ַ
Both the sin-oﬀering and guilt-oﬀering are
brought to atone for a transgression. However,
there are several diﬀerences between them,
including the sins for which one brings these
oﬀerings. A sin-oﬀering is brought for the unwitting violation of a prohibition that carries the
punishment of karet. A guilt-oﬀering is brought
for a few specific transgressions, such as certain
cases of theft, and misusing consecrated property. They also diﬀer with respect to the procedures
used when they are sacrificed: The blood of the
sin-oﬀering is sprinkled on the four corners of
the altar, but that of a guilt-oﬀering is sprinkled
on two corners of the altar and allowed to run
down its four sides. Furthermore, a sin-oﬀering
that is sacrificed with the intent that it serve as
a diﬀerent oﬀering is invalid. Conversely, a guiltoﬀering that is sacrificed with the intent that it
serve as a diﬀerent oﬀering is nevertheless valid,
although the one who brought it does not fulfill
his obligation to bring a guilt-oﬀering and must
bring another one.

 ֲﬠ ִק ַירת ח ּוץ – ָלאו ׁ ְש ָמ ּה: וְ ָא ַמר ִליAnd Rabbi Yirmeya said to me in response: Uprooting an oﬀering’s
. ֲﬠ ִק ָירהdesignation outside the Temple is not called uprooting. Since he slaughtered it outside, the status of the oﬀering does not change from that of a
Paschal lamb to that of a peace-oﬀering, despite his intention to this eﬀect.
ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ּ ֶפ ַסח ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְש ָחטוֹ ַ ּבחוּץ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת:יוֹחנָן
ָ
–  ֵ ּבין ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ,ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה
.ַחיָּ יב

When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said a diﬀerent
version of the statement that Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Yoĥanan
said: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb outside the Temple during the
rest of the days of the year, whether he slaughtered it for its own sake
or not for its own sake, he is liable.

ּ  וַ ֲא ִפThe Gemara expresses surprise: Is he liable even if he slaughtered it for
 ֵ ּבין, ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן:יל ּו ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
. ְ ּבגוּפוֹ ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ְ ּב ָﬠ ִליםits own sake? Didn’t we learn in a mishna in tractate Zevaĥim that one is
exempt for sacrificing an oﬀering that was not yet fit for sacrifice because
it was lacking time?H This is so whether it itself was lacking time, such as
if it was less than eight days old, or it was lacking time due to its owners.
 וְ ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן ַ ּב ְ ּב ָﬠ ִלים – ַהזָּ ב וְ ַהזָּ ָבהThe Gemara explains: And what is an oﬀering that is lacking time due to
צוֹרע
ָ יּוֹל ֶדת וְ ַה ְמ
ֶ  וְ ַהits owners? A zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper, who
sacrificed their oﬀerings before the appropriate time. A zav, a zava, and a
leper bring their oﬀerings after counting seven days; a woman after childbirth brings hers when her purification period is complete.
– אתם וַ ֲא ׁ ָש ָמם ַ ּבח ּוץ
ָ  ׁ ֶש ִה ְק ִריב ּו ַח ָּטAny of these people who sacrificed their sin-oﬀering and, in the case of
N
– יהן ַ ּבח ּוץ
ֶ יהן וְ ׁ ַש ְל ֵמ
ֶ עוֹלוֹת
ֵ
, ּ ְפט ּו ִריןlepers, their guilt-oﬀering outside the Temple are exempt. Since they
, ַחיָּ ִיביןwould not fulfill their obligations to bring these oﬀerings if they would
sacrifice them in the Temple, and the oﬀerings are unfit to be brought as
voluntary oﬀerings, because sin-oﬀerings and guilt-oﬀerings are not
brought as voluntary oﬀerings, one who slaughters them outside the
Temple is not liable. However, if they sacrifice their burnt-oﬀerings and
peace-oﬀerings outside the Temple, they are liable. This is because these
oﬀerings could be valid as voluntary oﬀerings if they were sacrificed in the
Temple.
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:טוֹבי
ִ  וְ ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְל ִקיָּ ה ַ ּברAnd Rav Ĥilkiya bar Tovi said: They only taught that one is exempt
. ֲא ָבל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ – ַחיָּ יב, ִל ׁ ְשמוֹfor the guilt-oﬀering when it is slaughtered for its own sake, but if it is
slaughtered not for its own sake, he is liable, because a guilt-oﬀering
slaughtered in the Temple not for its own sake is valid.
הוֹאיל
ִ :נֵימא
ָ ? ַא ַּמאי,יהא ּ ָפטוּר
ָ ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ִמ
!?ו ְּראוּיִ ן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ִ ּב ְפנִים! ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא
 ָה ָכא – ּ ֶפ ַסח ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר, ָה ָתם – ָ ּב ֵﬠי ֲﬠ ִק ָירה
.ּיְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ׁ ְש ָל ִמים נִינְ הו

The Gemara considers this: If he slaughtered it for its own sake, in any
event he is exempt. Why? Let us say: Since they are fit to be sacrificed
inside the Temple not for their own sake, he should be liable for sacrificing them outside. The Gemara responds: How can these cases be
compared? There, the guilt-oﬀering requires explicit uprooting of its
designation in order to be valid. Here, a Paschal lamb during the rest of
the days of the year is considered a peace-oﬀering, even if its status is
not explicitly uprooted.

 ַרב. ִּכ ְד ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן, ַחיָּ יב:ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ַמ ְתנֵי
 ּ ֶפ ַסח: ָק ָס ַבר,יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ִמדִּ ְפ ִּתי ַמ ְתנֵי ּ ָפטוּר
 וַ ֲﬠ ִק ַירת,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ָ ּב ֵﬠי ֲﬠ ִק ָירה
 ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַרב,ח ּוץ ָלאו ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ֲﬠ ִק ָירה
.טוֹבי
ִ ִח ְל ִקיָּ ה ַ ּבר

The Gemara continues to discuss the case of a Paschal lamb that was
slaughtered outside the Temple during the rest of the year, and not for its
own sake. Rav Ashi taught: He is liable, as we stated. Rav Yirmeya of
Difti taught: He is exempt. Rav Yirmeya held that a Paschal lamb during
the rest of the days of the year requires uprooting of its previous
designation, and uprooting an offering’s designation outside the
Temple is not called uprooting. And this halakha disagrees with the
statement of Rav Ĥilkiya bar Tovi, who held that uprooting an oﬀering’s
designation outside the Temple is considered an eﬀective uprooting of
that designation.

 ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ִהגְ ִריל ֲﬠ ֵל ֶיהן – ַחיָּ יב ַﬠל ׁ ֶשל: § ָא ַמר ָמרThe Master said: If he slaughtered the two Yom Kippur goats outside
. ו ָּפטוּר ַﬠל ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠזָ אזֵ ל, ׁ ֵשםthe Temple after he drew lots to determine which of them is to be sacrificed to God and which is sent to Azazel, he is liable for slaughtering the
one designated for God, and exempt for the one designated to be sent to
Azazel.
יִש ָר ֵאל ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ׂ ְ ״א ׁיש ִא ׁיש ִמ ֵ ּבית
ִ :ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
יִ ׁ ְש ַחט ׁשוֹר אוֹ ֶכ ֶ ׂשב אוֹ ֵﬠז ַ ּב ַּמ ֲחנֶ ה אוֹ
ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ׁ ְש ַחט ִמח ּוץ ַל ַּמ ֲחנֶ ה וְ ֶאל ּ ֶפ ַתח
מוֹﬠד ל ֹא ֱה ִביאוֹ ְל ַה ְק ִריב ָק ְר ָ ּבן
ֵ א ֶֹהל
.ַלה׳״
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The Sages taught in a baraita based upon the verses: “Any man of the
house of Israel who shall slaughter a bull, or a lamb, or a goat in the
camp, or who slaughters it outside the camp, and has not brought it to
the entrance to the Tent of Meeting to present it as an oﬀering to the
Lord before the tabernacle of the Lord, blood shall be imputed to that
man; he has shed blood; and that man shall be cut oﬀ from among his
people” (Leviticus : – ).

Perek VI
Daf 63 Amud b
ﬠ ֲאנִי ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֶ ּב ֶדק וֹמ
ֵ ִאי ָק ְר ָ ּבן – ׁש
 ְּכ ִﬠנְ יָ ן ׁ ֶשנֶ ֱא ַמר,ַה ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְק ְרא ּו ָק ְר ָ ּבן
:לוֹמר
ַ ״וַ ַּנ ְק ֵרב ֶאת ָק ְר ַ ּבן ה׳״ – ַּת ְלמוּד
מוֹﬠד ל ֹא ֱה ִביאוֹ״ ָּכל
ֵ ״וְ ֶאל ּ ֶפ ַתח א ֶֹהל
מוֹﬠד – ַחיָּ יב ָﬠ ָליו
ֵ ָה ָראוּי ְל ֶפ ַתח א ֶֹהל
 ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָראוּי ְל ֶפ ַתח א ֶֹהל,ַ ּבח ּוץ
.מוֹﬠד – ֵאין ַחיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ָליו ַ ּבחוּץ
ֵ

אוֹצִ יא ֵא ּל ּו ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְראוּיִ ן ְל ֶפ ַתח א ֶֹהל
 וְ ל ֹא אוֹצִ יא ּ ָפ ַרת ַח ָּטאת וְ ָ ׂש ִﬠיר,מוֹﬠד
ֵ
ח ׁ ֶשהוּא ָראוּי ָלבוֹא ֶאל ּ ֶפ ַתח ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
ֵ א ֶֹהל
״לה׳״ – ִמי
ַ :לוֹמר
ַ מוֹﬠד! ַּת ְלמוּד
ּל
 יָ צְ א ּו ֵא ּו ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמיו ָּח ִדין,ׁ ֶש ְּמיו ָּח ִדין ַלה׳
.ַל ׁ ּ ֵשם

If it would have mentioned just the word oﬀering, I would derive
that one is liable even for slaughtering animals consecrated for
Temple maintenanceN outside the Temple, which are also called
oﬀering, as it is stated: “And we have brought the Lord’s oﬀering,
what every man has found: Articles of gold, armlets, and bracelets,
rings, earrings, and pendants” (Numbers : ). Therefore, the
verse states: “And has not brought it to the entrance to the Tent
of Meeting” (Leviticus : ), to teach that with regard to any animal
fit to be sacrificed within the entrance to the Tent of Meeting or
the Temple, one is liable for slaughtering it outside the Temple.
Conversely, with regard to any animal that is not fit to be sacrificed
within the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, one is not liable for
slaughtering it outside the Temple.
Furthermore: I might exclude these animals consecrated for Temple maintenance, which are not fit to be sacrificed within the entrance to the Tent of Meeting because they are blemished, and I
will not exclude the heifer of a purification oﬀeringN and the
scapegoat,H which are fit to come to the entrance to the Tent of
Meeting. Therefore, the verse states “to the Lord” to indicate that
one is liable only for those animals that are designated exclusively
for God as oﬀerings. These, the heifer of a purification oﬀering and
the scapegoat, are excluded, as they are not designated exclusively for God as sacrificial oﬀerings but are used for some other
purpose.

 ״יֵ ָרצֶ ה:ּ״לה׳״ ְלהוֹצִ יא הוּא? ו ְּר ִמינְ הו
ַ ְ וThe Gemara asks about this halakhic midrash: Does the expression
,ישים
ִ ּ ׁ “ ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן ִא ׁ ּ ֶשה ַלה׳״ – ֵאלּ ּו ִאto the Lord” come to exclude? The Gemara raises a contradiction
based upon the verse: “When a bull, or a lambs, or a goat, is born it
shall be seven days under its mother; but from the eighth day on it
may be accepted as an oﬀering by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus
: ). An oﬀering by fire to the Lord: These are oﬀerings by fire,
which are sacrificed on the altar and which may not be sacrificed
before their proper time.
 ַּת ְלמוּד,ישנּ ּו ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן
ֶ ׁ ִּ ִמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יַ ְקדFrom where do we derive that he may not consecrate an animal
when it is lacking time,H i.e., before the eighth day? The verse states:
״לה׳״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ָ ׂש ִﬠיר
ַ ״ק ְר ָ ּבן״
ָ לוֹמר
ַ
An
oﬀering, which indicates that it should not be designated as an
!ח ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
oﬀering before the eighth day. The expression: To the Lord comes
to include the scapegoat, which is also brought for the sake of God.
In other words, the expression: To the Lord, not only does not exclude the scapegoat from the category of oﬀerings, but specifically
includes it in this category.
 וְ ָה ָכא, ָה ָתם ֵמ ִﬠנְיָ נָ א דִּ ְק ָרא:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
״אל ּ ֶפ ַתח״
ֶ ְּ ָה ָתם ד.ֵמ ִﬠנְ יָ נָ א דִּ ְק ָרא
״א ׁ ּ ֶשה״
ִ ְּ ָה ָכא ד.״לה׳״ ְלהוֹצִ יא
ַ ,ְל ַר ּבוֹת
.״לה׳״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ַ ,ְלהוֹצִ יא

Rava said that this can be resolved as follows: There the expression
is understood in the context of the verse and here it is understood
in the context of the verse. There, with regard to consecrated animals slaughtered outside the Temple, where the phrase: To the
entrance, in that same verse comes to include other oﬀerings, the
phrase: To the Lord necessarily comes to exclude. Conversely, here,
with regard to consecrating animals before the proper time, where
the phrase: Oﬀering by fire comes to exclude, the phrase: To the
Lord comes to include.

–  ָהא ָלא ַר ֵ ּבי,ַט ְﬠ ָמא – דְּ ַר ֵ ּבי ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ח ָקדוֹש  ָ ׂש ִﬠיר ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל:ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ﬠ קוֹב
ֵ  וְ ָהא ֵאין ַהגּ ָוֹרל.ִ ּב ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן
!ֶא ָּלא ָ ּב ָראוּי ַל ׁ ּ ֵשם

Once the contradiction has been reconciled, the Gemara challenges the reasoning of the argument. The reason the scapegoat may
not be consecrated before it is eight days old is because the Merciful One specifically included it among the other oﬀerings. But had
it not included it I would have said: The scapegoat may be consecrated even when it is lacking time. However, this is diﬃcult: Isn’t
it true that the lottery establishes as the goat that is sacrificed to
God, only one that is fit to be sacrificed to God? Since it is not
known in advance which goat will be designated for this purpose,
both goats must be eight days old and thereby fit to be sacrificed to
God.

NOTES

Items consecrated for Temple maintenance – ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֶ ּב ֶדק
ה ַ ּביִ ת:ַ There is a distinction between animals consecrated
as sacrificial oﬀerings and items donated to the Temple for
other purposes. Items in the latter category are considered
consecrated for Temple maintenance, and they are used,
or sold for money which is used to repair the Temple, to
replace its utensils, or to beautify the structure. Anything
of worth can be consecrated for Temple maintenance.
However, animals that are fit for use as oﬀerings may only
be consecrated as oﬀerings.
And I will not exclude the heifer of a purification
oﬀering – וְ ל ֹא אוֹצִ יא ּ ָפ ַרת ַח ָּטאת: Rashi accepts a version of
the text that does not make reference to the heifer of the
purification oﬀering, as it is not a sacrificial oﬀering and is
not brought into the Tent of Meeting. However, Rabbeinu
Ĥananel does include the heifer of a purification oﬀering
in his version of the text. In his view, animals unfit for the
entrance to the Tent of Meeting include only non-kosher
animals that may never be brought as sacrificial oﬀerings.
Therefore, a Scriptural derivation is needed to exclude the
heifer of a purification oﬀering.
HALAKHA

The heifer of a purification oﬀering and the scapegoat –
ח  ּ ָפ ַרת ַח ָּטאת וְ ָ ׂש ִﬠיר ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל: If one burns the heifer of the
purification oﬀering outside of the proper location, or if
one slaughtered the scapegoat outside the Temple after
the High Priest confessed over it, one is exempt from
liability. The reason for this is that these animals are not
brought into the Tent of Meeting (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 19:7).
Consecrating an animal that is lacking time – ַה ְק ָ ּד ַשת
מחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן:ְ Consecrating an animal that is not yet eight
days old is comparable to consecrating a blemished
animal. Although it is prohibited to do so, one does not
receive lashings for it (see Mishne LaMelekh; Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 3:10).
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PERSONALITIES

Ĥanan the Egyptian – חנָן ַה ִּמצְ ִרי:ָ There were at least two
Sages who had this name. The first was an important judge
in Jerusalem during the era of the Second Temple, and the
second was a leading student in the yeshiva of Yavne after
its destruction. Although they were great Torah scholars,
these personalities did not receive the title Rabbi either
because they were young, or for some other reason.
NOTES

A case where the scapegoat became blemished – ְּכגוֹן
שהו ַּמם:
ֶ ׁ The goat became blemished after the lottery. If it
had had a blemish prior to the lottery it would not have
been used at all, since both goats have to be fit for use as
a sacrificial oﬀering. However, because the goat sent to
Azazel is not actually an oﬀering, one might have thought
that a blemish that develops after the lottery is insignificant
(Siaĥ Yitzĥak).
From where do you say that the scapegoat is disqualified by a blemish – יה מו ָּמא
ְ ו ְּמנָ א ֵּת: Tosafot
ּ ימ ָרא דְּ ָפ ֵסיל ֵ ּב
Yeshanim and other commentaries express surprise at this
question, considering that Ravina himself explains that the
case of a scapegoat lacking time is one where the original
scapegoat became blemished and was therefore redeemed
for another. Clearly, this posits that a blemished scapegoat
is disqualified. Why is an additional source needed to make
this point? Tosafot Yeshanim answer that without this proof
we would have interpreted the verse with regard to the
goat lacking time in a diﬀerent way. The author of Siaĥ
Yitzĥak explains that the Gemara seeks a proof that not
only is a blemished animal disqualified, but one would
be flogged for consecrating a blemished animal as the
scapegoat. It is explained in Neum Yehuda that the source
is necessary to disqualify the goat even if the blemish is
temporary.
HALAKHA

Disqualifying factors for the scapegoat – ּ ְפסו ֵּלי ָ ׂש ִﬠיר
ח  ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל: A blemish disqualifies the scapegoat, even if the
blemish is merely temporary. Similarly, a goat that is not
yet eight days old is not valid for use as the scapegoat
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:17).
Prohibitions concerning blemished animals – יסו ִּרים
ּ ִא
ש ְ ּב ַב ַﬠל מוּם:
ֶ ׁ One who slaughters a blemished animal as an
oﬀering is liable to be flogged. Similarly, one who sprinkles
its blood and burns its sacrificial parts on the altar is flogged
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 1:4).

 ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ָחנָ ן ַה ִּמצְ ִרי:יוֹסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרבRav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita?
P
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו:אוֹמר
ֵ  ָחנָן ַה ִּמצְ ִרי, דְּ ַתנְיָא. ִהיאIt is the opinion of Ĥanan the Egyptian, as it was taught in a
. דָּ ם ַ ּב ּכוֹס – ֵמ ִביא ֲח ֵבירוֹ ו ְּמזַ ֵּווג לוֹbaraita that Ĥanan the Egyptian says: Even if the goat sacrificed
to God has already been slaughtered and its blood has been collected in the cup, if the scapegoat dies, he brings another goat as
a counterpart and pairs it with the goat that has already been
slaughtered. Since in this case the priest need not draw new lots
and the second goat is immediately designated to be sent to Azazel, it was necessary to teach that this goat must not be lacking
time.
יה ְל ָחנָן ַה ִּמצְ ִרי דְּ ֵלית
ַ  ֵאThe Gemara presents a challenge with regard to this answer. Say
ּ ימר דְּ ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל
יה ַהגְ ָר ָלה ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת
ּ  דְּ ֵלית ֵל,יה דְּ חוּיִ ין
ּ  ֵלthat you heard Ĥanan the Egyptian say that he does not hold
!יתי ו ַּמגְ ִריל
ִ ְיה? דִּ ְיל ָמא ַמי
ּ  ֵלthat if the scapegoat dies, the blood of the other goat is rejected.
Did you also hear him say that he does not require a new lottery
for the second goat? Perhaps he meant that one brings two new
goats and draws lots, and whichever is designated to be sent to
Azazel is the counterpart to the goat that was already slaughtered.
ֵ  ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרבThe Gemara presents another explanation of why it was necessary
 ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן:יוֹסף
 ֵמת ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן – ֵמ ִביא: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א, ִהיאfor the Torah to indicate that the scapegoat must not be lacking
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן, ֲח ֵבירוֹ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְ ּב ַהגְ ָר ָלהtime. Rather, Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion
is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as
it was taught in a baraita: If one of the goats dies, he brings another goat in its place without a lottery; this is the statement of
Rabbi Shimon. Therefore, if the scapegoat would die, another
goat would be designated as the scapegoat without a lottery, and
it was necessary for the Torah to indicate that this goat had to be
eight days old.
ְּ  ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶשהו ַּמם וְ ִח: ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמרRavina said that it is possible to answer according to all opinions.
יללוֹ ַﬠל
. ַא ֵחרThe derivation was necessary in a case where the scapegoat became blemishedNH after the lottery and they redeemed it with
another. In that situation, all agree that the new scapegoat does
not need to be designated through a lottery, because the status of
the original scapegoat was transferred to its replacement.
– יה מ ּו ָמא
ְ  ּו ְמנָ א ֵּתThe Gemara asks: From where do you say that the scapegoat is
ּ ימ ָרא דְּ ָפ ֵסיל ֵ ּב
N
 ״וְ ִא ׁ ּ ֶשה ל ֹא ִת ְּתנ ּו ֵמ ֶהם״ – ֵאלּ ּו: דְּ ַתנְיָאdisqualified by a blemish? A blemish disqualifies only a sacri, ַה ֲח ָל ִביםficial oﬀering, and the scapegoat is not a sacrificial oﬀering. The
Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita based upon the
verse: “Blind, or broken, or maimed, or having a growth, or scurvy, or scabbed, you shall not oﬀer these to the Lord, nor make an
oﬀering by fire of them upon the altar to the Lord” (Leviticus
: ). The phrase: Nor make an oﬀering by fire of them; these
are the fats of blemished animals, which may not be sacrificed on
the altar.
 ִמ ְקצָ ָתן ִמ ּנַיִ ן – ַּת ְלמוּד, ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ּכו ָּּלןI have only derived that it is prohibited to sacrifice all the fats of
a blemished animal; from where do I derive that it is prohibited
,ח״ – זוֹ זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים זְב
ּ ֵ ״מ
ִ .״מ ֶהם״
ֵ :לוֹמר
ַ
to
sacrifice some of them? The verse states “of them,” which in.ח ״לה׳״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת ָ ׂש ִﬠיר ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
ַ
dicates that the prohibition applies even to some of them. “The
altar”; this is referring to the prohibition against sprinkling the
blood of blemished animals.H The phrase “to the Lord” comes to
include the scapegoat, which is also disqualified by a blemish.
ְ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריך,וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְל ִמ ְיכ ַּתב ַ ּב ַﬠל מוּם
 דְּ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א.יכ ַּתב ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן
ְ ְל ִמ
,נֵיה
ּ ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָלא ָמ ֵטי זִ ְמ
ימא
ָ נֵיה – ֵא
ּ ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ַﬠל מוּם דְּ ָמ ֵטי זִ ְמ
 וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ַ ּב ַﬠל מוּם – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם.ָלא
–  ֲא ָבל ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן דְּ ָלא ָמ ֵאיס,דְּ ָמ ֵאיס
.יכא
ָ  צְ ִר,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא

308

Perek VI . 63b . :פרק ו׳ דף סג

The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to write that a blemished scapegoat is disqualified and it is necessary to write that a
scapegoat may not be lacking time. Since if the Merciful One
had written only that a scapegoat is disqualified if it is lacking
time, one might have said that this is because its time has not yet
come and therefore it is unable to become consecrated. However,
with regard to a blemished animal whose time has already
arrived, say that it is not disqualified. And conversely, if the
Merciful One had written only that a blemished scapegoat is
disqualified, one might have said that this is because it is considered abhorrent to sacrifice a blemished animal as an oﬀering.
However, with regard to a goat that is lacking time, which is not
abhorrent, say that it is not disqualified. It is therefore necessary
for the Torah to include the scapegoat in both disqualifications.

