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Daf 64 Amud a
חוֹלה
ֶ  ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה לוֹ: ָר ָבא ָא ַמרThe Gemara presents another explanation as to why a verse is need וְ ׁ ָש ַחט ִא ּמוֹ ְ ּביוֹם,תוֹך ֵ ּביתוֹ
ְ  ְ ּבed to indicate that the scapegoat may not be lacking time. Rava said:
where the one who sold the two goats had a
. ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּריםIt is referring to a case
critically ill personN in his household, and he slaughtered the
mother of the scapegoat in order to save the ill person’s life on Yom
Kippur. Although the scapegoat is more than eight days old, it is
considered lacking time because it is prohibited to slaughter a
mother animal and its oﬀspring on the same day.
וְ ִכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א ִמי ֲא ִסיר? ״ל ֹא
 וְ ָהא ָלאו,ִת ׁ ְש ֲחטוּ״ ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
:יטה ִהיא! ָהא ָא ְמ ִרי ְ ּב ַמ ַﬠ ְר ָבא
ָ ׁ ְש ִח
.יטתוֹ
ָ דְּ ִחיָּ יתוֹ ַל ּצוּק זוֹ ִהיא ׁ ְש ִח

The Gemara asks: Is it prohibited in a case like this? The Merciful
One stated in the Torah: “And whether it be a cow or ewe, you shall
not slaughter it and its youngN on one day” (Leviticus : ), and
this act of pushing the scapegoat oﬀ the cliﬀ is not a ritual slaughter.
Consequently, the prohibition against slaughtering a mother animal
and its oﬀspring should not apply. The Gemara answers: They say
in the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, that pushing it oﬀ the cliﬀ, which is
the manner in which the scapegoat is supposed to be killed, is
considered its slaughter.N

״אם ׁ ֶשל ׁ ֵשם ֵמת זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ָלה ָﬠ ָליו״
ִ § It was taught in the mishna that if one of the goats dies after the
. וכו׳lottery, a second pair of goats is sought and new lots are drawn.
After that lottery, the priest utters a stipulation: If the one to be
sacrificed to God died, that goat upon which the lot for God was
drawn shall stand in its stead; and if the one to be sent to Azazel
died, that goat upon which the lot for Azazel was drawn shall stand
in its stead. The second, superfluous goat should graze until it becomes blemished, at which point it will be sold and the money
received in its sale will go to the purchase of a public gift-oﬀering.
The Gemara discusses which goat is set to pasture: The one that
remains from the first lottery or the one that remains from the
second lottery?
,אשוֹן – יִ ְק ַרב
ׁ  ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ִר:ָא ַמר ַרב
יוֹחנָן
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי – יִ ְר ֶﬠה
,אשוֹן – יִ ְר ֶﬠה
ׁ  ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ִר:ָא ַמר
.ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי יִ ְק ַרב

NOTES

A case where the one who sold the two goats had a critically
ill person – חוֹלה
ֶ כגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה לוֹ:ְּ Although the halakha would
be the same if one slaughtered the mother goat in violation
of Yom Kippur, the Gemara preferred the explanation that one
slaughtered it in a permitted manner (Ritva).
You shall not slaughter it and its young – אוֹתוֹ וְ ֶאת ְ ּבנוֹ ל ֹא
ת ׁ ְש ֲחט ּו:ִ The Torah prohibits the slaughter of a mother animal
and its young, whether male or female, on the same day. Some
authorities hold that the prohibition includes the father of the
young animal when the paternity is known. Since the verse
states that the animals may not be slaughtered on the same
day, the Sages debated whether the prohibition applies when
one of the animals is killed through a method other than ritual
slaughter.
Pushing it oﬀ the cliﬀ is considered its slaughter – דְּ ִחיָּ יתוֹ
יטתוֹ
ָ לצּ וּק זוֹ ִהיא ׁ ְש ִח:ַ Tosafot hold that the term slaughter used
in the Torah does not limit this halakha to ritual slaughter. Included in this category is any method of killing an animal that is
prescribed by the Torah for a particular circumstance. The Ritva
explains that there was an oral tradition which clarified that
pushing the scapegoat oﬀ the cliﬀ is regarded as slaughtering.

Rav said: If the goat to be sent to Azazel died, he should sacrifice
the second goat of the first pair to God,H and the second goat
of the second pair should graze until it becomes unfit. Rabbi
Yoĥanan said: The second goat of the first pair is the one that
should graze, whereas he should sacrifice the second goat of the
second pair.

 ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי: ְ ּב ַמאי ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? ַרב ָס ַברThe Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree?
H
:יוֹחנָן ָס ַבר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,נִיד ִחין
ְ  ַחיִּ ים ֵאינָןThe Gemara explains: Rav holds that animals are not rejected.
An
animal
that
was
consecrated
as
an
oﬀ
ering
but
later
became
.נִיד ִחין
ְ ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים
unfit for sacrifice is not considered disqualified forever. Therefore,
although the remaining goat was not eligible to be sacrificed when
its counterpart died, once another goat has been paired with it following a new lottery, it is no longer rejected and should be sacrificed.
And Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that animals are rejected. Therefore,
once the remaining goat from the first pair became disqualified, it
remains disqualified forever.

Pushing the scapegoat oﬀ the cliﬀ

HALAKHA

He should sacrifice the second goat of the first pair to God –
אשוֹן יִ ְק ַרב
ׁ שנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ִר:
ֵ ׁ If one of the goats dies after the lottery,
the High Priest brings another pair of goats and draws new
lots. If the goat designated to be sacrificed to God had died,
the High Priest declares: That goat upon which the lot for
God was drawn, shall stand in its stead. If the one to be sent
to Azazel died, he declares: That goat upon which the lot for
Azazel was drawn shall stand in its stead. He then sacrifices
the remaining goat from the first lottery, while the one which
received the same designation from the second lottery grazes
until it becomes blemished. It is then sold and the proceeds

are used to purchase a gift-oﬀering. The Rambam rules in
accordance with the opinion of Rav, as he generally accepts
Rav’s opinion with regard to rejection (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:15 and Kesef Mishne there).
Animals are not rejected – נִיד ִחין
ְ ב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים ֵאינָן:ּ ַ Animals that
are disqualified are not totally rejected. When the cause of
their initial disqualification is removed, they become acceptable for sacrifice. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:1 and
Kesef Mishne there).
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An animal with a temporary blemish – עוֹבר
ֵ ב ַﬠל מוּם:ּ ַ The
blemishes that disqualify an animal for sacrifice are listed
in the Torah (Leviticus, chapter 22) and are explained in the
Talmud in tractate Bekhorot. Some blemishes are permanent,
and they permanently disqualify the animal from being
used as a sacrificial oﬀering. Other blemishes are temporary; in these cases, the animal may not be sacrificed while
the blemish is present, but it may be sacrificed once it has
healed. For this reason, an animal with a temporary blemish
can be consecrated as an oﬀering, whereas an animal with
a permanent blemish cannot.
Mixtures of sacrificial limbs – ת ֲﬠרוֹבוֹת:ַּ Rashi explains that
Rav relies on the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. However, other
commentaries note that it is diﬃcult to say that Rav relies
on the ruling of a single Sage against the opinion of the
majority of the Sages. Furthermore, it would seem unnecessary for the Gemara to have cited the opinion of the Rabbis. Therefore, they explain that the dispute between Rabbi
Eliezer and the Rabbis is with regard to bringing limbs onto
the altar, but both sides agree that limbs that have already
been brought onto the altar are not removed. This is because
once the limbs have become mixed together, even if a limb
from a disqualified animal would be sacrificed on the altar,
only a rabbinic prohibition would be violated; according
to Torah law, however, it is permitted to sacrifice them on
the altar. According to this interpretation, Rav’s opinion is
in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and the
Rabbis (Tosafot).
HALAKHA

Limbs that became mixed – א ָיב ִרים ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו:ֵ Limbs of blemished animals which became mixed with limbs of valid oﬀerings are not nullified even if they are outnumbered a thousand to one. Even if all the limbs have been sacrificed on the
altar except for one, whatever has not yet been brought must
be burned in the location where disqualified oﬀerings are
burned. This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:21).

,ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַרב – דְּ יָ ֵליף ִמ ְּמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן
 ָלאו ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא,ְמחו ַּּסר זְ ַמן
,יחזֵ י – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי
ֲ  ִּכי ֲה ַדר ִמ,ָלא ָחזֵ י
 ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם – ָלא. ָלא ׁ ְשנָא,ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
. ָה ָכא – נִ ְר ֶאה וְ נִ ְד ֶחה,ית ֲחזֵ י ְּכ ָלל
ְ ִא

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rav? The
Gemara answers: He derives it from the halakha applicable to an
animal that is lacking time. In the case of an animal that is lacking
time, is it not true that although it is unfit now, when it again
becomes fit, it seems well, i.e., it may be sacrificed as an oﬀering?
Here, too, it is no diﬀerent. The Gemara rejects this answer: Is it
comparable? There, when the animal is lacking time, it was never
fit to be sacrificed. Here, the animal was fit as an oﬀering and later
became unfit and was therefore rejected. Perhaps in this case it is
permanently disqualified.

 דְּ יָ ֵליף ִמ ַ ּב ַﬠל: ַהיְ ינ ּו ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַרב,ֶא ָּלא
 ָלאו ַאף ַﬠל,עוֹבר
ֵ  ַ ּב ַﬠל מוּם:עוֹבר
ֵ מוּם
– יחזֵ י
ֲ  ִּכי ֲה ַדר ִמ,ַ ּגב דְּ ָלא ֲחזֵ י ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא
. ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א,ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי

Rather, the Gemara retracts the first explanation and says that this
is the reasoning of Rav: He derives it from the case of an animal
with a temporary blemish.N The animal is disqualified as an oﬀering as long as the blemish remains, but is eligible for sacrifice once
the blemish has healed. In the case of an animal with a temporary
blemish, is it not true that although it is unfit now, when it again
becomes fit, it seems well, i.e., it may be sacrificed as an oﬀering?
Here too, it is no diﬀerent.

״כי ָמ ׁ ְש ָח ָתם
ִּ  וְ ָה ָתם ְמנָ א ָלן – דִּ ְכ ִתיבThe Gemara asks: There, in the case of an animal with a temporary
 ָ ּב ֶהם מוּם ָ ּבם״ – מוּם ָ ּבם הוּא דְּ ל ֹאblemish, from where do we derive this halakha? As it is written:
.ּ ָהא ָﬠ ַבר מו ָּמן יֵ ָרצו,ּ“ יֵ ָרצוBecause their corruption is in them, there is a blemish in them;
they shall not be accepted for you” (Leviticus : ), which teaches us: It is when the blemish is in them that they shall not be
accepted; but if their blemish passes, they shall be accepted.
– ״ב ֶהם״
ּ ָ יﬠט ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ֵ  ִמ:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yoĥanan respond to this
 ָהא ָּכל,ּ ֵהם הוּא דְּ ִכי ָﬠ ַבר מו ָּמן יֵ ָרצוproof? The Merciful One limited this halakha by using the term:
.ּהוֹאיל וְ נִ ְדח ּו – נִ ְדחו
ִ , דְּ חוּיִ יןIn them, which indicates that it is they, animals with temporary
blemishes, that are accepted when their blemishes pass, but with
regard to all other animals that become disqualified, once they are
rejected they remain rejected.
״ב ֶהם״ – ְ ּב ֵﬠינַיְ יה ּו הוּא
ּ ָ  ַההוּא: וְ ַרבThe Gemara asks: And how does Rav answer Rabbi Yoĥanan? That
–  ָהא ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַּת ֲﬠרוֹבוֹת,ּ דְּ ָלא ִמ ְירצוterm: In them, should be understood as follows: It is on their own
N
.ּ ִמ ְירצוthat they are not accepted; but in mixtures with animals that
are fit to be sacrificed, animals that have a temporary blemish are
accepted.
יב ִרים
ָ ימים ְ ּב ֵא
ִ יב ִרים ְּת ִמ
ָ  ֵא:ְּכ ִד ְתנַ ן
 ִאם:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי מו ִּמין
ֹאש ׁ ֶשל ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן – יַ ְק ִריב ּו ָּכל
ׁ ָק ֵרב ָהר
–  ְּכ ָר ָﬠיו ׁ ֶשל ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן,אשין ּכו ָּּלן
ִ ׁ ָה ָר
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,יַ ְק ִריב ּו ָּכל ַה ְּכ ָר ַﬠיִ ים ּכו ָּּלן
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָק ְרב ּו ּכו ָּּלן חוּץ ֵמ ֶא ָחד:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
,ֵמ ֶהן – יֵ צֵ א ְל ֵבית ַה ּ ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

As we learned in a mishna: If limbs from unblemished burntofferings became mixed with limbs from blemished burntoﬀerings, which are disqualified, Rabbi Eliezer says: If the head
of one of them is sacrificed on the altar before they knew of the
blemish, they should sacrifice all the heads, as it is assumed that
the head of the disqualified animal was the one already sacrificed
on the altar. Similarly, if the legs of one of them were sacrificed,
they should sacrifice all the legs. And the Rabbis say: Even if all
of them were sacrificed except for one, that one should be taken
out to the place designated for burning disqualified oﬀerings, as
it is not assumed that the limbs of the disqualified animal have already been brought.H

.״ב ֶהם״
ּ ָ ״בם״
ּ ָ יה ִמ
ּ  נָ ְפ ָקא ֵל: וְ ִא ָיד ְךThe Gemara asks: And how does the other Sage, Rabbi Yoĥanan,
.״ב ֶהם״ ָלא דָּ ֵר ׁיש
ּ ָ ״בם״
ּ ָ : וְ ִא ָידךderive the halakha that the limbs are acceptable if they are in a
mixture? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the Torah’s
choice of terminology: It could have written: “In them,” as bam,
but instead it used the term bahem, with the extra letter heh, and
therefore an extra halakha can be derived from this word. The
Gemara comments: And the other Sage, Rav, does not expound
the diﬀerence in terminology between the words bam and bahem,
as he does not consider the distinction significant enough to teach
a halakha.
 נְ ִהי נַ ִמי דְּ ַב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים ֵאינָ ן, ו ְּל ַרבThe Gemara asks: According to Rav, although living beings are
 ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַהאי נַ ְק ִריב ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי, נִ ְד ִחיןnot permanently rejected, that only explains why the remaining
! ַהאי נַ ְק ִריבgoat of the first pair is acceptable for sacrifice, but why must it be
the one to be sacrificed? If he wants this one from the first pair he
should sacrifice it, and if he wants that one from the second pair,
he should sacrifice that.
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: דְּ ָא ַמר,יוֹסי
ֵ  ַרב ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
נֵימא
ָ יוֹסי? ִאי
ֵ  ֵהי ַר ִ ּבי.אשוֹן
ׁ ִמצְ וָ ה ָ ּב ִר
 ׁ ָשל ֹׁש קו ּּפוֹת: דִּ ְתנַ ן,יוֹסי דְּ קו ּּפוֹת
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן ּת ְוֹר ִמין,ׁ ֶשל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְס ִאין
, ֵ ּבי״ת,יהן ָא ֶל״ף
ֶ  וְ ָכתוּב ֲﬠ ֵל,ֶאת ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה
 ָל ָּמה ָּכתוּב:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, וְ ַתנְיָא.ימ״ל
ֶ ִ ּג
ימ״ל – ֵל ַידע ֵאיזֶ ה
ֶ יהן ָא ֶל״ף ֵ ּבי״ת ִ ּג
ֶ ֲﬠ ֵל
ימ ָּנה
ֶ  ְל ָה ִביא ֵה,אשוֹן
ׁ ֵמ ֶהן נִ ְת ְר ָמה ִר
,אשוֹן
ׁ אשוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּמצְ וָ ה ָ ּב ִר
ׁ ִר

Rava said: Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei, who said: The mitzva should be fulfilled with the goat
from the first pair. The Gemara asks: Which statement of Rabbi
Yosei indicates that this is his opinion? If we say it is the statement of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the containers, as we
learned in a mishna: There were three containers, each of which
held three se’a, with which they collected coins from the chamber. And the letters alef, beit, and gimmel were written on them.
And it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: Why were
alef, beit, and gimmel written on them? In order to know which
of them was collected from the chamber first, in order to bring
an oﬀering from it first, as the mitzva is performed with the first
one.

 דִּ ְב ִﬠידָּ נָ א דְּ ִא ַּת ְחזִ י, דִּ ְיל ָמא ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתםThat statement of Rabbi Yosei cannot serve as the source for Rav’s
.יתא
ָ ְיתא ָלא ִא ַּת ְחזִ י ָ ּב ְת ַרי
ָ ְ ַק ַּמיopinion. Perhaps it is diﬀerent there, in the case of the containers, because at the time when the first container of coins was fit
for use, the containers used later were not yet fit for use. Therefore, it cannot serve as a precedent with regard to a case in which
both became fit for use at the same time. In the case of the Yom
Kippur goats, none of the goats are actually fit for sacrifice until
the point in the Temple service when they are supposed to be
sacrificed. By that time, lots have already been drawn for the
second pair of goats.
 ַה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש:(יוֹסי דְּ ֶפ ַסח )דִּ ְתנַ ן
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ַא ַחר, וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ַא ֵחר ַּת ְח ָּתיו,ּ ִפ ְסחוֹ וְ ָא ַבד
– עוֹמ ִדין
ְ נֵיהן
ֶ אשוֹן וַ ֲה ֵרי ׁ ְש
ׁ ָּכךְ נִ ְמצָ א ָה ִר
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ֲח ָכ ִמים,ֵאיזֶ ה ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ֶשיִּ ְרצֶ ה יִ ְק ַרב
,אשוֹן
ׁ  ִמצְ וָ ה ָ ּב ִר:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי

Rather, the source of Rav’s opinion is the statement of Rabbi
Yosei with regard to the Paschal lamb. As we learned in a
baraita: With regard to one who separated an animal as his
Paschal lamb and it became lost, and he separated another
in its stead, and afterward, but before midday on the eve of
Passover, the first one is found, and they are both standing
before him, the owner may bring whichever of them he wishes.
This is the statement of the Rabbis. Rabbi Yosei says: The
mitzva should be performed with the first one.
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,ּיאנּ ו
ֶ  וְ ִאם ָהיָ ה ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי מו ְּב ָחר ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו – ִיְבAnd if the second one was superior to it, he brings that one.
This demonstrates that according to Rabbi Yosei, when the two
animals become fit for sacrifice at the same time, preference
should be given to the first one unless the second one is superior.
ֵ ָנִיתין ְּכו
ִ  דַּ יְ ָקא ַמ ְת:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
,יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ות
ֵ ָיתא ְּכו
ָ ְו ָּב ַרי
נִיתין
ִ  ַמ ְת.יוֹחנָ ן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ות
ֵ ְָּכו
 ִאם ׁ ֶשל ׁ ֵשם:יה דְּ ַרב – דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ּ ות
ֵמת – זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ָלה ָﬠ ָליו ַהג ָּוֹרל ַל ׁ ּ ֵשם יִ ְת ַקיֵּ ים
. וְ ִא ָידךְ ִּכדְּ ָק ֵאי ָק ֵאי,ַּת ְח ָּתיו

Rava said: The language of the mishna is precise in accordance
with the opinion of Rav, and the language of the baraita is precise in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. The
Gemara explains: The language of the mishna is precise in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as it teaches: If the one to be
sacrificed to God died, that goat upon which the lot for God
was drawn shall stand in its stead. And the other goat stands as
it stood before, i.e., its status does not change, in accordance with
the opinion of Rav.

, ׁ ֵשנִי:יוֹחנָן – דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ ּב ַריְ ָיתא ְּכוָ ֵות
אשוֹן ִאם ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ ﬠ ִאם ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ִר יוֹד
ֵ ֵאינִי
– אוֹמר ״יָ ֳﬠ ַמד ַחי״
ֵ  ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא,ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי
, ַמאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע? יָ ֳﬠ ַמד ַחי.וְ ל ֹא ׁ ֶש ֲח ֵבירוֹ ֵמת
.וְ ל ֹא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָﬠ ַמד

The language of the baraita is precise in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, as it teaches: When the mishna says
that the second goat is left to graze, I do not know whether it is
referring to the second goat of the first pair, or the second goat
of the second pair. When the verse states: “It shall be stood
alive before the Lord, to make atonement over him, to send him
away to Azazel into the wilderness” (Leviticus : ), it is not
referring to the goat whose counterpart died. The Gemara asks:
From where may it be inferred, i.e., how does the verse indicate
this point? The Gemara answers that it states: “It shall be stood
alive,” in the future tense, indicating that it is not referring to the
one that already stoodN with its counterpart that died.

NOTES

It shall be stood alive is not referring to the one that
already stood – יָ ֳﬠ ַמד ַחי וְ ל ֹא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָﬠ ַמד: Rashi explains that
this indicates that the goat shall be stood before the Lord
once and not twice. However, others explain that the derivation is that the scapegoat is stood before God after the other
goat has been designated to be sacrificed to God, which was
mentioned in the previous verse (Rashash).
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NOTES

I stated my opinion in accordance with the opinion of
the Rabbis – יבא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ָ כי ָא ִמינָ א ַא ִּל:ִּ Rashi explains, particularly based on the expression: And furthermore, that
Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis with regard to
two points: With regard to the goat chosen for the oﬀering,
as well as what is done with the goat that is not sacrificed.
Some commentators suggest that Rabbi Yehuda himself
was unclear whether the Rabbis disagree with regard to
both points (Ritva).

– נִש ּ ַפךְ ַהדָּ ם
ְ ׁ : וְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה:ְּתנַן
– ח  ֵמת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל,ח יָ מוּת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
יוֹחנָן דְּ ָא ַמר
ָ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַר ִ ּבי.יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ַהדָּ ם
ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים נִ ְד ִחין – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי יָ מוּת
 ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב דְּ ָא ַמר ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים,ח ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
?ח ֵאינָן נִ ְד ִחין – ַא ַּמאי יָ מוּת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל

We learned in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said:
If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled before it was
sprinkled, the scapegoat is left to die. Similarly, if the scapegoat
dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to God should be spilled, and
two other goats are brought and lots are drawn. Granted, according
to Rabbi Yoĥanan, who said that animals that become disqualified
are permanently rejected, even after the source of their initial disqualification is no longer present, due to that reason the scapegoat
is left to die. However, according to Rav, who said that animals
are not permanently rejected, why is the scapegoat left to die?

יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ָ  ַא ִּל: ָא ַמר ְלךָ ַרבRav could have said to you: I did not state my opinion in accorיבא
ּ ָ  ִּכי ָא ִמינָ א – ַא ִּל, ָלא ָקא ָא ִמינָ אdance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. I stated my opinion in
N
. דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַןaccordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rabbi Yehuda holds
that disqualified animals are permanently rejected and communal
sin-oﬀerings may be left to die. The Rabbis disagree with both issues
and hold that disqualified animals are not permanently disqualified,
and communal sin-oﬀerings that are disqualified are not left to die,
but rather graze until they develop a blemish, and then are sold. Rav,
who holds that the remaining goat from the first pair is sacrificed,
states his opinion in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, i.e.,
that disqualified animals are not permanently rejected.
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַרב – ְ ּב ָהא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
?יוֹחנָן ְ ּב ַמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּבי,וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
נִיתין
ִ  ָהא ָא ְמ ִרינַן דַּ יְ ָיקא ַמ ְת:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ְָּכו
ּ ות

The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the opinion of Rav,
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree with regard to whether
disqualified animals are permanently rejected. However, according
to the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, who holds that even according
to the Rabbis the remaining goat of the first pair is left to graze, with
regard to what principle do Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree?
Rava said: Didn’t we say that the language of the mishna is precise
in accordance with the opinion of Rav, and it is diﬃcult to explain
the mishna’s language in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yoĥanan?

 ָהא. ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַח ַּטאת צִ ּבוּר ֵמ ָתה:ְּתנַ ן
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא.דְּ יָ ִחיד ִּכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א – ֵמ ָתה
,יוֹחנָ ן – ִּכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַרב
ָ ְל ַר ִ ּבי
:דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַרב

We learned in the mishna that a communal sin-oﬀering is not left
to die. This indicates that the sin-oﬀering of an individual in a case
like this is left to die. Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi
Yoĥanan, who holds that the remaining goat from the first pair is
left to graze until it develops a blemish, it can be explained that the
sin-oﬀering of an individual in a comparable case is killed, in accordance with the opinion that Rabbi Abba said that Rav said. As
Rabbi Abba said that Rav said:
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One who designates two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee –
מ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת:ַ The early commentaries
ask how this is possible: One cannot designate two sinoﬀerings for the same transgression, and there is a principle that whenever two things cannot be done one after
the other, they also cannot be done simultaneously. The
solution here is to say that if two are designated as a guarantee, it is not considered as dedicating two sin-oﬀerings
together (Tosafot Yeshanim).
HALAKHA

One who designates two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee –
מ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת:ַ One who designates two
sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee gains atonement through
whichever animal he wishes, and the second grazes until
it becomes unfit. It is then sold and the money is used
to purchase a gift-oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:5).
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מוֹדים ׁ ֶש ִאם נִ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ה
ִ  ַה ּכֹלEveryone concedes that if the animal one designated as a sin. ֲאבו ָּדה – ֲאבו ָּדה ֵמ ָתהoﬀering became lost, and he designated another animal in its stead
and then found the first animal, if he gained atonement through
the one that was not lost, i.e., the second one, the one that was lost
is left to die.
יה ְּכ ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ּ  ֲהוָ ה ֵל,ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב
:אוֹש ְﬠיַא
ַ ׁ  וְ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת
– ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת
! וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ִּת ְר ֶﬠה,ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהם

However, according to the opinion of Rav, who rules that the remaining goat from the first pair is the one that is sacrificed, that goat
was never disqualified, and the extra goat from the second pair was
designated to serve the same purpose as the remaining goat. This is
like one who designates two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee,NH so that
if he loses one of them he will still be able to bring the other one.
And Rabbi Oshaya said that all agree that if one separated two
sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee, he gains atonement through one of
them, and the second is left to graze until it becomes unfit. Consequently, even the sin-oﬀering of an individual is not left to die in
this case.

