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:

Perek VI
Daf 65 Amud a
NOTES

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.

 ַרב ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי: ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבאThe Gemara answers: Since Rava said that Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that the
ּ ָ  ֵמ ִﬠ,אשוֹן
יק ָרא
ׁ  דְּ ָא ַמר ִמצְ וָ ה ָ ּב ִר,יוֹסי
ֵ
.יבוּד דָּ ֵמי
ּ  ְּכ ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ְל ִאmitzva should be performed with the first animal, when one
designates the second animal, it is considered from the beginning to be comparable to an oﬀering separated in order to be
lost. In that case, if it is the sin-oﬀering of an individual, the
second animal is left to die.
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ְּתנַן
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא. ָּתמוּת:אוֹמר
אשוֹן
ׁ  דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ִר,יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ְל ַר ִ ּבי
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה יָ מוּת – ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ְ ּב ׁ ֵשנִי,יִ ְר ֶﬠה
.ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: It should
be left to die. Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi
Yoĥanan, who said that the second goat of the first pair should
be left to graze, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said it should
be left to die, he nonetheless gains atonement with the second
goat of the second pair.

ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי יִ ְר ֶﬠה
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ַמאי,ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה יָ מוּת
יכ ּ ֵפר? ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַא ׁ ּ ֵשנִי
ַּ ִמ
ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג ׁ ֵשנִי ָק ֵאי? ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה ַא ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ְ ּבזוּג
.אשוֹן ָק ֵאי
ׁ ִר

However, according to Rav, who said that the second goat of
the second pair should be left to graze, and according to Rabbi Yehuda it should be left to die, then according to Rabbi
Yehuda he cannot sacrifice either of the two goats: The first goat
may not be sacrificed because Rabbi Yehuda holds that disqualified animals are permanently rejected, and the second goat
must be left to die. With which goat will he gain atonement?
The Gemara answers: Do you maintain that Rabbi Yehuda was
referring to the second goat of the second pair when he said
it should be left to die? Rabbi Yehuda was referring to the
second goat of the first pair. The second goat of the second pair
is sacrificed.

 וְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:מוֹתיב ָה ִכי
ִ יכא דְּ ָקא
ָּ  וְ ִאThere are those who raised this objection from the statement
,ח נִש ּ ַפךְ ַהדָּ ם – יָ מוּת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּל
ְ ׁ : יְ הו ָּדהof Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna. And furthermore, Rabbi Ye.ח – יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ַהדָּ ם  ֵמת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּלhuda 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.
ישא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ְ ּב ַח ַּטאת
ָ ׁ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַרב – ֵרGranted, according to Rav, in the first clause of the mishna
 ֶא ָּלא. וְ ֵס ָיפא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ְ ּב ַב ֲﬠ ֵלי ַחיִּ ים, צִ ּבוּרthey disagree with regard to a communal sin-oﬀering. Accord.יוֹחנָן ַמאי ״וְ עוֹד״? ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ָ  ְל ַר ִ ּביing to the Rabbis the second animal is left to graze, whereas according to Rabbi Yehuda it is left to die. And in the latter clause
they disagree with regard to whether animals that become
disqualified as oﬀerings are permanently rejected. According to
the Rabbis they are not rejected and therefore the first goat is
sacrificed, whereas Rabbi Yehuda holds that they are rejected
and therefore the first goat is left to die and the second goat is
sacrificed. However, according to Rabbi Yoĥanan, what does
the term: And furthermore, in the mishna indicate? Even the
Rabbis agree that the remaining goat from the first pair is permanently disqualified. The Gemara comments that indeed, this is
diﬃcult.N
נִש ּ ַפ ְך ַהדָּ ם
ְ ׁ : § ״וְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהIt was taught in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda
נִש ּ ַפךְ ַהדָּ ם
ְ ׁ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא.ח״  יָ מוּת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּלsaid: If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled before it
ח – דְּ ַא ַּכ ִּתי ָלא ִא ְית ֲﬠ ֵביד  יָ מוּת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּלwas sprinkled, the scapegoat should be left to die. Similarly, if
the scapegoat dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to God should
,יה
ּ  ִמצְ וָ ֵתbe spilled. The Gemara asks: Granted, if the blood of the goat
sacrificed to God spilled, the scapegoat should be left to die, as
the mitzva of the blood has not yet been performed, as it was
not sprinkled in the prescribed manner.
?ח ַא ַּמאי יִ ׁ ּ ָש ֵפךְ ַהדָּ ם  ֶא ָּלא ֵמת ַה ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּלHowever, if the scapegoat dies, why should the blood of the
!יה
ְ  ָהא ִאgoat sacrificed to God be spilled? The mitzva of the scapegoat
ּ יה ִמצְ וָ ֵת
ּ ית ֲﬠ ֵביד ֵל
has already been performed. The only essential detail with regard to the scapegoat is the lottery, which has already been performed by the priest. Sending it to Azazel and pushing it oﬀ a
cliﬀ are carried out by an appointed person and while they are
prescribed ab initio, they are not indispensable. After the fact, if
the goat dies in some other way, the obligation has been fulfilled.

NOTES

This is diﬃcult – ק ׁ ְשיָ א:ַ Commentaries have noted that this
is only a diﬃculty according to the way that the mishna was
interpreted in accordance with the opinion of Rav. It is also
possible to explain the mishna diﬀerently, although it would
still not indicate that Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion is correct (see
Kashot Meyushav).
. פרק ו׳ דף סה. Perek VI . 65a
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NOTES

If the funds were already collected – אם נִ ְת ְר ָמה ְּתרו ָּמה:ִ When
funds were taken from the chamber, they were considered to
have been taken from among all the coins that were donated
for this purpose, including those that had not yet arrived at
the Temple. The principle at work here is that the Temple
acquires not only what is on hand but also the money that
has not yet been received, because wherever it may be, it is
in God’s possession.
The messengers take an oath to the treasurers of the Temple –
זְב ִרין
ּ ָ נִש ָ ּב ִﬠין ַל ִ ּג:
ְ ׁ Although oaths are not generally taken with
regard to consecrated property, it was decreed that in this
instance the messenger does take an oath. This was in order
to ensure that people would not treat consecrated property
lightly by not guarding it properly.

:ָא ְמ ִרי דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
״יָ ֳﬠ ַמד ַחי ִל ְפנֵי ה׳ ְל ַכ ּ ֵפר״ ַﬠד ָמ ַתי
ֵיְהא זָ קוּק ִל ְהיוֹת ַחי – ַﬠד ׁ ְש ַﬠת ַמ ַּתן
.דָּ ִמים ׁ ֶשל ֲח ֵבירוֹ

The Sages of the house of Rabbi Yannai said that the verse
states: “But the goat, on which the lot fell for Azazel, shall be stood
alive before the Lord, to make atonement over him, to send him
away to Azazel into the wilderness” (Leviticus : ). Until when
must the scapegoat be alive? Until the blood of its counterpart is
sprinkled, and if it dies before, the blood is disqualified.

 ְ ּבנֵי ָה ִﬠיר ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְלח ּו ֶאת: ְּתנַ ן ָה ָתםWe learned in a mishna there (Shekalim : ): If residents of a city
 ִאם,ּיהן וְ נִ גְ נְ ב ּו אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָא ְבדו
ֶ  ׁ ִש ְק ֵלsent their shekels to the Temple with a messenger, and the shekels
or were lost along the way;H if the funds were already
,נִש ָ ּב ִﬠין ַל ִ ּגזְ ָ ּב ִרין
ְ ׁ –  נִ ְת ְר ָמה ְּתרו ָּמהwere stolen
N
collected, i.e., the coins for the new year’s oﬀerings were taken
from the chamber before the money was stolen, the messengers
take an oath to the treasurers of the TempleN that they did not
unlawfully use the shekels, but that they were taken unbeknownst
to them or by force. This is because once the necessary coins have
been removed, all other coins that have been dedicated for this
purpose are considered Temple property wherever they are, and
their subsequent theft does not change that status. If the messengers
take this oath, they are exempt from monetary liability.
 ו ְּבנֵי,נִש ָ ּב ִﬠין ִל ְבנֵי ָה ִﬠיר
ְ ׁ –  וְ ִאם ָלאוAnd if the funds were not yet collected when these coins were
.יהן
ֶ  ָה ִﬠיר ׁש ְוֹק ִלין ֲא ֵח ִרים ַּת ְח ֵּתstolen, the coins are still considered the property of those who
dedicated them to the Temple, and therefore the messengers take
an oath to the residents of the city, and the residents of the city
donate other shekels to the Temple in their stead.
–  אוֹ ׁ ֶש ֶה ֱחזִ ירוּם ַה ַ ּג ָּנ ִבים,ּנִ ְמצְ או
עוֹלין
ִ  וְ ֵאין,ֵא ּל ּו וָ ֵא ּל ּו ׁ ְש ָק ִלים ֵהם
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה.ָל ֶהן ַל ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַה ָ ּב ָאה
.עוֹלין ָל ֶהן ַל ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַה ָ ּב ָאה
ִ

If the shekels that were lost are found or the thieves returned them,
both these and those are shekels, i.e., they remain sanctified, but
they do not count toward the amount due the following year. The
next year the members of that city must donate new shekels; they
have not fulfilled the second year’s obligation by having given twice
the previous year. Rabbi Yehuda says: They do count toward the
following year.

 ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה? ָא ַמרThe Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi
 ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה חוֹבוֹת ׁ ֶשל: ָר ָבאYehuda? Rava said: Rabbi Yehuda holds that the obligations of
. ׁ ָשנָ ה זוֹ ְק ֵריבוֹת ַל ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַה ָ ּב ָאהthis year are also brought the following year, and therefore it is
possible to fulfill one’s obligation for the next year by using the
shekels of this year.
ִ ֵא
 ּ ַפר וְ ָ ׂש ִﬠיר ׁ ֶשל יוֹם:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ית ֵיב
 וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ֲא ֵח ִרים,ַּה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ׁ ֶש ָא ְבדו
בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ  וְ ֵכן ְ ׂש ִﬠ ֵירי ֲﬠ,יהן
ֶ ַּת ְח ֵּת
– יהן
ֶ ׁ ֶש ָא ְבד ּו וְ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ֲא ֵח ִרים ַּת ְח ֵּת
 ַר ִ ּבי. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ּּכו ָּּלן יָ מוּתו
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
יﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֶ ֱא ִל
 וְ יִ ּ ְפל ּו,ּ וְ יִ ָּמ ְכרו,ּיִ ְרע ּו ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ְס ָּת ֲאבו
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַח ַּטאת צִ ּבוּר,יהם ִלנְ ָד ָבה
ֶ דְּ ֵמ
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ֵמ ָתה

Abaye raised an objection to this explanation. It was taught that if
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur were lost and one designated
others in their stead, and similarly if the goats which atone for a
communal transgression of idol worship by instruction of the court
were lost and he designated others in their stead, and the original
animals were found, all the original animals should be left to die,
and cannot be sacrificed at a later time. This is the statement of
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon say: They should
be left to graze until they become unfit. Then they are sold, and
the money received in their sale will go to the purchase of a public
gift-oﬀering, as a communal sin-oﬀering is not left to die. According to Rabbi Yehuda, if the obligations of this year may be brought
the following year, the bull and goat of Yom Kippur that were lost
should be sacrificed the following year, and not left to die. Rava said
to him:

HALAKHA

If residents of a city sent their shekels to the Temple and
they were lost – יהם וְ ָא ְבד ּו
ֶ בנֵי ָה ִﬠיר ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְלח ּו ׁ ִש ְק ֵל:
ּ ְ If residents
of a city sent their shekels to Jerusalem and the money
was stolen or lost along the way, the halakha is as follows:
If the messenger was not paid, he swears that he was not
negligent with the money and is free from liability, in accordance with the halakhot of an unpaid guardian. The residents
of the city must then donate their shekels a second time. If the
first shekels are then found, both collections are considered
consecrated. The second collection cannot count toward the
following year. Instead, the first set of shekels goes toward the
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collection of the current year and the second set is included
with the leftover shekels of the previous year.
If the messenger was paid, he is liable to pay if the coins
were stolen or lost. However, if they were stolen by armed
robbers, the messenger must swear to this eﬀect, and he is
exempt. In this case, if the shekels were stolen after the funds
were already collected from the chamber, the residents of
the city are exempt. However, if the money was stolen before the contributions were removed from the chamber, they
must donate shekels again (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 3:8–9).

Perek VI
Daf 65 Amud b
ָק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת צִ ּב ּור ָקא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת? ׁ ָשאנֵי
ָק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת צִ ּבוּר ִּכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי ָט ִבי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָט ִבי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ֹאשיָּ ה
ִׁ י
עוֹלת ח ֶֹד ׁש
ַ  ״זֹאת: ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,ֹאשיָּ ה
ִׁ י
 ַחדֵּ ׁש וְ ָה ֵבא ִלי: ָא ְמ ָרה ּת ָוֹרה,ְ ּב ָח ְד ׁשוֹ״
.ָק ְר ָ ּבן ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה

You speak of communal oﬀerings? Communal oﬀerings are different, in accordance with what Rabbi Tavi said in the name of
Rabbi Yoshiya. As Rabbi Tavi said that Rabbi Yoshiya said that
the verse states: “This is the burnt-oﬀering for every New Moon
upon its renewalN throughout the months of the year” (Numbers
: ). The Torah said: Renew and bring Me an oﬀering from the
new contribution.N This indicates that communal oﬀerings must
be brought from the donations of the current year and not from the
donations of the previous year.H

?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ּ ַפר ַמאי ִא, ִּתינַ ח ָ ׂש ִﬠירThe Gemara challenges this solution: This works out well with re. ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ּ ַפר ַא ּט ּו ָ ׂש ִﬠירgard to the Yom Kippur goat, which is a communal oﬀering and is
purchased with money from the Temple treasury. However, with
regard to the High Priest’s bull which he pays for himself and which
is considered an individual oﬀering, what is there to say? The Gemara answers: There is a rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due
to the goat.
 ָהא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי,ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ָירה יָ מוּתוּ? וְ עוֹד
ֹאשיָּ ה גּ ו ָּפ ּה ִמצְ וָ ה
ִ ׁ ָט ִבי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
: דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל.ִהיא
– נִיסן
ָ ָק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת צִ ּבוּר ַה ָ ּב ִאין ְ ּב ֶא ָחד ְ ּב
 וְ ִאם ֵה ִביא,ִמצְ וָ ה ְל ָה ִביא ִמן ֶה ָח ָד ׁש
! ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ִח ֵּסר ִמצְ וָ ה,ִמן ַהיָּ ׁ ָשן – יָ צָ א

 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַהגּ ָוֹרל:ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ֵ
ִ ְ ו.ﬠ ִמ ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַל ֲח ֶב ְר ָּת ּה קוֹב
!נַייתי וְ נַ גְ ִריל
ﬠ ִמ ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה קוֹב
ֵ ֹאמר ּו ַה ּג ָוֹרל
ְ ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ׁ ֶש ָּמא י
.ַל ֲח ֶב ְר ָּת ּה

The Gemara expresses surprise: Is it right that due to a rabbinic
decree the oﬀerings should be left to dieN instead of being left to
graze? And furthermore, this statement that Rabbi Tavi said in
the name of Rabbi Yoshiya is itself a mitzva ab initio, but is not
indispensable. As Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard
to communal oﬀerings that are brought on the first of Nisan, it
is a mitzva to bring them from the new year’s shekel contributions.
However, if he brought them from the old shekels that were donated during the previous year he has fulfilled his obligation, but
he lacked the mitzva, i.e., he did not perform the procedure in the
proper manner. It is diﬃcult to argue that due to this inessential
detail the Sages would issue a decree that the High Priest’s bull
should be left to die.
Rather, Rabbi Zeira said that the reason the bull and goat of Yom
Kippur are left to die is because the lottery does not establish
designations from one year to another. Therefore, a goat designated by the lottery one year is not eligible for use the next year.
The Gemara challenges this explanation: But let us bring this goat
and another one and draw lots again. The Gemara responds: It is a
rabbinic decree that was enacted lest people say that the lottery
establishes designations from one year to another.

NOTES

This is the burnt-oﬀering for every New Moon upon
its renewal – עוֹלת ח ֶֹד ׁש ְ ּב ָח ְד ׁשוֹ
ַ זֹאת: This verse indicates
that the burnt-oﬀering of a particular New Moon must be
purchased with the shekels donated in the current year.
The Gemara elsewhere derives that this is referring to the
month of Nisan. Therefore, from the month of Nisan on,
communal oﬀerings may not be purchased with the donations of the previous year.
From the new contribution – מ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה:ִ Commentaries have questioned this explanation: For this very reason,
the shekels should also not be fit for use the following year.
The answer is that the extra shekels that had been collected
were not deposited in the chamber until the following
year. Therefore, they were a part of the contribution of the
following year, and oﬀerings of that new year could be
purchased with them (Tosafot Yeshanim).
Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the oﬀerings
should be left to die – ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ָירה יָ מוּת ּו: There are two
fundamental issues behind this question. First, causing
the animals to die involves the destruction of consecrated
property. In addition, there is a prohibition against causing
animals undue suﬀering, which Rava himself holds to be a
Torah prohibition (Pitĥei She’arim).
Each of the Sages in this passage was of the opinion
that he understood the decree to be more severe than the
others understood it to be, and therefore his explanation
was suﬃcient to explain why the oﬀering should be killed
(Tosafot Yeshanim).
HALAKHA

Communal oﬀerings from the new contributions –
ק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת ַה ִ ּצ ּבוּר ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה:ָ Once the New Moon of the
month of Nisan arrives, communal oﬀerings are bought
from the new contributions. If new funds have not yet
arrived, the shekels from old donations are used (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:11).

?ימר
ַ  ּ ַפר ַמאי ִא ָּיכא ְל ֵמ, ָהא ִּתינַ ח ָ ׂש ִﬠירThe Gemara challenges: This works out well with regard to the goat,
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ָירה. ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ּ ַפר ַא ּט ּו ָ ׂש ִﬠירbut with respect to the bull of the High Priest, which is not chosen
?ּ יָ מוּתוby lottery, what is there to say? The Gemara answers: There is a
rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due to the goat. The Gemara
challenges further: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the offerings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? Therefore,
this answer should be rejected.
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם:יה דְּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ָמרו ָּה ַר ָ ּבנַן ַק ֵּמ
, ָהא ִּתינַ ח ּ ַפר.ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּו ְ ּב ָﬠ ֶליה
ימר? ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ָ ׂש ִﬠיר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ ָ ׂש ִﬠיר ַמאי ִא
.ַא ּט ּו ּ ַפר

The Rabbis stated another solution before Abaye: It is a rabbinic
decree, due to a concern that the bull will become a sin-oﬀering
whose owners have died, since the High Priest might die during
the year. The Gemara responds: This works out well with regard to
the bull, but as for the goat, which is a communal oﬀering, what is
there to say? The Gemara answers: There is a rabbinic decree with
regard to the goat due to the bull.

 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה:ּו ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ְ ּגזֵ ָירה יָ מוּת ּו? ֶא ָּלא
!? ְ ּגזֵ ָירה.ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְב ָרה ׁ ְשנָ ָת ּה
ִהיא גּ ו ָּפ ּה ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְב ָרה ׁ ְשנָ ָת ּה
!ִהיא

The Gemara asks: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the oﬀerings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? Rather, it is
a rabbinic decree due to a concern that the goat will become a
sin-oﬀering whose year has passed. A goat may not be brought
as a sin-oﬀering once it is more than a year old, and there is a concern that the goat will be too old by the Yom Kippur of the following
year. The Gemara expresses surprise: Is this a rabbinic decree? It
is certainly a sin-oﬀering whose year has passed, as the goat will
certainly be more than a year old by the following Yom Kippur.
: פרק ו׳ דף סה. Perek VI . 65b
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NOTES

Redeeming houses in a walled city – חוֹמה
ָ גְ או ַּלת ָ ּב ֵּתי ָﬠ ֵרי: With
regard to the halakhot of property and inheritance, the Torah
(Leviticus, chapter 25) states that it is impossible to permanently
sell an ancestral field. Even if the original owner does not redeem
the land after selling it, the field returns to his possession during
the Jubilee Year. However, there is a diﬀerent halakha with regard
to houses of walled cities. One who sells a house within a walled
city has a year to redeem his house. Otherwise, it becomes the
permanent property of the buyer. Houses within the walled cities
of Levites, on the other hand, share the halakhot of ancestral fields.

״שנָ ה
ָ ׁ : דְּ ַתנְיָא,ָהא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ימה״ – מוֹנֶ ה ׁ ְשל ֹׁש ֵמאוֹת וְ ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ִשים
ָ ְת ִמ
, ְּכ ִמנְ יַ ן יְ מוֹת ַה ַח ָּמה,וַ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה יוֹם
 מוֹנֶ ה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי
.ׁ ְשנֵים ָﬠ ָ ׂשר ח ֶֹד ׁש ִמיּוֹם ְליוֹם

A full year – ימה
ָ שנָ ה ְת ִמ:
ָ ׁ Commentaries have questioned why this
discussion is relevant to other cases. Since the Torah specifically
mentions the expression “a full year” with regard to the redemption of houses in walled cities, perhaps it is only there that one
requires a full year. In cases where the Torah simply mentions a
year, perhaps one requires merely a period of twelve months.
The Ritva answers that in the context of houses of walled cities,
the previous verse mentions the term “a year.” Therefore, if the
year with regard to redeeming houses of walled cities is a full year,
the same is true of other cases where the Torah mentions a year.

The Gemara responds: This is not diﬃcult, as it is possible
that the goat will not be disqualified, in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it was taught in a baraita:
With regard to redeeming houses in a walled cityN the Torah
states: “And if it not be redeemed within the space of a full year”
(Leviticus : ),NH which indicates that he counts
days, in
accordance with the number of days in a solar year; this is the
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: He
counts twelve months from day to day. Therefore, according
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, if the goat was less than
eleven days old on the first Yom Kippur, it will not be disqualified on the following Yom Kippur because it will still be less than
days old, as long as the first year was not a leap year. Nevertheless, it is disqualified by rabbinic decree due to a concern that
other goats would be used in similar circumstances even if they
were more than a year old.

HALAKHA

A full year – ימה
ָ שנָ ה ְת ִמ:
ָ ׁ One who sells a house in a walled city
may redeem it anytime within twelve months from the day he
sold it. These twelve months are calculated from day to day (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 12:1).

Perek VI
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NOTES

ּ ְּכ ִא
As though it stands in a cemetery – עוֹמ ֶדת ְ ּב ֵבית
ֶ יל ּו ִהיא
ה ְּק ָברוֹת:ַ The Gemara uses this expression rather than simply
stating that it is left to graze in order to explain Reish Lakish’s
reasoning. The rejection of the animal due to its age is unlike other
disqualifications. Generally, an animal is disqualified due to an
action performed by a person, whereas here the disqualification
is due to the animal itself. The terminology is intended to reflect
that distinction (Tosafot Yeshanim).

.וֹכר
ֵ  וְ ִאם נִ ְת ַﬠ ְ ּב ָרה – נִ ְת ַﬠ ְ ּב ָרה ַל ּמAnd if the year was extended and made into a leap year, it is
H
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ּ ַפר ַמאי ִא, ָה ִתינַ ח ָ ׂש ִﬠירextended for the benefit of the seller, and according to the
. ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ּ ַפר ַא ּט ּו ָ ׂש ִﬠירSages he has an additional month in which to redeem his house.
The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to the goat,
but with regard to the bull, what is there to say? The bull remains valid even if it is more than a year old. The Gemara answers: There is a rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due to
the goat.
 ַח ָּטאת,ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ָירה יָ מוּת?! וְ עוֹד
!ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְב ָרה ׁ ְשנָ ָת ּה – ִל ְר ִﬠיָּ ה ָאזְ ָלא
 ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְב ָרה:דְּ ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ּ אוֹת ּה ְּכ ִא
יל ּו ִהיא
ָ רוֹאין
ִ – ׁ ְשנָ ָת ּה
.רוֹﬠה
ָ ְעוֹמ ֶדת ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ְּק ָברוֹת ו
ֶ

The Gemara asks: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the
oﬀerings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? And
furthermore, a sin-oﬀering whose year has passed is not left
to die but rather goes to graze. As Reish Lakish said: We consider a sin-oﬀering whose year has passedH as though it stands
in a cemetery,N and the priest cannot take it out in order to
sacrifice it because he is not permitted to become ritually defiled.
Therefore, it grazes until it becomes unfit and is then sold.

. ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַּת ָ ּק ָלה: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: The bull and goat of Yom Kippur may not
יכין וְ ֵאין
ִ ישין וְ ֵאין ַמ ֲﬠ ִר
ִ ׁ ִּ ֵאין ַמ ְקדbe left from one year to the next by rabbinic decree due to a
.ימין ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
ִ  ַמ ֲח ִרconcern that a mishap may occur. As it was taught in a baraita:
One may neither consecrate objects, nor valuate, i.e., take a
vow to donate one’s value to the Temple treasury, nor dedicate
items for sacred use at this time,H when the Temple no longer
exists.
HALAKHA

It is extended for the benefit of the seller – נִ ְת ַﬠ ְ ּב ָרה ַל ּמ ֵוֹכר:
One who sells a house in a walled city during a leap year
has until the completion of the thirteen-month year to redeem his house (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta
VeYovel 12:5).
A sin-oﬀering whose year has passed – ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְב ָרה
שנָ ָת ּה:
ְ ׁ A sin-oﬀering whose year has passed is left to graze
until it becomes unfit. It is then sold and the money is used
to purchase another oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:7).
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Consecrated property nowadays – ה ְקדֵּ ׁש ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:ֶ Nowadays, when the Temple is no longer standing, one may
not consecrate items, take valuation vows, or dedicate
items for sacred use by the priests. If one does consecrate
an animal, it is locked up and left to die on its own. If agricultural produce or garments are consecrated, they are
left to rot. If money or metal vessels are consecrated, they
are cast into the sea or they may be redeemed and the
money destroyed (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin
VaĤaramim 8:8).

