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1) Offering an offering for the sake of a different type of
offering (cont.)
The Gemara concludes its discussion of whether heirs
inherit an animal set aside to be an offering.
R’ Assi and R’ Ashi discuss whether an heir can effect
temurah with an inherited offering.

2) Atonement

The Gemara inquires whether an animal offered NOw
MY effects atonement for the sin for which the offering
was supposed to be brought.

R’ Shisha the son of R’ Idi answers that it is logical
that it does not effect atonement.

This response is unsuccessfully challenged.

3) Atonement of a Olah offering

The Gemara inquires whether an Olah offering will
atone for violations of positive commands committed after
the animal was designated as an offering.

A Baraisa is cited to resolve this inquiry.

Rava rejects this proof.

R’ Huna the son of Yehudah rejects Rava’s interpreta-
tion of the Baraisa.

Another attempt is made to resolve the Gemara’s in-
quiry about an Olah offering atoning for violations of pos-
itive commands that happened after the animal was desig-
nated as an offering.

The proof from the Baraisa is rejected.

This alternative explanation is challenged but defend-
ed by R’ Pappa.

R’ Yosef the son of R’ Shmuel challenged R’ Pappa’s

explanation. W

REVIEW

1. Explain the Gemara’s question: NY IN INa¥ NN Yy 17190
92D,

2. What is derived from the progression of words
9995...718M...THOY!

3. What are msn »v!

4. When do communal offerings become designated as a
particular type of offering?

Designation of the slaughtering knife for communal offer-
ings
JIW NRY INOWIN POD NIY NNIIP

An olah offering atones for a positive commandment
which was neglectfully not fulfilled. The Gemara asked
whether an olah may atone for additional positive command-
ments which were not fulfilled after the animal was designat-
ed as an olah, but before the offering was actually brought.
The question is whether we compare the function of an olah
with that of a chattas. A chattas can only atone for a sin
which was committed before the animal was designated for
an offering, as the verse states (Vayikra 4:23), “When he be-
comes aware of his sin, he shall then bring his offering.” If
we use the same rule here, an olah would only atone for posi-
tive commandments which were already neglected before the
animal was designated as an offering. On the other hand, an
olah might be different, as one olah offering may be brought
for numerous positive commandments which were neglected,
so we could understand why this olah may atone for over-
sights which occurred even after the animal was selected to
be an offering.

The Gemara brought the case of the two goats offered on
Shevuos, and the Gemara determined that one is brought for
violations of impurity of the Mikdash, and the other is
brought just after the first one, and it atones for further viola-
tions of tum’ah which might have occurred subsequent to
the first goat’s being brought. This indicates that the offering
may atone for a situation which developed even after the goat
was selected as an offering. Rav Pappa responds that the
goats of Shevuos are communal offerings, and the rule is that
beis din manipulates the arrangements to accommodate its
needs. Here, the second animal is not considered holy until
it is about to be offered, which is after the commission of any
violation of tum’ah for which it is to atone. The basis for this
power of beis din is that “the knife used for slaughter draws
the animal to fulfill its purpose.”

Rashi here explains that this rule teaches that we may

(Continued on page 2)
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HALACHAH

Reciting a beracha when doing a mitzvah on another’s behalf
192N SV 5y Hwn 0NN

One who separates terumah from his own produce on behalf of his
friend’s produce

he Gemara teaches that if Reuven separates produce to be
terumah for Shimon’s produce, Reuven has the right to dis-
tribute it to the person of his choice (MN)N N2W). Rashi'
explains that if a non-kohen offers money to Reuven to give
the terumah to his grandchildren who are kohanim, Reuven
has the right to keep that money even though the terumah was
separated on behalf of Shimon.

Teshuvas Divrei Yatziv’ ruled that when one person per-
forms a mitzvah on behalf of another without his knowledge
he does not make the beracha on that mitzvah. It is only when
one performs a mitzvah for another with his knowledge that
the agent may recite the beracha on that mitzvah. He then
mentions Rambam’s ruling that is based on the statement in
our Gemara that Reuven can separate produce on behalf of
Shimon and comments that this separation is effective only
Tay 12, Maharit Algazi also writes that this separation is
effective only if Shimon gives his approval to Reuven’s action
once he is informed that Reuven separated terumah on his
behalf. Accordingly, since the separation is effective only
Tay13, Reuven may not make the beracha when he separates
the produce as terumah for Shimon’s produce since Shimon
may not give his approval and then it would emerge that the
mitzvah was never performed.

Another reason why Reuven does not make the beracha
when he separates terumah on behalf of Shimon is that

(Insight...continued from page 1)
reassign any sheep which was designated for the daily tamid
offerings for the previous year’s supply, and now slaughter it
for an olah for kayitz hamizbea’ch this year. Therefore, we
use the power of beis din, and declare that the original in-
tent of procuring this animal will be as we see fit as time
tells. Tosafos questions Rashi’s approach, because the con-
cept of “the power of beis din” can actually allow us to re-
deem the consecration of these animals even though they
have no blemish, and the animal can revert to not being con-
secrated at all. These same animals may then be repurchased
with the new funds from the current year and be used for
the tamid offering. Tosafos HaRosh explains that Rashi
holds according to R’ Shimon, “the power of beis din” can
only help to change a communal offering from one form to
another (tamid to kayitz hamizbeach), whereas Chachamim
hold it can even function to redeem the animal to be
chullin.

Shimon does not fulfill the mitzvah when Reuven separates
terumah for him. In order to be credited with a mitzvah one
must either perform the action of the mitzvah or have intent
for the mitzvah to be performed on his behalf. Since in this
case neither criterion is present Shimon cannot be credited
with a mitzvah. How then would it be possible for Reuven to
make the beracha on the mitzvah of separating terumah if the
one for whom it is separated is not credited with the mitzvah?
Teshuvas Tiferes Yosef® also writes that when Reuven separates
terumah on behalf of Shimon it is only effective as far as the
produce is concerned but Shimon is not credited with the

mitzvah. W
oM rTorey L1
NP OO TP DN ONIT MY 2
B NY YD 7Y QO NINSN NIV

STORIES

A Constant Offering
Ny 551 MNP IPNY IR PN PRI

The Satmar Rav, zt”l, once explained
the importance of learning kodoshim
whenever possible from a statement on
today’s daf. “The verse states, ‘NN ¥
MNP NNY PN Command
Aharon and his sons, to say...” The Mid-
rash explains that the word ‘“mNY’
teaches that Moshe should tell the Jew-
ish people to recite the parshah of the
olah offering even though they also bring

the offering so as to merit both.

“This seems somewhat difficult. Alt-
hough it is obvious that during the exile
we must be vigilant to read the parshah
of olah since this is considered as if we
brought an olah, why do we need this
when there is a beis hamikdash and sac-
rifices abound?

“The answer can be understood
from the Gemara in Zevachim 6. There
we find that it would have been fitting
for us to continually bring sacrifices. The
reason Hashem does not require this is
that He has mercy on us and does not
require such a huge outlay of money.
Clearly this reasoning is only applicable

to actually offering up a live animal for a
korban. But regarding learning, we must
certainly learn the parshah and halachos
of korbanos as often as we can so that we
in some way discharge our obligation.
“We can also understand this from
Rashi there. He says that the verse uses
the language of 98 — command '— since
the Torah tells us to act with alacrity
when there is © 70N, a monetary loss.
Due to our obligation to offer sacrifices
all day if not for © 10N, the verse
must warn us to act with alacrity to learn
these halachos as often as possible.”! W
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