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) Pesach offered with improper intent (cont.)

The Gemara presents two explanations how we know
that a Pesach offered the rest of the year can only become a
Shelamim rather than a different variety of korban.

The Gemara explains why a Pesach cannot become a
Maaser, a Bechor, a Temurah or a Todah.

The explanation related to the Todah is challenged and
subsequently revised.

The assumption that the term N8N 0 refers to the
Pesach is unsuccessfully challenged.

R’ Chana of Baghdad also unsuccessfully challenges the
assumption that the phrase N8N 9 refers to the Pesach.

2) Residual Pesach

It is noted that there are multiple sources that a residual
Pesach is treated as a Shelamim.

The reason three sources are needed for this principle is
explained.

3) Chatas

Rav in the name of Mavog rules that if a Chatas is
slaughtered for the sake of the Chatas of Nachshon it is val-
id.

This ruling is challenged and a revised version of the
teaching is presented.

This explanation is further clarified.

Another challenge forces a final revision.

A second version of this ruling is presented.

Rav rules on the status of a Chatas slaughtered with var-
ious intents.

Rava inquires about the status of a Chatas slaughtered

for a Variable Chatas for tum’ah violations.
The Gemara relates that R’ Acha the son of Rava ruled

(Continued on page 2)

1. How do we know that a Pesach cannot become a

Todah?

2. How do we know that the tail of a goat is not offered?

3. What is the Chatas Nachshon?

4. What is the point of dispute between Rav and R’ Acha
the son of Rava?

Change of intent from one chattas category to another
NNMIVT NIRLN NNV XN JY NVNYY 25N NRVN NI OYa
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There are various reasons why a chattas offering might
be brought.
be if a chattas is slaughtered for a different category of chat-
tas than the one actually being brought. Rav teaches that if

The Gemara analyzes what the halacha would

a chattas was supposed to be offered for someone who
sinned by eating cheilev, but the chattas was slaughtered
intending it to be for the sin of eating blood or worship of
idolatry, the chattas is valid. This is not considered to be a
“change in designation,” because all these sins are for kareis
(if done on purpose) sins.
takenly offered for the sake of a chattas of a nazir or
metzora, the offering is not valid. These particular chattas
offerings are not for sin, and they have the status of an olah.
When a chattas which is for sin is slaughtered for the sake
of these “olah” offerings, it is a change in status which dis-
qualifies the sin-chattas.

Rava inquires what the halacha is when a chattas desig-
nated for the sin of eating cheilev was slaughtered for the
sake of the sin of entering the Beis HaMikdash while tamei.
On the one hand, both sins are deserving of kareis for one

However, if the chattas was mis-

who violates them on purpose. Yet, if the violation is done
inadvertently, the sin of eating cheilev is a set chattas, where-
as the offering for entering the Beis HaMikdash while tamei
is an oleh v'yoreid—it varies based upon the financial abili-
ties of the sinner. In this regard, they do not share the same
atonement and the change in intention would not allow the
offering to be valid. Rava leaves his inquiry unresolved.
Rambam (Hilchos P’sulei HaMukdashim 15:7) writes
that any chattas that is brought for a person for any varia-
tion of chattas other than the one prescribed is invalid.
Rambam does not entertain the possibility which Rava sug-
Kesef Mishnah explains that be-
cause the Gemara does not arrive at a final conclusion,
Rambam rules strictly that the offering cannot be valid.
Rabbi Akiva Eiger questions this ruling of Rambam. The
only reason the Gemara considers the chattas to be invalid

gests as being acceptable.

is that the chattas for eating blood is a set chattas as op-
posed to the chattas for impurity in the Mikdash. This
means that if the chattas was supposed to be for impurity of
the Mikdash, and the offering was brought for denial of tes-
timony (9 NYNVY), where both variations of chattas share
the same atonement, the offering should be valid. Yet,
Rambam rules that any variation of intent from one chattas
to another is not valid. ®
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Spelling errors in a Sefer Torah
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“Lamb” includes the requirement to offer the tail of the Korban Pe-
sach

Shelahl expresses astonishment at Poskim who rule that
the requirement to take out another Sefer Torah if an error is
found in a Sefer Torah is limited to where the mistake creates
a change in the meaning of the words but if the mistake does
not effect a change in the meaning of the words it is unneces-
sary to take out another Sefer Torah. Shelah writes that he
does not know where such an impression came from since
even one letter missing from a Sefer Torah invalidates the Sef-
er Torah. That which Rema’ rules that it is unnecessary to
take out another Sefer Torah for extra or missing letters refers
to where the extra or missing letter does not change the read-
ing of the word but if the extra or missing letter changes the
reading of the word all opinions would agree that the Sefer
Torah must be replaced. Therefore, if the word aw5 was
written in place of W15 or vice versa the Sefer Torah must be
replaced.

Teshuvas Haravaz® was asked whether it is necessary to
take out another Sefer Torah if the word wa5 is written in
place of the word awd. He answered that according to the
letter of the law another Sefer Torah should be taken out in
accordance with Shelah and others. However, the justifica-

(Overview...continued from page 1)
stringently on all the cases mentioned by Rav.
R’ Acha explains, according to his understanding, what
was the intent of Rava’s inquiry and the matter is left unre-
solved.

4) Intent from one service to another

R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish disagree about the status
of a korban that was slaughtered without specific intent
regarding the throwing of the blood.

The respective rationales are explained. H

tion of the practice of not replacing a Sefer Torah with such
an error is that the meaning of the word does not change as a
result. Pischei Teshuvah' also quotes authorities who main-
tain that it is not the pronunciation of the word that is im-
portant but the meaning that is conveyed by what is read and
as long as the intent and meaning does not change it is not
necessary to replace the Sefer Torah that contains the error.
One proof cited by Teshuvas Haravaz is our Gemara that
uses the word wa5 to teach that there is a requirement to offer
the tail of the Pesach. In Pesachim (96b), however, the same
conclusion comes from the Gemara’s exposition of the word
avd. This indicates that there is no substantial difference
between the words, therefore if mistakenly one of these terms

is used in place of the other the Sefer Torah is not pasul. H
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Actions and Intentions
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On today’s daf we find that Rabbi
Shimon holds that certain actions show
what one’s intentions must have been.
This concept has broad applications in
everyday life, especially in our times,
since some people have a difficult time
focusing on the mitzvah at hand when
their minds are preoccupied. Are our
actions enough to show what we truly
intended, even though when we did
them we were distracted? The Chayei
Adam, zt"], rules that we can.

“One who eats matzah, shakes a lu-
lav, or says Shema every day on time

within the regular order of prayers has
discharged his obligation even though he
did not think about discharging his obli-
gation with these actions, since he is
clearly doing so to fulfill his obligation.
If it is clear from his actions that he
could only be doing this to fulfill the
mitzvah, his action was effective despite
his lack of focus.”

A certain man wondered whether
this applied to one who said Shema com-
pletely by rote. If he was so completely
wrapped up in his own thoughts that he
hardly knew what he was doing, had he
discharged his obligation? On the one
hand, it is clear from his actions that he
meant to discharge his obligation. Yet
why is this better than acting in his
sleep! How is one who recited by rote
better than one who dreamed that he

recited Shema and actually did so while
still sleeping? Perhaps a person davening
completely by rote must also repeat She-
ma.

When this question was brought be-
fore Rav Shlomo Zalman Auerbach, zt”],
he was understandably taken aback.
“Presumably, one who is so completely
detached from his davening that he
doesn’t even notice his lips moving does
not discharge his obligation, since this is
literally like davening while asleep which
is certainly invalid. Nevertheless, the rul-
ing of the Shulchan Aruch that one who
is unsure if he is up to the first or second
onano of Shema must go back to the
first unless he also recited 127> WwnY by
rote suggests that such a davening is val-
id Tay72.”t W
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