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 :דף מ 

 עלה בשמאל מהו שיחזור לימין 
1]  As detailed in Vayikra 16:5-8, there were two 
goats used for the Yom Kippur services, one was 
slaughtered and offered as a korbon chattos 
( 'השעיר ל  - Hashem goat) and the other was sent 
to the wilderness and thrown down a cliff ( שעיר
 As explained in the  .(שעיר לעזאזל or המשתלח
Mishna on 37a and 39a, the two goats were 
brought into the azarah on Yom Kippur and lots 
were drawn from a box to determine which goat 
was to be offered as the חטאת לה'  (chattos to 
Hashem) and which was to be sent to azazel 
(down a cliff).  The Gemara on 39a says that it 
was considered a favorable omen from on high 
when the Kohen Gadol would draw the lot for 
the "Hashem goat" with his right hand (since the 
right side is more significant than the left).  In 
fact, the braysoh (ibid.) relates that during all 
forty years of Shimon Hatzadik's term as Kohen 
Gadol, he always drew the Hashem lot with his 
right hand. 
 R' Shimon (40a) is of the opinion that  הגרלה
 the lottery is not essential.  Although - לא מעכבא
it is a mitzvah to designate the status of the two 
goats via drawing lots, if the lottery was omitted 
and the goats were verbally designated by the 
Kohen Gadol, the service is still valid. 
 The Gemara (40b) indicates that according to 
R' Shimon (who asserts that הגרלה לא מעכבא) if 
the Kohen Gadol drew the Hashem lot with his 
left hand (and the Azazel lot with his right hand), 

he would technically be permitted to switch the 
lots and place the Hashem lot in his right hand 
(so that the lottery should not be construed by 
the masses as an ominous omen).1  R' Akiva, 
however, disapproved of such actions lest it give 
the heretics grounds for disparaging the sages. 
 Rashi explains that even though switching 
the lots is halachically permissible, the heretics 
might view it as capricious maneuvering on the 
part of the Kohen Gadol and the sages, and they 
are bound to use it as grounds to discredit the 
rulings and proceedings of the sages. 
 The Shulchan Aruch,2 citing the Hagaos 
Maimoniyos, writes that a rabbi should not issue 
an innovative ruling to permit an act which, in 
the eyes of the masses, appears to be a forbidden 
act.  The Maharatz Chayis suggests that this 
halacha is based on our Gemara.  We are 
concerned that an innovative ruling which is 
contrary to common belief might diminish the 
honor of the rabbinate, because scoffers will 
claim that the rabbis routinely permit forbidden 
acts whenever they so desire.  [The Shach writes 
that a rabbi may issue an original lenient ruling 
as long as he publicizes proofs and halachic 
grounds for his ruling.] 
 
2]  The Rach explains that the heretics believe in 
the idolatrous philosophy of dualism, i.e., that 
two powers rule the world (good and evil), and 
they believe that the Azazel goat represents the 
powers of evil.  If the Hashem lot would always 
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be taken by the Kohen Gadol's more significant 
hand (i.e., the right hand) they would construe it 
as proof that the Hashem lot represents a greater 
power than does the Azazel.  The sages 
disapproved switching lots because they want to 
prove to the heretics that the Azazel goat could 
sometimes be represented by the right hand 
because there is a single Deity.3 
 

 :דף מא 
 מצורע עני שהביא קרבן עשיר יצא 

 A קרבן עולה ויורד (a variable sin offering) is a 
chattos that must be brought by one who enters 
the Bais Hamikdash in a state of tumah (and also 
for the sin of taking a false oath ( שבועת העדות
 As taught in Vayikra 5, the  .(ושבועת ביטוי
specifics of this korbon varies according to the 
wealth of the sinner.  If the sinner is rich he is 
obligated to offer an UanimalU chattos, but if he is 
poor he brings a pair of birds, one of which is 
offered as a חטאת העוף (bird chattos) and the 
other as an עולת העוף - bird olah. 
 Another korbon that varies according to 
one's wealth is that of a metzora.  As part of his 
purification process, a wealthy metzora must 
bring three animal korbonos - an asham, a 
chattos and an olah.  However, a poor metzora 
brings only one animal korbon (an asham) and 
two bird korbonos.  He brings a bird olah and a 
bird chattos instead of an animal olah and 
chattos (Vayikra 14:21). 
 The Gemara cites a dispute as to whether a 
rich person who commits a korbon oleh v’yored-
bearing sin (e.g., the sin of tumas mikdash) and 
brings two birds as his korbon fulfills his 
obligation after the fact.  The halacha follows the 
opinion of R' Elazar, who says in the name of R' 
Hoshea, that a rich sinner is not יוצא (does not 
discharge his obligation) unless he offers an 
animal korbon. 
 Interestingly, the Sefer HaChinuch4 asserts 
that the reverse is also true.  If a poor sinner 
extends himself and offers an animal chattos 
instead of a pair of birds he also is not יוצא. [The 
Chinuch remarks that one should take a lesson 
from this halacha not to overextend his budget 
and spend more money than his means allow.  If 
the Torah does not allow a poor sinner to offer a 
rich man's korbon, the same is certainly true 

regarding everyday living expenses.] 
 The Mishna LaMelech5 notes that the 
Chinuch's assertion seems to contradict the 
Mishna (Negaim 14:12) cited by the Gemara on 
41b.  That Mishna explicitly states that if a poor 
metzora brings an animal korbon, he is יוצא.  In 
fact, the Rash in Negaim comments that  תבא עליו
 may he be blessed - for extending himself - ברכה
and offering a better korbon than required.6 
 The Sefas Emes in resolution of this 
difficulty distinguishes between a קרבן עולה ויורד 
(offered for the sin of tumas mikdash) and a 
korbon metzora.  The Torah obligates a poor 
person who commits the sin of tumas mikdash to 
bring Utwo birdsU, an oleh and a chattos, in place 
of Uone animalU chattos that a rich person brings.  
In contrast, the two birds of a poor metzora are 
brought in place of Utwo animalsU that a rich 
metzora brings.  The Chinuch disqualifies an 
animal chattos brought by a poor sinner because 
by doing so he omits the bird UolahU which was 
incumbent upon him.7 
 This does not contradict the Mishna in 
Negaim which permits a poor UmetzoraU to 
upgrade his korbon to that of a rich person - 
since in either case the metzora's korbon consists 
of one olah and one chattos. 
 
2]  The Ibn Ezra8 offers the following reason as 
to why the Torah requires a poor sinner (who 
commits the sin of tumas mikdash) to bring UtwoU 
bird korbonos in place of just UoneU animal chattos 
of a rich sinner.  He notes that an animal chattos 
is different from a bird chattos in that part of an 
animal chattos is burned on the mizbeach (i.e., 
its eimurim), whereas a bird chattos is eaten in 
its entirety by the Kohanim.  To compensate for 
the missing eimurim, a poor sinner must bring a 
bird olah which is entirely burned on the 
mizbeach, in addition to his bird chattos. 
 The Chinuch, as explained by the Sefas 
Emes, does not seem compatible with the Ibn 
Ezra.  According to the Ibn Ezra who says that 
the bird olah is required to compensate for the 
lack of eimurim in a bird chattos, if a poor 
person extends himself and brings an animal 
chattos (whose eimurim are offered on the 
mizbeach), there should be no need to 
compensate for the missing bird olah.9 
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 .דף מב 

 לשון של שעיר המשתלח שני סלעים 
1]  The Mishna (41b) says that after lots were 
drawn to determine the identity of the two goats, 
a strip of red wool was tied to the head of the 
 and another red strip (Azazel goat) שעיר המשתלח
was tied to the neck of the שעיר לה' (see 
Gemara10).  This was done to ensure that the 
goats would not get mixed up with one another 
or with the musaf goat offering. 
 The Gemara (42a) says that the red strip of 
the שעיר המשתלח must have a minimum weight 
of at least two sela’im (the weight of eight zuz).  
[According to one opinion it must weigh at least 
ten zuz.]  Rashi, citing the Gemara on 41b, 
explains that it required a minimum shiur (size) 
because it had to be divisible into two strips.11 
There are three views on the matter of dividing 
the red strip. 
(a) The Ritva cites an opinion that explains that 
initially, a single red strip weighing two sela’im 
was taken for both goats and it was divided in 
two parts; one for each goat.12 
(b) Rashi maintains that the Gemara is not 
referring to the red strip that was tied to the neck 
of the Hashem goat, for that strip has no 
minimum required shiur.13  Rather, it is the strip 
that is tied to the head of the Azazel goat that 
must have a minimum required shiur because, as 
the Mishna on 67a states, before the goat was 
thrown down the cliff its red strip was divided in 
two.  Part was tied to a stone and part to its horns 
(and when the goat was thrown down the cliff 
and the nation's sins were forgiven, the red strip 
would miraculously turn white). 
(c) The Tosfos Yeshanim14 asserts that the red 
strip that is initially placed on the head of the 
 is removed before it is led to a cliff שעיר המשתלח
in the wilderness because on Shabbos or Yom 
Kippur it is forbidden to lead an animal that is 
transporting a burden (מחמר).  He asserts that a 
separate red strip of wool was left at the cliff site 
before Yom Kippur and when the goat arrived 
there on Yom Kippur they would divide that 
strip into two pieces.  Hence, it was that strip 
that has a minimum shiur of two sela’im. 
 
2] The Mikdash Dovid15 asks why tying the red 

strip to the horns of the Azazel goat is permitted 
on Yom Kippur.  Since the strip is destined to 
remain tied forever, such a knot is a  קשר של
 a permanent knot - and it is forbidden to - קיימא
tie a permanent knot on Shabbos and Yom Tov. 
 The Maharil Diskin16 postulates that the issur 
of tying a קשר של קיימא applies to one who 
makes a knot with the desire that it remain 
permanently tied.  However, if one ties a knot on 
an item that he plans to promptly discard, it is 
not classified as a קשר של קיימא because he is 
not interested in whether the knot remains intact 
once the item is discarded.  He explains that 
since we have no interest in maintaining the knot 
after the goat is thrown off the cliff, it is not 
considered a קשר של קיימא even though we have 
no plans to ever undo the knot.17 
 

 .דף מג 
 בכיהונו, וכבס בגדיו הכהן 

 The parah adumah did not have the sanctity 
of an ordinary korbon because it was slaughtered 
and processed outside the Bais Hamikdash (on 
Har Hazeisim) and it was purchased with  מעות
 funds designated for the Temple - בדק הבית
upkeep - rather than with sacrificial funds.  
Nevertheless, the Torah calls it a "chattos" and 
many laws pertaining to an ordinary korbon 
apply to parah adumah as well (e.g., it must be 
unblemished just like an ordinary korbon). 
 The Gemara (42a,b) discusses which aspects 
of the parah adumah procedure require the 
services of a Kohen: 
 The gathering and sprinkling of the parah 
adumah ashes may be performed by a זר. 
 According to some, the shechitah also may 
be performed by a זר (non-Kohen), however, 
they say that a Kohen [Hedyot] must receive and 
sprinkle its blood, and burn its flesh. 
 According to others, a Kohen Gadol is 
required for these procedures. [The first parah 
adumah processed in the midbar was an 
exception, for it was processed by the  סגן כהן
 deputy Kohen Gadol - Aaron Hakohen's - גדול
son, Elazar.] 
 At any rate, the Gemara derives from a 
posuk that when a Kohen processes the parah 
adumah he must wear his bigdei kehunah - 
priestly vestments (while performing the aspects 
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of the procedure which require a Kohen). 
 The avnet (belt) worn all year round by the 

Kohen Gadol contained sha’atnez (a mixture of 
wool and linen).  Although wearing sha’atnez is 
a Torah prohibition, the Torah permits a Kohen 
to wear the avnet of sha’atnez when performing 
avodah (because the positive mitzvah of 
performing avodah overrides the prohibition of 
sha’atnez, עשה דוחה לא תעשה). 
 The Rambam18 rules in accordance with Rebbi 

(12a,b) who asserts that the avnet worn by UallU 
Kohanim contained sha’atnez (not only the 
Kohen's UGadolU's avnet).  [Other maintain (ibid.) 
that the avnet worn by ordinary Kohanim was 
made of pure linen and was not sha’atnez.  All 
agree that the belt worn by the Kohen Gadol on 
Yom Kippur inside the Kodesh Hakodashim was 
made of pure linen.] 
 The Rambam19 rules that a Kohen may wear 
his vestments only when he is actually 
performing avodah.  Upon completion of his 
avodah, a Kohen must immediately remove his 
belt to ensure that he does not wear his belt of 
sha’atnez longer than necessary for the avodah. 
 Rabbeinu Tam (Menachos 41a, ה תכלת"ד ) 
and the Ravad20 assert that once permission was 
granted for a Kohen to don his bigdei kehunah, 
he may wear them even when he is not 
performing avodah.  This permit is limited to 
wearing it in a place where avodos are 
performed, which means he may wear the avnet 
only inside the azarah (courtyard of the Bais 
Hamikdash).  These authorities agree that a 
Kohen may not wear his belt of sha’atnez 
beyond the area of avodah, meaning UoutsideU the 
azarah. 
 The Mikdash Dovid21 remarks that if the 
Kohen who processed the parah adumah wore 
the four vestments of a Kohen Hedyot, then it 
follows that a Kohen should be permitted to 
wear his vestments even outside the azarah 
because the parah adumah was processed 
outside the azarah by a Kohen attired in a belt of 
sha’atnez.  Evidently, the Kohen who processed 
the parah adumah according to Rabbeinu Tam 
did not wear the year-round avnet.  Rather, he 
wore the [type of] pure linen belt worn by the 
Kohen Gadol on Yom Kippur (which did not 
contain sha’atnez).22 23 

 Interestingly, the Rambam24 writes contrary 
to this, that the parah adumah was processed by 
a Kohen attired in the four vestments of a Kohen 
Hedyot,25 thus indicating that a Kohen would 
sometimes wear sha’atnez even outside the Bais 
Hamikdash.  [This does not pose a problem with 
the Rambam's position for the Rambam does not 
differentiate between a Kohen wearing his 
sha’atnez belt inside or outside the Bais 
Hamikdash.  Rather, the Rambam takes the 
position that a Kohen may wear his belt of 
sha’atnez only when he is performing avodah, 
wherever that may be, and he must remove it 
immediately upon completing his avodah.] 
 

 .דף מד 
  בשעת הקטרה ומתן דמיםוכל אדם לא יהיה באהל מועד 

1]  The posuk (Vayikra 16:17) teaches that  כל
 no person may be in the - אדם לא יהיה באהל מועד
Ohel Moed when the Kohen Gadol goes into the 
Kodesh Hakodashim on Yom Kippur.  The 
Gemara derives from the posuk that this issur 
applies not only in the mishkan that was in the 
midbar but also in the Bais Hamikdash.  Also, 
not only must the Heichal be vacated during the 
offering of the ketores but also during the 
sprinkling of the blood in the Kodesh 
Hakodashim.  Moreover, the Gemara indicates 
that the Heichal must be vacated during the daily 
ketores offering (inside the Heichal) and when 
the blood of the inner chatta'os (e.g.,  פר העלם דבר
 .are sprinkled in the Heichal (של ציבור
 R' Yerucham Fishel Perla26 questions why 
the Rambam in his sefer Hamitzvos, as well as 
other enumerators of the 613 mitzvos, omit this 
mitzvah (to vacate the Heichal during the Yom 
Kippur avodah) from their list of 613 mitzvos. 
 In answer, he cites the Yerushalmi27 which 
deduces from the posuk that during the Kohen 
Gadol's avodah, the Heichal must be completely 
vacant, not only of human beings but even of 
 angels.  Now, this requires an - מאלכים
explanation because angels are not subject to the 
laws of the Torah so how could the Torah be 
addressing the angels and telling them that they 
are forbidden to enter the Heichal? 
 R' Yerucham F. Perla explains that evidently 
the point of this posuk is UnotU to teach that people 
[and angels] are forbidden to enter the Heichal 
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during the Kohen Gadol's avodah.  Rather, that 
the Kohen Gadol's UavodahU is affected if the 
Heichal is not vacant during his avodah. 
 The reason the Mitzvah-Enumerators did not 
count the mitzvah of vacating the Heichal is that 
this injunction is [merely] a facet of the mitzvah 
to perform the Yom Kippur avodah (which is 
already included in the list of mitzvos) and it is 
not a new issur directed at those who enter the 
Heichal. 
 
2]  The Meiri questions the necessity of this 
posuk prohibiting people to tarry in the Heichal 
during the Kohen Gadol's avodah on Yom 
Kippur.  He notes that all year round there is an 
issur (called ביאה ריקנית - needless entry - which 
is expressed in the posuk  ואל יבא בכל עת אל
 Vayikra 16:2) for Kohanim to enter the ,הקודש
Heichal when not necessary for avodah.  Since 
all the Yom Kippur avodos must be performed 
only by the Kohen Gadol, we know that others 
may not enter the Heichal since they are not 
needed there for the avodah.28 
 According to the Yerushalmi the Meiri's 
question is answered, for the posuk  וכל אדם לא
 teaches that the Yom Kippur avodah יהיה באהל
may not be performed even when angels are 
present in the Heichal, even though angels are 
not subject to the issur of ריקנית ביאה (needless 
entry).  Moreover, the posuk is needed to teach 
that if one enters the Heichal on Yom Kippur 
[not only is that person in violation of the issur 
of ביאה ריקנית, but that] the UavodahU is affected 
and impaired (as explained above). 
 

 .דף מה 
 בכל יום מקדש ידיו מן הכיור והיום 

 משום כבודו דכהן גדול, מן הקיתון של זהב 
 The Mishna (43b) lists several routines that 
the Kohen Gadol would perform differently on 
Yom Kippur than during the year, one of which 
is the manner in which he performed  קידוש ידים
 During the year he would sanctify his  .ורגלים
hands and feet from the kiyor, whereas on Yom 
Kippur he would use a special golden flask.  The 
Gemara (45a) explains that the golden flask was 
used מפני כבודו של כהן גדול - in honor of the 
Kohen Gadol. 
 Tosfos (end of 44b), citing a Gemara in 

Zevachim 22a, explains that even though the 
kiyor is for קידוש ידים ורגלים there is a posuk 
that teaches that washing from a vessel is also 
valid.  [Therefore, the Kohen Gadol could wash 
from a flask on Yom Kippur.] 
 The Rambam29 indicates that although 
performing קידוש ידים ורגלים from a vessel is 
valid, לכתחילה (ideally) the mitzvah of  קידוש
 .should be performed from the kiyor ידים
 The Ramban30 disagrees and argues that 
since the Kohen Gadol washed from a vessel on 
Yom Kippur evidently a vessel is just as 
appropriate as washing from the kiyor. 
 The Kli Chemda,31 in defense of the 
Rambam, cites the following novel assertion of 
the Chasam Sofer: 
 The Chasam Sofer32 submits that although 
the Gemara (Zevachim 19b) says that  קידוש ידים
 is essential to the validity of avodah, this ורגלים
is true only when the Kohen had not previously 
immersed in a mikveh [on that day].  However, 
if a Kohen who had immersed in a mikveh 
performed avodah without prior  קידוש ידים
 .the avodah is valid ,ורגלים
 Accordingly, on Yom Kippur when the 
Kohen Gadol performs tevilah in addition to 
 מעכב is not קידוש ידים the ,קידוש ידים ורגלים
(essential).33  In such a case washing from a 
vessel is just as good as washing from the kiyor. 
 
2]  The Mishna above on 31b in describing the 
Yom Kippur avodah states that after the Kohen 
Gadol immersed in a mikveh he donned his 
bigdei kehunah and performed קידוש ידים ורגלים.  
Then he slaughtered the korbon tamid.  Rashi to 
the Mishna there remarks that the Kohen Gadol 
washed his hands Ufrom the kiyorU. 
 The Tosfos Yom Tov finds difficulty with 
Rashi's comment, for our Mishna on 43b states 
that on Yom Kippur the Kohen Gadol would 
wash his hands from a golden flask. 
 The Pri Chadash,34 in defense of Rashi, cites 
a Yerushalmi35 that differentiates between the 
first קידוש ידים ורגלים that the Kohen Gadol 
performed on Yom Kippur and the following 
four.  Rashi is of the opinion that the first  קידוש
 of the day was essential to the validity of ידים
the avodos and therefore was performed from the 
kiyor.36  Our Mishna which says that the Kohen 
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Gadol washed from a golden flask is referring to 
the other four times that he performed  קידוש ידים
 Since  .(between changing garments) ורגלים
those were not מעכב (see Gemara 30b) it was 
acceptable to wash from a vessel. 
 

 :דף מו 
 ותרה בציבור וטומאה דחויה בציבורשבת ה 

 The Gemara in Pesachim 77a derives from 
the term במועדו (in its proper time) stated in the 
passage of korbon tamid (Bamidbar 28:2) that 
the tamid is offered אפילו בשבת ואפילו בטומאה - 
even on Shabbos and even in a state of tumah. 
 The Gemara (46a) says that only  תחילת
 lit., the beginning of a korbon brought in) טומאה
a state of tumah, meaning its shechitah and 
zerikah) overrides the issur of tumah, but סופו 
(the end, meaning the burning of its eimurim on 
the mizbeach) does not override tumah.  Rav 
Huna maintains that with regard to Shabbos the 
same rule applies.  Only תחילתו (meaning the 
offering of the UShabbosU tamid) is permitted, but 
 does not (the burning of the Friday tamid) סופו
override Shabbos.  Therefore, the eimurim of the 
Friday tamid must be burned on Friday during 
the day. 
 Rav Chisda disagrees and distinguishes 
between tumah and Shabbos.  He explains that 
haktoras eimurim in a state of tumah is forbidden 
because  טומאהUדחויהUבציבור  - the law of tumah 
is only reluctantly Upushed asideU for the sake of 
communal korbonos, but is not entirely nullified 
(see above דף ו').  Therefore the haktorah which 
is not essential to the validity of the korbon is 
not permitted in the state of tumah.  On the other 
hand, the laws of Shabbos are הותרה (entirely 
lifted and nullified) - for the sake of the tamid, 
and therefore even the haktorah of Friday's tamid 
is permitted on Shabbos. 
 In view of the fact that both laws are derived 
from the same posuk (במועדו), an explanation is 
required as to why Shabbos is UהותרהUבציבור  
whereas טומאה is only UדחויהUבציבור . 
 The Ramban37 explains that when the Torah 
teaches that a certain mitzvah has the power to 
override an issur with which it unavoidably 
clashes, then the Torah means to entirely nullify 
the issur ("הותרה") rather than merely push it 
aside.  For example, the issur of Shabbos with 

respect to the tamid offering is הותרה since the 
two mitzvos are certain to clash on a weekly 
bases. 
 On the other hand, the issur of tumah is 
merely pushed aside ("דחויה" rather than 
 when it happens to conflict with the ("הותרה"
mitzvah of korbon tamid because a clash 
between these two mitzvos is not inevitable (i.e., 
it is possible for the Kohanim to always offer the 
tamid in a state of purity).  The posuk במועדו 
teaches that in the event of a conflict, the 
mitzvah of offering the tamid pushes aside the 
issur of tumah (דחויה).38 
 
 The Kesef Mishna39 writes that just as the issur 

of tumah is merely דחויה with respect to korbon 
tzibur, so too, the issur of Shabbos is merely 
 with respect to pikuash nefesh (saving דחויה
lives).  [If someone is dangerously ill and it is 
possible to help him through a non-Jew without 
having a Jew violate Shabbos, one would be 
required to do so according to the Kesef 
Mishna.40] 
 The Chasam Sofer,41 however, questions why 
the Kesef Mishna compares pikuash nefesh to 
tumah.  Even though טומאה בציבור is only דחויה 
perhaps Shabbos is הותרה for the sake of pikuash 
nefesh - just as Shabbos is הותרה for the sake of 
korbon tzibur.42 

 :דף מז 
 יים של מלא חפניו מהובין הבינ 

 דילמא ולקח והביא בעינן והא ליכא 
 The posuk (Vayikra 16:12) says that [the 
Kohen Gadol on Yom Kippur] should take a 
shovelful of coals and two hands full of ketores 
and bring them into the Kodesh Hakodashim 
( לא חפניו קטרת ומ...ולקח מלא המחתה גחלי אש
 The Mishna and Gemara on 47a]  .('סמים וגו
explain that after the Kohen Gadol performed 
chafinah (i.e., the act of scooping the ketores 
into his cupped hands) he would empty the 
ketores from his hands into the כף (spoon or 
ladle) and carry the kaf with the מחתה - pan of 
coals - into the Kodesh Hakodashim - where he 
would offer the ketores on the coals.] 
 Rav Papa inquired whether or not the ketores 
particles that inadvertently get trapped between 
the Kohen Gadol's cupped hands (בין הביניים) 
when he performs chafinah are considered part 
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of מלא חפניו (his cupped-hands-full) and should 
be burned on the coals.43  The Gemara explains 
that this question hinges on whether the term 
 stated in the beginning (...and he shall take) ולקח
of the posuk (cited above) refers only to the term 
 that immediately follows it, or also "מלא המחתה"
to the term "מלא חפניו" which is mentioned later 
in the posuk.44  If the term ולקח refers to  מלא
 ketores trapped) בין הביניים then the חפניו
between his hands) are not subject to burning, 
because ולקח connotes a deliberate act of taking.  
Since the ketores trapped between his two hands 
was taken only coincidentally, the condition of 
 is lacking and those trapped ketores ולקח
particles need not be burned with the rest of the 
ketores in his hands. 
 The Bikurei Yaakov45 rules that if one takes 
hold of his lulav and esrog before daybreak on 
the first day of Succos and continues to hold 
them until the day dawns, he fulfills the mitzvah.  
Even though the posuk states, UולקחתםU לכם ביום 

ראשוןה  - you should UtakeU a lulav on the first day 
of Succos (Vayikra 23:40), one fulfills this 
mitzvah by virtue of his grasping the lulav after 
daybreak, even though he performed the act of 
taking the lulav before the proper time for the 
mitzvah.46 
 The Binyan Shlomo47 and R' Yosef Engel48 
disagree and cite our Gemara as proof that the 
term ולקחתם implies the act of [deliberately] 
taking, not merely grasping.  If the term ולקח 
applies even to the act of holding something, 
then the term מלא חפניו..ולקח  would apply even 
to the ketores that was scooped by chance - since 
the Kohen Gadol is now [deliberately] grasping 
them.49 

 :דף מח 
 הולכה בשמאל מהו 

 The Mishna (47a) says that after the Kohen 
Gadol performed chafinah he would empty the 
ketores into a spoon and take the spoon with his 
left hand and the מחתה with his right hand and 
enter the Kodesh Hakodashim. 
 Rav Sheishes asserts that although as a 
general rule a Kohen must perform avodah בימין 
(with his right hand), the avodah of הולכה - 
conveying the blood of a korbon from the place 
of the shechitah to the mizbeach (where the 
zerikah is performed) - is an exception.  He 

deduces this from the fact that הולכת הכף - 
conveying the spoon of ketores - is performed on 
Yom Kippur with the Kohen Gadol's UleftU hand. 
 The Gemara in conclusion (49a) refutes Rav 
Sheishes based on a braysoh which explicitly 
states that הולכת הדם must be performed with the 
right hand and is invalid if performed with the 
left hand. 
 The Rishonim ask that since הולכת הדם is 
not valid if performed with the left hand, why 
does the Mishna say that הולכת הכף should be 
performed specifically with the left hand? 
 The Rambam50 and the Tosfos Horosh 
answer that הולכת הכף is an exception because 
the Gemara on 47a says it must be carried at the 
same time as the מחתה (fire pan containing three 
kabim of coals).  Since the מחתה was very 
heavy, the Kohen Gadol had to carry it with his 
right hand and he had to use his left hand for 
 Carrying the fire pan and the spoon]  .הולכת הכף
separately in two shifts is not an option because 
the posuk indicates that they must be brought 
into the Kodesh Hakodashim simultaneously, 
Gemara 47a.] 
 The Kesef Mishna asks that if, indeed, it is 
essential to perform the avodah of הולכה with 
the right hand how can the sages make an 
exception on Yom Kippur merely because of 
inconvenience.51 
 The Ri Korkis answers that it is not merely 
inconvenient to carry the מחתה with the left 
hand, but rather it is impossible for some 
Kohanim to do so.  Therefore, by stating that the 
kaf and the מחתה must be carried simultaneously 
the Torah thereby reveals to us that the avodah 
of הולכת הכף is an exception and may be 
performed with the left hand.  Even if a 
particular Kohen Gadol is very strong (or he is 
ambidextrous52) and is capable of carrying the 
fire pan with his left hand, he is not required to 
do so because the Torah does not differentiate 
between Kohanim. 
 The Ritva offers another answer.  He 
explains that although it is essential that the 
avodah of הולכה is performed with the right 
hand, the act of conveying the spoon of ketores 
is not considered an avodah.  The Gemara on 
47a notes that the Torah does not mention the 
requirement of placing the ketores in a kaf on 
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Yom Kippur, it merely states that the Kohen 
Gadol should take his cupped-hands-full of 
ketores into the Kodesh Hakodashim.  The only 
reason a kaf is required is that it is not possible 
to carry a מלא חפניו of ketores into the Kodesh 
Hakodashim while simultaneously carrying the 
 Thus, carrying the kaf is not considered a  .מחתה
genuine avodah of הולכה and therefore the 
Kohen Gadol may perform it with his left hand. 

 
 .דף מט 

 חפן ומת מהו 
 R' Yehoshua ben Levi (49a) inquired 
whether the act of chafinah must be repeated by 
the replacement Kohen Gadol in a case in which 
the original Kohen Gadol died after he 
performed chafinah.  He wondered whether there 
is a condition that the entire avodah of ketores 
be performed by the same person and thus the 
replacement Kohen Gadol in such a case would 
be required to begin anew and repeat the act of 
chafinah.  Or perhaps there is no such 
requirement and the replacement Kohen Gadol 
may take the kaf with the ketores (which was 
prepared by the original Kohen Gadol before he 
died) and continue the avodah from there.  The 
Gemara (49a,b) discusses a similar question 
regarding the bull offering of the Kohen Gadol.  
Some say that the zerikah must be performed by 
the same Kohen Gadol who slaughtered the bull 
and if the Kohen Gadol died after the shechitah, 
the replacement Kohen must slaughter a new 
bull. 
 The Tosfos Horosh53 remarks that the same 
question should apply, not only when the Kohen 
Gadol dies, but even if he becomes disqualified 
due to tumah. 
 He concludes, however, that there is a 
difference between the two cases:  In the case 
where the Kohen Gadol is alive but is tamei, the 
replacement Kohen Gadol is considered as 
though he is acting in capacity of the disqualified 
Kohen Gadol's שליח - agent.  Therefore, even 
though the replacement Kohen completes the 
avodah, it is considered as the entire avodah was 
performed by the original Kohen Gadol (based 
on the rule, שלוחו של אדם כמותו - an act 
performed by one's agent is considered to have 
been performed by the principal himself). 

 However, in the case of death, the 
replacement Kohen Gadol must begin the 
avodah anew because he cannot be viewed as the 
shaliach of his predecessor who is now deceased. 
 The Chemdas Yisrael54 questions how the 
replacement Kohen Gadol can be considered as 
the original Kohen's agent.  The Gemara in 
Kiddushin 23b states that a person is empowered 
to appoint a שליח only to perform an act that he 
himself is empowered to effect.  Since the 
original Kohen is tamei and disqualified to 
perform the avodah, he should not have the 
power to appoint a שליח to perform it on his 
behalf. 
 In answer, he explains that since there is a 
rule טומאה דחויה בציבור - tumah is overridden 
for the sake of communal korbonos - the fact that 
the Kohen Gadol is tamei does not inhibit him 
from appointing a שליח with the power to act on 
his behalf, since theoretically he can perform the 
avodah himself.  Even though the Gemara on 6b 
says when tahor Kohanim are available, a tamei 
Kohen should not perform the avodah 
(according to the opinion that  טומאהUדחויהU 
 see Al Hadaf ibid.), since the tamei ,בציבור
Kohen's avodah is valid bedi'eved (after the fact) 
it is possible to have a שליח act on his behalf.55  
Therefore the Gemara did not discuss the case of 
a Kohen Gadol who becomes UtameiU after 
performing chafinah or shechitah, for the 
Gemara understood that the replacement Kohen 
can complete the avodah in the capacity of the 
first Kohen's שליח, and he need not redo the 
chafinah or the shechitah.  [Note: The 
dispensation of טומאה דחויה בציבור applies only 
to טומאת מת (corpse tumah) and not to other 
forms of tumah (e.g., זב ובעל קרי).  Accordingly, 
the Chemdas Yisrael's answer differentiating 
between tumah and death applies only in the 
case of UcorpseU tumah.  However, if the Kohen 
Gadol contracts a different form of tumah, it 
should be comparable to the case death.] 

 
 .דף נ 

 לא מייתי כהנים פר בהוראה 
 The Gemara cites a dispute as to the status of 
the Yom Kippur bull.  Some consider it a  חטאת
 since the Kohen Gadol (private chattos) יחיד
purchases it with his personal funds.  Others, 
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however, classify it as a חטאת הציבור (communal 
offering) because it provides atonement for all 
the Kohanim (see 50b).  Rava (end of 50a) 
objects to the classification of  חטאתUהציבורU and 
instead opts for the term  חטאתUהשותפיןU (chattos 
shared by partners). 
 The Gemara explains that the difference 
between these two terms has ramifications with 
regard to the פר העלם דבר של ציבור - bull offering 
which atone for a UcommunalU error.  The Torah 
(Vayikra 4) says that if the entire community 
sins as a result of an erroneous ruling of the 
Sanhedrin, the community is obligated to offer a 

דבר של ציבורפר העלם  .  The Gemara in Horayos 
5b states that each of the twelve shevatim is 
regarded as a tzibur (or "k’hal") in this regard 
and thus even if a single shevet commits such a 
sin, the members of that shevet are subject to a 
 ,Rashi, citing a Gemara in Horayos  .פר העלם דבר
explains that only those tribes that were 
apportioned land in Eretz Yisrael are classified 
as a k’hal (tzibur).  Kohanim are not considered 
"k’hal" since they did not receive a portion of the 
land.  Since the Kohanim are not considered a 
tzibur with regard to פר העלם דבר של ציבור, Rava 
felt that the Yom Kippur bull which atones for 
the Kohanim should not be termed  חטאת

ציבור"ה ". 
 The Be'er Sheva (Horayos 6b) notes 
although the Gemara in Horayos (6b) cites an 
opinion that Shevet Levi is not regarded as a 
k’hal because they did not receive a portion of 
the land, Rava there disagrees and asserts that 
Shevet Levi is considered a k’hal and is subject 
to a פר העלם דבר של ציבור.  Accordingly, he asks 
why Rava in our Gemara objects to classifying 
the Yom Kippur bull of the Kohanim as a  חטאת
 .הציבור
 The Rashash explains that even though Rava 
says in Horayos that Shevet Levi is classified as 
k’hal, the Kohanim without the Levi'im are not 
considered a k’hal because they comprise only a 
minority of the whole Shevet Levi.  Therefore, 
Rava asserts that the Yom Kippur bull should 
not be referred to as a  חטאתUהציבורU because it 
did not provide atonement for the entire tribe of 
Levi, but only for the Kohanim.56 

 :דף נא
  בין הקודש ובין קודש הקדשיםפרוכות המבדילות' ב

1]  In the first Bais Hamikdash there was an 
amah-thick wall (called אמה טרקסין) dividing 
the Heichal (Kodesh) from the Kodesh 
Hakodashim.  In the second Bais Hamikdash, 
which was higher than the first, they used 
curtains instead of a wall to partition the Bais 
Hamikdash because they determined that such a 
high wall with the thickness of only one amah 
would not have a sufficient support. 
 Rashi explains that they could not thicken 
the wall to give it more support because all the 
dimensions of the Bais Hamikdash were 
prophetically given to Dovid Hamelech ( הכל
 and they could not be altered ('בכתב מיד ה
without a source from a posuk or through 
prophecy. 
 The Rabbanan assert that in the second Bais 
Hamikdash they hung two dividing curtains, one 
amah apart from each other, in place of the 
amah-thick dividing wall of the first Bais 
Hamikdash.  The Gemara explains that they were 
uncertain as to the sanctity of the space occupied 
by the wall.  They did not know whether the 
space under the wall had the status of the Kodesh 
Hakodashim, in which case they would have 
hung the curtain on the edge of the Heichal, or 
whether it had the status of the Heichal, in which 
case they would have hung the curtain where the 
inner edge of the wall had been, on the edge of 
the Kodesh Hakodashim.  Therefore, they hung 
two curtains, one amah apart. 
 Question:  Even if they would have known 
the status of the area below the wall, they should 
still be obligated to hang an amah-thick curtain 
(or two curtains an amah apart) because, as 
stated above, " עלי השכיל' הכל בכתב מיד ה " - all 
the dimensions of the Bais Hamikdash were 
prophetically given to Dovid Hamelech and 
cannot be changed.  The size of the Heichal and 
the Kodesh Hakodashim in the second Bais 
Hamikdash should have to remain the same as in 
the first Bais Hamikdash.  How then, would they 
permitted to hang a thin dividing curtain, thereby 
expanding the prophetically ordained size of the 
Heichal (or the Kodesh Hakodashim)? 
 Answer:  The concept of "הכל בכתב" is that 
the dimensions of the sanctified Temple objects, 
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as well as the sanctified Temple areas, was 
preordained and not subject to change.  The 
reason they were not permitted to build a thicker 
dividing wall (more than an amah thick) in the 
second Bais Hamikdash is that by doing so they 
would have diminished the area of the Heichal 
(or the Kodesh Hakodashim).  They also were 
not permitted to expand the sanctified area of 
Heichal or the mizbeach without a scriptural 
source (see Zevachim 62a).  However, they were 
permitted to use a thin curtain in place of the 
amah-thick wall (had they known the status of 
the wall area).57 
 
2] The Gemara indicates that they were required 
to hang a curtain at the spot where the sanctity of 
the Heichal ends and the Kodesh Hakodashim 
begins, however, the Gemara does not give a 
source for this requirement. 
 The Tosfos Horosh indicates that this 
requirement is merely miderabbanan and is 
based on the following concern.  If the curtain is 
not hung at the point where the Heichal ends, we 
are concerned that a Kohen performing avodah 
in the Heichal might inadvertently tread in a 
forbidden area next to the curtain [Kodesh 
Hakodashim].  Conversely, if the curtain extends 
into the Heichal we are concerned that the 
Kohen Gadol on Yom Kippur might place the 
ketores too close to the curtain - in area 
classified as the Heichal where the avodah is 
invalid.58 
 Tosfos, however, indicates that it is a biblical 
requirement.  Tosfos says that the posuk (Sh'mos 
'וגוקודש והבדילה לכם הפרוכת בין ה (26:33  (and the 
curtain shall separate for you between the Holy 
and the Holy of Holies) implies that the curtain 
must function as a partition between the Heichal 
and the Kodesh Hakodashim.  Thus by scriptural 
decree the curtain must hang exactly at the point 
where the Heichal ends and the Kodesh 
Hakodashim begins.59 

 .דף נב 
  משחרי מאניה 

 The Gemara on 51b cites a dispute as to the 
course taken by the Kohen Gadol on Yom 
Kippur as he made his way through the Heichal 
en route to the Kodesh Hakodashim.  R' Yehuda 
asserts that he would walk between the mizbeach 

(which was positioned in the center of the 
Heichal) and the menorah (which was in the 
western portion of the Heichal).  Then he would 
proceed towards the curtain-opening which 
bordered the western wall. 
 The Gemara (53a) asks why the Kohen 
Gadol did not walk along the western wall 
[between the menorah (which was near the 
western wall) and the wall] and proceed directly 
towards the curtain-opening, since that is a more 
direct route.  The Gemara answers that there is a 
concern that the Kohen Gadol would brush 
against the wall and sully his garments with the 
soot of menorah that would invariably gather on 
the western wall of the Heichal. 
 The She'arim Metzuyanim B'halacha 
wonders why they neglected to clean walls of the 
Heichal.  Allowing soot from the menorah to 
gather and stain the Heichal-wall would seem to 
indicate a lack of כבוד המקדש - dignity for the 
Bais Hamikdash - Heaven forbid. 
 In answer, he cites the Gemara in Pesachim 
65b which says that the Kohanim would walk 
knee-deep in the blood of korbonos because this 
signified how beloved the avodah was to them.  
Similarly, suggests the She'arim Metzuyanim 
B'halacha, the soot of the menorah was 
considered a mark of honor on the walls of the 
Heichal for it demonstrated their love for the 
mitzvah of kindling the menorah. 
 The Chasam Sofer60 applies this concept to 
spots on an esrog on Succos.  He argues that an 
esrog becomes stained from repeated handling is 
a desirable esrog.  Even though it is preferably to 
have a flawless esrog, one that becomes stained 
from repeated use is considered beautiful in the 
eyes of Hashem - just as it was considered 
praiseworthy for the Kohanim to sully 
themselves with the blood of korbonos. 
 

 .דף נג 
 מיתהאם חיסר אחת מכל סמניה חייב  

 Ketores must be made from a blend of specific 
spices; if one of the required spices are lacking, 
the ketores is not valid. 
 The braysoh derives from a posuk that if the 
Kohen Gadol (on Yom Kippur) offers ketores 
which lacks some required spices, he is  חייב
 .subject to death (by the hands of Heaven) - מיתה
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 The Shagas Aryeh61 questions the necessity 
for this halacha.  Burning ketores is permitted on 
Yom Kippur only for the sake of the mitzvah of 
offering ketores (which overrides Shabbos and 
Yom Tov).  Burning UinvalidU ketores constitutes a 
forbidden melacha (labor) of הבערה (burning or 
igniting) which carries the punishment of kares - 
excision.  Since a Kohen Gadol who offers 
deficient ketores is, in any case, subject to kares 
for desecrating Yom Kippur, why is it necessary 
to tack on an additional reason for the death 
penalty.  [See Gemara, where a similar question 
is asked and deflected.] 
 The Kehillos Yaakov62 answers that the 
penalty for offering deficient ketores is relevant 
with respect to Aharon Hakohen.  The Midrash, 
cited on ' דף ג , says that Aharon was permitted to 
enter the Kodesh Hakodashim even in middle of 
the year - provided he performed the Yom 
Kippur avodah.  The posuk teaches that if 
Aharon were to enter the Kodesh Hakodashim on 
an ordinary weekday, when the melacha of 
 is not a concern, and offer deficient הבערה
ketores, he would be subject to  מיתה בידי שמים. 
 Alternatively, he suggests that burning 
invalid ketores on Shabbos or Yom Kippur is not 
a kares-bearing transgression because it is מקלקל 
- a destructive act - since the spices are 
destroyed without any beneficial result.  The rule 
is that if one performs a melacha in a destructive 
manner he is exempt from a penalty (Shabbos 
105b).63  [See, however, Shabbos 106a where 
one opinion maintains that מקלקל בהבערה חייב - 
the melacha of הבערה is an exception and even 
one who performs it in a destructive manner is 
subject to a penalty.64]. 
 

 .דף נד 
 הא כיצד דוחקין ובולטין בפרוכת, ויראו ראשי הבדים 

 The posuk in Melachim I:8:8, in describing 
the בדי הארון (rods of the aron in the Bais 
Hamikdash) states,  ויראו ראשי הבדים מן

ולא יראו החוצה וגו...הקדש ' - the tips of the rods 
were seen from the sanctuary...and they were not 
seen on the outside.  Rav Yehuda notes a 
contradiction, for the first part of the verse 
indicates the rods were visible from the Heichal 
and the second part of the posuk indicates they 
weren't. 

 To reconcile this contradiction, the Gemara 
explains that the rods themselves were not 
visible from the Heichal because they were 
behind the curtain, however, they protruded into 
the curtain allowing their profile to be visible.  
Thus, the posuk uses the term ויראו (they were 
visible) because their form was visible from the 
Heichal. 
 The Radvaz65 was asked whether the bracha 
on the new moon ("kiddush levanah") may be 
recited on a cloudy night.  In response, he cites 
the Yerushalmi in Berachos (9:2) which states 
that one who UseesU the new moon should recite 
the bracha מחדש חדשים...ברוך .66  This implies 
that to recite the blessing one must actually see 
the new moon; merely being aware of the new 
moon is not sufficient.  However, he rules that if 
the moon is covered by only a thin layer of 
clouds the bracha may be recited provided its 
light filters through.  He says that as long as it 
produces enough light for one to benefit from, a 
bracha may be recited.67 
 [Similarly, the Panim Meiros68 rules that 
 the blessing on the sun that is) ברכת החמה
recited every twenty-eight years on the first 
Wednesday in tekufas Nissan) may be recited 
even on a cloudy day.  He argues that it is 
sufficient that the daylight which emanates from 
the sun is visible through the clouds even though 
the sun itself is not visible.69] 
 The Maharsham70 cites our Gemara as proof 
that even when the Torah uses the term ויראו 
(they should see) it is sufficient if only the 
outline of the object is visible.  Therefore, he 
says with regard to the bracha on the moon or 
sun, the bracha may be recited on a cloudy day 
as long as their silhouette is visible behind the 
clouds.71 

 .דף נה 
 שונה צריכה מניןהזאה רא 

 The Mishna on 53b describes the avodah of 
sprinkling the blood of the כ"פר ושעיר יוה  - the 
Yom Kippur bull and goat:  First the Kohen 
Gadol would take the blood of his bull into the 
Kodesh Hakodashim and sprinkle it towards the 
 one time upward and (cover of the aron) כפורת
seven times downward.  As he performed the 
zerikah he would count as follows; אחת - one 
[upward], אחת ואחת - one [upward] and one 



- 12 - 

[downward], אחת ושתים - one [upward] and two 
[downward], one and three.. and so on, until one 
and seven.  [Afterwards, he performed the same 
avodah with the blood of the goat.] 
 After the Gemara (55a) cites the scriptural 
source for the requirement to sprinkle one 
upward and seven downward, the Gemara seeks 
a source for repeating the counting of the upward 
zerikah along with each subsequent downward 
zerikah (i.e., UoneU and one, UoneU and two, etc.).   
Whereas R' Yochanan cites a scriptural source 
for this requirement, the halacha follows R' 
Elazar who explains that it was instituted by the 
sages to prevent mistakes in the count (see Rashi 
and Tosfos Yeshanim).  Since this part of the 
count was only rabbinically instituted for the 
sake of preventing confusion, if the Kohen 
Gadol failed to repeat the upward one-count with 
each of the downward zerikos, the zerikah is still 
valid. 
 While the Gemara addresses the necessity 
for UrepeatingU the upward count along with each 
succeeding downward zerikah, interestingly, the 
Gemara does not cite a source for the main 
requirement of verbally counting all the zerikos. 
The Tosfos Yeshanim cites a braysoh in Toras 
Kohanim which derives this obligation (i.e., to 
count each zerikah) from the fact that the Torah 
uses the term שבע פעמים (the blood should be 
sprinkled seven times), rather than the term  שבע
 seven drops of blood should be) טיפין
sprinkled).72 

 The Mikdash Dovid73 proves that if there 
would be a Torah requirement, for example, to 
sprinkle a minimum shiur of several drops of 
blood for an a particular act of zerikah, that act 
could be accomplished even in several 
successive sprinklings.  For example, if the 
Torah required one to sprinkle seven drops of 
blood for a certain act of zerikah, one could 
accomplish that act of zerikah even by sprinkling 
seven successive drops (i.e., he need not sprinkle 
seven drops at one time).  Accordingly, when the 
Kohen Gadol sprinkles seven times on Yom 
Kippur it is not readily obvious that he means to 
perform UsevenU individual act of zerikos, for it is 
possible to interpret his repeated action as a 
fulfillment of a UsingleU [seven-drop] zerikah (that 
he happened to divide into several sprinklings).  
The Mikdash Dovid thus explains that the Torah 
required the Kohen Gadol to verbally count each 
act of sprinkling individually in order to define 
each sprinkling as a separate zerikah 
requirement.  If the Kohen fails to enumerate 
each zerikah all seven zerikos might be viewed 
as one large single zerikah. 
 Based on this understanding, the Mikdash 
Dovid submits that even if the Kohen Gadol 
makes a mistake and pronounces, for example, 
the seventh zerikah as number eight, the avodah 
is still valid since he at least separated the seven 
acts of sprinkling with an individual count for 
each one (see Parah 4:2).74                

 
Uדף מU  

עתיה שמאל מ מאחר שהגריל וקב"ד דהגרלה לא מעכבא מ"למ' דאפי' ש שהק"הרא' תוס' ע) 1
ע "וע, א מה שתירצו"ש ובשפ"ברש' וע, )ל ולטעמיך"נ המ"וכתב דאה(האיך מהדר ליה לימין 

  .ט"ס י"סו" עבודת היום"ג ובספר "ד סק"בגבורת ארי ובמקדש דוד סימן כ
שיורי ברכה על ' ש בהג"א שמציין מקור אחרת וע"ש בביאור הגר"ע(' ב סעיף י"ד סימן רמ"יו) 2

  ).הגליון
ג דמשלחין השעיר "ל דאע"ור, ז"ה ואין להרהר ע" והן אינן יודעין כי גזרת הקב- ל"וז) 3

מ אין "מ, א"המשתלח לארץ גזרה שהוא מקום החורבן והשדים ונראה כאילו מקריבו לס
' אולם ע) [ח-ויקרא טז(ת ריש פרשת אחרי "ן עה"כדמבאר הרמב' הכוונה אלא לעשות רצון ה

א "כ בזה במכתב מאליהו ח"ע מש"וע,  שהוא שוחד לשטןה מבואר"תצוה דף קפ' בזוהר פר
  ].262 ועמוד 061עמוד 

Uדף מאU  
ה עליו ופטרו בכך אינו בדין שידחוק עצמו להביא " לפי שאחר שריחם הקב-ל "וז, ג"מצוה קכ) 4

, ובזה יקנה כל מבין עצה לבלתי עשות הוצאות ביותר הראוי לפי ממונו...ביותר ממה שתשיג ידו
  .ל"סבה לגזול הבריות כשמבקש לימודו ואינו מוצא עכלמען כי בו 

  .מובא גם במנחת חינוך שם, על החינוך' בהג) 5
דרבי רחמנא מצורע עני " תורת"ילפותא מ' ק שהרי במכילתין הביא הגמ"והקושיא צע) 6

ל משום דמיעט רחמנא "שהביא קרבן עשיר דיצא והטעם דלא ילפינן מיניה לקרבן עולה ויורד י
  .'כדאיתא בגמ" הואאם דל "
' ע(ק שהרי החינוך נותן טעם אחר לדבריו לבאר למה עני שהביא קרבן עשיר לא יצא "וצע) 7

  ).לעיל שהאבנו דבריו
  ).קצת ביתר ביאר(ש "שם הביא כן בשם הרא" מושב זקנים"ב' וע, ז-ויקרא ה) 8
 לכפר על הרהור יצחק לחיוב עולת העוף משום דבא' בשם ר' ש באבן עזרא שהביא טעם ב"וע) 9

יש לומר משום דבין כך הוא מביא עולת , והא דמצורע עני מביא רק פרידה אחת לחטאת(הלב 
ה אות "ת חדות יעקב סימן קמ"בשם שו) בדפי הספר. עמוד סג(ז -הפרדס יוסף ויקרא ה' וכ) עוף
שיר עני שמדחיק את עצמו ומביא קרבן ע' יצחק ניחא שיטת החינוך דאפי' ב דלפי טעמא דר"כ
ולפיכך לא יצא בחטאת בהמה כיון שעדיין , כ"מ מהרהר בלבו על הא דצריך לדחוק עצמו כ"מ

י עולת "ג במצורע יצא כיון דנתכפר על הרהורים שלו ע"אבל כה(לא נתכפר על הרהר לבו 
  .כג כד וכה, כ בדף כב"ס קנים מש"עמ" על הדף"כ ב"ע מש"וע, )בהמה

Uדף מבU  
ד שתמה "כ ה"עיוה' ג מהל"מ פ"כס' וע(קאי אקשירה " שחיטתולנשחט כנגד בית "דמסיק ד) 10

' וע, בשיח יצחק' ם ולא ביאר להדיא דקאי אקשירה ולא על העמדה וע"למה סתם הרמב
  .ש ובגבורת ארי"ברא

דשמא גמרא גמירא ' בפחות משני סלעים וכ' דבאמת חלוקה שייך אפי' ישנים שכ' תוס' ע) 11
דלשון של שעיר המשתלח בעי שיעור : סוף מא' י איתא בגמע שהר"וצ, לה דבעינן שיעור זה

' ל דגמ"וצ, ישנים הטעם דבעי שיעור משום דגמרא גמירא לה' משום דבעי חלוקה ולפי התוס
צ שיעור ודאי לא קאי אשעיר המשתלח דודאי היה "לא בא אלא להוכיח דהא דגמרינן דאחת ל

  .לה איזה שיעור כיון דבעי חלוקה
. לקמן בדף סז' ש מצדד כן דחלוקה איירי בהכי אבל מסיים דבמתני"ראה' וגם התוס) 12

  .י נכון יותר"א מסיים דפרש"וגם הריטב, י"מבואר בהדיא כרש
דלא היה שם אלא חוט של "ש דהא דלא חשיב לשון שעיר של שם משום "הרא' ומבאר תוס) 13

ה "ד' תוס' וע(המשתלח ל דלא צריכין לשון של צמר כמו אותו של שעיר "ואולי ר" שני בעלמא
כ של "דלשון של שעיר פנימי לא היה שיעור משום דלא היה אלא כדי שלא יתערב משא' שלש שכ

כ "דאם לא היה צורך כ' והנה משמע בתוס, שעיר הפנימי היה לה צורך כדי לידע אם הלבין
  ).י חלוקהמ בעי שיעור כיון דבע"ק שהרי מ"וצע, בלשון של שעיר המשתלח אז לא הוי בעי שיעור

ישנים כאן ' בגבורת ארי שם במילואים שהעיר דתוס' אולם ע, ה חולק"בד. לקמן בדף סז) 14
  .כאן כמו שאר ראשונים שהיו חולקין הלשון שבראשו' במכילתין נראה כסותר דבריו שכ

  .ה אמרינן"ו ד"ד סק"סימן כ) 15
' ר' להג. (רה לקמן דף סזטל תו' וכן הקשה בהג, ה"אות ל' ת סימן ה"בליקוטים בסוף שו) 16

  ).ל"מאיר אריק זצ
ע בגבורת ארי שהקשה האיך קשרו "וע] ז שדן בשאלה זו"ח סימן כ"ע במנחת יצחק ח"ע) [17

כ בשם ספר "כאן מש" דף על הדף"ע בספר "וע, הא הוי עבודה בקדשים' הלשון על שעיר לה
  ".עזרת ישראל"

Uדף מגU  
  ).מ שם דהלכה כרבי מחבירו"ומבאר הכס(א "הכלי המקדש ' ח מהל"ם פ"כך פסק הרמב) 18
  .א"שם הלכה י) 19
  .שם) 20
  .ג"ו סק"סימן ל) 21
כ משום דיש לו גניזה דילפינן "ג ביוה"לא לבש אותו האבנט ממש שלבש כה, כלומר) 22
ל שלבש "אלא ר, )להוריד מקדושה חמורה לקודשה קלה' וגם יש איסור לכאו" (והניחם שם"מ

  .עשה מבוץ בלי עירבוב צמרכעין אותו אבנט הנ
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ח "ם בפ"ומבאר הרמב, UלבןUדפרה דתנן דפרה היתה נעשית בכלי ' וכן משמע בריש פרק ד) 23
כ "כלים שמשמש בהן הכהן גדול ביוה' שייך לד" בגדי לבן"ג דשם "א וה"כלי המקדש ה' מהל

להוכיח כן ועוד יש " בגדי לבן"ומשמע שם דבגדי כהן הדיוט לא מיקרי , שנעשו כולן מפשתן
כ משמע "ג ביוה"ש חוקה חוקה מכה"בגדי כהונה מג' חוקת דיליף חיוב לבישת ד' מספרי פר

' אולם ע, ב"פרה אדומה הלכה י' א מהל"מ פ"וכן מדייק המל(כ "ג ביוה"דצריך בגדי לבן ככה
  ).ש חוקה חוקה"ל מג"כ בזה דלהלכה לא ס"בליקוטי הלכות כאן מש

  .ב" יפרה אדומה הלכה' א מהל"פ) 24
 Uשל כהן הדיוטUבגדי לבן ' מצותה בד) ד בדפוס חדש"פ(ג "וכן משמע בתוספתא דפרה פ) 25

ש דגם אבנטו של כהן הדיוט היה של בוץ "ל כראב"ל דתוספתא ס"ל כתב די"מ הנ"אולם המל[
מ בסוף דבריו שהביא "ש במל"וע, שם' כ וממילא לא פליג אמתני"ג ביוה"והיה כאבנטו של כה

ל דהיה לבוש בגדי לבן של "כ ביד החזקה דמשמע דר"שם דסותר מש' המשנ' פים ב"בשם הרמב
ג "בספרים שלנו דלשונו מגומגם קצת ומשמע דבין בגדי לבן של כה' בפירש המשנ' אולם ע, ג"כה

דכלי לבן הן "ק שגורס "ש דפוס מוסד הר"פיהמ' וע, ובין בגדים של כהן הדיוט כשרים לפרה
UאינםU ז אין כאן סתירה "ולפי, כלים של כהן הדיוט' אלא הן ד...ג"כה אותם שהיה לובש בהן

פ "וכתבנו ע, מ אינו בדקדוק"ם והמל"ד שם בשם הרמב"ומה שהביא המקד(ם "בדברי הרמב
  )].לפי גירסא שלנו' מה שנר

Uדף מד 
ג ובספר גליוני מנחת חן "סימן כ" עבודת היום"מובא בספר , ג"ת קפ"ג ל"על הסמ' בהג) 26
  :.דף מגס יומא "עמ
  .ש"ע: ישנים לעיל ריש דף לט' מובא בתוס, ב"ה ה"יומא פ) 27
אם נכנס דרך משופש כגון דרך גגין דלא מחייב על ביאה ריקנית ' ל אפי"המאירי דקמ' ותי) 28
  .מ חייב משום אל יבא בכל עת"מ, נ כגון שנכנס לצורך עבודה כגון להכניס את המחתה"א

Uדף מהU  
  .י"ה ה"מ פ"ביא' כן משמע בהל) 29
  .סוף פסוק ורחצו אהרן ובניו) יט-ל(על התורה פרשת כי תשא ) 30
  ).'אות ג(פרשת כי תשא ) 31
  .ג"ח סימן קע"ת או"שו) 32
, לטבול קודם שאדם נכנס לעזרה) מדרבנן(דגם בשאר ימים יש מצוה . הנה תנן לעיל בדף ל) [33
ש "וע] ר על מצוה זו ולא טבלכ עב"נ לא מעכב קידוש ידים ורגלים אא"ס דאה"ל לפי החת"וצ

ש מה שתירץ "וע, ם משמע לקידוש ראשון מעכב"ס דברמב"ע על החת"בכלי חמדה שנשאר בצ
  .באופן אחר

ם דפוס "נדפס ברמב(ה "ב ה"כ פ"עבודת יוה' ם הל"ח על הרמב"להפר" מים חיים"' בהג) 34
  ).שבתי פרנקל

שם דקידוש ראשון לא היה מקיתון של יונה ' ה ואמר ר"ד סוף ה"הביא פלוגתא בירושלמי פ) 35
  .זהב

יונה דסתם קידוש ידים ורגלים טעון כיור דוקא ' ל לר"בירושלמי משמע דפליג אבבלי וס) (36
ה לא מחלק בין קידוש ראשון לשאר "כ ה"עבודת יוה' ב מהל"ם פ"והנה ברמב) ופסול מקיתון

  ).פ הירושלמי"ם ע"יטת הרמבולכך ליכא לתרץ ש(קידושין ומשמע שכולן היה מקיתון של זהב 
Uדף מוU  

ס "קובץ הערות עמ' וע, )ק"ח בדפוס מוסד הר"ז וקל"עמוד קל(ענין הכהנים , בתורת האדם) 37
, )עליו' ש מה שהק"וע(ן לחלק בין הותרה לדחויה "ב שמבאר דכוונת הרמב"סק' יבמות סימן ט

  .ה"ן מובא גם בחות יאיר סימן צ"והרמב
ב "ח סימן שי"ת אבני נזר או"שו' וע, )ל"ע הנ"בקוה' ע" (תו בכךמצו"וזהו כעין סברה ) 38

  .ט בשבת"ט שחל בשבת אינן אלא דחויה כיון דאין מוכרח שיחול יו"ה שם דמוספי יו"בהגה
  ).ט"א סימן תרפ"ת הרשב"בשם שו(ב "הלכות שבת ריש פ) 39
 רפואה לחולה ב אי משתדלין שלא לעשות"ח סי"ח סימן שכ"א או"פלוגתת מחבר ורמ' וע) 40
' גמ' ע, ם אי שייך בלי איחור"י עכו"י ישראלים וגדולין או משתדלין לעשותו ע"ס דוקא ע"שב

ל "דשניהם ס' ז שכ"ע הגר"ש בשו"ע, אולם אינו מוכח דפליגי בדחויה והותרה: (לקמן דף פד
, נ"ש ששבת הותרה אצל פקו"בדעת הרא' ש שם שכ"ערה' וע, נ"דשבת אינו אלא דחויה אצל פקו

' משמע לכאו, דמאכילין החולה הקל הקל תחילה. א העיר מהא דלקמן סוף דף פג"וחכ
  ).ע אי יש לחלק בין שבת לשאר איסורין"וצ, נ"דאיסורין אינן אלא דחויין אצל פקו

ז "ג סימן ל"ץ ח"ת תשב"וכבר הרגיש בזה בשו(ש "ה אמנם מ"ה ד"ח סימן קמ"ת או"שו) 41
  ).ן"ה הרמב"בד
נ בשבת דומה לטומאה כיון שאין מוכרח "מ שהרי פקו"מה שכתבנו לעיל לקהנה לפי ) (42

י ענגיל כאן שהביא בשם התוספתא דמשמע כהכסף "ס לר"גליוני הש' וע) נ בשבת"שיהיה פקו
  .משנה דדין הותרה לגבי עבודה בשבת תלוי אי שבת הותרה אצל פקוח נפש

Uדף מזU  
', ה אות ד"ד פ"כ המקד"מש' ע, ן הביניםם השמיט הך שאלה דבי"העירו המפרשים דהרמב) 43
  .).עמוד קסט(ס כלים "עמ" סדרי טהרות"ע מה שתירץ ב"וע
  ).ה או דילמא"ד. י לקמן בדף מט"פ רש"ע) (44
  ).סוכה' נדפס בסוף ערוך לנר עמס(י "ב סק"סימן תרנ, להערוך לנר) 45
ת משיב דבר "ב בשו"יוכן פשיט ליה לנצ, ח"ה הלכה כ"כ פ"יוה' וכך נקט האור שמח בהל) 46
שמחלק בין . כ במרומי שדה ריש דף מט"מש' וע, ג"דשפיר יצא ידי חובתו בכה' ח סימן מ"או

וכן , מה שמונח ממילא בידו דלא מיקרי לקיחה ובין מה שאוחז בכח ידו דשפיר מיקרי לקיחה
  ).833עמוד (א "א סק"ד כלל קמ"ג מערכת הלמ"ח' ב לבעל שדי חמד ע"הנצי' מבואר במכתב שכ

  .ישראל סלנטר ודעתו היה להחמיר' ר' והביא שם ששמע חקירה זו בשם הג(ח "א סימן מ"ח) 47
  .ס כאן"בגליוני הש) 48
ע בחלקת "וע, כ שמחלק בין לקיחה דלולב ולקיחה דקטורת"יוה' ה מהל"ל בפ"ש הנ"או' ע) 49

ע בשדי חמד "וע, ז"ה וקכ"סימן קכ) מ מפינסק"להגרא(ת אהל משה "ב ובשו"ח סימן י"יואב או
  .ל בשם עוד פוסקים"הנ

Uדף מח  U50 (לפיכך ..ל כבר ביארנו שהולכה בשמאל פוסלת בדם"וז, א"כ ה"עבודת יוה' ד מהל"פ
  .'אבל מפני כובד וכו, היה הדין שיוליך הכף בימינו

  .תירוצים' ש שהביא ב"ע) 51
) שכשר לעבודה(ני ידיו ה שוב דהשולט בש"ח ד"ב סימן נ"ת שואל ומשיב תנינא ח"כ בשו"כ) 52
  .ש"ע, צ להפך"א

Uדף מט 
  ).ק"אבל לשונו צב(ישנים כאן ' וכן משמע בתוס, א"כ הריטב"וכ) 53
א בשם "ב סימן ל"ש בשם ספר חבלים בנעימים ח"הרא' על תוס" אמרי מבשר"מובא ב) 54

יר זה לא אתי שפ' הנה תי) 55).ב שגם עמד על קושיא זו"בשמ' וע(הגאון בעל חמדת ישראל 
' כ אין מחזירין אחר כהן אחר אפי"ג ביוה"דאם נטמא כה' לעיל בדף ו' לדברי המרומי שדה שכ

ג עובד בטומאה "והכלי חמדה בהקדמה לספר ויקרא הוסיף דגם בתוך השנה כה(ד דחויה "למ
, כ"ג אחר ביוה"ד דחויה צריך לחזור אחר כה"ש שם מבואר דלמ"הרא' אולם בתוס, )אם רוצה

  .פירז אתי ש"ולפי
Uדף נ 
דלדברי רבא שבט לוי איקרי קהל אבל כהנים : י שם בהוריות דף ו"וכן מבואר להדיא ברש) 56 

דלא איקרי קהל "ק למה הביא דברי רב אחא "י כאן עדיין ק"אולם לשון רש, לא איקרי קהל
י אבל לא הבנתי "שיח יצחק שמיישב לשון רש' וע, ז"כיון שרבא פליג ע" אלא אותן שנטלו נחלה

  .ש"ע, צ"דבריו כה
Uדף נא 

ועוד יש לתרץ דכיון דגמירי או כולה בפרוכת או , צ"כך נראה בדרך אפשר בלי עיון כה) [57  
ל דעבדינן לה כמו "ר" או כולה בפרוכת"כאן ד' ומבאר תוס, :)ב דף ג"כדאיתי בב(כולה בבנין 
ו טפח כיון דגמירי טפח לכך לא היו חייבין לעשות' וכיון דבמשכן לא היה עובי, דהיה במשכן

  .]ק"ודו, דיכולין לעשותו כמו דהיה במשכן

דמקום הקטורת היה על האבן שתיה שהיה על מקום : הא תנן לקמן בדף נג' א שהק"גבו' ע) 58
כ במזרח על מקום "כ האיך שייך שיקטיר הקטורת כ"ק וא"הארון וארון היה באמצע הקד

ו מעכב ואם היתה הכף ומחתה כבדה לו מותר דאולי דין זה אינ' באמרי מבשר שתי' וע(הכותל 
  ).סמוך לפרוכת' ד להקטיר אפי"בשעה

פ מבואר "אבל עכ, ש"כתב כן לבאר למה לא היו שייך לעשות פרוכת שעוביו טפח ע' תוס) [59
כ שצריך לעשות פרוכת שמצד חיצון יהיה קודש ומצד פנימי יתחיל מיד "מתוך דבריו שיש גזה

  ].הקודש הקדשים
Uדף נבU  
  .מובא בשערים מצויינים בהלכה, .סוכה דף לו' בחידושים על מס) 60 

Uדף נגU  
  .א"סימן ע) 61
  .ד"סימן י) 62
מ לא נתכוין לזה וגם אסור "פ שהועיל לעשות ריח טוב של קטורת מ"ומבאר שם דאע) 63

  .ליהנות מקדשים
צ "כה שאמ מודה במלא"דמ' ד מקלקל בהבערה חייב הא כתבו תוס"למ' ומבאר שם דאפי) 64

  .ש"ע, ג"לגופה שהוא פטור וכאן הוי אצל
Uדף נדU  

  .א"ו סק"ח סימן תכ"א או"מובא במג, א"א סימן שמ"ח) 65
הרואה לבנה "אבל לא נזכר שם לשון . ומב: ברכת הלבנה נזכר גם בסנהדרין סוף דף מא) 66
  ".'וכו
 שיהיה נראין דהגבול בזה הוא דצריך' ו שכ"ריש סימן תכ) בוטשאטש(באשל אברהם ' וע) 67

' וע, )'פ כפי האור של הלבנה בליל ג"עכ( דברים הנראין לאורה בלי הסתר עננים UרובUלאורה 
באופן שמכוסה בענן עב ואין נראה צורת הלבנה כלל אך ' ד שמקיל אפי"י' ת ספר יהושע סי"בשו

בשם ' א כ"מורה באצבע להחיד' ובס, ז לא משמע כן"אך ברב, שמאירה לארץ ונהנין ממנו
  .כ נראית בבהירות ומאירה יפה בלי ענן כלל"ל בשער הכוונות דאין לברך על הלבנה אא"האריז

  .ח"ב סימן ל"ת פנים מאירות ח"שו) 68
, לא בעינן דוקא ראיית החמה ולאו דוקא הוא'  חמה וכוUהרואהUג דגרסינן "ומבאר שם דאע) 69
חמה סגי שהיא מאירה לנו כ ברכת ה"ש שמחלק בין ברכת הלבנה דבעינן שיהנה ממנו משא"וע

כ ודאי נהנים "כיון שהחמה מאירה לנו באור היום א' ולא הבנתי כוונתו דלכאו(, באור היום
  ).מ בין ברכת לבנה לחמה"כ תו ליכא נפ"וא, ממנו

ובילקוט המאירי כאן כוון לדברי (ה הרואה "א בד"ו ס"ח סימן תכ"בדעת תורה או) 70
  ).ם"מהרש

' דלשון ראיה היינו ראיה ממש וכדקאמר הגמ, הוכיח ממכילתין להיפךיש ל' ק דלכאו"וצע) [71
ודוקא אצל הבדים אמרינן שנראה ואינו נראה סגי משום " יכול יהו מקרעין בפרוכת ויוצאין"

  ].ע"וצ, כ ולא יראו"דבאותו פסוק עצמו כתיב ויראו כתיב ג
Uדף נהU  72 (פ "ם לא מנה כלל פסול אעע וא"ז מנין גופא ודאי מעכב לכו"ש דלפי"ומבואר ברש

  .ת"שלא טעה כיון דעיקר חיוב מנין מה
  .ד"ג סק"סימן כ) 73
' ד מהל"ז פרק י"מרן רי' ע בחי"וע(דמבואר שם דאם היזה משביעית שמינית כשרה ) 74

  ).י"ה והנה בת"מ ד"פסוה
Uדף נוU  75 (ודה יה' ב דהיינו אליבא דר"סתמא דנטל דם הפר תחילה כתב הרע' ג דתנן במתני"אע

ד "כ פ"יוה' ם בהל"וכן פסק הרמב, כ נוטל דם הפר"אבל לרבנן במניח תחילה דם השעיר ואח
  .ב"ה

וכן פסק (קרנות ' היו מערבין הדמים קודם מתן ד:) סוף דף נז' ע(ד מערבין לקרנות "למ) 76
מ היו מערבין אותן אחר מתן "ד אין מערבין לקרנות מ"ולמ, )ה"כ ה"יוה' ג מהל"ם פ"הרמב
  ).י"ה ר"סוד. נח' תוס' ע: (הזאות על טיהרו של מזבח כדמבואר בזבחים דף מב' ות קודם זהקרנ

  .ל"אות הנ' וע', וכן תנן סתמא דמתני) 77
ל "יהודה לדין ימין משום דס' ה דמבאר דהא דלא חש ר"ד סק"מקדש דוד סימן כ' וע) 78

  .דהחזרת הדם לא מיקרי עבודה
  .א"ק י"ז ס"סימן קמ) 79
  ).בפשט ראשון(א " שם דברי מג"המחצה' כך פי) 80
כלים ' ג וקשה לו לאחוז ב"ע בשיח יצחק דמבאר באופן אחר דחש רבנן לחולשה דכה"וע) 81

 דקשה לאחוז -א "לבאר דברי מג) 'בפשט ב(ש שם "וכעין זה מצדד המחצה, מלאים דם כאחת
  .כלי מלא דם בשמאל

Uדף נזU  82 (ה בענין פר ושעיר "אבל מבואר בירושלמי דה, בר של ציבורכך תנינן בענין פר העלם ד
א במילואים דמצדד שלא כדברי הראשונים דאם נגע "גבו' וע, כ וכן מבואר בראשונים כאן"יוה

ם לא כתב אלא שמזה על הפרוכת "וברמב, ש הטעם"ע, דם פר ושעיר לפרוכת הזריקה פסולה
  ).ב"י' ק הל"מעה' ה מהל"ב ופ"ד ה"ופ, ה"כ ה"יוה' ג מהל"פ' ע(צ ליגע "ואינו מבאר כלל דין דא

' זהו גם כוונת התוס' ולכאו, ל"עכ, ש מסתמא היו נזהרין שלא היה נוגע"הרא' ל תוס"ז) 83
  ".ועוד דכהנים זריזין הן"שכתבו ' ב' א בתי"ישנים והריטב

  .ה אכן"ג ד"ט ה"הלכות ביאת מקדש פ) 84
ובדברי הראשונים יש , ) שם דברי הראשוניםולא הביא(האבן האזל כתב כן מדעת עצמו ) 85

ל דדין אם "כ האבן האזל או דילמא אפש"לעיין אי כוונתן כדי שלא יטנפו הפרוכת על חינם כמש
וכן משמע בשיח , נגעו נגעו אינו אלא בדיעבד אבל מצותו לכתחילה לזורקו דוקא על הרצפה

  .יצחק
  .נדפס בדף נח) כאן) (86
 -' א, אופנים' דאפשר לפרש בב) נדפס בסוף הספר(ישנים כאן ' וסמבואר בשיח יצחק על ת) 87

אי אתרמי '  אפי-' ב, הזאות' דכיון דלא נפל שם אלא שלא במתכוון לא מסתבר שיפול שם כל ח
י "מ ודאי לא אירע כן ברוב השנים וראב"הזאות מ' ג והיזה שם כל ח"בשנה אחת ששכח הכה

י מהא דראה שהיו "ואין לומר דהוכחת ראב(שנים ראה שם הרבה טיפין וניכר שהיו מהרבה 
).ק"ודו, בסוגיא' ע, ל"כ אבל פר העלם דבר מאי א"דהתינח פר ושעיר יוה, הטיפין כסידרן
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 דף ...This Al Hadaf was made possible by the following daf dedications יום 
Mon

o 
 מ *  ל"ז KATE ETTLINGER GOLDNER נ מינדל בת משולם"לז כא תמוז

Tues מא  כב תמוז 
Wed מב  כג תמוז 
Thrs מג  כד תמוז 
Fri מד  כה תמוז 
 מה  כו תמוז תשב

Sun ל"נ גאלדא בת חיים לעמל ז"לז כז תמוז  GILDA HALPERN * מו 
Mon כח תמוז ; by Rabbi & Mrs. Eric Wilnerמז *  ל"נ דוד בן אלימלך ז"לז 
Tues מח  *  ל"צבי יהודה פערלשטיין ז'  מינדל בת רנ חיה שרה"לז כט תמוז 
   *  ל"שמואל יעקב ז' נ לאה מחלה בת ר"לז  

Wed ר משה ריממער ואמי מורתי ריזל פיניא בת שמואל"נ אבי מורי דוד יהודה ב"לז א אב Rimmer ל"ז  * 
 מט  * ל"נ חיים משה בן מנחם מנדל ראבארטס ז"לז  

Thrs רב יואלמשה בן ה' נ ר"לז ב אב Summer נ *  ל"ז 
   *  ל"ר נפתלי הערצקא טעפפער ז"דוב ב' נ ר"לע  
Fri נא * ל"נ צבי יעקב בן יצחק ז"לז ג אב 
 נב ד"הי Hirsch נ יוחנן בן שמואל וביילא בת אברהם"לז ד אב תשב

Sun נג  ה אב 
Mon נד  ו אב 
Tues נה *  ל"נ נפתלי הערץ בן זלמן ז"לז ז אב 

 * Denotes Yartzeit 
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