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Today’s Daf In Review is being sent I’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom

Yehuda

Horayos Daf Tes

Ravina asked R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak, if a king becomes a metzora and thereby becomes unfit
to be king until he is healed (as will be taught), while he is a metzora does he remain patur from
having to bring an oleh v’yoreid, or do we say that he was only patur while fit to be king but is
now chayuv? R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, his wealth (which is the reason for a king being
patur, as learned previously) remains the way it was before he was a metzora and he therefore
remains patur.

A Braisa says, R’ Akiva says a Kohen Gadol is patur from all 3 sins that create a chiyuv for an oleh
v'yoreid.

o Rava said, the pasuk that discusses the korbon mincha that must be brought by the
Kohen Gadol every day says “zeh korbon Aharon uvanav”. This teaches that only this is
the mincha that they ever bring. This means they would not bring the mincha of an oleh
v'yoreid, and if they can’t bring the mincha they don’t bring the korbon in any other
form either.

= Q: Maybe say that they only don’t bring the oleh v’yoreid in the mincha form,
but would still bring it in the form of an animal or birds? A: The pasuk regarding
oleh v'yoreid says “mei’achas mei’eileh”, which teaches that if one can receive a
kaparah with any of the choices of form of korbon, he would be chayuv in this
korbon, but one who cannot, would be patur. Since he cannot bring it as a
korbon mincha, he would be patur.

e Q:If thatis how we darshen these words, when another pasuk in the
parsha says “I’achas mei’eileh”, we should say that one only becomes
chayuv in any of the 3 sins that require oleh v'yoreid if he could be
chayuv for each one of them. If so, how does R’ Akiva say that a king is
chayuv in two of them, but would not be chayuv for shmiyas kol? A:
Abaye and Rava said, R’ Akiva only darshens “mei’achas” in this
fashion, but not “Fachas”. The reason is, that the fact that the Torah
wrote “mei’achas” in the last part of this parsha, shows that this is how
it is meant to be darshened.

MISHNA

Regarding any mitzvah in the Torah for which one would be chayuv kares if he was oiver it
b’meizid and a chatas if he was oiver it b’shogeg, an individual brings a female lamb or female
goat as a chatas, the Nasi brings a male goat, and the Kohen Gadol and Beis Din would each
bring a par. If the sin was avoda zara, the individual, the Nasi, and the Kohen Gadol would bring
a female goat, and Beis Din would bring a par as an Olah and a male goat as a chatas.

With regard to an asham taluy, an individual and the Nasi can become chayuv to bring it, but the
Kohen Gadol and Beis Din are patur. With regard to an asham vadai, the individual, the Nasi, and
the Kohen Gadol would be chayuv, but Beis Din would be patur.

With regard to shmiyas kol, bituy sifasayim, and tumas Mikdash ukidashav, the individual, the
Nasi, and the Kohen Gadol would be chayuv, except that a Kohen Gadol is not chayuv a korbon
for tumas Mikdash ukidashav. This is the view of R’ Shimon. What do the Nasi and Kohen Gadol
bring in these cases (for the ones for which they would be chayuv)? They would bring a korbon
oleh v’yoreid. R’ Eliezer says the Nasi would bring a male goat.



GEMARA

A Braisa says, R’ Shimon would give general rules: anything for which an individual would bring
an asham taluy, the Nasi is also chayuv, but the Kohen Gadol and Beis Din would be patur;
anything for which an individual would bring an asham vadai, the Nasi and the Kohen Gadol
would also be chayuv, but Beis Din would be patur; for shmiyas kol, bituy sifasayim, and tumas
Mikdash ukidashav, Beis Din would be patur, the Nasi and the Kohen Gadol would be chayuyv,
except that the Nasi is not chayuv for shmiyas kol and the Kohen Gadol is not chayuv for tumas
Mikdash ukidashav; for anything that an individual would be chayuv a korbon oleh v’yoreid, the
Nasi is also chayuv, but the Kohen Gadol and Beis Din are patur.

o Q: The Braisa first says that the Kohen Gadol is only patur from tumas Mikdash, and
then says that he and Beis Din are patur from all oleh v'yoreid, which suggests that he is
even patur from the others as well!? A: R’ Huna the son of R’ Yehoshua said, the earlier
part of the Braisa that says he is chayuv is referring to bringing birds or an animal, and
the later part of the Braisa that says that he is not chayuv refers to the bringing of the
mincha option. This is because R’ Shimon agrees with R’ Akiva regarding the mincha
option (that the Kohen Gadol would not be chayuv in that), but disagrees with him
regarding the animal and birds options.

ELAH SHE’EIN KOHEN GADOL CHAYUV...

Chizkiya explained, the basis for R’ Shimon’s view that the Kohen Gadol is patur regarding
tumas Mikdash ukidashav, is because the pasuk says “v’'nichrisa hanefesh hahee mitoch
hakahal”, which teaches that only someone who has the same korbon as the “kahal” is chayuv
for this. This excludes the Kohen Gadol, who on Yom Kippur is not included along with the
kahal’s korbon.

o Q:If so, the Nasi should also not be chayuv, because his korbon chatas is different than
that brought by the kahal!? A: They both receive a kapara together on Yom Kippur, and
he is therefore not excluded.

o Q:If so, Kohanim should not be included in the concept of tumas Mikdash, because they
are also not included in the korbon of the kahal on Yom Kippur!? A: They are considered
part of the kahal for kapara during the rest of the year, and therefore they are not
excluded.

= Q: The Kohen Gadol is also included along with the kahal during the rest of the
year (when he paskens along with Beis Din and acts along with the tzibbur he is
included in the par helam of the tzibbur)!? A: Rather, Rava said, the “kahal”
refers to the individuals of the kahal, and should be understood to teach that
whoever is chayuv a chatas like an individual — meaning that he is chayuv for a
simple shogeg without the need for an erroneous psak —is chayuv for tumas
Mikdash. Based on this, the only one who is excluded is the Kohen Gadol.

R’ ELIEZER OMER HANASI MEIVI SA’IR...

R’ Yochanan said, R’ Eliezer only holds that the Nasi brings a goat instead of an oleh v’yoreid for
the sin of tumas Mikdash. The reason is that this carries the kares penalty like a fixed chatas.

o R’ Pappa said, this makes sense, because R’ Eliezer only made his statement regarding
tumas Mikdash, where a Kohen Gadol is patur. If he meant for this to apply to the other
cases as well, he should have said that the Nasi brings a goat and the Kohen Gadol
brings a par. Since he didn’t say that, it is clear that he is only referring to the case of
tumas Mikdash.

= Q: R’ Huna the son of R’ Nosson asked R’ Pappa, maybe R’ Eliezer is referring to
all the cases, and the reason he does not mention anything about the Kohen
Gadol is because he holds like R’ Akiva, who holds that the Kohen Gadol is patur
in all these cases!? A: R’ Pappa said, R’ Akiva holds the Kohen Gadol is patur
from bringing an oleh v’yoreid, but he holds that he is chayuv to bring a par for
these sins! Therefore, the proof of R’ Pappa is an absolute proof.
R’ Yochanan said, R’ Eliezer agrees that the Nasi does not bring an asham taluy for tumas
Mikdash.

o A Braisa was taught in front of R’ Sheishes that said that an asham taluy is brought for
the case of tumas Mikdash. R’ Sheishes said to the one who taught the Braisa, this
Braisa would have to follow R’ Eliezer, who says that since kares is written regarding
tumas Mikdash it is treated as a fixed chatas. However, this can’t be, because R’



Yochanan said that R’ Eliezer agrees that the Nasi does not bring an asham taluy for
tumas Mikdash! This is a KASHYEH.

HADRAN ALACH PEREK HORAH KOHEN MOSHIACH!!!



