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Zevachim Daf Yud 
 

• If a chatas was shechted lishma with intent that he would do the zrika not lishma, R’ Yochanan 
says the korbon is passul and Reish Lakish says it is valid. R’ Yochanan says it is passul, because 
he says that we learn from “piggul” (during one of the 4 blood Avodos the Kohen had in mind 
that the korbon would either be eaten or placed on the Mizbe’ach after its allowable time for 
doing so) that an intent had during one Avoda regarding another Avoda is effective (e.g. if 
during the shechita he has in mind to do the zrika after the allowable time, it is piggul and is 
passul). Reish Lakish says it is valid, because he says that an intent during one Avoda regarding 
another Avoda is not effective, and we don’t learn from piggul. 

o They are following their views stated elsewhere. We learned that if one shechts an 
animal with intent to do zrika or to offer the fats for the sake of avoda zara, R’ Yochanan 
says the animal is assur b’hana’ah, because an intent during one Avoda regarding 
another Avoda is effective, and we learn this halacha regarding avoda zara from the 
halacha regarding korbanos offered to Hashem. Reish Lakish says the animal is mutar 
b’hana’ah, because an intent during one Avoda regarding another Avoda is not 
effective, and we do not learn this halacha regarding avoda zara from the halacha 
regarding korbanos offered to Hashem. 

▪ It was necessary to have this machlokes in both places. If we only had the case 
of avoda zara we would say that only there Reish Lakish says that we can’t learn 
avoda zara from korbanos to Hashem, but when dealing with korbanos to 
Hashem we can learn one aspect from another (we can learn intent from one 
Avodah to another based on piggul). If we would only have the case of korbanos 
to Hashem, we would say that R’ Yochanan agrees that we cannot learn the 
case of avoda zara from the case of korbanos to Hashem. Therefore, both are 
needed.  

o When R’ Dimi came, he said that R’ Yirmiya asked in support of R’ Yochanan and R’ Eila 
asked in support of Reish Lakish.  

▪ R’ Yirmiya said, if regarding piggul, if a person would say “I am shechting this 
korbon beyond its proper time” the korbon remains valid, yet when during the 
shechita he intends to do the zrika beyond its proper time the korbon is passul, 
then regarding the halacha of lilshma, where if a person would say “I am 
shechting this korbon not lishma” it is passul, then surely if he says during the 
shechita that he intends to do the zrika not lishma, it will be passul.  

• Q: Rava bar Ahilai asked, you can’t make this kal v’chomer, because we 
can say that the case of piggul is more stringent in that it carries the 
kares penalty!? A: Rather, Rava bar Ahilai says, the kal v’chomer of R’ 
Yirmiya was as follows. If a Kohen says “I am shechting this korbon 
outside of its proper place” it remains valid (the statement is 
meaningless if he ultimately shechts it in its proper place), and yet if he 
says during the shechita that he intends to do the zrika outside of its 
proper place it is passul (but there is no kares), then surely in a case of a 
regular korbon, where if he says he is shechting the korbon not lishma it 
is passul, then if he says he is shechting the korbon with intent to do the 
zrika not lishma it will certainly be passul! 

o Q: R’ Ashi asked, this kal v’chomer is not valid. It may be that 
intent for beyond its place is treated like this because it is more 
stringent, since this halacha applies to all korbanos, whereas the 
psul of not lishma only applies to a korbon Pesach and chatas!? 



A: Rather, R’ Ashi said, the kal v’chomer of R’ Yirmiya was as 
follows. If a Kohen says “I am shechting this korbon for the sake 
of someone other than the owner” it is valid, yet if during the 
shechita he intends to do the zrika for the sake of someone 
other than the owner the korbon is passul, then in a case where 
if he says he is shechting the korbon not for its sake it will be 
passul, surely if he says during the shechita that he intends to 
do the zrika not for its sake it will be passul! 

▪ R’ Eila said, the Torah did not have to write the halacha of lishma for zrika, 
because it could be learned from a kal v’chomer from shechita and kabbalah. 
The reason that the Torah did write the halacha was to teach that intention 
during one Avodah regarding another Avodah is not effective.  

• Q: R’ Pappa asked, maybe the fact that it is written teaches that 
intention during one Avodah regarding another Avodah is effective!? A: 
If that is what is meant to be taught, the Torah would not have to write 
it at all and it could be learned from the kal v’chomer.  

• R’ Yochanan would say this is not a valid kal v’chomer, because he 
would say that shechita and kabbalah are more stringent in that they 
must be done in the north of the Azarah, and apply even by a korbon 
chatas that is offered on the inside Mizbe’ach (whereas zrika doesn’t 
have these characteristics). Reish Lakish would say that lishma is 
learned from a shelamim, and the shechita and kabbalah of a shelamim 
do not have these requirements. Therefore, it is a valid kal v’chomer.  

• If a chatas was shechted lishma with intent that he would do the zrika 
not lishma, R’ Nachman says the korbon is passul and Rabbah says it is 
valid. Rabbah then retracted his view and held like R’ Nachman because 
of the kal v’chomer of R’ Ashi. 

R’ ELIEZER OMER AHF HA’ASHAM 

• A Braisa says, R’ Eliezer said, a chatas is brought for a sin and an asham is brought for a sin. Just 
as a chatas becomes passul when it is offered not lishma, the same would be true for an asham. 
R’ Yehoshua said, this comparison is not valid, because the blood of a chatas is put onto the 
Mizbe’ach above the line (that demarcated the halfway point of the height of the Mizbe’ach) 
whereas the blood of the asham is offered below the line. R’ Eliezer said, a Korbon Pesach has 
its blood offered below the line and yet it is passul if shechted not lishma, so we see that the 
place of the offering of the blood is not determinative. R’ Yehoshua said, Pesach is different, 
because it has a fixed time during the year when it can be offered! R’ Eliezer said, a chatas can 
be offered anytime and yet it must be shechted lishma! R’ Yehoshua said, I will repeat what I 
said earlier, that the asham cannot be compared to a chatas because its blood is offered above 
the line. R’ Eliezer then made another argument. He said, the pasuk regarding the shechita of 
the chatas says “hee” and the pasuk regarding the shechita of the Pesach says “hu”, which teach 
that if they are brought lishma they are valid, and if not they are passul. The pasuk regarding 
asham also says “hu” which therefore also teaches that if it is brought not lishma it is passul! R’ 
Yehoshua said, the “hu” written regarding an asham is written after stating the requirement to 
offer certain pieces of the korbon on the Mizbe’ach. The offering of those pieces are not 
essential and the korbon would be valid if they are not offered, so the “hu” written there cannot 
be said to teach that something is essential and would make the korbon passul! R’ Eliezer said, 
the pasuk says “kachatas ha’asham”, which teaches that just as a chatas becomes passul when it 
is offered not lishma, the same is true for an asham. 

o Q: When R’ Yehoshua said “I will repeat what I said earlier, that the asham cannot be 
compared to a chatas because its blood is offered above the line”, why couldn’t we 
simply answer that we would then learn the asham from a tzad hashava from Pesach 
and chatas? A: We would refute that by saying that Pesach and chatas both have an 
aspect of kares, whereas an asham does not.  

o Q: R’ Yehoshua said that chatas is different, because its blood is offered above the line. 
Why didn’t R’ Yehoshua say that chatas is different, because its blood is offered in the 
Kodesh Hakodashim, whereas the blood of an asham is not!? A: We are only referring to 
the chatas that is offered on the outside.  



▪ Q: Why didn’t he say that a chatas is more stringent, because when a chatas 
that is supposed to be offered outside is offered inside it becomes passul, 
whereas we don’t find that psul for an asham!? A: R’ Eliezer holds that an 
asham would become passul in this way as well.  

▪ Q: Why didn’t he say that a chatas is more stringent, because it provides a 
kapparah for one who was chayuv kares? A: R’ Eliezer would be able to learn 
asham from a chatas brought for the aveira of shmiyas kol, which does not carry 
kares.  

▪ Q: Why didn’t he say that a chatas is more stringent, because it requires the 
blood to be placed on each corner of the Mizbe’ach separately – 4 blood 
applications? A: R’ Eliezer holds like R’ Yishmael, who holds that all korbanos 
require 4 blood applications. 

▪ Q: Why didn’t he say that a chatas is more stringent, because it requires that its 
blood be placed on each of the 4 corners, whereas an asham is placed on the 
two opposite corners (thereby touching all 4 sides)? A: There are many other 
differences that he could have asked – chatas blood must be applied with the 
finger, must be applied on the horn, and must be applied down the edge of the 
Mizbe’ach. However, he chooses one thing to ask. That is why he doesn’t 
mention any others.  

o Q: R’ Yehoshua said that chatas is different, because its blood is offered above the line. 
Why didn’t R’ Eliezer say that an asham should also be offered above the line like a 
chatas!? A: Abaye said, we could not say that, based on a kal v’chomer from olah – an 
olah is totally burned on the Mizbe’ach, and yet its blood is offered below the line, so 
certainly an asham’s blood is offered below the line.  

▪ Q: Maybe an olah is not offered above the line, because it does not bring a 
kapparah for a person? A: A bird chatas does bring a kapparah and is still 
offered below the line. 

• Q: A bird chatas does not require shechita, and maybe that is why it is 
offered below the line? A: An olah requires shechita and yet is offered 
below the line. We will go back and forth. The tzad hashava is that they 
are both kodshei kodashim and their blood is offered below the line. We 
will say that asham is in the same category and therefore also has its 
blood offered below the line.  

• Q: Rava of Parzakya asked R’ Ashi, maybe asham is different than these 
two in that it has a required minimum value? A: Rather, the reason R’ 
Eliezer holds that only a chatas has its blood offered above the line is 
because the pasuk says “hakohen hamichatei osah”, which teaches that 
only a chatas has its blood offered above the line, and no other korbon 
does.  

o Q: If he darshens in this way he should also darshen the “osah” 
of chatas to teach that only chatas becomes passul when it is 
not lishma, but other korbanos do not become passul!? A: The 
fact that Pesach also becomes passul in this way shows that the 
pasuk should not be darshened in this way.  

▪ Q: If so, it should not be darshened in this way for the 
placement of the blood, because a bird olah’s blood is 
also applied above the line!? A: Still, with regard to a 
korbon that needs shechita it is only a chatas that has 
its blood applied above the line. A2: We can say that 
the Tanna follows R’ Elazar the son of R’ Shimon, who 
says in a Braisa that the blood of a chatas is placed on 
the horn itself, whereas the blood of a bird olah is 
applied anywhere above the line (so they are not done 
in the same place).  

 


