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Chapter XX: Tetzaveh (Ex. 27:20–30:10) 
 

Essay 5. The limitation that some sacrifices be “without blemish” 
 
“Seven days you shall perform purification for the altar to consecrate it, and the altar shall become 
most holy; whatever touches the altar shall become consecrated. Now this is what you shall offer 
upon the altar: two yearling lambs each day, regularly.” – Ex. 29:38–39 
 

,  פִּינְחָס בְּפָרָשַׁת    "וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה עַל־הַמִּזְבֵּחַ". הִקְשָׁה בַּעַל אוֹר יְקָרוֹת אַמַּאי לאֹ כְּתִיב הָכָא תְּמִימִים כְּמוֹ שֶׁאָמַר  פָּסוּק

זֶה הָאָמוּר בְּפָרָשַׁת תְּצַוֶּה אֵין צוֹרֵ לִיכָּתֵב   הָיָה קוֹדֵם הֲקָמַת הַמִּשְׁכָּן, וְקוֹדֵם הֲקָמַת  שֶׁהֲרֵי זֶה    ,"תְּמִימִים"וְתֵּירַץ, דְּתָמִיד 
סּוּר מוּם  ישֶׁנֶּאֱמַר אַחַר הֲקָמַת הַמִּשְׁכָּן שֶׁאָז הָיָה נוֹהֵג אִ   פִּינְחָסתָּר לְהַקְרִיב אַף בַּעֲלֵי מוּמִין, אֲבָל בְּפָרָשַׁת  וּהַמִּשְׁכָּן הָיָה מ

  .עכ"ל "ם תָּמִי"בַּקָּרְבָּן לְכָ כְּתִיב אֶצְלוֹ 
  

There is a verse: “Now this is what you shall offer upon the altar: two yearling lambs 
each day, regularly.”1 The author of the sefer Or Yekarot2 asks why “without blemish” isn’t 
written here, as it is written in parashat Pinchas: “Say to them: These are the offerings by fire 
that you are to present to the L-rd, two yearling lambs without blemish, as a regular burnt offering 
every day.”3 He answers, that for this regular daily offering spoken of here, in parashat 
Tetzaveh, there is no need for it to be written “without blemish,” for this was before the 
establishment of the Tabernacle. Prior to the establishment of the Tabernacle, it was 
permitted to bring animals with defects as a sacrifice, but in parashat Pinchas, which speaks 
of a time after the establishment of the Tabernacle, then the prohibition took effect regarding 
a defect in a sacrifice. This is why it was written “without blemish” there in parashat Pinchas. 
  

, אִםוֹוְקָשֶׁה דְּמִמָּה נַפְשָׁ אִם ק כֵּן   דֶם הֲקָמַת הַמִּשְׁכָּן לאֹ הִקְרִיבוּ תְמִידִין וּפָרָשָׁה זוֹ דִּתְצַוֶּה נֶאֶמְרָה עַל מַה שֶׁיַּעֲשׂוּ אַחַר כָּ
, שֶׁאָז צָרִי שֶׁיִּהְיוּ  "תְּמִימִים" ב נָמֵי  וֹהָיָה לוֹ לִכְתּ  שֶׁיַּקְרִיבוּ אַחַר הֲקָמַת הַמִּשְׁכָּן,  שֶׁצִּוָּה עַל הַתְּמִידִיןלאֹ תֵּירַץ כְּלוּם, שֶׁהוֹאִיל  

מִּשְׁכָּן, וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי לאֹ כְּתִיב בָּהוּ  לּוּאִים קוֹדֵם הֲקָמַת הַ יוְאִם נֶאֱמַר דִּסְבִירָא לֵיהּ שֶׁהִקְרִיבוּ תְמִידִין בְּשִׁבְעַת יְמֵי הַמִּ   .תְּמִימִים
רֵשׁ  יהֲלאֹ בְּיַלְקוּט רֵישׁ פָּרָשַׁת שֶׁמִּינִי אִיתָא שָׁם שֶׁאוֹתוֹ הַיּוֹם הָיָה רִאשׁוֹן לַעֲבוֹדָה, וּפֵ   תְּמִימִים שֶׁהֲרֵי אָז לאֹ הָיָה נוֹהֵג דִּין זֶה,

 לּוּאִים. יתוֹ הַיּוֹם הִתְחִילוּ לְהַקְרִיב תְמִידִין מַה שֶׁלּאֹ עָשׂוּ בְּשִׁבְעַת יְמֵי הַמִּ שָׁם הַמְּפָרֵשׁ בְּשֵׁם סֵדֶר עוֹלָם שֶׁאוֹ
 

There is a difficulty any way you look at it. If prior to the establishment of the 
Tabernacle, they didn’t bring regular daily offerings, and this parasha of Tetzaveh speaks 

 
* English translation: Copyright © 2023 by Charles S. Stein. Find additional essays at https://www.zstorah.com  
1 Ex. 29:38. 
2 Aryeh Yehuda Leib ben Shmuel Gershon, Livyat Chen v’Or Yekarot (Venice 1742). 
3 Num. 28:3. 
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of what they should do afterward, when the Tabernacle is standing—if so, this doesn’t solve 
anything. That is, if Ex. 29:38 is presented because now they were commanded regarding the 
regular daily offerings after the establishment of the Tabernacle, they should also speak of 
them being “without blemish,” for now there is a need that they should be without blemish.  

Perhaps one will say that there’s an opinion that they brought regular daily offerings 
in the seven days of consecration prior to the establishment of the Tabernacle. If so, Ex. 29:38 
was directed only to sacrifices during that seven-day period. Because of this, it’s not written 
“without blemish” about [the sacrificial animals], for then this law against blemished animals 
wasn’t in effect. However, isn’t it found in the Yalkut Shimoni at the beginning of parashat 
Shmini (remez 520) that the same day spoken of in Lev. 9:1, viz, “On the eighth day, Moses 
called Aaron and his sons, and the elders of Israel,” was the first day for the sacrificial service? 
Also, the commentator known as Seder Olam4 comments there that the same day, they began 
to bring regular daily offerings, and bringing regular daily offerings is something which they 
did not do during the seven days of consecration. So if Ex. 29:38 relates to after the 
establishment of the Tabernacle, why doesn’t it require “without blemish”? 
 

אִם    ,כָּל הָרָאוּי לְאִישִׁים  ,ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ אוֹמֵר  . ן בְּפֶרֶק ט' דְּזֶבַחִים (דַּף פ"ג) הַמִּזְבֵּחַ מְקַדֵּשׁ אֶת הָרָאוּי לוֹוְנִרְאֶה לְתַרֵץ בְּמַאי דִּתְנַ 
יֵרֵד לאֹ  מוֹקְדָה"  ,עָלָה  עַל  הָעֹלָה  "הִוא  לְאִישִׁים  .שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  רְאוּיָה  שֶׁהִיא  עוֹלָה  וְכוּ'  ,מָה  עָלְתָה  רָאוּי שֶׁ   הַדָּבָרל  כָּ אַף    .אִם 

וּפֵרֵשׁ    .שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר "עַל מוֹקְדָה עַל־הַמִּזְבֵּחַ" וְכוּ' מָה עוֹלָה וְכוּ'  ,אִם עָלָה לאֹ יָרַד   , כָּל הָרָאוּי לְמִזְבֵּחַ   ,רַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר  .לְאִישִׁים
דִּסְתָמָא דְּמַתְנִיתִין רַבִּי מִתָּם מַתְנִיתִין אֵת הָרָאוּי    ,"אֶת הָרָאוּי לוֹ"ירוּשָׁא דְּ רַשִׁ"י ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ אוֹמֵר וְכוּ', הָנֵי תַּנָּאֵי פְּלִיגִי, בְּפֵ 

  לַמִּזְבֵּחַ עכ"ל.וְהֲדַר מְפָרֵשׁ מַאי נִיהוּ הָרָאוּי לוֹ, לר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ רָאוּי לָאִישִׁים וְלָרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל רָאוּי  לְמַעוֹטֵי אֶת שֶׁאֵינוֹ רָאוּי לוֹ,
 

This appears to be solved by what we learned in a Mishnah in the ninth chapter of 
tractate Zevachim (page 83): 

[Certain unfit items, once they have been placed on the altar, are 
nevertheless sacrificed.] The altar sanctifies [only items] that are suited to it. 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: Everything that is suited to [be consumed by] the fire 
[on the altar, e.g., burnt offerings, and the sacrificial portions of other offerings 
which are burned on the altar], if it ascended [upon the altar, even if it was always 
disqualified from being sacrificed], it shall not descend. [This is] as it is stated: 
“This is what is burned on [the] hearth on the altar all night until the morning.”5 
Just as for a burnt offering, which is suited to [be consumed by] the fire [on the 
altar], if it ascended it shall not descend, so too, for everything that is suited to 
[be consumed by] the fire [on the altar], if it ascended it shall not descend.  

Rabban Gamliel says: Everything that is suited to [ascend upon] the 
altar [even if it is not typically consumed], if it ascended, it shall not descend 
[even if it was always disqualified from being sacrificed], as it is stated, “The burnt 

 
4 Seder Olam is a chronology detailing the dates of Biblical events, traditionally ascribed to Yossi ben Halafta, 

ca. 160 CE. 
5 Lev. 6:2. 
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offering itself shall remain where it is burned upon the altar all night until 
morning.” Just as for a burnt offering, which is fit for the altar, if it ascended it shall 
not descend, so too, everything that is fit for the altar, if it ascended it shall not 
descend.  

The difference between the statement of Rabban Gamliel and the 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is only [regarding disqualified] blood and 
[disqualified] libations [which are not consumed by the fire, but do ascend upon 
the altar]. . . 

 - Mishnah Zevachim 9:1; Zevachim 83a 
 
Rashi explained this Mishnah, “ ‘Rabbi Yehoshua says’: The Tannaim disagree on the 

meaning of “suitable for it.” Per the anonymous rabbi who authored our Mishnah, “suitable” 
is to exclude that which is not “suitable for it,” and he explains in greater detail below how it 
is suitable. Disagreeing are the rabbis he quoted: Rabbi Yehoshua, according to whom it means 
suitable for the fire, and Rabban Gamliel, according to whom it means suitable for the altar. 
In other words, Rashi is saying that the anonymous rabbi who wrote this Mishna gave his own 
opinion (“The altar sanctifies [only items] that are suited to it”) and the disagreeing opinions of 
Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel. 

  
  . יגִי לְפָרוֹשֵׁי זֶה , וְשֶׁרַבִּי יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל פְּלִ הוּא סְתָמָא דְּרַבִּי  "מְקַדֵּשׁהַמִּזְבֵּחַ  "וְצָרִי עִיּוּן דְּמִי הִכְרִיחוּ לְרַשִׁ"י לְפָרֵשׁ שֶׁ 

  לְמָר כִּדְאִית לֵיהּ וּלְמָר כִּדְאִית לֵיהּ,   וְלָמָּה לאֹ פֵּרֵשׁ דְּהַמִּזְבֵּחַ מְקַדֵּשׁ הוּא רֵישָׁא דְּמַתְנִיתִין, דְּתָנֵי וַהֲדַר מְפָרֵשׁ כֵּיצַד הוּא רָאוּי,
כְּיוֹצֵא בְּ  בַּמִּשְׁנֶה  פְּעָמִים  כַּמָּה  שֶׁמִּצִּינוּ  מְקַדֵּשׁ אֶת    זֶה.כְּמוֹ  דְּהַמִּזְבֵּחַ  דְּלִישָּׁנָא  מִשּׁוּם   , לְכָ דְּהוּצְרַ  לְמֵימַר  מָצֵינַן  וְלִכְאוֹרָה 

ן גַּמְלִיאֵל שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  לוֹמַר דִּבְרֵי רַבָּ הָרָאוּי לוֹ הִיא מַמָּשׁ סְבָרָת רַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל דְּמַתְנִיתִין דְּקָאָמַר כָּל הָרָאוּי לְמִזְבֵּחַ וְכוּ', וְהָיָה לוֹ 
 '. וְכוּ' וְאַחַר כָּ ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ אוֹמֵר כָּל הָרָאוּי לְאִישִׁים וְכוּ

 
We must examine what forced the Rashi to interpret that “the altar sanctifies” is the 

anonymous opinion of the rabbi who wrote our Mishnah, and that Rabbi Yehoshua and 
Rabban Gamliel disagreed with this interpretation. Why didn’t [Rashi] explain that “the 
altar sanctifies” is the introduction of the Mishnah, that the Tanna teaches this as a principle 
here and then explains in greater detail below how it is suitable, “according to one sage as he 
holds, and according to another sage as he holds.”6 I.e., why don’t we say that Rabbi Yehoshua 
and Rabban Gamliel agree with the introductory premise, and simply disagree on the details? This 
would be an analysis as we have mentioned several times in the Mishna as such. 

Apparently, we must say that this position of Rashi is necessary, because the language 
of “the altar sanctifies what is suitable” is not exactly the opinion of Rabban Gamliel of the 
Mishnah saying, “everything suitable for the altar.” Thus, [the anonymous author of the 
Mishnah] had to say the words of Rabban Gamliel that said, “Everything that is suited to 

 
6 Sotah 15a. 
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[ascend upon] the altar [even if it is not typically consumed], if it ascended, it shall not descend.” 
And afterward, he added that Rabbi Yehoshua says, “Any [item] that is suited to [be consumed 
by] the fire [on the altar, e.g., burnt offerings and the sacrificial portions of other offerings, which 
are burned on the altar], if it ascended [upon the altar, even if it was always disqualified from being 
sacrificed], it shall not descend.”  
 

בֵּין רָאוּי לְשֶׁאֵינוֹ רָאוּי, וּמִכָּל שֶׁכֵּן שֶׁ  נֶגֶד פְּשָׁט הַכָּתוּב "כָּל־הַנֹּגֵעַ אֶלָּא דְּעֲדַיִין קָשֶׁה דְּמֵעִיקָּרָא מְנָא לֵיהּ לַתַּנָּא לְחַלֵּק  הוּא 
אֶפְשָׁר דְּיַלְפִינָן מִמוֹקְדָה אוֹ מִמִּזְבֵּחַ שֶׁמַּה  אֵי  שֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל נָמֵי  יְהוֹוְרַבִּי   רָאוּי בֵּין אֵינוֹ רָאוּי,בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ יִקְדָּשׁ", דְּמַשְׁמָע בֵּין  

שֶׁהָיוּ  דְּיַלְפִינָן מִמוֹקְדָה בְּיוֹמָא לְמִנְיָן מַעַרְכוֹת    הַאי קְרָא אִיצְטְרִי לִדְרָשָׁא אַחֲרִיתִי, מְקַדֵּשׁ, וַהֲלאֹ  שֶׁאֵינוֹ רָאוּי אֵין הַמִּזְבֵּחַ  
  סָמוּ אַחַר שְׁקִיעַת הַחַמָּה,וְעוֹד יַלְפִינָן מִינֵּיהּ בְּתוֹרַת כֹּהֲנִים דְּבָא הַכָּתוּב לְעַכֵּב שֶׁלּאֹ יַקְטִירַם בְּיוֹם, אֶלָּא מְבוֹא הַשֶּׁמֶשׁ  .שָׁם

וְכָתַב שָׁם רַשִׁ"י    בַּעַל קָרְבָּן אַהֲרֹן, וְאִיתָא נָמֵי בִּמְנָחוֹת (דַּף כ"ו) וְעיי"ש.רֵשׁ שָׁם  יכְּדֵי שֶׁיִּהְיֶה כָּל הַלַּיְלָה עַל הַמִּזְבֵּחַ, כְּמוֹ שֶׁפֵּ 
 ד"ה אֵיבָרִים וּפְדָרִים, דְּדַּרְכָּן לִיקְרַב בַּלַּיְלָה מֵהַאי קְרָא גּוּפֵיהּ נָפְקָא בְּתוֹרַת כֹּהֲנִים עכ"ל. 

  
But this is still difficult, for initially, how does the anonymous Tanna distinguish 

between suitable and not suitable? In any case, this conflicts with the plain meaning of the 
Scripture, “everything touching the altar shall become consecrated,”7 meaning whether 
something is suitable or not suitable, it shall become consecrated. Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban 
Gamliel also hold this way, but how is it possible to derive from Lev. 6:2 from the word 
“hearth” or from the word “altar” that what is not suitable is not consecrated by the altar, 
for doesn’t this Scripture require another interpretation, that in tractate Yoma, we derive the 
number of arrangements of wood on the altar from the word “hearth”?8  

The answer is that they also derive this from Torat Cohanim, the Torah instructions to 
the priests, that the Scripture comes to prevent burning them during the day. Rather, they are 
burned from the sun’s exit shortly after sundown, in order that they should be on the altar 
all night, as the author of Korban Aharon9 writes. This is also brought in tractate Menachot 
(page 26b), and see there.10 Rashi writes there at Menachot 26b, at the words beginning “limbs 
and fats,” “that their way was to bring it near at night from this verse itself of Torat 
Cohanim,” i.e., from Lev. 6:2. Thus, it seems that the rabbis do indeed learn different lessons from 
this one verse. 
 
   

 
7 Ex. 29:37. 
8 Yoma 45a. 
9 Aharon Ibn Hayyim (1545, Fez, Morocco–1632, Jerusalem), Biblical and Talmudic commentator. He lived in 

Venice for a while, publishing numerous works. The Korban Aharon (Venice 1609) is a commentary on the Sifra. 
10 Menachot 26b: “From where [is it derived that these items may be brought up and burned concurrent] with the 

setting of the sun, in which [case] they are consumed throughout the entire night [and not during the day]? The verse 
states: ‘This is the law of the burnt offering’ (Lev. 6:2).” 
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אוּי בֵּין שֶׁאֵינוֹ דֵּשׁ שׁוֹמֵעַ אֲנִי בֵּין רָ וְיֵשׁ לוֹמַר דְּהָתָם בְּסָמוּ אִיתָא ר' יוֹסִי הַגְּלִילִי אוֹמֵר מִתּוֹ שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר כָּל הַנּוֹגֵעַ בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ יְקַ 
לְאַפּוּקֵי עוֹלַת עוֹף שֶׁאֵינוֹ מִין בְּהֵמָה דּוּמְיָא דִּכְבָשִׂים, ר'  ,  מַה כְּבָשִׂים רְאוּיִים אַף כֹּל רָאוּי  ,"כְּבָשִׂים"רָאוּי, תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר  

 ֹ וּבָתַר הָכִי בְּעֵי מַאי אִיכָּא    דְּהִיא נָמֵי עוֹלָה הִיא.  א תֵּרֵד,עֲקִיבָא אוֹמֵר עוֹלָה מָה עוֹלָה רְאוּיָה אַף כָּל רָאוּי, וְאַף עוֹלַת עוֹף ל
 .בֵּין הָנֵי תְּנַאי לְהָנֵי תְּנַאי דְּמַתְנִיתִין, וְתֵּירַץ דִּקְמָצִים שֶׁקִּדְּשׁוּ בִּכְלִי אִיכָּא בֵּינַיְיהוּ ע"כ

 
It can be said that there in the adjoining section, it is brought in a Baraita that: 

Rabbi Yossi haGelili says: From that [which] is stated: “Everything 
touching the altar shall be sanctified,”11 I  derive [that the altar sanctifies any 
item that ascends upon it,] whether it is fit [for the altar] or whether it is unfit. 
[Therefore,] the verse states:  [“Now this is that which you shall offer upon the 
altar: Two] lambs”12 [to teach]: Just as lambs are fit [for the altar and are 
sanctified by it], so too, everything fit [for the altar is sanctified by it]. [This 
position excludes a bird burnt offering, as birds are not a type of domesticated 
animal similar to lambs.] 

Rabbi Akiva says [that the verse states]: “Burnt offering,” [to teach]: Just 
as a burnt offering is fit [for the altar and is sanctified by it], so too, everything 
fit [for the altar is sanctified by it]. [He rules that] even a bird burnt offering 
won’t descend [from the altar once sanctified], for it is also a burnt offering.  

. . .  
Afterwards, [the Gemara] asks: What [difference] is there between [the 

opinions of] these Tannaim [of the Baraita, Rabbi Yossi haGelili and Rabbi 
Akiva, and the opinions of] these Tannaim of the Mishna? Rav Pappa said: [The 
difference] between them is [with regard to] handfuls [of flour, removed from 
meal offerings], that were sanctified in [a service] vessel [and were then 
disqualified.] [According] to our Tannaim [in the Mishna, Rabbi Yehoshua and 
Rabban Gamliel, those handfuls] shall not descend [as they are fit for the altar and 
for consumption by the fire as well]. [But according] to the Tannaim of the Baraita 
[Rabbi Yossi haGelili and Rabbi Akiva, those handfuls] shall descend [as those 
Tannaim hold that the halacha applies only to animal offerings and bird offerings].  

- Zevachim 83b 
 

מּוּד דְּהָרָאוּי שֶׁסְּתָם ידִּסְתַם רַבִּי, כְּלוֹמַר עִקָּר הַלִּ   "הָרָאוּי"רֵשׁ דְּר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל לאֹ פְּלִיגִי אֶלָּא לְפָרוֹשֵׁי  יוּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי פֵּ 
לְרַבּוֹיֵי אֶלָּא   לאֹ אֲתָא   "כָּל"דְּהַאי   עַל־הַמִּזְבֵּחַ" דְּסָמִי לְ"כָּל־הַנֹּגֵעַ" וְכוּ', לְמֵימַרבָּא מֵהַסְּמִיכוֹת "וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה   לָן הַתַּנָּא,

דַּוְקָא,  ]ים[דְּבָרִ  וְאַדְרַבָּא אִם לאֹ הֹ   הָרְאוּיִין  דְּ"עַל מוֹקְדָה עַל־הַמִּזְבֵּחַ" לאֹ הוּזְכַּר שָׁם סְבָרָא דְּרָאוּי כְּלָל,  וֶה קְרָא  דְּבִקְרָא 
מִדִּיּוּקָא, לַמִּזְבֵּחַ  יְכוֹלִים לְהַתִּיר פְּסוּלִין  בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ יִקְדָּשׁ" לאֹ הָיִינוּ  וְאִם כֵּן עַל   דְּ"כָּל־הַנֹּגֵעַ  בְּהֶדְיָא,  אִי לאֹ הֲוָה גַּלֵּי לָן קְרָא 

     מְעִינַן סָתַם מִ"כָּל־הַנֹּגֵעַ בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ" עִם מַאי דְּסָמִי לֵיהּ "וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה". כָּרְחֲ צָרִי לוֹמַר דְּרֵישָׁא דְּמַתְנִיתִין הוּא הָרִבּוּי, דְּשָׁ 
 

Because of this, Rashi explained that Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel only 
disagreed about the interpretation of the anonymous rabbi who authored our Mishnah about 

 
11 Ex. 29:37. 
12 Ex. 29:38. 
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the meaning of “suitable.” This is as if to say the principal of the teaching, that the Tanna 
taught us an unattributed Mishnah, comes from the reliance of “Now this is what you shall 
offer upon the altar” of Ex. 29:38 to the preceding words of Ex. 29:37, “everything touching 
the altar shall become consecrated.” This is saying that this word “everything” only comes to 
include things that are specifically suitable. That is, from the verse “everything touching the 
altar shall become consecrated,” we are not able to permit disqualified animals to the altar 
based on the grammar (i.e., that it is the burnt offering on the hearth alone). We could not permit 
disqualified animals if Scripture wasn’t revealing this to us explicitly. If so, you must 
necessarily say that the first clause of our Mishnah is inclusive, which we hear expressed 
generally from “everything touching the altar shall become consecrated,” with the adjacent  
text, “Now this is what you shall offer upon the altar.” 

 
, הוּא כְּמוֹ אַסְמַכְתָּא,  "מִמִּזְבֵּחַ " וּ  "מוֹקְדָה"דְּ"אֶת הָרָאוּי", וּמַאי דְּדָרְשִׁי ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל מִ בְּפֵירוּשָׁא  וְהָנֵי תַּנָּאֵי פְּלִיגִי 

וַהָכִי פֵּירֵשׁ נָמֵי הַקָּרְבָּן אַהֲרֹן רֵישׁ פָּרָשַׁת   אִתְרַבּוּ קְמָצִים שֶׁקִּדְּשׁוּ בִּכְלִי.   הָכִי  וּמִשּׁוּם   בּוּי, ידְּמַשְׁמָע רִ   "כָּל"כְּתִיב  הוֹאִיל דִּכְבָר  
 לְפָרוֹשֵׁי מַה הוּא הָרָאוּי אִינְהוּ  צַו וְזַ"ל, דְּאַחַר שֶׁהִסְכִּימוּ ר' יוֹסִי הַגְּלִילִי ור' עֲקִיבָא דְּמַה שֶׁלּאֹ יָרַד הוּא הִצְרִי לְמִזְבֵּחַ, אֲתוֹ

  לַמִּזְבֵּחַ עכ"ל.
 

These Tannaim disagree with the explanation of “suitable.” Regarding what Rabbi 
Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel expound from “hearth” and from “altar,” this is like 
Scriptural support for a rabbinical enactment. For “everything” was already written, and the 
meaning of “everything” is inclusive. Because of this, it includes handfuls [of flour, removed 
from meal offerings], that were sanctified in [a service] vessel [and were then disqualified.] Thus 
the Korban Aharon also explained, at the beginning of parashat Tzav, and these are his words, 
that “after Rabbi Yossi haGelili and Rabbi Akiva agreed that what didn’t descend is 
consumed by the altar, they came to explain what is suitable for the altar.”  

 
מִּזְבֵּחַ" אֲתָא לְפָרוֹשֵׁי לָן דְּמַה שֶׁכָּתַב לְעֵיל כָּל הַנּוֹגֵעַ  וְהָשָׁתָא דַּחֲזֵינַן דְּאַלִּיבָּא דְּכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא הַאי קְרָא דְּ"וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה עַל־הַ 

בַּדָּבָר הָרָאוּי, וְלוֹמַר שֶׁהַכָּתוּב אֵינוֹ מְמַעֵט  אֵינוֹ אֶלָּא  מְצִי לְמִיכְתַּב בֵּיהּ "תְּמִימִים", מִשּׁוּם דְּאִיכָּא לְמִיטְעֵי   אִם כֵּן לאֹ הָוֵי 
ק מִ"תְּמִימִים", דְּהָא מִכְּבָשִׂים יַלְפִינָן, מַה  וֹשְׁתּידְּאִי לָאו הָכִי לִ   אֶלָּא דַּוְקָא בַּעֲלֵי מוּמִין,  ,סּוּלוֹ בְּקֹדֶשׁימַה שֶׁלּאֹ הָיָה פִּ   "כָּל"מִ 

  .כֻּלָּםוּי", וּמִמֵּילָא אִימְעִיטוּ כֹּל הַפְּסוּלִים סוּלוֹ בַּקֹּדֶשׁ לאֹ מִיקְּרֵי "רָאיכְּבָשִׂים רְאוּיִים אַף כָּל רָאוּי, וְכָל שֶׁלּאֹ הָיָה פְּ 
 

Now we see that it’s the opinion of the entire world that this verse, “Now this is what 
you shall offer upon the altar: two yearling lambs each day, regularly,” comes to explain to us 
what was written above in the Baraita, that only suitable things may touch the altar. If so, we 
aren’t able to write “without blemish” in [this verse], because there is the possibility of error 
and to say that it doesn’t exclude from “everything” those things whose disqualification did 
not [occur] in the sanctified area, rather it only excluded animals with defects. If that’s not so, 
it should be silent regarding “without blemish,” for this is derived from “lambs.” As 
discussed above, just as lambs are fit for the altar and are sanctified by it, so too, everything fit 
for the altar is sanctified by it. Everything whose disqualification did not [occur] in the 
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sanctified area, i.e., it was disqualified beforehand, is not called “suitable,” and on its own 
excludes everything that is disqualified. 

 
דְּמִקְרֵי רָאוּי, יְכוֹלִים    וְעוֹד לָרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא דְּקָא דָרֵישׁ מֵ"עוֹלָה" לְאֵתוֹיֵי עוֹלַת עוֹף  אִי הֹוֶה כְּתִיב הָכָא "תְּמִימִים" לאֹ הָיִינוּ 

וְהָיִינוּ מְמַעֲטִים עוֹלַת עוֹף מִ"תְּמִימִים"  .  אֵין תַּמּוּת וְזַכְרוּת בְּעוֹפוֹתשֶׁהֲרֵי תַּמּוּת וְזַכְרוּת בִּבְהֵמָה וְ   לִרְבּוֹת עוֹלַת עוֹף מֵ"עוֹלָה",
הַגְּלִילִי,  שֶׁהֲרֵי לְכֻלֵּי עָלְמָא עוֹלַת עוֹף אִם עָלְתָה לאֹ תֵּרֵד, חוּץ מֵר' יוֹסִי    שֶׁאֵינָם דּוּמְיָא דְּעוֹלַת בְּהֵמָה, וְהַוְיָא דְּלָא כְּהִלְכְתָא, 

  וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי לאֹ כָּתַב כָּאן "תְּמִימִים". 
  

Also, Rabbi Akiva was teaching that the word “burnt offering” includes a bird burnt 
offering that is considered suitable. If “without blemish” had been written here, we wouldn’t 
have been able to expand a bird burnt offering from the word “burnt offering,” as 
“unblemished condition and male” is required for cattle sacrifices, while unblemished 
condition and male is not required for sacrifices of fowls. We excluded from the rule of the 
bird burnt offering the limitation of “without blemish,” for it’s not similar to a burnt offering 
of cattle. This was not like the halacha, for everyone agrees that if a bird burnt offering 
ascends the altar, it does not descend, except for Rabbi Yossi haGelili, and because of this, it’s 
not written here “without blemish.”  

 
ישָׁא, וּכְהַאי גַּוְונָא בְּחֶזְקַת הַבָּתִּים וְכָתְבוּ הַתּוֹסָפוֹת שָׁם (ד"ה הַמִּזְבֵּחַ מְקַדֵּשׁ וְכוּ'), ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל אֲתוֹ לְפָרוֹשֵׁי הַ רֵ 

     "ל. וְקָשֶׁה מַאי בָּעוּ הַתּוֹסָפוֹת.כחֲזָקָה דְּרֵישָׁא ע עֲקִיבָא קָא מְפָרְשִׁי בְּסֵיפָאדְּר' יִשְׁמָעֵאל וְר' 
 

The Tosafists wrote there, Zevachim 83a, (at the words beginning, “the altar 
sanctifies”): “Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel came to explain the first clause of the 
Mishnah. We find an action like this in ‘The presumptive ownership of houses,’ the third 
chapter of Bava Batra (28a). At the last clause, Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva explain the 
presumption of the first clause.” But it’s difficult to understand what the Tosafists are 
questioning. 

  
ר' יוֹסִי הַגְּלִילִי ור' עֲקִיבָא דְּנָפְקָא וּלְפִי דַּרְכֵּנוּ בָּאוּ לְהוֹרוֹת דְּמַאי דִּתְנַן בְּרֵישָׁא "הַמִּזְבֵּחַ מְקַדֵּשׁ אֶת הָרָאוּי לוֹ", הָיִינוּ סְבָרַת 

מּוּד זֶה לאֹ פְּלִיגִי ר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל, אֶלָּא דְּר' יְהוֹשֻׁעַ וְרַבָּן גַּמְלִיאֵל מִכֹּחַ יוּבְלִ .  תַּעֲשֶׂה עַל־הַמִּזְבֵּחַ"לְהוּ מִ"וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר  
בִּכְלִי, נָמֵי קְמָצִים שֶׁקִּדְּשׁוּ  נִרְאֶה לְהוּ לְרַבּוֹיֵי  יִשְׁמָעֵאל דּוּמְיָא    קָרָא דְּ"זאֹת תּוֹרַת הָעֹלָה"  דְּהָהִיא דְּפֶרֶק חֶזְקַת הַבָּתִּים דְּר' 

שׁ שָׁנִים, אֶלָּא דְּאִינְהוּ אֲתוֹ   .לּוּ י"ח חֹדֶשׁ אוֹ י"ד חֹדֶשׁ כִּדְאִיתָא הַתָּםילְרַבּוֹיֵי אֲפִ   וְרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא מוֹדוּ לַתַּנָּא קַמָּא דְּבָעֵי חֲזָקָה שָׁ
 

According to our way of understanding, they came to instruct that the teaching in the 
first clause, “The altar sanctifies [only items] that are suited to it,” is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yossi haGelili and Rabbi Akiva, who derived it from “Now this is what you shall offer upon 
the altar.” In this teaching, Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel didn’t disagree, except 
Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabban Gamliel disagreed from the force of Scripture that “this is the 
ritual of the burnt offering.”13 This appears to them to also include handfuls [of flour, 

 
13 Ex. 6:2. 
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removed from meal offerings], that were sanctified in [a service] vessel [and were then 
disqualified.] This is similar to that in the third chapter of Bava Batra, “The presumptive 
ownership of houses,” that Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva acknowledged the first Tanna 
who derived a presumption of ownership of three years of daily use, that they came to include 
even 18 months or 14 months, as is written there.14  

 
רִיבָה), אַכַּתִּי דָּרְשִׁינַן מִינַּהּ תּוֹרָה אַחַת לְכָל    הָעֹלָהו ע"ב ד"ה תּוֹרַת  "וּבְזֶה יוּבַן שַׁפִּיר מַה שֶׁכָּתְבוּ הַתּוֹסָפוֹת בִּמְנָחוֹת (דַּף כ

    מַקְּשִׁינַן בְּכָל דּוּכְתָא.הָעוֹלִין שֶׁאִם עֲלוּ לאֹ יָרְדוּ עכ"ל. וְצָרִי עִיּוּן אַמַּאי לאֹ הִקְשׁוּ הָא אִיצְטְרִי לִדְרָשָׁא אַחֲרִיתִי, כִּדְ 
 

Thus we can well understand what the Tosafists wrote in tractate Menachot [page 26b, 
the words beginning with “ ‘This is the law of the burnt offering’ inclusive”]: “Still, we 
expound this from [Niddah 40b], ‘[The verse] included in one law everything that ascends 
[upon the altar, even disqualified offerings, teaching] that if they ascended, they shall not 
descend.”  

We need to investigate why they didn’t question that this requires another 
interpretation, as we question in every other place.  

 
לּוּ הָכִי דָּרְשִׁינַן מִינֵּיהּ בְּפֶרֶק יצָרִי לוֹמַר שֶׁעִקָּר הַלִּמּוּד וְהָרִבּוּי שֶׁל "זאֹת תּוֹרַת הָעֹלָה" הָיִינוּ הַ דִּמְנָחוֹת, וַאֲפִ אֶלָּא וַדַּאי  

, שֶׁהֲרֵי עִקָּר הָיַלְפוּתָא נָפְקָא לָן מִ"כָּל־הַנֹּגֵעַ  מִשּׁוּם דְּהַהִיא אֵינָהּ אֶלָּא אַסְמַכְתָּא בְּעָלְמָא  פֶן תּוֹרָה אַחַת לְכָל הָעוֹלִין,וֹיוֹצֵא דּ
אִם כֵּן אִיְּיתַר לֵיהּ    מּוּד גָּמוּר,יי לִ בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ יִקְדָּשׁ: וְזֶה אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה" כנ"ל, דְּאִי אָמַרְתְּ דְּהַלִּימּוּד שֶׁל תּוֹרָה אַחַת לְכָל הָעוֹלִין הָוֵ 

יהּ הָרִבּוּי דְּהַתָּם  ־הַנֹּגֵעַ בַּמִּזְבֵּחַ יִקְדָּשׁ", וְעוֹד כְּיוֹן דְּאִיצְטְּרִי קְרָא לְהַאי דְּרָשָׁא לָא הֲוָה מָצִינַן לְמֵילַף מִינֵּ לְגַמְרֵי קְרָא דְּ"כָּל
 . בִּמְנָחוֹת

 
But surely it should be said that the main teaching and the inclusion of “this is the law 

of the burnt offering” was that of tractate Menachot, and even so, we derive from it in the 
fifth chapter Yotzei Dofen of tractate Niddah, that “[the verse thereby] included [in] one law 
everything [addresses] that ascends [to the altar, even disqualified offerings, teaching] that if they 
ascended, they shall not descend.”15 Because this is only mere support, for the principal of the 
derivation coming out of this to us from Ex. 29:37–38 that “everything touching the altar shall 
become consecrated. Now this is what you shall offer upon the altar” as above, for if you say 
that the teaching of “one law [addresses] everything that ascends,” is this a complete 
teaching?  If so, the Scripture of “everything touching the altar shall become consecrated” is 
completely superfluous. Also, since we need Scripture for this derivation, we wouldn’t be 
able to learn from it the inclusion from there in Menachot. 

  
* * * 

 
14 Mishnah Bava Batra 3:1; Bava Batra 28a. 
15 Niddah 40b. 


