 ְק ָדחוֹ וְ ָת ַקע:יה ַל ֲאבו ּּה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ  ׁ ְש ַלח ּו ֵלIt is related that the following ruling was sent from Eretz Yisrael
 ּכו ְּּלה ּו נַ ִמי ִמ ְיקדַּ ח ָק ְדח ּו,יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש. ּבוֹ – יָ צָ אto Shmuel’s father: If one drilled out the inside of a horn and
!ּ ְלהוblew it, he has fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara asks: It
is obvious, for all shofarot are drilled, since after the horn is
removed from the animal, the bone that fills the horn and connects it to the animal’s head must be removed. What, then, does
this ruling teach us?
 ַמה ּו. ׁ ֶש ְּק ָדחוֹ ְ ּבזִ ְכרוּתוֹ: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi said: Here we are discussing a case where he drilled
HB
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן. ִמין ְ ּב ִמינוֹ חוֹצֵ ץ:ימא
ָ  דְּ ֵתthe bone that fills the horn instead of removing it in the usual
manner. Lest you say that even something made of the same
substance interposes, and the sound that is produced is emitted
from the bone and not from the shofar, the ruling therefore
teaches us that since the bone and the horn are considered to be
of the same substance, the shofar is fit and he has fulfilled his
obligation.
ַ § It was taught in the mishna: If one sounds a shofar into a pit
תוֹך ַהדּ וּת״
ְ תוֹך ַה ּבוֹר אוֹ ְל
ְ ﬠ ְל ״ה ּת ֵוֹק
אוֹתן
ָ  ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ְל: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א. כו׳or into a cistern, he has not fulfilled his obligation. Rav Huna
אוֹתן
ָ
 ֲא ָבל.עוֹמ ִדים ַﬠל ְ ׂש ַפת ַה ּבוֹר
ְ  ָהsaid: They taught this only with respect to those standing at the
edge of the pit, i.e., on the outside, as they can hear only the echo
.ּעוֹמ ִדין ַ ּב ּבוֹר – יָ צְ או
ְ ָה
coming from the pit. But those standing in the pit itself have
fulfilled their obligation, since they initially hear the sound of
the shofar.
ְﬠ ְלתוֹךְ ַה ּבוֹר אוֹ ְלתוֹך  ַה ּת ֵוֹק: ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכיThis is also taught in a baraita: If one sounds a shofar into a pit
 ל ֹא יָ צָ א! ֶא ָּלא ָלאו: וְ ָה ְתנַ ן. ַהדּ וּת – יָ צָ אor into a cistern, he has fulfilled his obligation. But didn’t
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה ִּכ ְד ַרב הוּנָ א? ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּהwe learn in the mishna that in that case he has not fulfilled his
obligation? Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from here that
the contradiction must be reconciled in accordance with Rav
Huna? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here that this
is so.
ְﬠ ְלתוֹך  ַה ּת ֵוֹק: ְּתנַן,ִא ָּיכא דְּ ָר ֵמי ְלה ּו ִמ ְיר ָמא
: וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א.תוֹך ַהדּ וּת ל ֹא יָ צָ א
ְ ַה ּבוֹר אוֹ ְל
–  ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָּכאן:יָ צָ א! ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
– עוֹמ ִדין ַﬠל ְ ׂש ַפת ַה ּבוֹר; ָּכאן
ְ אוֹתן ָה
ָ ְל
.עוֹמ ִדין ַ ּב ּבוֹר
ְ אוֹתן ָה
ָ ְל

HALAKHA

He drilled the bone – ק ָדחוֹ ְ ּבזִ ְכרוּתוֹ:ְ A shofar where the
bone was not removed from the horn, but one simply
drilled it through lengthwise is fit, even at the outset.
Nevertheless, the mitzva is certainly enhanced when
the bone is removed first, and this is the widespread
custom (Arukh HaShulĥan). However if one punctured
the bone itself and made a shofar out of it, it is disqualified (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 586:15).
BACKGROUND

Drilled the bone – ק ָדחוֹ ְ ּבזִ ְכרוּתוֹ:ְ Horns of sheep and
other bovids are characterized by a bone that protrudes
from the skull covered by a hollow horn. When one
cuts the horn oﬀ the skull, a piece of the bone remains
inside it, and it needs to be drilled through or completely
removed in order for the horn to be usable as a shofar.

Horn with its bone protruding

Some had a diﬀerent version of the previous passage. There are
those who raise the following source as a contradiction: We
learned in the mishna that if one sounds a shofar into a pit or into
a cistern, he has not fulfilled his obligation. But isn’t it taught in
a baraita that in that case he has fulfilled his obligation? Rav
Huna said: This is not diﬃcult; here, in the mishna, we are dealing with those standing at the edge of the pit, whereas there, in
the baraita we are dealing with those standing in the pit.

: ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהRabba said:

Perek III
Daf 28 Amud a
יﬠה
ָ יﬠה ַ ּב ּבוֹר ו ִּמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק
ָ ׁ ָש ַמע ִמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק
קוֹדם
ֶ יﬠה
ָ  ִמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק.ַﬠל ְ ׂש ַפת ַה ּבוֹר – יָ צָ א
יﬠה ְל ַא ַחר
ָ ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶלה ַﬠ ּמוּד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ַחר ו ִּמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק
.ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶלה ַﬠ ּמוּד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ַחר – ל ֹא יָ צָ א

If one heard part of the blast in the pit and part of the blast at
the edge of the pit, he has fulfilled his obligation.H But if he heard
part of the blast before dawn, when it is not yet time to sound
the shofar, and part of the blast after dawn,H he has not fulfilled
his obligation.

HALAKHA

Part of the blast in the pit and part of the blast outside it –
יﬠה ַ ּב ּבוֹר ו ִּמ ְקצָ ת ַ ּבחוּץ
ָ מ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק:ִ One who began sounding the
shofar in a pit and continued sounding it outside the pit has
fulfilled his obligation, but if he lifted his head out of the pit
before the shofar left the pit, he has not fulfilled it, as explained
in the Gemara (Magen Avraham). The same halakha applies to
those who were inside the pit at the beginning of the blast and
exited it along with the sounder (Beit Yosef ). Some say that even
those who stood in the pit and did not leave the pit fulfilled their
obligation, since they heard a clear shofar sound (Magen Avraham,
citing Baĥ). With regard to one who brings a shofar to a pit and
stands outside it while blowing, those in the pit have fulfilled

their obligation, but he has not, unless it is clear to him that he
heard the sound of the shofar itself (Peri Megadim; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 587:2).
Part of the blast before dawn and part of the blast after dawn –
יﬠה ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶלה
ָ קוֹדם ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲﬠ ֶלה ַﬠ ּמוּד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ַחר ו ִּמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק
ֶ יﬠה
ָ ִמ ְקצָ ת ְּת ִק
ﬠ ּמוּד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ַחר:ַ The mitzva of blowing the shofar should ideally be
performed after sunrise, but after the fact, it can be performed
earlier, after dawn. If one heard part of the blast before dawn
and part of it after dawn, he has not fulfilled his obligation. This
is in accordance with the ruling of Rabba (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 588:1).
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NOTES

The entire blast needs to be heard in a time of
obligation – יﬠה ְ ּב ִחיּו ָּבא
ָ כו ָּּלה ְּת ִק:ּ The Ramban on
daf 27a asks: Why didn’t the Gemara say that one
can fulfill his obligation by hearing part of the shofar
blast within the time of obligation? It appears that the
Gemara requires one to hear a complete tekia-teruatekia set of blasts, and therefore one does not fulfill
his obligation with part of a single blast. The Ramban
adds that one does not fulfill his obligation even by
hearing a full tekia if the blast was very short.
If one sounds a shofar into a pit or into a cistern,
etc. – תוֹך ַהדּ וּת וכו׳
ְ תוֹך ַה ּבוֹר אוֹ ְל
ְ ﬠ ְל ה ּת ֵוֹק:ַ The Rambam diﬀerentiates between a pit and a large jug,
since in his opinion, a large jug always causes the
sound to become confused due to its echo, while
with regard to a pit it is sometimes possible to distinguish between the sound of the shofar and the sound
of the echo (see Meiri).

 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ָה ָתם? דְּ ָב ֵﬠינָ א:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: What is diﬀerent there, in the case of one who
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.יכא
ָ  ּכו ָּּלה ְּת ִקheard part of the blast before dawn and part of it after dawn? If
ָּ יﬠה ְ ּב ִחיּו ָּבא וְ ֵל
!יכא
ָ  ָ ּב ֵﬠינָ א ּכו ָּּלה ְּת ִקyou say thatN there the entire blast needs to be heard in a time of
ָּ יﬠה ְ ּב ִחיּו ָּבא וְ ֵל
obligation, and when he hears part of the blast before dawn and part
after dawn it is not all within the same time of obligation, here too, in
the case of the pit, the entire blast needs to be in a place where one
can fulfill his obligation, and when he hears part of the blast in a pit
and part at the edge, it is not all within a place where he can fulfill his
obligation.
 ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא?! ָה ָתם – ַליְ ָלה ָלאו זְ ַמןThe Gemara rejects this argument: How can these cases be com ָה ָכא – ּבוֹר ְמקוֹם. ִחיּו ָּבא הוּא ְּכ ָללpared? There, night is not a time of obligation at all, and sounding
.עוֹמ ִדין ַ ּב ּבוֹר
ְ אוֹתן ָה
ָ  ִחיּו ָּבא הוּא ְלthe shofar then has no meaning whatsoever, but here, a pit is a place
of obligation for those standing in the pit. That is to say, the part of
the blast that was heard in the pit is not inherently invalid, but merely
disqualified due to an external factor, so that it is possible to connect
it with the part of the blast that was heard at the edge of the pit.
יﬠה
ָ  ׁ ָש ַמע סוֹף ְּת ִק:ימ ָרא דְּ ָס ַבר ַר ָ ּבה
ְ  ְל ֵמThe Gemara asks: Is this to say that Rabba maintains that if one
ַּ  ְ ּבל ֹא ְּת ִחheard the end of a blast without hearing the beginning of the blast,
, ו ִּמ ֵּמ ָילא.יﬠה – יָ צָ א
ָ ילת ְּת ִק
.יﬠה – יָ צָ א
ָ יﬠה ְ ּבל ֹא סוֹף ְּת ִק
ָ  ְּת ִח ַּילת ְּת ִקhe has fulfilled his obligation? Because in the case where one heard
the beginning of the blast in a pit, he is considered to have heard only
the end of the shofar blast, which he heard at the edge of the pit. And
it therefore follows that if one heard the beginning of a blast without
hearing the end of the blast, he has also fulfilled his obligation.
אשוֹנָ ה ו ָּמ ׁ ַשךְ ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה
ׁ  ָּת ַקע ָ ּב ִר:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
? וְ ַא ַּמאי.ִּכ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם – ֵאין ְ ּביָ דוֹ ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת
יﬠ ָתא
ֲ ִּת ְס ַל ק ָל ּה ְ ּב ַת ְר ֵּתי! ּ ַפ ּס ּו ֵקי ְּת ִק
.ֵמ ֲה ָד ֵדי ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ִקינַן

Come and hear a proof that this is not so, for we learned in the mishna:
If one blew the initial tekia of the first set of tekia-terua-tekia, and then
drew out the second tekia so that it spans the length of two tekiot,H it
counts as only one tekia, and is not considered two tekiot, i.e., the
concluding tekia of the first set, and the initial tekia of the second
set. But why is this so? If we consider part of a blast as a complete one,
let it count as two tekiot. The Gemara explains: If one hears only
the beginning or the end of a shofar blast, he has indeed fulfilled his
obligation, but nevertheless, we do not divide a shofar blast into two.

ְﬠ ְלתוֹךְ ַה ּבוֹר אוֹ ְלתוֹך  ַה ּת ֵוֹק:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
וֹפר
ָ  ִאם קוֹל ׁש,יטס
ָ תוֹך ַה ּ ִפ
ְ ַהדּ וּת אוֹ ְל
ׁ ָש ַמע – יָ צָ א; וְ ִאם קוֹל ֲה ָב ָרה ׁ ָש ַמע – ל ֹא
ַּ  וְ ַא ַּמאי? ֵל ּיפוֹק ִ ּב ְת ִח.יָ צָ א
יﬠה
ָ ילת ְּת ִק
!יﬠ ְר ַ ּבב ָק ָלא
ַ ִמ ַ ּק ֵּמי דְּ ִל

The Gemara raises another diﬃculty: Come and hear that which
was taught in a mishna: If one sounds a shofar into a pit, or into a
cistern,N or into a large jug, if he clearly heard the sound of the
shofar, he has fulfilled his obligation; but if he heard the sound of
an echo, he has not fulfilled his obligation. But why is this so? If
indeed half a blast is considered a blast, let him fulfill his obligation
with the beginning of the blast, before the sound of the shofar is
confused with the echo, since he heard the beginning of the blast
clearly.

.יה
ֶ ְﬠ ו תוֹק
ֵ  ִּכי ָק ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה – ְ ּבThe Gemara answers: Indeed, half a blast is not considered a blast,
ּ עוֹלה ְלנַ ְפ ׁ ֵש
and Rabba’s statement must be understood diﬀerently. When Rabba
spoke, he was speaking not about other people hearing the blast, but
about one who was sounding the shofar for himself in a pit and
emerged from the pit as he was blowing. He has fulfilled his obligation, because he was located in the same place as the sound of the
shofar at all times, and so he heard the entire blast clearly.
 זִ ְמנִין:ימא
ָ ימ ָרא? ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ְ  ַמאי ְל ֵמ, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If so, what is the purpose of Rabba’s statement?
ֵ ׁ  דְּ ַמ ּ ֵפיק ֵרThe halakha in this case should be obvious, as there is no reason that
 וְ ָקא,יה וְ ַא ַּכ ִּתי ׁש ָוֹפר ַ ּב ּבוֹר
ּ יש
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן.יﬠ ְר ַ ּבב ָק ָלא
ַ  ִמthe blast should be disqualified. The Gemara answers: Lest you say
that his head might sometimes emerge from the pit while the shofar
itself is still in the pit, and the sound may become confused with its
echo, and so he would not fulfill his obligation. Therefore, Rabba
teaches us that we are not concerned about this, and the obligation
is considered to have been fulfilled.
HALAKHA

If one blew the initial tekia and then drew out the second tekia
so that it spans the length of two tekiot – אשוֹנָ ה ו ָּמ ׁ ַש ְך
ׁ ָּת ַקע ָ ּב ִר
ב ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ִּכ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם:ּ ַ If one lengthened the end of the tekia in a cycle of
blasts so that it spanned the length of two tekiot in order that it
also be considered the first tekia of the second cycle, it counts as
only one tekia. Some say that it is not even considered one (Tur,
citing the Jerusalem Talmud). The halakha follows the first opinion.
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However, one should be concerned about the first opinion as well
(Shulĥan Arukh HaRav, citing Beit Yosef ). Some authorities say that
if he sounded one long blast like this within a cycle of blasts, it is
considered one blast according to all opinions (Arukh HaShulĥan,
citing Levush). Others hold that it does not count at all, according
to the second opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 590:6; Magen
Avraham).

– עוֹלה
ָ  ְ ּב ׁש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל: § ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said: One should not blow with the shofar of
N
 ְ ּב ׁש ָוֹפר. ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע; וְ ִאם ָּת ַקע – יָ צָ אan animal consecrated as a burnt-oﬀering, but if he nevertheless
N
–  ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְש ָל ִמים – ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע; וְ ִאם ָּת ַקעtransgressed and blew, he has fulfilled his obligation. One
should also not blow with the shofar of an animal consecrated as
.ל ֹא יָ צָ א
a peace-oﬀering, and if he nevertheless transgressed and blew,
he has not fulfilled his obligation.H
,עוֹלה ַ ּבת ְמ ִﬠ ָילה ִהיא
ָ ?ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא
;ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָמ ַﬠל ָ ּב ּה – נָ ְפ ָקא ָל ּה ְלחו ִּּלין
– ׁ ְש ָל ִמים דְּ ָלאו ְ ּבנֵי ְמ ִﬠ ָילה נִינְ ה ּו
ִא ּיסו ָּרא הוּא דְּ ָר ֵכיב ְ ּבה ּו וְ ָלא נָ ְפ ִקי
.ְלחו ִּּלין

The Gemara explains: What is the reason for this distinction?
A burnt-oﬀering is subject to misuse of consecrated objectsB
before being oﬀered, and once one misuses it for mundane purposes, it becomes non-sacred, so that the one who blows with its
shofar fulfills his obligation. In contrast, peace-oﬀerings are not
subject to misuse of consecrated objects before being oﬀered,
since in the case of sacrifices of lesser sanctity, misuse is restricted
to the fats and other portions that are oﬀered on the altar, and
even this applies only after the sprinkling of the blood. Since one
is not considered to be misusing peace-oﬀerings when utilizing
them for mundane purposes, the prohibition remains intact and
they do not become non-sacred. Therefore, one who blows the
shofar of an animal consecrated as a peace-oﬀering does not fulfill
his obligation.

HALAKHA

A shofar of a burnt-oﬀering or peace-oﬀering – וֹפר ׁ ֶשל
ָ ׁש
עוֹלה ו ׁ ְּש ָל ִמים:
ָ If one made a shofar from the horns of an animal
set aside as a burnt-oﬀering, he should not blow with it at the
outset, but if he did, he has fulfilled his obligation. This is in
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shofar 1:3). The Leĥem Mishne holds that the same halakha applies to peace-oﬀerings as well.
BACKGROUND

Misuse of consecrated objects – מ ִﬠ ָילה:ְ Anyone who benefits
from consecrated property or damages it through its use is
liable for misuse. Intentional misuse is punishable by death
at the hand of Heaven, according to some authorities, and by
lashes, according to others. One who commits misuse unintentionally, or even under duress, must repay the Temple for
the loss he caused or for the benefit he gained, in addition to
a fine of one-fifth of the value of the loss or of the benefit he
accrued. He must also bring a special sacrifice, a guilt-oﬀering
for misuse of consecrated articles (see Leviticus 5:15–16). The
halakhot of misuse apply to all types of consecrated property,
whether sacrifices, money, or objects donated to the Temple.

ימת ָמ ַﬠל? ְל ָב ַתר
ַ  ֵא: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ָר ָבאRava strongly objects to this argument: When does he commit
יס ּו ָרא
ּ  ִּכי ָקא ָּת ַקע – ְ ּב ִא. דְּ ָת ַקעmisuse? After he has sounded it, for only then has he misused
! ָּת ַקעthe consecrated animal. If so, when he sounds it, he is sounding
with something that is still prohibited, even in the case of the
animal that was consecrated as a burnt-oﬀering, and so he should
not be able to fulfill his obligation with it.
–  ֶא ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה: ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: Both this one, the shofar of a burnt-oﬀering,
 ֶא ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד: ֲה ַדר ֲא ַמר. ל ֹא יָ צָ אand the other one, the shofar of a peace-oﬀering, are governed
If he sounded them, he has not fulfilled
.ּנִיתנו
ְּ יהנוֹת
ָ  ִמצְ וֹת ָלאו ֵל, זֶ ה – יָ צָ אby the same halakha:
his obligation.N Later, Rava retracted his statement and then said
the opposite: Both this one, the shofar of a burnt-oﬀering, and
the other one, the shofar of a peace-oﬀering, are governed by the
same halakha: If he sounded them, he has fulfilled his obligation.
The reason for this is that mitzvot were not given for benefit. That
is to say, the fulfillment of a mitzva is not in itself considered
a benefit, and in the absence of benefit, one is not liable for
misuse.

NOTES

With the shofar of a burnt-oﬀering – עוֹלה
ָ וֹפר ׁ ֶשל
ָ ב ׁש:
ּ ְ All
authorities must agree that the Gemara is referring to a case
where no misuse occurred when the shofar was removed
from the animal. Otherwise, the shofar would have already
become non-sacred at the time of the misuse, and sounding
the shofar subsequently would therefore not be considered
misuse (Turei Even).
Rashi explains that the case under discussion is where one
removed the horn while the animal was still alive, since after
slaughter the horns become the property of the priests, and
the laws of misuse no longer apply to it. The Meiri explains further, following Rashi’s opinion, that it may be a case where the
horn was removed after slaughtering the animal and before
sprinkling the blood. Rabbeinu Manoaĥ explains the Rambam
in the same way that the Meiri explains Rashi, i.e., that the
horns are taken after slaughtering, before sprinkling the blood.
The Meiri oﬀers a completely diﬀerent perspective, which
is also the opinion of Tosafot in tractate Zevaĥim. The case in
question does not concern the horns of a burnt-oﬀering, but
money that was consecrated for a burnt-oﬀering or peaceoﬀering that one used to purchase a shofar.

the halakha after the fact. However, Tosafot and others explain
that in the case of a burnt-oﬀering, there is no actual diﬀerence between the halakha ab initio and after the fact. The
Gemara is saying that if one sounded the shofar of a burntoﬀering because he was unaware that it was prohibited, he
has fulfilled his obligation. This is because the halakhot of misuse apply in a case of error, and although he has transgressed,
the shofar reacquires an unconsecrated status through his
action. However, if he was aware of the prohibition, he should
not sound the shofar, because if he does so he is committing
a willful transgression, and the halakhot of misuse do apply
when the prohibited act is performed intentionally.

Both this one and the other one, he has not fulfilled his
obligation – א ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה ל ֹא יָ צָ א:ֶ According to this opinion,
it appears that Rava thinks that sounding the shofar is not
really considered misuse. The early authorities discussed this
question at length. Some said that although the halakhot of
misuse do not generally apply to sound, sight, and smell, the
blowing of the shofar is an exception because it is a mitzva,
so that the halakhot of misuse do apply to it (see Tosafot and
One should not blow…but if he blew he has fulfilled his Meiri). Nevertheless, according to the opinion that mitzvot
obligation – ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע וְ ִאם ָּת ַקע יָ צָ א: With regard to both a sho- were given for benefit, and assuming that there is benefit
far of a burnt-oﬀering and a shofar of idol worship, it appears involved in the mitzva of shofar, benefit from a shofar of an
that a discrepancy exists between the halakha ab initio and oﬀering is prohibited.
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NOTES

One should not sound a shofar that was used for idol
worship – בוֹדה זָ ָרה ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע
ָ וֹפר ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠ
ָ ב ׁש:
ּ ְ The authorities
debate whether this prohibition applies to an object of idol
worship that has already been nullified or one that has not
yet been nullified. If one nullifies an object of idolatry, specifically that of a non-Jew, since that of a Jew cannot be nullified,
it becomes permissible to use it. Early authorities write that
this distinction is irrelevant to the conclusion, because ab
initio it would be inappropriate to use even objects of idol
worship that were nullified, as it is inappropriate to use an
abominable object to fulfill a mitzva. On the other hand,
using a shofar, even if it had previously been used for idolatry and has not yet been nullified, is not considered to be
benefiting from idolatry, since mitzvot were not given for
benefit (see Ritva).
A shofar that was used for idol worship – בוֹדה
ָ ׁש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠ
זָ ָרה: The reason one might think that one does not fulfill
the mitzva with a shofar that was used for idol worship is
that it appears to be a mitzva that comes about through a
transgression, as it is forbidden to benefit from objects used
for idol worship. It is only because fulfilling a mitzva is not
considered gaining benefit that one fulfills the mitzva after
the fact. A similar issue arises with regard to the use of a stolen shofar. According to the Rambam, the sounding itself is
not an act of theft, as it is possible to do so without physically
taking possession of the shofar and the sound itself is not a
substantial object that can be stolen (see also Jerusalem
Talmud, Sukka 3:1). Therefore, sounding a stolen shofar is not
a mitzva that comes about through a transgression, and one
fulfills the mitzva after the fact. Some authorities reject the
Rambam’s argument and argue that sounding the shofar
is a substantial act; as such it is a mitzva that comes about
through a transgression, and one may not fulfill the mitzva
with a stolen shofar, even after the fact (Ritva).

בוֹדה
ָ  ְ ּב ׁש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠ:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
.זָ ָרה – ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע; וְ ִאם ָּת ַקע – יָ צָ א
;ְ ּב ׁש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל ִﬠיר ַה ִּנדַּ ַחת – ל ֹא יִ ְת ַקע
? ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא.וְ ִאם ָּת ַקע – ל ֹא יָ צָ א
יכ ַּתת
ַּ ִﬠיר ַה ִּנדַּ ַח ת – ִּכ ּת ּו ֵתי ִמ
.יה
ּ ׁ ִשיעו ֵּר

Rav Yehuda said further: One should not sound a shofar that
was used for idol worship,NH but if he nevertheless transgressed and
sounded it, he has fulfilled his obligation.N One should also not
sound a shofar from a city whose residents were incited to
idolatry,HB where the majority of inhabitants committed idolatry,
but if he nevertheless transgressed and sounded it, he has not
fulfilled his obligation. What is the reason for this last ruling? With
regard to any object found in a city whose residents were incited to
idolatry, its size as required for the mitzva is seen by halakha as
crushed into powder. Since a shofar from a city whose residents
were incited to idolatry is destined for burning, it is considered as
if it is already burnt, and it therefore lacks the requisite measurement
for fulfilling the mitzva.

 ַה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.יﬠה ׁ ֶשל ִמצְ וָ ה
ָ קוֹﬠ לוֹ ְּת ִק
 מו ָּּתר ִל ְת
קוֹﬠ
 ַה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ִמ ׁ ּש ָוֹפר מו ָּּתר ִל ְת
.יﬠה ׁ ֶשל ִמצְ וָ ה
ָ ּבוֹ ְּת ִק

Rava said: If one is prohibited by vow from deriving benefitN
from another,H i.e., if he took a vow not to receive any benefit whatsoever from a certain person, that other person is nevertheless
permitted to sound a blast for him so that he fulfills the mitzva,
in accordance with the principle that the fulfillment of a mitzva
is not in itself considered a benefit. For the same reason, if one
is prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from a particular
shofar,H he is nevertheless permitted to sound a blast with it so
that he may fulfill the mitzva.

–  ַה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ:וְ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
,ַמזֶּ ה ָﬠ ָליו ֵמי ַח ָּטאת ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים
 ַה ּמ ּודָּ ר.ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ַח ָּמה
טוֹבל ּבוֹ ְט ִב ָילה ׁ ֶשל
ֵ – ֲהנָ ָאה ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠיָ ן
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,ִמצְ וָ ה ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים
.ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ַח ָּמה

And Rava said further: If one is prohibited by vow from deriving
benefit from another, that other person may nevertheless sprinkle
the waters of purification on him, i.e., water mixed with the ashes
of the red heifer, which was used to purify people and objects that
had contracted ritual impurity through contact with a corpse, in the
rainy season, for at that time the sprinkling is performed only in
order to fulfill a mitzva. But he may not do so in the summer season,
since then he also benefits from the very fact that water is being
sprinkled on him. Similarly, if one is prohibited by vow from
deriving benefit from a particular spring,H he may nevertheless
immerse in it an immersion performed in order to fulfill a mitzva
in the rainy season, but not in the summer season, since then he
also derives benefit from the very fact that he has immersed in cold
water.

Prohibited by vow from deriving benefit – מוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה: This
halakha belongs to the category of the laws of oaths, which
are detailed in the Torah (Numbers, chapter 30) and discussed
at length in the Mishna and Gemara (tractate Nedarim). One
declares that a certain object or person is prohibited to him
for a certain matter, as if it were consecrated property. One
who takes an oath not to benefit from a certain object or
person is referred to as: Prohibited by vow, and if he benefits,
he transgresses the Torah prohibition “He shall not break his
word” (Numbers 30:3).
BACKGROUND

A city whose residents were incited to idolatry – ﬠיר ַה ּנִדַּ ַחת:ִ
This term refers to an entire city, a majority of whose inhabitants are guilty of idolatry (Deuteronomy 13:13–19). Such a
city is judged by the Great Sanhedrin, the court of seventyone. The Sanhedrin has the authority to send an army to
subdue the city. Afterward, courts are convened and each
of the city’s adult inhabitants is judged. Those found guilty
of idol worship are beheaded, rather than stoned, which is
the usual penalty for idolatry. The innocent are not slain. All
the property in the city, including that of the righteous, is
destroyed, and all its buildings are razed to the ground. It
must remain in ruins forever.

HALAKHA

A shofar that was used for idol worship – בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ ש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠ:ׁ
One may not sound a shofar that was used for idol worship or
was an object of idolatry belonging to a non-Jew, but if he did,
he has fulfilled his obligation. Some authorities require that
the objects of idolatry be nullified in advance of the Festival
(Rema). If the shofar was an object of idolatry of a Jew, he has
not fulfilled his obligation. Similarly, one does not fulfill his
obligation with a shofar if it was used as an oﬀering to idol
worship (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 586:3–4).
A shofar from a city whose residents were incited to
idolatry – ש ָוֹפר ׁ ֶשל ִﬠיר ַה ּנִדַּ ַחת:ׁ If one blew a shofar from a city
whose residents were incited to idolatry, he did not fulfill his
obligation. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar 1:3).
If one is prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from
another – ה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵברוֹ:ַ If someone is prohibited by vow
from benefiting from his fellow, it is permissible for his fellow
to sound the shofar for him so that he fulfills the mitzva. This
applies when he sounds it for him on his own initiative. However, if he asked his fellow to sound it for him, it is prohibited
(Ran). Even if he only hinted that he should sound it, and the
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hint was obvious, it is prohibited (Peri Ĥadash). Even in cases
where the Rabbis rendered it prohibited, he has nevertheless
fulfilled his obligation retroactively. However, it is fitting to
hear the blasts again from someone else, so that the mitzva
not be one that comes about through a transgression of: He
shall not break his word (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 589:7; Peri
Megadim; Peri Ĥadash).
If one is prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from a
shofar – ה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ִמ ׁ ּש ָוֹפר:ַ If one is prohibited by a vow from
benefiting from a shofar, another person can sound it to assist
him in fulfilling his obligation. However, he himself should
not sound it because some people derive enjoyment from
sounding the shofar (Rif; Maor). In exigent circumstances, he
can sound it for himself based on the lenient opinions (Baĥ;
Magen Avraham), but he should sound only the blasts required
by the Torah (Mateh Aharon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 586:5).
If one is prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from a
spring – ה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠיָ ן:ַ One who is prohibited by vow from
benefiting from a spring may immerse in it to fulfill a mitzva in
the winter, but not in the summer. This is in accordance with
the opinion of Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 217:26, 221:13).

 ְּכ ָפאוֹ:יה ַל ֲאבו ּּה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ׁ ְש ַלח ּו ֵל
? ְּכ ָפאוֹ ַמאן.וְ ָא ַכל ַמ ָ ּצה – יָ צָ א
:ימא ְּכ ָפאוֹ ׁ ֵשד – וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
ָ יל
ֵ ִא
 ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא,וֹטה
ֶ ִﬠ ִּתים ָח ִלים ִﬠ ִּתים ׁש
;ח ְל ָכל דְּ ָב ָריו ָח ִלים – ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ִפ ֵ ּק
וֹטה
ֶ וֹטה – ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ׁש
ֶ ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ׁש
!ְל ָכל דְּ ָב ָריו

§ It is related that the following ruling was sent from Eretz
Yisrael to Shmuel’s father: If one was forcibly compelled to
eat matza on Passover, he has fulfilled his obligation.H The
Gemara clarifies the matter: Who compelled him to eat the
matza? If we say that a demon forced him,B i.e., that he ate it in
a moment of insanity, this is diﬃcult. Isn’t it taught in a baraita:
With regard to someone who is at times sane and at times
insane, at the times when he is sane, he is considered halakhically competent for all purposes and is obligated in all the
mitzvot. And when he is insane, he is considered insane for
all purposes, and is therefore exempt from the mitzvot.H If so,
someone who was compelled by a demon to eat matza is not
considered obligated to perform the mitzvot at all.

. ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָפאוּה ּו ּ ַפ ְר ִסיִּ ים: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi said: We are dealing with a case where the Persians
N
ֶ  זֹאת, ָא ַמר ָר ָבאcompelled him to eat. Rava said: That is to say that one who
ﬠ  ַה ּת ֵוֹק:אוֹמ ֶרת
. ָל ׁ ִשיר – יָ צָ אsounds a shofar for the music, having no intent to fulfill the
mitzva, fulfills his obligation, since the critical issue is hearing
the blast and not the intent of the blower.
:ימא
ָ  ַהיְ ינ ּו ָה ְך? ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת,יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשThe Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that this is identical to that
ֱ  ָה ָתםwhich was stated above, that one who was compelled to eat
,״אכוֹל ַמ ָ ּצה״ ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
, וְ ָהא ֲא ַכלmatza fulfills the mitzva even if he had no intention of doing so?
The same should apply in the case of the shofar, that one who
heard the blast of a shofar fulfills his obligation even if he had no
intention of doing so. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that
there is a diﬀerence between the two cases, there, the Merciful
One says: Eat matza, and he indeed ate it, thereby fulfilling the
mitzva.

HALAKHA

One compelled to eat matza – אוֹכל ַמ ָ ּצה ִ ּב ְכ ִפיָּ ה
ֵ ה:ָ If one was
compelled by non-Jews or bandits to eat matza, and he is aware
that it is the night of Passover and that he is eating matza, he has
fulfilled his obligation (Ran). However, if he is not aware of this, he
has not fulfilled his obligation. In any case, it is appropriate that
he eat matza again later without a blessing (Biur Halakha). With
regard to maror, which is a rabbinical obligation in the absence
of a Paschal oﬀering, some say that even if he was not aware that
an obligation existed, he has fulfilled his obligation. Others are
stringent (Peri Ĥadash; Magen Avraham), and this is the preferred
custom (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 475:4).
At times sane and at times insane – וֹטה
ֶ ﬠ ִּתים ָח ִלים וְ ִﬠ ִּתים ׁש:ִ If
one ate matza while in a state of insanity, if he regained his sanity
that night he should eat matza again, since at the time that he
ate he was exempt from all the mitzvot (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 475:5).
BACKGROUND

A demon forced him – כ ָפאוֹ ׁ ֵשד:ְּ This phrase describes a circumstance where an individual is forced to do something unwillingly as
a result of a temporary state of insanity. Later in the discussion, this
state is compared to all other cases of temporary insanity, where, at
the moment of insanity, the person is not considered to be aware
or responsible for his actions. In such a state, he is not obligated to
observe any mitzvot, and any that he does observe do not count.
NOTES

Where the Persians compelled him – ש ְּכ ָפאוּה ּו ּ ַפ ְר ִסיִּ ים:
ֶ ׁ Even
though it would have been possible to say that a Jewish court
forced him to do so, someone forced to do an action by a Jewish
court is considered to have accepted it in his heart, so that it is not
considered to be a case of compulsion (Ritva).

Perek III
Daf 28 Amud b
,ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא – ״זִ ְכרוֹן ְּתרו ָּﬠה״ ְּכ ִתיב
 ָקא.וְ ַהאי ִמ ְת ַﬠ ֵּסק ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא
 ִמצְ וֹת: ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר ָר ָבא.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
.ֵאין צְ ִריכוֹת ַּכ ָּוונָ ה

But here, with regard to a shofar, it is written: “A memorial of
blasts” (Leviticus : ),N which might have been understood
as requiring conscious intent, and this one was merely acting
unawares, without having any intent whatsoever of performing
the mitzva. Therefore, Rava teaches us that the absence of intent
does not invalidate fulfillment of the mitzva, even in the case of
shofar. The Gemara concludes: Apparently, Rava maintains
that the fulfillment of mitzvot does not require intent. That is
to say, if one performs a mitzva, he fulfills his obligation even if
he has no intention of doing so.H

יﬠ  וְ ִה ִ ּג,קוֹרא ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
ֵ  ָהיָ ה:יה
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
; ִאם ִּכ ֵּוון ִל ּבוֹ – יָ צָ א,זְ ַמן ַה ִּמ ְק ָרא
 ַמאי ָלאו – ִּכ ֵּוון.וְ ִאם ָלאו – ל ֹא יָ צָ א
?ִל ּבוֹ ָלצֵ את

The Gemara raised an objection to this conclusion from what
we learned in a mishna: If one was reading the passage of Shema
in the Torah, and the time of reciting Shema arrived, if he
focused his heart, he has fulfilled his obligation, but if not, he
has not fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara reasons: What, is
it not that he focused his heart to fulfill his obligation, and if
he failed to do so, he has not fulfilled his duty, therefore implying
that the fulfillment of mitzvot requires intent?

HALAKHA

Intent with regard to mitzvot – כ ָּוונָ ה ַ ּב ִּמצְ ווֹת:ַּ The most prominent
early authorities dispute this matter. Some say that the halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, and mitzvot do not
require intent (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Yona). Some say that the halakha
does not follow Rava but rather Rabbi Zeira, and intent is required
in order to fulfill one’s obligation (Ba’al Halakhot Gedolot; Rosh).
It was subsequently determined that the halakha follows the
second opinion, that mitzvot do require intent. The opinion of
most halakhic decisors is that this ruling applies only to mitzvot by
Torah law, while mitzvot by rabbinic decree do not require intent
(Radbaz). However, some say that there is no distinction, and that
all mitzvot require intent (Vilna Gaon). In any case, if one did not
have the intent to fulfill a mitzva, and he performs it again with
intent, he should take the first opinion into account and refrain
from reciting a blessing (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 60:4).

NOTES

It is written, A memorial of blasts – זִ ְכרוֹן ְּתרו ָּﬠה ְּכ ִתיב: The early
authorities ask whether the phrase “a memorial of blasts” is itself
the source of the distinction between the mitzvot of shofar
and matza, or whether this verse is perhaps only secondary
to a more fundamental distinction: The case in question with
regard to the shofar is one of acting unawares, as opposed to
the case of eating matza, which is not. It should be noted that
variant texts omit the sentence citing the verse. Rashi and other

commentaries explain the distinction between the two cases as
follows: One who acts unawares with regard to a mitzva from
which he derives benefit, such as eating matza, is considered
with regard to halakha to be acting with intent. This is apparent even with regard to the penalties incurred for such acts,
since one who eats a prohibited food while acting unawares
is punished no diﬀerently than one who does so intentionally.
Some say that the principal diﬀerence between the mitzvot of

shofar and matza is that the obligation of eating matza involves
a tangible act. Therefore, when one performs the mere act of
eating he fulfills his obligation. This is not true in the case of
the shofar, since the mitzva is to hear, and hearing is not a
tangible act. Therefore, if one lacks intent, he does not fulfill
his obligation (see Jerusalem Talmud; Penei Yehoshua).
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NOTES

Reading from a Torah scroll in order to correct it – קוֹרא
ֵ
יה
ַּ ל ַה ִ ּג:ְ While it is not entirely clear how Rashi understands
the case being discussed, most commentaries hold that
this is a case of one who is reading in order to correct the
text and not in the usual manner (Rabbeinu Ĥananel and
many others). Instead of focusing on the pronunciation of
the words, he is focusing on the way in which the words
are written. Therefore, this cannot truly be considered
reading. The Ritva, on the other hand, explains that one
who is reading in order to correct the text must be viewed
as acting unawares, since his mind is focused on correcting and not on reading. Therefore, his reading is not a
conscious act; it is as if he is performing an unrelated act,
while simultaneously reading unintentionally.
He sounded bark-like blasts – מנַ ַ ּבח נַ ּבו ֵּחי:ְ Many commentaries explain that he did not sound a complete blast
but merely made some broken sounds (Rashi; Rabbeinu
Ĥananel; Rambam). Tosafot raise a diﬃculty with regard
to this explanation and suggest, along with the Rashba,
that this is a case where he was using the shofar unawares,
blowing it without the intent of creating a sound. On the
other hand, Rav Hai Gaon and the Meiri explain that in this
case, he blew the shofar to create random sounds, not for
the sake of creating a blast.
HALAKHA

Intent while reciting Shema – יאת ׁ ְש ַמע
ַ כ ָּוונָ ה ִ ּב ְק ִר:ַּ One
who recited Shema and did not have intent when reciting
the first verse did not fulfill his obligation. If he did not
have intent when reciting the rest of the paragraph, but
during the time when Shema is recited happened to read
the appropriate section of the Torah scroll, as long as he
read the paragraph correctly, he has fulfilled his obligation. The principle that mitzvot require intent applies to
the intent to fulfill the obligation, but when reciting the
first verse of Shema, one needs intent with regard to the
content as well (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 60:5).
Intent of the hearer and the sounder of the shofar –
יﬠה
ָ יﬠ ִ ּב ְת ִק ﬠ ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִמ וֹמ
ֵ כ ָּוונַ ת ׁש:ַּ If the hearer had intent to
fulfill his obligation and the sounder did not intend to
discharge the hearer’s obligation, or the sounder had
intent but not the listener, one does not fulfill his obligation; both the hearer and the sounder must have the
proper intent. If one comes to the synagogue to sound
the shofar in order to fulfill his obligation to hear the shofar, he is considered to have fulfilled his obligation even
if he did not have that intention while he was sounding
it. However, if he did not enter with this intent, and had
no intent at the time of listening, he did not fulfill his
obligation (Radbaz; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 589:8).

! ִל ְקרוֹת? ָהא ָקא ָק ֵרי. ִל ְקרוֹת, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this argument: No, the mishna means that he
.יהּ קוֹרא ְל ַה ִ ּג
ֵ  ְ ּבintended to read the passage. The Gemara asks in astonishment: To
read? But he is already reading it, for the mishna explicitly states: If
one was reading in the Torah. The Gemara answers: We are discussing
one who was reading from a Torah scroll in order to correct it,N
uttering the words indistinctly. The mishna teaches that if such an
individual intends to articulate the words correctly, he has fulfilled his
obligation.H
חוֹרי ֵבית
ֵ עוֹבר ֲא
ֵ  ָהיָ ה:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ֵ ּביתוֹ ָסמוּךְ ְל ֵבית,נֶסת
ֶ ַה ְּכ
וֹפר אוֹ קוֹל
ָ  וְ ׁ ָש ַמע קוֹל ׁש,ַה ְּכנֶ ֶסת
ָּ ְִמג
 ִאם ִּכ ֵּוון ִל ּבוֹ – יָ צָ א; וְ ִאם,ילה
 ִאם ִּכ ֵּוון: ַמאי ָלאו.ָלאו – ל ֹא יָ צָ א
!ִל ּבוֹ – ָלצֵ את

The Gemara raises another objection: Come and hear that which we
learned in our mishna: If one was passing behind a synagogue, or
his house was adjacent to the synagogue, and he heard the sound
of the shofar or the sound of the Scroll of Esther, if he focused his
heart, he has fulfilled his obligation, but if not, he has not fulfilled
his obligation. What, is it not that he focused his heart to fulfill
his obligation, and if he failed to do so, he has not fulfilled his duty,
therefore implying that the fulfillment of mitzvot requires intent?

!מוֹﬠ? וְ ָהא ׁ ָש ַמע
  ִל ׁ ְש.מוֹﬠ
  ִל ׁ ְש, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this argument: No, the mishna means that he
. ֲחמוֹר ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא: ָסבוּרintended to hear the sound of the shofar. The Gemara immediately
asks: To hear? But he already hears it, since the mishna explicitly
states: And he heard the sound of the shofar. The Gemara answers:
We are discussing one who thinks that it is merely the sound of a
donkey that he is hearing, and in this case, where the listener thinks
that the sound was not that of a shofar, he does not fulfill his obligation.
Therefore, the mishna teaches that it is suﬃcient that one have intent
and know that he is hearing the sound of a shofar.
ﬠ וְ ל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון וֹמ
ֵ  נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ׁש:יה
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
– ﬠ וֹמ
ֵ יﬠ וְ ל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ׁש  ַמ ׁ ְש ִמ,יﬠ ַמ ׁ ְש ִמ
.יﬠ ﬠ ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִמ וֹמ
ֵ  ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ׁש,ל ֹא יָ צָ א
יﬠ וְ ל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ַמ ׁ ְש ִמ
.ﬠ – ְּכ ָסבוּר ֲחמוֹר ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא הוּא וֹמ
ֵ ׁש
ﬠ וְ ל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון וֹמ
ֵ ֶא ָּלא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ׁש
יכי ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה? ָלאו
ִ יﬠ ֵה ַמ ׁ ְש ִמ
?ﬠ ָל ׁ ִשיר תוֹק
ֵ ְ ּב

The Gemara raised an objection to this answer from a baraita: If the
hearer of the shofar had intent, but the sounder of the shofar did not
have intent, or if the sounder of the shofar had intent, but the hearer
did not have intent, he has not fulfilled his obligation, until both the
hearer and the sounder have intent.H Granted, with regard to the
case where the sounder had intent, but the hearer did not have
intent, Rava can say that this is referring to a case where the hearer
thinks that it is merely the sound of a donkey and he did not have
intent to hear the sound of a shofar. But with regard to the case where
the hearer had intent, but the sounder did not have intent, under
what circumstances can this case be found? Is it not where he
sounds a shofar for music and despite the intent of the hearer he has
not fulfilled his obligation? This implies that unless the sounder of the
shofar has intent to fulfill the mitzva the hearer does not fulfill his
obligation.

. דִּ ְל ָמא דְּ ָקא ְמנַ ַ ּבח נַ ּבו ֵּחיThe Gemara rejects this argument: Perhaps the baraita is referring to
a case where he sounded bark-like blastsN with the shofar, i.e., he did
not sound the shofar in the proper manner, but merely acted unawares
without intent to perform the mitzva. The baraita teaches us that if he
has intent to sound the blasts in the correct manner, he has fulfilled
his obligation.
 ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה ַהיָּ ׁ ֵשן:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to Rava: However, if that is so, that the fulfillment of a
! ַ ּב ׁ ְש ִמינִי ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכה יִ ְל ֶקהmitzva does not require intent, one who sleeps in a sukka on the
Eighth Day of Assembly should receive lashes for violating the
prohibition against adding to mitzvot, since he is adding to the mitzva
of: “You shall dwell in sukkot for seven days” (Leviticus : ). Since,
according to Rava, even if one did not intend to observe the mitzva
of sukka but slept in the sukka for a diﬀerent reason, his sleeping in
the sukka constitutes the fulfillment of a mitzva to dwell there, then,
if one did so at an inappropriate time, he is considered to have transgressed the prohibition against adding to the mitzvot. Yet the Sages
instituted that in the Diaspora one must observe Sukkot for eight days.
עוֹבר
ֵ אוֹמר ִמצְ וֹת ֵאינוֹ
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי: ָא ַמר לוֹRava said to him: This is because I say that mitzvot can be trans.יהן ֶא ָּלא ִ ּבזְ ַמ ּנָן
ֶ  ֲﬠ ֵלgressed only by adding to them in their prescribed times. But if one
adds to a mitzva outside of the period of obligation for the mitzva,
there is no violation of the prohibition against adding to mitzvot. On
the Eighth Day of Assembly there is no longer a mitzva to sleep in the
sukka. Therefore, sleeping in the sukka on that day does not constitute
a prohibited act.
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 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ַל ּכ ֵֹהן:ְמ ִתיב ַרב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא
הוֹאיל
ִ
:ֹאמר
ַ  ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא י,עוֹלה ַלדּ ו ָּכן
ֶ ׁ ֶש
וְ נָ ְתנָ ה ִלי ּת ָוֹרה ְר ׁש ּות ְל ָב ֵר ְך ֶאת
,אוֹסיף ְ ּב ָר ָכה ַא ַחת ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ִּלי
ִ – יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
?יכם״
ֶ יוֹסף ֲﬠ ֵל
ֵ יכם
ֶ בוֹת
ֵ  ״ה׳ ֱאל ֵֹהי ֲא:ְּכגוֹן
.תוֹסיפ ּו ַﬠל ַהדָּ ָבר״
ִ  ״ל ֹא:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
יה
ְ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָב ֵר,וְ ָהא ָה ָכא
ּ יה – ָﬠ ְב ָרה ֵל
ּ יך ֵל
! וְ ָק ָתנֵי דְּ ָﬠ ַבר,נֵיה
ּ זִ ְמ

Rav Shemen bar Abba raised an objection from that which was
taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that a priest who
went up to the platform to recite the Priestly Blessing should not
say: Since the Torah granted me permission to bless the Jewish
people, I will add a blessing of my own, which is not part of the
Priestly Blessing stated in the Torah, for example: “May the Lord
God of your fathers make you a thousand times as many as you
are” (Deuteronomy : )? It is derived from the verse that states:
“You shall not add to the word which I command you” (Deuteronomy : ). But here, since the priest already recited the Priestly
Blessing, the time of the mitzva has passed, and according to
Rava, after the prescribed time for performing a mitzva, one does
not transgress the prohibition against adding to mitzvot, yet it
nevertheless teaches that he has transgressed.H

. ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ִ ּב ְד ָלא ִסיֵּ יםThe Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? With a
case where he did not complete the fixed text of the blessing but
added to it in the middle.
. ִסיֵּ ים! ִסיֵּ ים ְ ּב ָר ָכה ַא ַחת: וְ ָה ַתנְיָאThe Gemara raises an objection: Isn’t it taught explicitly in a parallel baraita: If he completed the Priestly Blessing. The Gemara
answers: The baraita means that he completed one blessing, i.e.,
the first verse of the Priestly Blessing, but he still has two more
blessings to recite.
,כוֹתיו! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא
ָ  ִסיֵּ ים ָּכל ִ ּב ְר: וְ ָה ַתנְיָאThe Gemara raises a further diﬃculty: Isn’t it taught in another
– יה צִ ּבו ָּרא ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִאלּ ּו ִמ ְת ַר ֵּמי ֵלbaraita dealing with the same issue: If he completed all of his
.נֵיה הוּא
ָ יה
ּ יוֹמא זִ ְמ
ּ  ּכו ֵּּל, ְ ָה ַדר ְמ ָב ֵרךblessings. The Gemara explains: Here, with regard to the Priestly
Blessings, it is diﬀerent, since if he encounters another congregation, he may recite the blessings again,H from which we learn
that the entire day is the prescribed time of the mitzva. Therefore,
even if he added a blessing of his own only after he finished reciting all three verses of the Priestly Blessing, he is still considered
to have added to the mitzva in its prescribed time, and he therefore
transgresses the prohibition against adding to mitzvot.
ִיתנִין ְ ּב ַמ ָּתנָ ה
ָּ  ַה ּנ:ימ ָרא? דִּ ְתנַ ן
ְ ו ְּמנָ א ֵּת
– נִיתנִין ַמ ָּתנָ ה ַא ַחת
ָּ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו ְ ּב
 ַמ ַּתן ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן.יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ַמ ָּתנָ ה ַא ַחת
. יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן ַא ְר ַ ּבע,ַא ְר ַ ּבע

The Gemara comments: And from where do you say that if a
mitzva may be performed again, the whole day is considered its
prescribed time? As we learned in a mishna: If the blood of sacrifices that require only one sprinkling, such as the firstborn
oﬀering, became mingled with the blood of other sacrifices that
require only one sprinkling, the mixture of blood is sprinkled
once.H Similarly, if the blood of sacrifices that require four sprinklings, such as burnt-oﬀerings, became mingled with the blood
of other sacrifices that require four sprinklings, the mixture is
sprinkled four times.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, ַמ ַּתן ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן ַא ַחתHowever, if the blood of an oﬀering that requires four sprinklings
became mingled with the blood of an oﬀering that requires only
ֵ
ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ַר ִ ּבי י. יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן ַא ְר ַ ּבע:אוֹמר
one sprinkling,N the tanna’im disagree: Rabbi Eliezer says: The
ֵ
. יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן ַא ַחת:אוֹמר
mixture of blood is sprinkled four times. And Rabbi Yehoshua
says: It is sprinkled once.
עוֹבר ַﬠל
ֵ  ֲה ֵרי הוּא:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלRabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: But if he sprinkles the
 ֲה ֵרי:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ״בל ִּתגְ ַרע״! ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי י
ּ ַ blood only once, he thereby transgresses the prohibition: Do not
.וֹסיף״
ִ ״בל ּת
ּ ַ עוֹבר ַﬠל
ֵ  הוּאdiminish, which renders it prohibited to take away any element
in the performance of a mitzva, as he has not sprinkled the blood
of an oﬀering requiring four sprinklings, i.e., the burnt-oﬀering in
the proper manner. Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi Eliezer: But
according to your position, that he must sprinkle the blood four
times, he thereby transgresses the prohibition: Do not add,N
which renders it prohibited to add elements to a mitzva, e.g. an
oﬀering requiring one sprinkling, like the firstborn animal.
״בל
ּ ַ  ל ֹא נֶ ֱא ַמר:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ָא ַמר לוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ָא ַמר לוֹ.וֹסיף״ ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ְ ּב ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ִ ּת
ּ
״בל ִּתגְ ַרע״ ֶא ָלא
ּ ַ  ל ֹא נֶ ֱא ַמר:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
.ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ְ ּב ַﬠצְ מוֹ

HALAKHA

Do not add, in the Priestly Blessing – וֹסיף ְ ּב ִב ְר ַּכת
ִ ַ ּבל ּת
כ ֲֹהנִים:ּ It is prohibited for a priest to add a blessing on his
own beyond the three verses that comprise the Priestly
Blessing. If he added to it, he transgresses the prohibition:
Do not add. This is the case when he adds the blessing
while raising his hands while facing the people (Shulĥan
Arukh HaRav). Some say he transgresses even when his
hands are not raised, as long as he is standing on the platform (Biur Halakha; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 128:27).
He may recite the blessings again – ה ַדר ְמ ָב ֵר ְך:ָ A priest
who recited the Priestly Blessing and later encounters
another community in prayer where the Priestly Blessing
has not yet been recited may recite the blessing again,
even several times in a single day (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 128:28).
Blood of sacrifices that became mingled – ח זְב
ּ ֵ ַמ ְּתנוֹת ִמ
ש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו:
ֶ ׁ With regard to the blood of consecrated sacrifices,
the same halakha applies whether blood became mingled
with blood or diﬀerent bowls of blood became confused. If
consecrated sacrifices that require one sprinkling become
mingled with those that require two sprinklings, which are
four, such as peace-oﬀerings, burnt-oﬀerings, and guiltoﬀerings, all of the blood should be sprinkled once. This
accords with Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion, since in disputes
between him and Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is accepted (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 2:11).
NOTES

The blood of an oﬀering that requires four sprinklings
became mingled with the blood of an oﬀering that
requires one sprinkling – מ ַּתן ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְ ּב ַמ ַּתן ַא ַחת:ַ It is generally understood that the phrase: Four sprinklings, refers
to the sprinkling of the blood of the sin-oﬀering, which
requires four sprinklings on the four corners of the altar, as
Rashi explains in tractate Eiruvin (100a). Here, Rashi, Tosafot,
and many other commentaries explain that this phrase is
referring to the sprinkling of the blood of most sacrifices,
such as burnt-oﬀerings and peace-oﬀerings, where one
performs the rite of: Sprinkling two, which are four, i.e.,
two sprinklings of blood on the corners of the altar, which
trickle down its four sides. Although the oﬀering requiring
four sprinklings usually refers to the sin-oﬀering, it is diﬃcult to explain that this is the case here. The blood of other
oﬀerings must be sprinkled on the lower half of the altar,
but the blood of the sin-oﬀering is sprinkled on the corners
of the upper half of the altar. In such a case there would be
no way of sprinkling, because sprinkling any blood outside
its designated place is prohibited.
He transgresses the prohibition: Do not add – ֲה ֵרי הוּא
וֹסיף
ִ עוֹבר ַﬠל ַ ּבל ּת:
ֵ Tosafot in tractate Eiruvin (100a) raise a
diﬃculty: Why doesn’t the mitzva of sprinkling blood on
the four corners of the altar, which is a positive mitzva,
supersede the prohibition: Do not add? Some explain that
a positive mitzva does not supersede a prohibition except
in a case where observing the positive mitzva inherently
sets aside the prohibition. Here, however, with regard to
the portion of the blood that is sprinkled once, there is no
mitzva to sprinkle it twice (see Arukh LaNer).

Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: The prohibition: Do not
add, is stated only in a case where the blood stands by itself, but
not when it is part of a mixture. Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi
Eliezer: Likewise, the prohibition: Do not diminish, is stated
only in a case where the blood stands by itself.
: פרק ג׳ דף כח. Rosh hashana . Perek III . 28b
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NOTES

Rabbi Yehoshua said further – ﬠ יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ וְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי: The Ritva
asks: Why did Rabbi Yehoshua need to provide an additional
reason for his position? He explains that Rabbi Yehoshua is
pointing out that the prohibitions: Do not add, and: Do not
diminish, are not parallel to one another. One is liable for
diminishing the mitzva only when the kinds of blood are
separate, while liability for: Do not add, is incurred even
when the kinds of blood are mingled. Additionally, although
one might think it is preferable to sprinkle the blood numerous times in order to avoid the appearance of transgressing
the prohibition: Do not diminish, it is actually preferable to
refrain from doing so in order not to actively transgress the
prohibition: Do not add.
If he encounters another firstborn – יה ּבו ְּכ ָרא
ּ ִאילּ ּו ִמ ְת ַר ֵּמי ֵל
א ֲח ִרינָ א:
ַ Some of the commentaries mention that the
Gemara’s explanation is unclear, since in any case with regard
to that specific firstborn, no additional mitzva is meant to
be performed, and the time of the mitzva has passed. The
response is that, nevertheless, the mitzva of oﬀering the
firstborn is still valid all day long, while the mitzva of the
priest to recite the Priestly Blessing again after he has already
recited it once is considered a mitzva whose time has passed
(Sefat Emet).
HALAKHA

If he wishes, he may refrain from blessing them – ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי
לא ְמ ָב ֵר ְך:ָ Priests are obligated by a positive mitzva to bless
the congregation, and. refraining from doing so constitutes
a transgression. However, a priest who has already recited
the Priestly Blessing on a particular day is not obligated to
go up and bless the congregation another time when the
priests are called up. He does not transgress a prohibition
if he does not go up, even if he was told to do so (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 128:3).
BACKGROUND

The sprinkling of blood – מ ַּתן דָּ ִמים:ַ The blood of the sinoﬀering is sprinkled with the finger on the corner of the
altar above the middle of the altar (1), a procedure that is
then repeated on its four corners. The blood of the burntoﬀering is sprinkled directly on the altar’s corner below its
middle, resulting in the blood being sprinkled on both of
its sides (2). The procedure is repeated on the point of the
opposite corner, comprising two sprinklings that are four, i.e.,
on all four sides of the altar.
The blood of the firstborn, tithe-oﬀerings, and the Paschal
oﬀering is sprinkled once on one of the altar’s sides, within
its lower half, on condition that it be sprinkled above the
altar’s foundation (3).

–  ְּכ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא נָ ַת ָּת:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְוְ עוֹד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
ית
ָ  וְ ל ֹא ָﬠ ִ ׂש,״בל ִּתגְ ַרע״
ּ ַ ָﬠ ַב ְר ָּת ַﬠל
 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַת ָּת – ָﬠ ַב ְר ָּת ַﬠל. ַָמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּביָ ְדך
! ָית ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּביָ ְדך
ָ  וְ ָﬠ ִ ׂש,וֹסיף״
ִ ״בל ּת
ַּ

Rabbi Yehoshua said further,N in defense of his position: When
you do not sprinkle four times, even if you transgress the prohibition: Do not diminish, you do not perform the act with your own
hand, since it is merely an omission, not an action. Whereas when
you sprinkle four times, you transgress the prohibition: Do not
add, with regard to one of the sacrifices, and you perform the act
with your own hand, i.e., you transgress the Torah’s command by
means of a positive act. If one is forced to deviate from the words of
the Torah, it is preferable to do so in a passive manner. The Gemara
concludes the citation from the mishna.

יה ַמ ָּתנָ ה
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ יָ ֵהיב ֵל,וְ ָהא ָה ָכא
 וְ ָק ָתנֵי,נֵיה
ּ יה ְלזִ ְמ
ּ ִמ ְ ּבכוֹר – ָﬠ ְב ָרה ֵל
 ָלאו ִמ ׁ ּשוּם.וֹסיף״
ִ ״בל ּת
ּ ַ דְּ ָﬠ ַבר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִא:דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
יה
ּ יל ּו ִמ ְת ַר ֵּמי ֵל
,ֵיה
ּ ּבו ְּכ ָרא ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ָה ַדר ַמזֶּ ה ִמ ּינ
?נֵיה
ָ יה
ּ יוֹמא זִ ְמ
ּ ּכו ֵּּל

The Gemara proceeds to derive from here that if the mitzva may be
performed again the whole day is considered its prescribed time:
And here, once he has already oﬀered one sprinkling of the blood
of the firstborn as required, its time has passed, since he has
already completed the mitzva of sprinkling the blood of the firstborn, and it nevertheless teaches that he transgresses the prohibition: Do not add. Is it not because we say as follows: Since if he
encounters another firstbornN to be sacrificed, he would sprinkle
of its blood again? If so, the entire day is considered the prescribed
time for the mitzva of sprinkling.

:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ִמ ַּמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי יThe Gemara rejects this argument: From where do you conclude
ּ יהן ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ֶ עוֹבר ֲﬠ ֵל
ֵ  ִמצְ וֹתthat this is so? Perhaps Rabbi Yehoshua maintains that mitzvot
. ִ ּבזְ ַמ ּנָןcan be transgressed by adding to them even outside their
prescribed times. Therefore, this source provides no proof.
 ַרב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא:ֲאנַן ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ּמוֹתיב
ִ נִיתין ו
ִ ַמאי ַט ָﬠ ָמא ׁ ָש ֵביק ַמ ְת
!יתין
ִ ִלוֹתיב ִמ ַּמ ְת נ
ִ
?יתא
ָ ְִמ ָ ּב ַר י
מוֹתיב? ֵּכיוָ ן
ִ נִיתין ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ָלא
ִ ַמ ְת
יה ּבו ְּכ ָרא ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ּ דְּ ִאילּ ּו ִמ ְת ַר ֵּמי ֵל
נֵיה
ָ יה
ּ יוֹמא זִ ְמ
ּ  ּכו ֵּּל,ֵיה
ּ ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַמזֶּ ה ִמ ּינ
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִאי ִמ ְת ַר ֵּמי,יתא נַ ִמי
ָ ְ ָ ּב ַרי.הוּא
יה
ּ  ּכו ֵּּל, ְצִ ּבו ָּרא ַא ֲח ִרינָ א – ָה ַדר ְמ ָב ֵרך
!נֵיה
ָ
ּ יוֹמא זִ ְמ

The Gemara explains: This is what we were saying when we cited
this mishna: What is the reason that Rav Shemen bar Abba set
aside the mishna, which deals with the sprinkling of blood, and
raised an objection from a baraita? He should have raised an
objection from the mishna, which is more generally accepted.
What is the reason that he does not raise an objection from the
mishna? Since he knows that it can be argued as follows: Because
if he encounters another firstborn he will be required to sprinkle
its blood. Therefore the entire day is considered the prescribed
time of the mitzva. If so, with regard to the baraita as well, it can
be argued that because if he encounters another congregation, he
may recite the Priestly Blessing again, the whole day is considered
its prescribed time.

 ָה ָתם – ָלא ַס ִ ּגי: וְ ַרב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבאThe Gemara asks: And what is the opinion of Rav Shemen bar
, ְ דְּ ָלא יָ ֵהיב; ָה ָכא – ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי – ְמ ָב ֵרךAbba, who raised the objection from the baraita? The Gemara
. ְ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠי – ָלא ְמ ָב ֵרךexplains: There, it is not possible to refrain from sprinkling the
blood of another firstborn that comes his way, so the entire day is
certainly its prescribed time. But here, if he wishes, he may bless
the other congregation, and if he wishes, he may refrain from
blessing them,H since he is obligated to recite the Priestly Blessing
only once a day.
; ָלצֵ את – ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה: ָר ָבא ָא ַמרRava himself said: There is no diﬃculty at all, since the fulfillment
. ַל ֲﬠבוֹר – ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ הof a mitzva does not require intent, but the transgression of the
prohibition: Do not add, or: Do not diminish, requires intent.

Corner of the altar with splashes of blood

, ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְוְ ָה א ַמ ַּתן דָּ ִמים ְל ַר ִ ּבי י
 וְ ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה! ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר,דְּ ַל ֲﬠבוֹר
, ָלצֵ את – ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה; ַל ֲﬠבוֹר:ָר ָבא
– ִ ּבזְ ַמנּ וֹ – ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה; ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּבזְ ַמנּ וֹ
.ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But in the case of the sprinkling of
blood,B according to Rabbi Yehoshua, the transgression of the
prohibition: Do not add, does not require intent, since he holds
that if one added to the required sprinklings, he transgresses. Rather,
Rava said: One must say as follows: The fulfillment of a mitzva
does not require intent, and the transgression of the prohibition:
Do not add, during the prescribed time of the mitzva, does not
require intent, and the sprinkler of the blood therefore transgresses,
as Rabbi Yehoshua maintains. However, the transgression of the
prohibition: Do not add, when it is not in its prescribed time, e.g.,
in the case of sleeping in the sukka on the Eighth Day of Assembly,
requires intent to fulfill the mitzva, and in the absence of such
intent, there is no transgression.

:יה
ּ יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ׁ ַש ָּמ ֵﬠ
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלWith regard to the intent required in order to fulfill the mitzva of
shofar, Rabbi Zeira said to his servant:
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