NOTES

The stones of the altar, the Sanctuary, or the courtyards – יכל וְ ָה ֲﬠזָ רוֹת
ָ ח ַה ֵה זְב
ּ ֵ א ְבנֵי ַה ִּמ:ַ The early commentaries explain that this is referring to stones that have become detached from these structures. When the stones
are still in place, there is no prohibition against deriving
benefit from them. One explanation as to why there is
no prohibition against deriving benefit from the stones
while they are attached invokes the principle that the
Torah was not given to angels. In other words, it is unreasonable to instruct people not ever to lean on a wall or
benefit from its shade (Rash Sirilio). Another explanation
is that the prohibition of misuse of consecrated items
does not apply to items that are attached to the ground
(Talmid HaRashbash).
Other than within its year – א ָּלא ְ ּבתוֹךְ ׁ ְשנָ תוֹ:ֶ The stones
may not be purchased with the funds collected that year,
as Rabbi Meir holds that those funds are reserved solely
for purchasing communal oﬀerings. Ideally, communal
oﬀerings are purchased with the funds from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber and not from the
shekels that remain after that collection. The shekels that
remain are covered for this very reason, as described
in the mishna (9a). Nonetheless, if all the shekels from
the collection of the chamber have been expended, the
shekels that remain in the chamber after the collection
may be used to purchase the communal oﬀerings. Therefore, these funds are not used for anything else. However,
the remaining shekels from the previous year may no
longer be used to purchase oﬀerings, and therefore they
may be used to purchase other items necessary for the
Temple, such as stones for the altar and the Sanctuary
(Rash Sirilio).

יכל
ָ ח ַה ֵה וְ ָה א ָּתנֵ י ַא ְבנֵ י ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
 וְ ִכי יֵ ׁש ְמ ִﬠ ָילה,מוֹﬠ ִלין ָ ּב ֶהן
ֲ וְ ָה ֲﬠזָ רוֹת
ַ ּב ׁ ּ ִש ַיריִ ים? ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
.מוֹﬠ ִלין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ִש ַיריִ ים
ֲ :ֵמ ִאיר ָא ַמר

 ְּכלוּם ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יאRabbi Ĥiyya said in response to this suggestion: Did Rabbi Meir
N
 וְ ָה ָכא חוּץ ִל ׁ ְשנָ תוֹ, ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבתוֹךְ ׁ ְשנָ תוֹsay this statement other than within its year? Even Rabbi Meir agrees
.ימין
ִ ְ ֲאנַן ַקיּthat one violates the prohibition against misusing consecrated property by deriving benefit from the remains of the chamber only within
the year for which those coins were donated. Since the funds could
still be used for communal offerings if needed during that
year, the prohibition applies. But here, we are dealing with funds
that are outside the year of their collection, as the remains of the
chamber were not used to purchase stones until after the year was over.
Therefore, the baraita is not in accordance with Rabbi Meir, and the
challenge to Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot remains.
 ְּתנָ א ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
,נוֹר ה
ָ  וְ ַה ְּמ, ַה ׁ ּ ֻש ְל ָח ן,ֻ ּג ְד ָ ּג נִ יּוֹת
רוֹכת – ְמ ַﬠ ְּכ ִבים ֶאת
ֶ  וְ ַה ּ ָפ,זְבחוֹת
ּ ְ וְ ַה ִּמ
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת
 ֵאין ְלךָ ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב ֶאת ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
.ֶא ָּלא ַה ִּכיּוֹר וְ ַה ַּכן ִ ּב ְל ָבד

Having cited Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot, referred to now as Rabbi Yehuda Gudganiyot, the Gemara cites another of his rulings. Rabbi
Ĥizkiya said that Rabbi Yehuda Gudganiyot taught: If the table and
the candelabrum and the altarsH and the curtain are incomplete or
are not in their proper location, they prevent oﬀerings from being
brought; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The Rabbis say: The
only items that prevent the oﬀering from being brought are the water
basin and the base alone, as the Temple rite may not be performed if
the basin and its base are not in place.

יוֹסי
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ וְ ל ֹא ֵּכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ָּכל ָהן: ְּת ֵריהוֹן ָא ְמ ִרין,ֶ ּבן ֲחנִינָ ה
–  ״צֶ ַלע״,דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״נ ַֹכח״ – ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב
.ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב

However, didn’t Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yosei ben Ĥanina both
say: Wherever it is written: Opposite, in describing the proper location for one of the sacred vessels, its absence prevents oﬀerings from
being brought. For example, with regard to the candelabrum, the verse
states: “And the candelabrum opposite the table” (Exodus : ).
Wherever the verse states: Side, the absence of the vessel does not
prevent oﬀerings from being brought. For example, with regard to the
table, the verse states: “And you shall place the table on the south side”
(Exodus : ).

HALAKHA

The table and the candelabrum and the altars – ַה ׁ ּ ֻש ְל ָחן
זְבחוֹת
ּ ְ נוֹרה וְ ַה ִּמ
ָ וְ ַה ְּמ: The golden candelabrum and all other
sacred vessels in the Temple are funded from the leftover libations, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda Gudgadot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 4:2).

The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one who derives
benefit from the stones of the altar, the Sanctuary, or the courtyardsN
thereby misuses consecrated property? Therefore, if one does so unwittingly, he is liable to repay to the Temple treasury the value of the
loss he caused or benefit he gained, in addition to a fine of one-fifth of
that amount, and he must bring a guilt-oﬀering. And is there misuse
of consecrated property with regard to items purchased with the remains of the chamber? The Gemara answers: Rather, the baraita is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Meir says: One
misuses consecrated property even if he derives benefit from items
purchased with the remains of the chamber.

 וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמן ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥman said in the name of Rabbi Yonatan:
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ: יוֹנָ ָתןEven absence of a vessel whose location is described with the side,
 וְ ָא ַמר.יל ּו ״צֶ ַלע״ ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב
 ַר ִ ּבי ִא ָילא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשםprevents oﬀerings from being brought. And Rabbi Ila said in the
name of
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ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ: ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמןRabbi Shmuel bar Naĥman: And even correct placement,N is necesיל ּו
sary for oﬀerings to be valid. According to this view, if the candela.ימה״ ְמ ַﬠ ֵּכב
ָ ״ש
ִׂ
brum, either of the two altars, the table, the curtain, or the basin is
invalid or not in its proper location, sacrificial oﬀerings are not accepted. All of the amora’im cited here apparently disagree with the
opinion of the Rabbis cited in the baraita, who maintain that the only
vessels that invalidate oﬀerings are the basin and its base.
NOTES

And even correct placement – ימה
ָ וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ׂש: This term is used
with regard to several vessels that are located inside the Sanctuary. With regard to the curtain, the verse states: “And he brought
the Ark into the Tabernacle, and placed the veil of the screen” (Exodus 40:21). With regard to the candelabrum, it states: “He placed
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the candelabrum” (Exodus 40:24). With regard to the golden altar
it states: “He placed the golden altar” (Exodus 40:26). With regard
to the altar of burnt-oﬀerings, it states: “And he placed the altar of
burnt-oﬀering” (Exodus 40:29). With regard to the table it states:
“You shall place the table” (Exodus 26:35).

 ָּכאן ָ ּב ֲﬠ בוֹדוֹת: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ אRabbi Ĥanina says: There is no disagreement between these
. ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ְפנִים ָּכאן ָ ּב ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ׁ ֶש ַ ּבחוּץamora’im and the Rabbis. Here, the statements of the amora’im are
with regard to the rites that are performed inside the Temple, such
as bringing the incense, lighting the candelabrum, placing the shewbread on the table, and sprinkling blood on the curtain. The vessels
located inside the Temple are essential for the validity of these rites.
However, here, the statement of the Rabbis is with regard to the
rites that are performed outside of the Sanctuary, i.e., in the courtyard, such as the sacrificing of most oﬀerings. Only the absence of
the basin or its base invalidates these rites.
דוֹלה ָהיְ ָתה
ָ  ׁ ַש ְחצִ ית ְ ּג:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָא
יּוֹתר ִמ ׁ ּ ִש ׁ ּ ִשים
ֵ  ׁ ֶש,דוֹלים
ִ ִ ּב ְבנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים ְ ּג
 ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה.יאין ָ ּב ּה
ִ ִִּכ ְּכ ֵרי זָ ָהב ָהי ּו מוֹצ
 וְ ל ֹא ָהיָ ה ֶא ָחד,עוֹמד
ֵ ִּכ ְב ׁ ָש ּה ׁ ֶשל ּ ָפ ָרה
,ֵמ ֶהן מוֹצִ יא ּ ָפ ָרתוֹ ְ ּב ִּכ ְב ׁשוֹ ׁ ֶשל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
.סוֹתרוֹ וּבוֹנֶ ה אוֹתוֹ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשלּ וֹ
ְ ֶא ָּלא

§ We learned in the mishna that, according to Abba Shaul, the High

 וְ ָהא:קוֹמי ַר ִ ּבי ָמנָ א
ֵ ֵה ִתיב ַר ִ ּבי עו ָּּלא
, ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַה ַ ּצדִּ יק ׁ ְש ֵּתי ָפרוֹת ָﬠ ָ ׂשה:ָּתנֵי
ל ֹא ַ ּב ֶּכ ֶב ׁש ׁ ֶשהוֹצִ יא ֶאת זוֹ הוֹצִ יא
ימר ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַה ַ ּצדִּ יק
ַ  ִאית ָלךְ ְל ֵמ.ֶאת זוֹ
ׁ ַש ַחץ ָהיָה? ַמאי ְּכדוּן – ַﬠל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ֲﬠ ָלה
. ִס ְלסוּל ִהיא ְ ּב ָפ ָרה,ִהיא ְ ּב ָפ ָרה

Rabbi Ulla raised an objection in the presence of Rabbi Mana:
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Shimon HaTzaddikP performed
the rites of two red heifers, and the ramp on which he took out
this one he did not use again to take out that other one? Is it possible for you to say Shimon HaTzaddik was haughty? What, then,
is the reason that he constructed a new ramp? It is due to a higher
standard that was established with regard to the ceremony of the
red heifer;N it is due to a higher level of honor [silsul]L accorded to
the ceremony of the red heifer.

Priests would pay for the ramp of the red heifer from their own
funds. With regard to this issue, Rabbi Ĥanina said: There was
great haughtiness among the High Priests, as they would spend
more than sixty talents of goldB on it. This expenditure was unnecessary, as the previous ramp of the heifer was still standing. But
not one of the High Priests would take out his heifer on his fellow’s ramp. Rather, he would demolish it and build a new one
from his own funds.

 זִ יזִ ין ו ְּכ ָת ִלים ָהי ּו יוֹצְ ִאין ִמ ָּכאן: ָּתנֵיIt was taught in a baraita: Projections and walls would extend
 ּו ִמ ָּכאן ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יָ צִ יצ ּו ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִיםfrom the ramp from here and from there, i.e., on either side, in
N
.ּיט ְּמאו
ַ ִ וorder that the priests would not peek out over the edge of the
ramp and become ritually impure by leaning their bodies over a
grave without any interposition.

BACKGROUND

Talent of gold – כ ָּכר זָ ָהב:ִּ The largest measurement in Scripture, primarily used with regard to metals and their monetary value. The word was also used as the name of a weight
in other ancient Semitic languages. The Hebrew word kikar
is probably related the round shape of the weight, as kikar is
also the word for a loaf of bread, which were baked as round
loaves. Scholars disagree about the modern equivalent of
the talent, with estimates ranging from 33–50 kilograms.
From the verses in Exodus (38:24–29) it can be derived that a
talent was the equivalent of three thousand biblical shekels.
PERSONALITIES

Shimon HaTzaddik – ש ְמעוֹן ַה ַ ּצדִּ יק:
ִ ׁ Shimon HaTzaddik,
Shimon the Righteous, is the first Sage mentioned in the
chain of tradition in tractate Avot. He is described there as
one of the remnants of the Great Assembly. According to
Josephus, his full name was Shimon ben Ĥunyo ben Yadu’a.
Based upon the few facts mentioned about him, it seems
that he was the High Priest at the beginning of the rule of
the Greeks in Eretz Yisrael, and he is the one who greeted
Alexander of Macedon upon his conquering the land. Some
of his activities are recorded in Josephus’ Antiquities, and
some of his praises are mentioned in the book of Ben Sira,
the author of which apparently knew him personally. This
book also contains a description of Shimon HaTzaddik as
he left the Sanctuary on Yom Kippur, which later served as
the inspiration for the liturgical hymn recited on Yom Kippur
called Appearance of the Priest [Mareh Kohen].
It is related that Shimon HaTzaddik rebuilt the ruins of
Jerusalem and began to build the wall around the Temple.
The Jerusalem Talmud contains many statements praising
his righteousness. In tractate Sota, it is related that after his
death the priests no longer blessed the people using the
ineﬀable four-letter name of God, as the Sages did not deem
the generation worthy.
Some believe that his grandson and perhaps another
High Priest were also referred to as HaTzaddik.

ֵ  § ַ״ר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבאWe learned in the mishna that according to Rabbi Yishmael, the
אוֹמר ֵאין ִמ ְ ׂש ַּת ְּכ ִרין״
 ֶא ָּלא ִאם ָרצָ ה יִ ְהיֶ ה ַה ֶה ְפ ֵסד ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ. כו׳leftover remains of the chamber were used to purchase wine, oil, and
. וְ ַה ּ ָ ׂש ָכר ַל ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש – מו ָּּתרfine flour. These items were sold to individuals who needed them
for their private oﬀerings, and the proceeds went to the Temple
treasury. Whereas Rabbi Akiva says: One may not generate profit by selling consecrated property or by using funds set aside for the
poor. The Gemara explains that Rabbi Akiva prohibited doing business with consecrated funds only when there was a risk of loss.
However, if the seller of the wine, oil, or fine flour wanted to agree
that any loss from the subsequent sale of these items would be his,
while any profit gained would go to the Temple treasury of consecrated property, it is permitted. The potential profit or loss would
result from fluctuations in the market price of these items.

NOTES

A higher standard that was established with regard to the
ceremony of the red heifer – מ ֲﬠ ָלה ִהיא ְ ּב ָפ ָרה:ַ The Talmud mentions thirteen ways in which the standards of purity that the
Sages instituted with regard to the red heifer are more stringent
than those that apply to sacrificial oﬀerings. The reason the
Sages were so stringent with regard to the red heifer is because
of the one leniency, i.e., that it could be prepared by someone
who immersed in a ritual bath in order to become pure, but
was still considered impure until nightfall with regard to eating teruma and other sacred foods. In fact, the Sages would
see to it that those involved in preparing the red heifer would
become impure and would then immerse and prepare the red
heifer before nightfall, in order to combat the opinion of the
Sadducees, who claimed that such a person may not participate
in the process until after nightfall.
Because of this leniency, however, the Sages were concerned

that people would take lightly the standards of purity necessary
for the red heifer in other ways. Therefore, they instituted very
high standards of purity, in order to emphasize how careful one
must be in preparing the red heifer (see Ĥagiga 8b and Rashi
there; Yoma 2a). Even the building of a new ramp for each red
heifer, which did not protect against impurity better than the
previous ramp, was undertaken in order to publicize the necessity of maintaining high standards of purity (Talmid HaRashbash;
Rabbeinu Meshulam; Mahara Fulda).

Statue of Alexander the Great at the British Museum. Shimon HaTzaddik was
the one to greet him in Eretz Yisrael.
LANGUAGE

Honor [silsul] – ס ְלסוּל:ִ Although this word is found in Scripture and used often in rabbinic literature, its meaning is not
entirely clear. Some hold that it means raising up or exalting,
as in the verse: “Extol her [salseleha], and she will exalt you”
(Proverbs 4:8). It can also mean decoration and beautification, which can fit the above verse as well. It also denotes
creating round objects or shapes, as in the word sal, a basket.

In order that the priests would not peek – ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יָ צִ יצ ּו
ה ּכ ֲֹהנִים:ַ Some explain that these projections were built so that
the priests standing outside the ramp would not be able to
peek into the ramp and in so doing touch the priests who were
involved in the ritual of the red heifer and thereby render them
ritually impure (Korban HaEida).
. פרק ד׳ דף יא. Perek IV . 11a
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NOTES

If you want to agree that any loss will be yours and any profit
will belong to both of you to share – ִאין ָ ּב ֵﬠית דִּ י ַה ַה ְפ ָס ָדה
דִּ ָיד ְך וְ ַא ְ ּג ָרה דְּ ַת ְרוֵ יכוּן: Due to the prohibition against usury, it is
prohibited to accept full liability for losses incurred to another
Jew’s money while simultaneously agreeing to equally share the
profits of an investment. This is because accepting full liability
renders the transaction a loan, and therefore the profit that the
investor receives is considered interest. In this case, however,
since the agreement did not guarantee the investor any profit,
it constitutes a form of usury that is prohibited by rabbinic law
but not by Torah law. The Sages did not extend the rabbinic
decree to cases involving orphans or the poor, in order to allow
their money to earn greater profits. Similarly, the decree was not
applied to the Temple treasury (Korban HaEida; Tiklin Ĥadatin,
based on the Gemara in Bava Metzia 70a).
BACKGROUND

Se’a – ס ָאה:ְ A se’a is a measure of dry volume first mentioned
in Genesis (18:6). It is used by the Sages as a point of reference for all measures. Every se’a contains six kav, which equals
twenty-four log. Estimates of the modern equivalent of a se’a
range from 7.2–14.4 ℓ.
LANGUAGE

Overfill [beirutzin] – בירוּצִ ין:ּ ֵ The root of this word is brtz, similar
to prtz, as the letters beit and peh can sometimes be interchanged. It means breaking through a fence or a barrier. The
overfill also broke free of its designated place.

יה
ַּ  ַ ּבר זְ ִמינָ א ִא,ַּכ ֲה ָדא
ּ ית ְפ ַקד ַ ּג ֵ ּב
 ֲא ָתא ו ׁ ְּש ַאל ְל ַר ִ ּבי,ְמ ַדל דְּ יַ ְת ִמין
 ִאין ָ ּב ֵﬠית דִּ י:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,ָמנָ א
– ַה ַה ְפ ָס ָדה דִּ ָידךְ וְ ַא ְ ּג ָרה דְּ ַת ְרוֵ יכוּן
ית ְפ ַקד
ַּ  ַר ֵ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ַ ּבר ַאדָּ א ִא.ׁ ָש ֵרי
. וַ ֲﬠ ֵביד ֵּכן,יה ְמ ַדל דְּ יַ ְת ִמין
ּ ַ ּג ֵ ּב

An example like this can be found in an incident involving bar
Zemina. Funds belonging to orphans were deposited with him.
He came and asked Rabbi Mana if he was permitted to invest these
funds. Rabbi Mana said to him: If you want to agree that any loss
will be yours and any profit will belong to both of you to share,NH
then it is permitted. Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Adda had funds belonging
to orphans deposited with him and he did so; he accepted all
losses and split the profits with the orphans.

§ It was taught in the mishna that according to Rabbi Yishmael, the
נִיתין דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ִ  ַמ ְת.״מוֹתר ּ ֵפירוֹת״ כו׳
ַ
יוֹסף
ֵ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ַ ּבר.יִש ָמ ֵﬠאל ִהיא
ְ ׁ leftover produce was used to purchase the repletion of the altar, i.e.,
מוֹתר ּ ֵפירוֹת – ָ ׂש ָכר
ַ :נִיתא
ָ  ּ ָפ ַתר ַמ ְתburnt-oﬀerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle. This
leftover produce discussed in the mishna is referring to the profits
,ַל ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש
earned, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael cited
earlier, as Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef explained the mishna as follows:
The leftover produce mentioned by Rabbi Yishmael is a reference
to his earlier statement that the profits from the sales of wine, oil,
and flour went to the Temple treasury of consecrated property.
Regarding the term leftover libations mentioned by Rabbi Akiva
.יﬠית
ִ נְס ִכים – זוֹ ְס ָאה ְר ִב
ָ מוֹתר
ַ
and Rabbi Ĥananya, the deputy High Priest, this is referring to the
fourth se’a.B If the treasurer of the Temple paid in advance for a
year’s worth of wine, oil, and flour, and the price of these goods
later rose, the seller was required to provide the goods at the original,
lower price. The treasury then sold these items at the higher price
to individuals who needed them for oﬀerings. For example, if the
treasurer paid for flour at the price of four se’a for one sela, and the
price then rose to three se’a for one sela, the seller would have to
provide four se’a for one sela. This fourth se’a was sold, and the
profit from this sale was given to the Temple.
מוֹתר
ַ :נִיתא
ָ יוֹחנָ ן ּ ָפ ַתר ַמ ְת
ָ  ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yoĥanan explained the mishna as follows: The leftover
מוֹתר
ַ ,יﬠית
ִ  ּ ֵפירוֹת – זוֹ ְס ָאה ְר ִבproduce, this is referring to the fourth se’a. The leftover libations,
L
נְס ִכים – ַל ֵ ּבירוּצִ ין
ָ this is referring to the overfill [beirutzin] of the substance when
measured. When one sells a certain measure of wine, oil, or flour to
the Temple treasury, he is required to fill the measuring vessel above
the rim, so that he provides more than the exact measurement.
However, when the Temple treasurer sells these products, he must
be exact in the measurements. The diﬀerence between these two
amounts is referred to in the mishna as the leftover libations.
יוֹסף
ֵ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ַ ּבר
ּ וְ ֵלית ֵל
:ַל ֵ ּביר ּו צִ ין? ָא ַמ ר ַר ִ ּבי ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה
יﬠית נָ ַפל
ִ ַמה דְּ נָ ַפל ִל ְס ָאה ְר ִב
.ַל ֵ ּבירוּצִ ין

The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef not of the opinion
that the Temple profits from the overfill? Why, then, does he omit
any reference to it in his explanation of the mishna? Rabbi Ĥizkiya
said: That which befalls the fourth se’a befalls the overfillH as well.
Both fall under the same category of leftover libations.

HALAKHA

If you want to agree that any loss will be yours and any
profit will belong to both of you to share – ִאין ָ ּב ֵﬠית דִּ י
ה ַה ְפ ָס ָדה דִּ ָידךְ וְ ַא ְ ּג ָרה דְּ ַת ְרוֵ יכוּן:ַ If orphans inherited money from
their father, the court does not need to appoint a custodian.
Rather, it gives the money to a trustworthy person who invests
the money and shares the profits with the orphans, but takes
full responsibility for any losses incurred. If he does not own
land, he may give gold pieces as security for the money. If
there is no one to invest the money in this manner, the court
uses the money to purchase a piece of property that is managed by a trustee. Funds are withdrawn a little bit at a time to
support the orphans. However, some hold that the money is
given to a trustee to manage from the beginning, just as land
belonging to orphans is managed by a trustee (Rambam Sefer
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh 4:14 and Hilkhot Naĥalot 11:1;
Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 290:8, and in the comment
of the Rema).
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It is prohibited to lend out the money of orphans to other
Jews with a fixed interest rate, as that is considered usury by
Torah law. However, it is permitted to lend out the money of
orphans in a manner that constitutes usury only on a rabbinic
level. Similarly, money designated for the poor, for the support of Torah study, or for a synagogue may be lent out in this
manner. The custom is to be lenient although there are those
who hold that one may not do so without the explicit consent
of the court (Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh
4:14 and Hilkhot Naĥalot 11:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat
290:8 and Yoreh De’a 160:18 and Rema there).
Befalls the overfill – נָ ַפל ַל ֵ ּבירוּצִ ין: What did they do with the
overfill? If there was another oﬀering that required libations,
they brought this overfill with it. If it was left overnight, it
becomes disqualified. Otherwise, it is used to purchase the
repletion of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh
HaKorbanot 2:10).

,נִיחא
ָ יוֹסף
ֵ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ַ ּבר
ּ ַﬠל דַּ ֲﬠ ֵת
ֵאין ִמ ְ ׂש ַּת ְּכ ִרין ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש ַאף ל ֹא
יכ ְך זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה ל ֹא ָהי ּו
ָ  ְל ִפ,ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠנִיִּ ים
.מוֹדין ְ ּב ֵפירוֹת
ִ

It works out well according to the opinion of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar
Yosef, which maintains that the leftover produce was sold for
profit by the Temple treasury: One may not generate profit by
selling consecrated property, and not even with funds set aside
for the poor, and therefore the mishna concludes: Both this
Sage and that Sage, Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Ĥananya, did not
agree with Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion with regard to the leftover
produce.

 וְ ָהא,יוֹחנָ ן ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ַﬠל דַּ ֲﬠ ֵתHowever, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan,
. ָﬠ ְמד ּו ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש – יְ ַס ּ ֵפק ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע: ָּתנֵינַןwhich maintains that the leftover produce is referring to the
!מוֹדים ְ ּב ֵפירוֹת
ִ  זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה ל ֹא ָהי ּו: וְ ָתנֵינַןprofit gained from the fourth se’a, it is diﬃcult. Didn’t we learn
in a mishna that if the treasurer paid for a product at the price of
four units per sela, and at the time it was delivered the price had
risen and stood at three units per sela, the seller must still provide the produce at the original price of fourH units per sela,
leaving the Temple treasury with an extra unit from which to
profit? Apparently, all agree that the treasury may profit in this
manner. However, we learned in the mishna that this Sage and
that Sage, Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Ĥananya, did not agree with
Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion with regard to the leftover produce.
,ח מוֹדים ְ ּב ֵפירוֹת ְ ּב ַקיִ ץ ַל ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ִ  ל ֹא ָהי ּוThe Gemara answers: Everyone agrees that the fourth se’a may be
.מוֹדין ָהי ּו ִ ּב ְכ ֵלי ׁ ָש ֵרת
ִ  ֲא ָבלsold on behalf of the Temple treasury. When the mishna says that
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Ĥananya did not agree with regard to the
leftover produce, it means that they did not agree that the profits
from the produce should be used for purchasing the repletion
of the altar. However, they did agree that they may be used for
purchasing sacred vessels.
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵ ּבירוּצֵ י, ַﬠד ְּכדוּן ֵ ּבירוּצֵ י צִ ּבוּרIt appears that all agree that profits from the overfill of the mea וְ ל ֹא נִ ְמצְ א ּו ְּכ ֵלי ׁ ָש ֵרת ָ ּב ִאין, יָ ִחידsures are used to purchase sacred vessels. The Gemara asks: Un? ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל יָ ִחידtil here, it is reasonable to say that the overfill from communal
oﬀerings is used to purchase sacred vessels. However, is it possible to say that the sacred vessels could be purchased even with
the overfill of individual oﬀerings? Wouldn’t it turn out that
the sacred vessels had come from an individual, which is not
permitted?
 ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְ ׂש ָתה ְּכתוֹנֶ ת: ַּכ ֲה ָדא דְּ ָתנֵינַןThe Gemara answers that it is like that which we learned in a
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ִּת ְמ ְס ֶר ָּנה, ִל ְבנָ ּה – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהbaraita: In the case of a woman who made a tunic, one of the
.יבוּר
ּ  ַל ִ ּצpriestly vestments, for her son to wear while he serves in the
Temple, the tunic is valid. However, since the priestly vestments
must come from communal funds, the priest may only use his
mother’s tunic in the Temple provided that she completely
transfers ownership of the tunic to the community. Similarly, if
the owner donates the overfill to the public, it is permissible to
use the profit to purchase sacred vessels.

HALAKHA

If the price had risen and stood at three units per sela, the
seller must still provide the produce at the original price
of four – ﬠ ְמד ּו ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש יְ ַס ּ ֵפק ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע:ָ The person appointed to
oversee the libations would use the money from the collection
of the Temple treasury chamber to purchase wine, oil, and fine
flour. The Sages said that in a contract with the Temple treasury,
if a seller agrees to sell his produce at a price of four units for a
sela, even if the market price later rises to three units for a sela,
he is required to provide the produce at the cheaper price. At
the same time, if he agrees to sell three units for a sela and the
price falls to four units for a sela, he must provide the produce
at the current, cheaper price. The Temple treasury would then
sell these items to people who needed them for their oﬀerings.
The profits from these sales were referred to as the leftover libations and were used for the repletion of the altar. Although the
Sages said that consecrated objects should not be invested for
profit, this ruling applies to selling produce in a manner that appears as though the Temple treasury is in need of raising funds.
However, the purchase of libations was necessary in order for
people to bring their oﬀerings, and therefore it was permitted
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:9, and in the
comment of the Ra’avad).
The libations that were sanctified in a vessel and the oﬀering
is found to be disqualified – ַה ּנ ְָס ִכים ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו ִ ּב ְכ ִלי וְ נִ ְמצָ א ַהזֶּ ַבח
פסוּל:ָ ּ If libations are placed in a sacred vessel and the oﬀering they are meant to accompany is found to be disqualified,
they are not sanctified if the disqualification is due to improper
slaughter. If the oﬀering becomes disqualified at the time of
receiving the blood or afterward, the libations are sanctified.
If there is another oﬀering that has been slaughtered, the libations can be brought with it. Otherwise, they are disqualified
and must be burned.
This is the case with regard to communal oﬀerings, as the
court stipulates that the libations may be brought with any offering and not only with their original one. However, with regard
to the libations of individual oﬀerings, they are left overnight
and then burned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:6, and in the comment of the Ra’avad).
NOTES

The libations…that were sanctified in a sacred vessel –
ה ּנ ְָס ִכים ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו ִ ּב ְכ ִלי:ַ In the commentary it is explained that this
serves as a proof that the halakha for dry overfill is the same as
for liquid overfill. This is the opinion of the Rash Sirilio, which
is based on the version of the text presented here. Others understand the Gemara to be drawing the opposite conclusion:
According to the mishna in Menaĥot only libations that were
actually inside the sacred vessel are consecrated, and thus the
overfill of flour is not considered to have been sanctified in a
sacred vessel and cannot be used to buy sacred vessels (Korban
HaEida).

ּ  ַﬠד ְּכדוּן ֵ ּבירוּצֵ י ַלח וַ ֲא ִפUntil now, the discussion has concerned liquid overfill, e.g.,
יל ּו ֵ ּבירוּצֵ י
? ֵיָב ׁשwine or oil. Since the overfill was originally within the confines
of the sacred vessel, it attained consecrated status. Is the same is
true even for dry overfill, such as fine flour, in which the overfill
was piled on top of the already full vessel? If the overfill was
never actually within the confines of the vessel, is it consecrated?
 ַה ּנ ְָס ִכים ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו:ְּכ ַה ִהיא דְּ ָתנֵינַן ַּת ָּמן
 ִאם יֵ ׁש,[]פסוּל
ָ ּ ִ ּב ְכ ִלי וְ נִ ְמצָ א ַהזֶּ ַבח
 וְ ִאם,ׁ ָשם זֶ ַבח ַא ֵחר – יִ ְק ְרב ּו ִﬠ ּמוֹ
. יו ְּפ ְסל ּו ְ ּב ִלינָ ה,ָּ]לאו[ – ָלנו

The Gemara answers: The halakha is in accordance with that
which we learned in a mishna there (Menaĥot a): In the case
of the libations, which include fine flour, that were sanctified in
a sacred vesselN and, subsequently, the oﬀering they were meant
to accompany is found to be disqualified,H if there is another
oﬀering there that requires libations, they may be sacrificed
with it. And if not, and they are left overnight, they become
disqualified by being left overnight. Since the mishna in
Menaĥot does not distinguish between liquid libations and fine
flour, the Gemara understands that no distinction should be
drawn with regard to the overfill; even dry overfill is consecrated
and can be used for the purchase of sacred vessels.
. פרק ד׳ דף יא. Perek IV . 11a
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The leftover incense – טוֹרת
ֶ מוֹתר ַה ְּק:
ַ Leftover incense was
treated in the same manner as leftover animals that had
been designated as daily oﬀerings. When the month of
Nisan arrived, they desacralized these items onto money
that was to have been used to pay the wages of the artisans
who worked in the Temple. That money was then used for
the repletion of the altar, and the artisans took the leftover
incense as their wages. The Temple treasury then bought
back the incense from the artisans with funds from the
new collection of the chamber. The incense could then be
brought, as it had been purchased with the collection of the
current year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:12).

טוֹרת ֶמה
ֶ מוֹתר ַה ְּק
ַ הלכה ג מתני׳
ישין ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְ ׂש ַכר
ִ ׁ עוֹשין ָ ּב ּה? ַמ ְפ ִר
ׂ ִ ָהי ּו
אוֹת ּה ַﬠל ְמעוֹת
ָ  ו ְּמ ַח ְּל ִלין,ָהאו ָּּמנִין
אוֹת ּה ָלא ּו ָּמנִין
ָ
נוֹתנִין
ְ ְ ו,ָהא ּו ָּמנִין
אוֹת ּה
ָ
לוֹק ִחין
ְ ְ וְ חוֹזְ ִרין ו,ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן
ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה ]וְ ִאם ָ ּבא ָח ָד ׁש
ָ לוֹק ִחין
ְ – ִ ּבזְ ַמנּ וֹ
אוֹת ּה ִמ ְּתר ּו ָמה
. וְ ִאם ָלאו – ִמן ַהיְּ ׁ ָשנָ ה,[ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה

· mishna The leftover incenseNH from one
year could not be used the following year, as it had been purchased
with the shekels collected for the previous year. What would be done
with itN in order to make it usable? The Temple treasurers would set
aside an amount of it equal to the value of the wages of the artisansN
who worked in the Temple. They would then desacralize that incense by transferring its sanctity to the money owed to the artisans.
They would then give the incense to the artisansN as their wages.N
Finally, they would return and buy back the incense from the artisans with funds from the new collection of shekels. If the new funds
come on time, i.e., by the beginning of Nisan, they purchase the
incense with funds from the new collection of shekels. And if not,
they may still purchase it from the old collection, and it is valid.

 גמ׳ וְ ל ֹא נִ ְמצָ א ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש ִמ ְת ַח ֵּלל ַﬠלgemara We learned in the mishna that the leftover incense was
? ַה ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשdesacralized with money that the Temple treasury owed the artisans.
The Gemara asks: Isn’t it found that this process involves consecrated property being desacralized with consecrated property?
The artisans were paid with money from the Temple treasury, which
was also consecrated, yet consecrated property can be desacralized
only by transferring its sanctity to unconsecrated property.
עוֹשה? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ׂ ֶ  ֵּכיצַ ד הוּאThe Gemara answers that the incense was desacralized with this
 ֵמ ִביא ָמעוֹת ו ְּמ ַח ְּל ָלן ַﬠל:יסנָ א
ְ  ַ ּבר ִ ּבmoney after the money itself had been desacralized. How does the
, ַה ִ ּבנְיָ ןtreasurer of the Temple appointed to this task do so? Rabbi Shimon
bar Bisna said: He brings money from the treasury and desacralizes it onto the building that the artisans have constructed, which
is not yet sanctified.

NOTES

The leftover incense – טוֹרת
ֶ מוֹתר ַה ְּק:
ַ
Rashi (Shevuot 10b) explains that there was leftover incense every year. Incense was
set aside for each day of the year with the addition of three
more portions from which the High Priest took a handful on
Yom Kippur. As he took only a handful, there would be incense
that remained leftover from those three portions. Tosafot point
out that this explanation is not necessary, as 368 portions were
prepared at the beginning of the year: A portion for each of the
365 days of the solar year, with three remaining portions for the
High Priest on Yom Kippur. Since, the solar year is eleven days
longer than the lunar year, in regular years there were always
at least eleven portions that went unused. Additionally, when a
priest with small hands sacrificed the handful of incense, some
would be leftover.
What would be done with it – עוֹשין ָ ּב ּה
ׂ ִ מה ָהי ּו:ֶ The incense had
to be brought from the new collection each year. Therefore, a
procedure was necessary by which to reacquire the remaining
incense with the new shekels.
The Temple treasurers would set aside an amount of it equal
to the value of the wages of the artisans, etc. – ישין ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה
ִ ׁ ַמ ְפ ִר
ש ַכר ָהאו ָּּמנִין וכו׳:
ׂ ְ There are several opinions with regard to the
method of desacralization. According to Rashi (Shevuot 10b),
the Temple treasurers took money from the collection of the
chamber and legally transferred it to the artisans as wages,
which caused the money to lose its sanctified status. The leftover incense would then be desacralized by exchanging it for
that money, making the incense the property of the artisans.
Subsequently, the treasurers would buy back the incense from
the artisans with money from the shekels of the new year. This
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money would thus be desacralized and was subsequently actually paid to the artisans as their wages. The Me’iri explains this
process similarly.
According to the Ritva, and, as he claims, the Jerusalem
Talmud here, the first stage did not involve desacralizing money
from the collection of the chamber by legally transferring it to
the artisans as wages. Rather, the Temple treasurers would set
aside unconsecrated money for the wages of the artisans and
then desacralize the incense by exchanging it for that money.
They would subsequently pay the artisans with the incense and
then buy back the incense with money from the new collection
of the chamber.
Rabbi Yosef Migash explains that the Temple treasury acquired the non-sacred money by paying the artisans with the
leftover incense and giving them a bit more than the amount
due them. The artisans would pay for the extra amount of incense they had received with non-sacred money from their
own pockets. In doing so, they would desacralize all of the
incense upon that money, as it is permitted to desacralize consecrated property for less than its market value when necessary.
The Temple treasury would then buy back the incense from the
artisans with shekels from the new collection.
They would give the incense to the artisans – אוֹת ּה
ָ נוֹתנִין
ְ ְו
לאו ָּּמנִין:ָ The commentaries raised the following question: Since,
in the end, the Temple treasury would pay the artisans their
wages with incense, why not give it to them immediately?
Why the need for the intermediate steps? Tosafot (Shevuot
10b) explain that there is a dispute with regard to this matter. According to the opinion of ben Azzai, it is prohibited
to pay them with consecrated property. Even according to

Rabbi Akiva, who holds that it is permitted, his ruling applies only to an object that was consecrated by an individual.
The Sages were more stringent with regard to the leftover incense, which was consecrated by the whole community in
that it was acquired with shekels from the collection of the
chamber.
Other commentaries ask: Why not sell the incense to other
people, which would transfer its sanctity to the money used
for its purchase, and then buy back the incense with money
from the new collection of the chamber? Rashi explains that it
would be disgraceful to sell the incense to just anyone. Other
early authorities point out that according to Rabbi Yoĥanan,
the same concern does not exist with regard to daily oﬀerings,
since the Temple treasury would sell blemished sheep the entire year, and it would not be readily apparent that these were
unblemished animals that had been designated for communal
oﬀerings. However, incense would be sold only once a year,
and therefore it would be obvious that it was consecrated and
consequently a greater disgrace.
To the artisans as their wages – לאו ָּּמנִין ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן:ָ Rashi (Shevuot
10b) explains that these are the artisans who prepared the
incense in the Temple, and the Temple treasury would pay their
wages with incense. There is a practical element to this, as the
artisans were already working with the incense. In addition, in
this way the transfer of consecrated status from the incense
would be less public. However, most early commentaries, including Rabbeinu Ĥananel, hold that this method of reacquiring
the leftover incense with shekels from the new collection could
make use of any of the artisans who worked in the Temple,
including builders and others.

Perek IV
Daf 11 Amud b
נוֹתנִים
ְ ְ ו,טוֹרת ו ְּמ ַח ֵּלל ֲﬠ ֵל ֶיהן
ֶ  ו ֵּמ ִביא ְקHe then brings the incense and desacralizes it by transferring its
sanctity onto the money. The Temple treasurers then give the in.אוֹת ּה ָלאו ָּּמנִין ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן
ָ
cense to the artisans as their wages. Finally, they buy back the incense with the funds from the new collection, as taught in the
mishna.
אוֹתן ַה ָּמעוֹת ַמה יֵּ ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה ָ ּב ֶהן? ַר ִ ּבי
ָ
אוֹמר ֲאנִי יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ְל ֵבית ַ ּג ְרמ ּו
ֶ :אוֹמר
ֵ
יא ין
ִ  ׁ ֶש ָה י ּו ְ ּב ִק,ּו ְל ֵבית ַא ְב ִט ינָ ס
ּ ְ ּב ִפ
טוֹרת ו ְּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ֶל ֶחם
ֶ יט ּום ַה ְּק
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב.ַה ּ ָפנִים
 וְ ֵהן ׁ ֶשיְּ ה ּו ַחיָּ ִיבין ָל ֶהן ָמעוֹת:יִ צְ ָחק
.אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ִמ ׁ ּ ָש ָﬠה ִר

That money that was used to desacralize the incense, which is now
consecrated, what should be done with it? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
says: I say that it should be given to the house of Garmu and to
the house of Avtinas,B who were experts in the preparation of the
incense and in the production of the shewbread. The producers
of the incense and the shewbread receive their payment from the
collection of the Temple treasury chamber. Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav
Yitzĥak said: And this is true only when the treasury owes them
money from work done previously, but it should not be given to
them as advance payment for work they will do in the future, as the
wages for work they do from the month of Nisan and on should
come from the collection of the new year.

 ל ֹא ָהי ּו ַחיָּ ִיבין:ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ַ ּבר ָ ּבא ָ ּב ֵﬠי
אשוֹנָ ה? ֲא ָתא
ׁ ָל ֶהן ָמעוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ָש ָﬠה ָה ִר
ַר ִ ּבי ָ ּבא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי
.ח  ְמ ַקיְּ יצִ ין ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב:יוֹסי
ֵ

Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ba asked: If the Temple treasury did not owe
these artisans money from work done previously, what would
be done with the money? Rabbi Ba came and said in the name of
Rabbi Ĥiyya, who said in the name of Rabbi Yosei: The treasury
uses the money to buy oﬀerings with which they replete the
altar.HBN Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ba accepted this answer.

:יוֹסה
ֵ קוֹמי ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ּכ ֵֹהן ְ ּב ֵﬠי
,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ָ ּבא
ָּ ַמ ְח ְל ָפא ׁ ִש
ּ יט ֵת
!יה
ָ  וְ ָכה ּ ְפ ׁ ִש,יה
ָ ַּת ָּמן צְ ִר
ּ יטא ֵל
ּ יכה ֵל
 ָהא,יה – ִ ּב ְכ ִלי ׁ ָש ֵרת
ָ ָהא דִּ צְ ִר
ּ יכה ֵל
,ח יה – ְ ּב ַקיִ ץ ַל ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ָ דִּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ּ יטא ֵל

Rabbi Ba bar Kohen asked in the presence of Rabbi Yosei: Is the
opinion of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ba reversed? There, at first, he needed clarification with regard to this question, and here it is obvious
to him that one may use the money to pay for the repletion of the
altar. The answer to the question was given by Rabbi Ba in the name
of Rabbi Ĥiyya, and that same Rabbi Ĥiyya asked the question. The
Gemara explains: That about which he needed clarification is
whether the money used to desacralize the incense may be used to
purchase sacred vessels. That which was obvious to him is that the
money may be used to buy oﬀerings for the repletion of the altar.

 ַר ִ ּבי,יט ָמ ּה ְ ּבח ו ִּּלין
ְּ  ּ ִפ:ית ּ ַפ ְלגּ ּון
ְ  דְּ ִאRabbi Ĥiyya’s initial dilemma with regard to purchasing sacred vessels with the money used to desacralize incense reflects his indeciֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי, ּ ְפסו ָּלה:יוֹסי ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ ה ָא ַמר
disagreed:
ֻ ׁ ְ יsion concerning the dispute about which two amora’im
. ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י ָא ַמר הוֹש
If one prepared incense in a non-sacred vessel,H Rabbi Yosei, son
of Rabbi Ĥanina, said: It is disqualified for use in the Temple, as
incense must be consecrated by being placed in a sacred vessel.
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: It is valid for use, as there is no
requirement that incense be placed in a sacred vessel during its
preparation. According to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Ĥanina, all incense is sacred on the level of a sacred vessel. Consequently, the money exchanged for it will have the same level of
sanctity, and it can be used to purchase sacred vessels. However,
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, it is possible
to have prepared incense that has not yet been placed in a sacred
vessel. The money exchanged for such incense may not be used to
purchase sanctified vessels, as it does not have the appropriate level
of sanctity.

BACKGROUND

House of Garmu and house of Avtinas – ֵ ּבית ַ ּג ְרמ ּו ו ֵּבית
 ַא ְב ִטינָס: The Gemara in tractate Yoma relates that these two
families kept the secret of how to prepare the shewbread
and the incense, respectively. The incense had a specific and
secret recipe, while the shewbread had to be baked using
a secret technique to create its unusual shape. While there
are many disputes among the commentaries as well as
among modern researchers with regard to the identification
of some of the components of the incense, about others
there is almost no argument. One of these is levona, frankincense, which is also used with most of the meal-oﬀerings
and is identified as the sap derived from Boswellia sacra trees.

Ancient Boswellia sacra tree in Dhofar, Oman

Frankincense from a Boswellia sacra tree
With which they replete the altar – ח זְב
ּ ֵ  ְמ ַקיְּ יצִ ין ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ִּמ:
It is explained in a baraita (Shevuot 12a) that the term kayyitz,
repletion, is derived from the from the word for picking
figs. The extra burnt-oﬀerings brought when the altar was
idle are analogous to a sweet dessert, which is an unnecessary but pleasurable addition to a meal. There was no set
time for these additional, special oﬀerings. On a day with
many visitors bringing private oﬀerings there was no need
for them.
NOTES

They use the money to buy oﬀerings with which they
replete the altar – ח זְב
ּ ֵ  ְמ ַקיְּ יצִ ין ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ִּמ: The repletion of
the altar is referring to the sacrifice of burnt-oﬀerings when
the altar was otherwise not being used. The flesh of these
animals was burnt on the altar and their hides belonged
to the priests.

HALAKHA

They use the money to buy oﬀerings with which they replete the altar – ח זְב
ּ ֵ  ְמ ַקיְּ יצִ ין ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ִּמ: When the New Moon
of Nisan arrived, the leftover incense was desacralized by the
transfer of its sanctity onto the money ordinarily set aside for
the wages of the artisans. The now consecrated money was
used to buy oﬀerings for the repletion of the altar. When this
was done, the artisans received their wages in the form of the
desacralized leftover incense. The Temple treasury then bought
back the incense with money from the new collection of the

chamber. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ĥiyya
in the name of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 4:12).
If one prepared incense in a non-sacred vessel – יט ָמ ּה ְ ּבחו ִּּלין
ְּ פ:ִ ּ
If one prepared the incense using non-sacred ingredients or in
a non-sacred vessel, it is disqualified for use, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Rabbi Ĥanina (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6).
: פרק ד׳ דף יא. Perek IV . 11b
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NOTES

It is holy – קוֹד ׁש ִהיא:
ֶ This precise phrase is not found in
the Torah. Some explain, based on a parallel discussion in
tractate Keritot 6a, that the intended verse is: “It shall be holy
to you” (Exodus 30:37; see Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6). An alternative explanation is that this halakha is derived from the phrase with
regard to the anointing oil: “It is holy, it shall be holy unto
you” (Exodus 30:32). If so, however, the text should read
kodesh hu, i.e., the masculine form, rather than kodesh hi,
in the feminine. The latter appears in the text here, which
is in agreement with the word for incense, ketoret, which is
feminine (Arukh LaNer on Keritot 6a; Mishne LaMelekh on
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6).
Rabbi Yoĥanan said incense – טוֹרת
ֶ יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר ְק
ָ ר ִ ּבי:ַ The
commentaries explained that Rabbi Yoĥanan must say that
the phrase: Items that are suitable to be brought as communal oﬀerings, is referring to incense, as it cannot refer to
unblemished animals, oils, wine, or fine flour, because these
are all mentioned explicitly later in the mishna. Moreover,
those items may be used by individuals as well. Therefore,
they are less likely to be referred to as items that are suitable for communal oﬀerings (Korban HaEida; Tiklin Ĥadatin).
Unblemished lambs that remained unused – הוֹתיר ּו
ִ
ימים
ִ ת ִמ:ְּ Rashi (Shevuot 10b) explains that there were always
six animals that had been examined and found to be free of
blemishes available for the daily oﬀerings. On the last day of
Adar, two of them were sacrificed, one in the morning and
one in the evening, leaving four remaining at the end of the
Temple year. Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin finds diﬃculties
with this explanation and suggests that the leftover animals
were those that went missing and were subsequently found.
An alternative explanation of how there came to be leftover
animals is found in the Tosefot HaRosh, citing the Rash MiKutzi, who explained that when particularly choice animals
became available, the Temple would purchase many of
them at once. Consequently, the Temple could be left with
remaining lambs at the end of the year.
HALAKHA

Unblemished lambs that remained unused – הוֹתיר ּו
ִ
ימים
ִ ת ִמ:ְּ Once the New Moon of Nisan arrives, it is permitted to sacrifice communal oﬀerings only from the new collection of the Temple chamber. The old collection may be
used only if there are not enough new funds. If the Temple
treasury owns animals designated as daily oﬀerings that
were purchased from the old collection, they are redeemed,
despite the fact that they are unblemished. These animals
are thereby transferred to non-sacred status and the money
is allocated to the old collection, from which oﬀerings for
the repletion of the altar were purchased.
The reason it is permitted to redeem even unblemished
animals is because the court stipulated that any animal
purchased as a daily oﬀering but did not get used may be
transferred to non-sacred status. This ruling is in accordance
with Rabbi Ĥiyya’s explanation of the opinion of Shmuel
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:12).

יוֹס י ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ
ַמ ה ַּט ְﬠ ָמ א דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
״קוֹד ׁש ִהיא״ – ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא ֲהוָ ויָ ָית ּה
ֶ ?ֲחנִינָ ה
ﬠ ֶ ּבן הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ַמה ַּט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י.ַ ּב ּק ֶוֹד ׁש
״קוֹד ׁש ִהיא״ – ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא ָ ּב ָאה
ֶ
?ֵלוִ י
.ִמ ְּתרו ַּמת ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה

What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Ĥanina? The verse states about incense: “It is holy”N (see Exodus
: ). This teaches that its creation, i.e., its preparation, must take
place in a sacred vessel, so that it has elevated sanctified status
from its inception. What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi? “It is holy,” meaning that it must come from
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, i.e., from the
public and not from an individual. However, once it is purchased
from communal funds, it may be prepared even in a non-sacred
vessel.

 ָא ְתיָ א דְּ ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹסי ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ּבוּן
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said: The opinion of Rabbi Yosei
ben Ĥanina goes in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. And
ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ו ְּד ַר ִ ּבי י,יוֹסי ֶ ּבן ֲחנִינָ ה ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ
.יוֹחנָן
ָ  ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י ְּכ ַר ִ ּביthe opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan.
 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהי ּו ָ ּב ֶהן דְּ ָב ִרים:דְּ ָתנֵינַן
:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי,ְראוּיִ ן ְל ָק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת צִ ּבוּר
יפ ֵתר
ָ ּ  ִּת:הוֹש ֲﬠיָ ה
ַ ׁ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.טוֹרת
ֶ ְק
נוֹטל
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה,ְ ּבאו ָּמן ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ֵ ּבית ַא ְב ִטינָס
.טוֹרת
ֶ ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכרוֹ ְק

As we learned in a mishna (Shekalim a): There is a tannaitic
disagreement concerning one who consecrates all of his possessions, and among them there are items that are suitable for use
as communal oﬀerings. Rabbi Yoĥanan identified the possession
the mishna is referring to and said: Incense.N Apparently, he
maintained that it is possible for one to be in possession of incense
that has not yet been consecrated. Therefore, he must also maintain that incense that was prepared in a non-sacred vessel is valid
for use, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi. Rabbi Hoshaya, said: The mishna should be explained as
referring specifically to an artisan of the house of Avtinas, who
would receive incense as his wages. The incense was prepared in
a sacred vessel, but it could come into his possession after being
desacralized.

,יוֹסי ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ ה ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ  ו ְּד ַר ִ ּביAnd the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Ĥanina is in accordance
 ַמ ְכ ֶּת ׁ ֶשת: דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלwith the opinion of Shmuel, as Rav Huna said in the name of
.אוֹת ּה ִּכ ְכ ִלי ׁ ָש ֵרת ַל ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ָ  ָﬠ ׂש ּוShmuel: With regard to the mortar, within which they crushed
the ingredients of the incense, the Sages considered it like a sacred vessel with regard to its ability to bestow an elevated, consecrated status upon its contents. Apparently, Shmuel holds that the
incense must be prepared in a sacred vessel.
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹסי ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ּבוּן ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ַר ִ ּבי
 דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ַד ׁש ִ ּב ְכ ִלי:יוֹסי
ֵ קוֹמי ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ חוּנָ א
 וְ ל ֹא דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:יה
ּ ׁ ָש ֵרת נִ ְפדֶּ ה? ֲא ַמר ֵל
.מוֹתר
ַ  ַקל הוּא ְ ּב: דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,ִהיא

Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said: Rabbi Ĥuna said this halakha of Shmuel in the presence of Rabbi Yosei and asked: May
an item that was sanctified in a sacred vessel be redeemed?
Since placing an item in a sacred vessel elevates its sanctity, ordinarily it would not be possible to transfer its sanctity onto money.
Yet Shmuel insists that the incense be prepared in a sacred vessel,
and the leftover incense was desacralized by transferring its sanctity onto money. Rabbi Yosei said to him: Isn’t that precisely the
opinion of Shmuel? As Shmuel said: This is a leniency with
regard to leftover communal oﬀerings, including incense. They
can, in fact, be desacralized, despite their elevated level of sanctity.

 ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל.ימים
ִ הוֹתיר ּו ְּת ִמ
ִ ,ית ּ ַפ ְּלגוּן
ְ  דְּ ִאThe Gemara cites the source of Shmuel’s opinion: The amora’im
:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,ימים
ִ  נִ ְפדִּ ין ִּכ ְת ִמ: ָא ַמרdisagreed with regard to unblemished lambs that had been set
NH
. נִ ְפדִּ ין ִּכ ְפסו ֵּלי ַה ּמו ְּקדָּ ׁ ִשיםaside for the daily oﬀerings and remained unused at the end of
the year. They may not be sacrificed in the coming year, as they
were not purchased with funds collected for that year. Shmuel
said: Although in general one may redeem such animals only after
they develop a blemish, in this case they may be redeemed even
as unblemished animals. The Temple treasury could then purchase them anew from the newly collected funds, rendering them
suitable as oﬀerings for the new year. The same holds true for remaining incense; it too may be desacralized in a more lenient
manner. Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Although they are animals remaining from the previous year, they still must be redeemed in the
regular manner, like any other consecrated animals that have
been disqualified. One must wait until they develop a blemish;
only at that point may they be redeemed.
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The Gemara raises a similar issue: If goats that were set aside for
:יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ִ
ּ  ַﬠל דַּ ֲﬠ ֵת,הוֹתיר ּו ְ ׂש ִﬠ ִירים
,עוֹלה נִ ְפדֵּ ית ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ַח ָּטאת
ָ  ִאםcommunal sin-oﬀerings were left over at the end of the year, according to Shmuel they may be redeemed in their unblemished state. If
a burnt-oﬀering may be redeemed unblemished, all the more
so it should be permitted to redeem an animal set aside as a sinoﬀering. With regard to an animal set aside for a burnt-oﬀering, if
it was not redeemed in its unblemished state, but became blemished
and was subsequently redeemed, the funds used for its redemption
would go to purchase another burnt-oﬀering for the repletion of the
altar. The value set aside as burnt-oﬀering thus would remain dedicated to that purpose. In the parallel case of a sin-oﬀering, the funds
used to redeem a blemished leftover communal sin-oﬀering did not
go to the purchase of a new sin-oﬀering but to the purchase of a
burnt-oﬀering for the repletion of the altar as well. Since the animal’s
sanctification as a sin-oﬀering is eﬀectively nullified in any case, it
is easier in such a case to be lenient and permit the redemption of
the animal even before it has become blemished.
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,יוֹחנָ ן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ַﬠל דַּ ֲﬠ ֵתRabbi Ze’eira said in accordance with Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion:
.ּ יִ ְרעו: זְ ֵﬠ ָיראEven in the case of leftover communal sin-oﬀerings, the animals
must graze until they develop a blemish; only then may they be
redeemed. The funds used to redeem the animals became sanctified
and were allocated for the purchase of burnt-oﬀerings for the repletion of the altar.
: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחקRabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak said: They, i.e., the leftover sin.ח  ְמ ַקיְּ יצִ ין ָ ּב ֶהן ֶאת ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּבoﬀerings, are themselves used as burnt oﬀerings to replete the altar
without being redeemed.
?עוֹלה
ָ  יֵ ׁש ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש ְּק ֵר ָיבה:וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין, ׁ ַשנְ יָ יא ִהיא:יוֹסה
ֵ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
.יטה
ָ ָק ְר ְ ּבנוֹת צִ ּבוּר נִ ְק ָ ּב ִﬠין ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִח
 ְּתנַ אי ֵ ּבית דִּ ין הוּא ַﬠל:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
.וֹתר ׁ ֶשיִּ ְק ְרב ּו עוֹלוֹת
ָ ַה ּמ

The Gemara asks: But this is diﬃcult: Is there a sin-oﬀering that
may be brought as a burnt-oﬀering? Rabbi Yosei said: This case
is diﬀerent, as it is dealing with a communal oﬀering; communal
oﬀerings are designated as a particular type of oﬀering only with
their slaughter, and not when they are consecrated in the first place.
Rabbi Ĥiyya oﬀers a diﬀerent explanation and says: It is a condition of the court, which stipulates with regard to remaining animals that even if they have been set aside as communal sin-oﬀerings
they may be sacrificed as burnt oﬀerings.

Perek IV
Daf 12 Amud a

· mishna One who consecrates all his
הלכה ד מתני׳ ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו
possessions
without
specifying for what purpose, his possessions
וְ ָהי ּו ָ ּב ֶהן דְּ ָב ִרים ְרא ּויִ ין ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת
are consecrated for Temple maintenance. And if among them there
– ַה ִ ּצ ּבוּר
are items that are suitable for use as communal oﬀerings,H which
may not be used for the maintenance of the Temple but only for
sacrificial purposes, what is done with those items to remove their
consecration for Temple maintenance, in order that they may be
reconsecrated for sacrificial use?

HALAKHA

One who consecrates his possessions and among them there be given to the Temple artisans as their wages in a procedure
are items suitable for communal oﬀerings –  ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהי ּוlike that performed with the leftover incense (Rambam Sefer
ב ֶהן דְּ ָב ִרים ְראוּיִ ין ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת ַה ִ ּצ ּבוּר:
ּ ָ When someone consecrates Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 5:10). This is in accordance with the
all his possessions, without specifying for what purpose, and opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as explained by Rabbi Yoĥanan later in
incense or one of its ingredients is among them, these should the Gemara.
. פרק ד׳ דף יב. Perek IV . 12a
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