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

101

HALAKHA

One who consecrates all his possessions, and among
them there is an animal that is suitable to be sacrificed on the altar – ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהיָ ה ָ ּב ֶהן ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
ח זְב
ּ ֵ  ְראוּיָה ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ִמ: If one consecrates all his possessions
without specifying for what purpose, and among them
there are unblemished animals suitable for sacrificing
on the altar, they are to be sold. The males are sold for
the needs of burnt-oﬀerings and then sacrificed as such.
The females are sold for the needs of peace-oﬀerings
and then sacrificed as such. The money received in the
sale goes to Temple maintenance, in accordance with
the halakha that unspecified consecrated items are for
Temple maintenance (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Arakhin VaĤaramin 5:7, 6:1). This ruling is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua.

. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,ָּיִנ ְתנ ּו ָלאו ָּּמנִין ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן
. ֵאינָ ּה ִהיא ַה ִּמדָּ ה:ָא ַמר לוֹ ֶ ּבן ַﬠזַּ אי
,ישין ֵמ ֶהן ְ ׂש ַכר ָהאו ָּמנִים
ִ ׁ  ַמ ְפ ִר,ֶא ָּלא
,אוֹתן ַﬠל ְמעוֹת ָהא ּו ָּמנִין
ָ
ּו ְמ ַח ְּל ִלין
 וְ חוֹזְ ִרין,אוֹתן ָלאו ָּּמנִין ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן
ָ נוֹתנִים
ְ ְו
ָ לוֹק ִחים
ְ ְו
.אוֹת ּה ִמ ְּתרו ָּמה ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה

They are given to Temple artisans as their wages,N and thereby they
are desacralized;N this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Ben Azzai
said to him: This is not the method to be used. Rather, the same
method that is used to desacralize the leftover incense, as is described
in the previous mishna, should also be used here, i.e., they set aside
from the consecrated items the equivalent of the value owed to the
artisans for their wages, and they desacralize them by transferring
their sanctity onto the money allocated for the artisans’ wages, and
then they give those items, which are no longer consecrated, to the
artisans as their wages. According to both opinions, once the desacralized items are in the possession of the artisans, one of Temple
treasurers should repurchase those items using money from that
year’s new collection of half-shekels, consecrating them for sacrificial
use during the coming year.

 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהיָה ָ ּב ֶהן ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ְראוּיָהIn the case of one who consecrates all his possessions without spec. זְ ָכ ִרים וּנְ ֵקבוֹת,ח  ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ִמזְ ֵ ּבifying for what purpose, and among them there is an animal that is
suitable to be sacrificed on the altar,H male or female, what should
be done with it?
 זְ ָכ ִרים יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו ְלצָ ְר ֵכי:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 וּנְ ֵקבוֹת יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו ְל צָ ְר ֵכי זִ ְב ֵחי,עוֹלוֹת
יהן יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִﬠם ׁ ְש ָאר נְ ָכ ָסיו
ֶ  ו ְּד ֵמ,ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
.ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת

Rabbi Eliezer says: Since he did not specify otherwise, everything is
consecrated for Temple maintenance. Therefore, any males should
be sold for the needs of burnt-oﬀerings, i.e., to individuals who will
sacrifice them as such. And any females, since they cannot be brought
as burnt-oﬀerings, should be sold for the needs of peace-oﬀerings,
i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice them as such. And their monetary value that is received from their sale is allocated with the rest of
his property for Temple maintenance.

 זְ ָכ ִרים ַﬠצְ ָמן יִ ְק ְרב ּו:אוֹמר
ֵ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ַר ִ ּבי יRabbi Yehoshua says: Although he did not specify for what purpose
 וּנְ ֵקבוֹת יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו ְל צָ ְר ֵכי זִ ְב ֵחי, עוֹלוֹתhe consecrated his possessions, it may be assumed that he intended
,יהן עוֹלוֹת
ֶ  וְ ִיָביא ִ ּב ְד ֵמ, ׁ ְש ָל ִמיםthe animals to be consecrated as burnt-oﬀerings. Therefore, any males
should themselves be sacrificed as burnt-oﬀerings, and any females,
since they cannot be brought as burnt-oﬀerings, should be sold for
the needs of peace-oﬀerings, i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice
them as such, and their monetary value that is received from their
sale should be used to purchase and bring burnt-oﬀerings.
. ו ׁ ְּש ָאר נְ ָכ ִסים יִ ּ ְפל ּו ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ תAccording to both opinions, the rest of the possessions, which are
not suitable for sacrificial use, are allocated for Temple maintenance.
רוֹאה ֲאנִי ֶאת דִּ ְב ֵרי
ֶ :ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
 ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי,ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיﬠזֶ ר ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה ֶאת ִמדּ ָוֹתיו וְ ַר ִ ּבי י
ֶ ֱא ִל
.ָח ַלק

Rabbi Akiva said: I see the statement of Rabbi Eliezer as more correct than the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, since Rabbi Eliezer
applied his method equally to both animals and other possessions
in treating both as consecrated for Temple maintenance, whereas
Rabbi Yehoshua made a distinction between them.N

NOTES

They are given to artisans as their wages, etc. – יִ ָּנ ְתנ ּו ָלאו ָּּמנִין
ב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן וכו׳:
ּ ִ It is not possible to desacralize these items directly
by redeeming them with money from the Temple treasury. In
order to desacralize an item, its sanctity must be transferred to a
non-sacred item, and the money in the Temple treasury was itself
consecrated (Melekhet Shlomo, citing Rabbi Suleiman).

quired these funds as follows: Structures built at the behest of
the Temple treasury were not consecrated directly. Rather, once
completed, they were consecrated by transferring the sanctity
of consecrated money from the Temple treasury onto the structure. That money was then desacralized and it was permitted to
use it to pay the artisans. Or, as ben Azzai suggested, the sanctity of the consecrated animals could be transferred onto the
To artisans as their wages, and thereby they are desacralized –
money, which would in turn desacralize the animals. The animals
לאו ָּּמנִין ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכ ָרן:ָ According to Rabbi Akiva, artisans who worked
would then be given to the artisans as wages and subsequently
for the Temple could be paid with money that had been consebought back with funds from the new shekels, thereby deconsecrated for Temple maintenance. Upon paying the artisans, the
crating that money and consecrating the animals as communal
money became desacralized. Just as sanctity can be transferred
oﬀerings.
to a non-sacred physical object, it can also be transferred to the
labor the artisans invested in the Temple, despite the fact that Since Rabbi Eliezer applied his method equally, whereas Rabbi
labor is intangible. This is derived from the verse: “And they shall Yehoshua made a distinction – וֹתיו
ָ ּיﬠזֶ ר ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה ֶאת ִמד
ֶ ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
make Me a Temple” (Exodus 25:8), which implies that the labor ﬠ ָח ַלק יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ וְ ַר ִ ּבי: Some explain that Rabbi Akiva was bothered by
itself is also to be funded from the Temple treasury (Tosafot on the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua diﬀerentiated between the conseTemura 31b). Ben Azzai argues that since the labor is intangible, cration of animals and other possessions (Rambam; Rabbeinu
sanctity cannot be transferred to it. As such, the artisans’ wages Meshulam). Others explain that Rabbi Akiva was bothered by
had to be paid from non-sacred funds. As the mishna states, ac- Rabbi Yehoshua’s distinction between male and female animals,
cording to ben Azzai, the money set aside for the artisans’ wages whereas Rabbi Eliezer applied the same method for both genders
must be non-sacred from the outset. The Temple treasurers ac- (Rash Sirilio).
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 ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי ֶאת דִּ ְב ֵרי:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ּ ַפ ּ ְפיָ יס
 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ְ ּב ֵפירו ּׁש – ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,נֵיהן
ֶ ׁ ְש
 וְ ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ְס ָתם – ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי

Rabbi PapeyyasLP said: I heard the statements of both of them
applied to diﬀerent situations: One who consecrates all his possessions and explicitly states that his animals are to be included, clearly intends to equate his animals with the rest of his possessions, that
both should be consecrated for the same purpose, i.e., for Temple
maintenance. Therefore, he should act in accordance with the
statement of Rabbi Eliezer. However, with regard to one who
consecrates all his possessions without explicitly specifying that
this includes his animals, since there is no reason to presume that
he wishes them all to be consecrated for the same purpose, it is
presumed that each item is consecrated for the purpose most suited
to it. Therefore, he should act in accordance with the statement of
Rabbi Yehoshua.

ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהי ּו ָ ּב ֶהן דְּ ָב ִרים ְראוּיִ ם
 ַר ִ ּבי. יֵ ינוֹת ו ׁ ְּש ָמנִים וְ עוֹפוֹת,ח זְב
ּ ֵ ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ִמ
 יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו ְלצָ ְר ֵכי אוֹתוֹ:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
 ּו ׁ ְש ָאר,יהן עוֹלוֹת
ֶ  וְ יָ ִביא ִ ּב ְד ֵמ,ַה ִּמין
.נְ ָכ ִסים יִ ּ ְפל ּו ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת

In the case of one who consecrates all his possessions, and among
them there were items that are suitable to be sacrificed on the
altar, such as wines for libations, and oils for meal-oﬀerings, and
birds,H e.g., turtledoves or young pigeons, Rabbi Eliezer says: They
are sold for the needs of that kind of item, i.e., to individuals who
will use them as such. And he should bring with their monetary
value that is received from their sale burnt-oﬀerings. And the rest
of the possessions are allocated for Temple maintenance.

.״ה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש וכו׳ ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת צִ ּבוּר״
ַ גמ׳
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.טוֹרת
ֶ  ְק:יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
יפ ֵתר ְ ּבאו ָּמן ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ַ ּביִ ת
ָ ּ  ִּת:הוֹש ֲﬠיָ ה
ַׁ
.טוֹרת
ֶ נוֹטל ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָכרוֹ ְק
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ָהיָה,ַא ְב ִטינָס

gemara

The mishna teaches that there is a dispute with regard to the case of one who consecrates all his possessions, and
among them there were items that are suitable for use as communal
oﬀerings. Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The mishna is referring to one
whose possessions include ingredients used to prepare the incense.
Rabbi Hoshaya says: If so, the mishna should be explained as referring specifically to an artisan of the house of Avtinas, who would
receive incense as his wages. There is a dispute about whether the
incense may be prepared by an individual in a non-sacred vessel and
then dedicated to the Temple. Explaining the mishna as referring to
an artisan who received the incense from the Temple means that
the mishna holds true for both sides of the dispute.

 § ַמה ַּט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ֶבן ַﬠזַּ אי – ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשThe mishna teaches that Rabbi Akiva holds that incense conseאכה ֶא ָּלא ַﬠל
ָ  ִמ ְת ַח ֵּלל ַﬠל ַה ְּמ ָלcrated for Temple maintenance may be desacralized simply by
. ַה ָּמעוֹתgiving it to the artisans as their wages, but ben Azzai insisted the
incense must be desacralized by transferring its sanctity to money.
The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of ben Azzai? He holds
that consecrated property cannot be desacralized upon labor
since it is intangible. Rather, it can be desacralized only upon a
tangible object, such as money.
–  יֵ ׁש ְ ּב ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֶ ּב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת: ַּת ָּמן ָּתנֵינַןThe Gemara notes: We learned in a mishna there (Temura b):
There are certain halakhot that apply to items consecrated for
Temple maintenance that do not apply to animals consecrated for
the altar. They are:

LANGUAGE

Papeyyas – פ ּ ְפיָ יס:ַ ּ From the Greek Παππίας, pappias,
based on the word father, grandfather, or priest. Although
there is a Hebrew name with a similar meaning, Sheariah,
mentioned in I Chronicles 8:38, it is possible that Papeyyas
is just a form of the Roman name Pappus.
PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Papeyyas – ר ִ ּבי ּ ַפ ּ ְפיָ יס:ַ Rabbi Papeyyas is mentioned
among the Sages of the academy of Yavne during the
generation of the destruction of the Temple. It seems that
he was younger than Rabbi Yehoshua. A number of his
testimonies as well as some of his statements of halakha
and aggada are found in the mishna and other sources. Not
much is known about his life or his oﬀspring.
HALAKHA

One who consecrates all his possessions, and among
them there were items that are suitable to be sacrificed
on the altar, such as wines, and oils, and birds – ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש
 יֵ ינוֹת ו ׁ ְּש ָמנִים וְ עוֹפוֹת,ח זְב
ּ ֵ נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהי ּו ָ ּב ֶהן דְּ ָב ִרים ְראוּיִ ם ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ִמ: If
one consecrated all his possessions without specifying for
what purpose, and among them were wine, oil, and fine
flour that are suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, these are
sold for the needs of that kind, and then they are sacrificed
by the buyer. The money received from the sale is used
to purchase male animals, which are sacrificed as burntoﬀerings (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramin
5:8). This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer, as Rabbi Akiva stated that he prefers the opinion
of Rabbi Eliezer over that of Rabbi Yehoshua. Furthermore,
although Rabbi Papeyyas disagrees, there is a principle that
the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva in disagreements with a colleague.
That unspecified consecrated items are consecrated
for Temple maintenance – ש ְּס ַתם ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשוֹת ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת:
ֶ ׁ If
one consecrates his possessions without specifying for
what purpose, they are consecrated for Temple maintenance. If among them there are animals that are suitable
to be sacrificed on the altar, these animals are sold to be
sacrificed as appropriate: The males are sold to be used
as burnt-oﬀerings and the females are sold to be used as
peace-oﬀerings. The money from the sale goes to Temple
maintenance. (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin
VaĤaramin 5:7, 6:1).
One violates the prohibition against misuse of consecrated objects by deriving benefit from that which
grows from items consecrated for Temple maintenance –
יהן
ֶ ּמוֹﬠ ִלין ְ ּבגִ ידּ ו ֵּל
ֲ ו: If one derives benefit from that which
grows from consecrated objects, he violates the prohibition against misuse of consecrated objects. How? If one
who consecrates a field or tree and subsequently derives
benefit from its grass or fruit, he is in violation of misuse of
consecrated objects (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila
5:6). This is in accordance with the mishna in Temura 13a.

 ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש, ׁ ֶש ְּס ַתם ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשוֹת ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ תThat unspecified consecrated items are consecrated for Temple
maintenance.H
ּמוֹﬠ ִלין
ֲ  ו,ֶ ּב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת – ָחל ַﬠל ַה ּכֹל
. וְ ֵאין ָ ּב ֶהן ֲהנָ יָיה ַל ּכ ֲֹהנִים,יהן
ֶ  ְ ּבגִ ידּ ו ֵּלConsecration for Temple maintenance takes eﬀect on all types
of objects, even wood, stones, and blemished animals; while
consecration for the altar takes eﬀect only on objects that may
be brought as oﬀerings upon the altar.
One violates the prohibition against misuse of consecrated objects
by deriving benefit from that which grows from items consecrated for Temple maintenance,H such as an egg of a chicken or
milk of a domesticated animal. One who derives benefit is liable
to pay a fifth of the principle amount in addition to sacrificing
the relevant guilt-oﬀering.
And unlike with animals consecrated to the altar, there is no benefit
from them for the priests. Priests sometimes benefit from animals consecrated to the altar by eating portions of the oﬀerings
or receiving their hides.
. פרק ד׳ דף יב. Perek IV . 12a
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NOTES

It is already written: “And if the one who consecrated
it will redeem his house,” etc. – ְּכ ָבר ְּכ ִתיב ״וְ ִאם ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש
יִגְ ַאל ֶאת ֵ ּביתוֹ״ וכו׳: The Gemara assumes that “his house”
mentioned in this verse in fact refers to his house. That assumption makes superfluous the phrase “his house” in the
previous verse. Since it would be superfluous if understand
literally, the Gemara interprets “his house” in the first verse
as not referring specifically to a house, but to the entirety
of one’s possessions, although that includes items that are
suitable to be brought on the altar (Shiklei Yosef; Vilna Gaon;
Malbim; Asirit HaEifa on Torat Kohanim, Beĥukotai 4:9).

,יﬠזֶ ר ִהיא
ֶ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִל:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנַ נְ יָ ה
 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו וְ ָהיְ ָתה ָ ּב ֶהן:דְּ ָתנֵינַ ן
ח זְ ָכ ִרים ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ְראוּיָ ה ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ִמזְ ֵ ּב
 זְ ָכ ִרים יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ִל,וּנְ ֵקבוֹת
 וּנְ ֵקיבוֹת יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו ְלצָ ְר ֵכי,ְלצָ ְר ֵכי עוֹלוֹת
יהן יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִﬠם ׁ ְש ָאר
ֶ  ו ְּד ֵמ,זִ ְב ֵחי ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
.נְ ָכ ִסים ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת

Rabbi Ĥananya said that this mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as we learned in the mishna: In the
case of one who consecrates all his possessions without specifying for what purpose, and there was among them an animal that
is suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, whether males or females,
Rabbi Eliezer says: Any males should be sold for the needs of
burnt-oﬀerings, i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice them as such;
and any females, since they cannot be brought as burnt-oﬀerings,
should be sold for the needs of peace-oﬀerings, i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice them as such. And their monetary value that
is received from their sale is allocated with the rest of his property for Temple maintenance. Unlike Rabbi Yehoshua, who argues with him in the mishna, Rabbi Eliezer assumes that since he
did not specify otherwise, all one’s possessions, including his animals, are consecrated for Temple maintenance and must therefore
be desacralized.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יוֹחנָ ן ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִל
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
קוֹד ׁש ַלה׳״
ֶ ״וְ ִא ׁיש ִּכי יַ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶאת ֵ ּביתוֹ
ימין ִאם ְ ּב ֵבית דִּ ָירה ְּכ ָבר
ִ ְַ ּב ֶּמה ֲאנַן ַקיּ
,ְּכ ִתיב ״וְ ִאם ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש יִגְ ַאל ֶאת ֵ ּביתוֹ״
,ימין ְ ּב ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו
ִ ְֶא ָּלא ִּכי ֲאנַ ן ַקיּ
.ִמ ָּכן ׁ ֶש ְּס ַתם ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשוֹת ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The source for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is
the verse: “And when a man shall consecrate his house to be holy
to the Lord” (Leviticus : ). To what case are we referring in
the verse? If you suggest this verse is referring to a dwelling place,
that cannot be correct because it is already written: “And if the
one who consecrated it will redeem his house”N (Leviticus
: ). Rather, we are referring to one who, without specifying
for what purpose, consecrates all his possessions. From here it
is derived that unspecified consecrated property is allocated for
Temple maintenance.

:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זְ ֵﬠ ָירא ַרב חוּנָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַרב
 ֲא ָבל,ַ ּב ֶּמה ּ ְפ ִליגִ ין – ְ ּב ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו
מוֹדיי ׁ ֶשהוּא
ֵ ְ ּב ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶﬠ ְדרוֹ – ָּכל ַﬠ ָּמא
.ח ַל ִּמזְ ֵ ּב

The Gemara cites diﬀering opinions concerning which cases Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua agree and disagree upon: Rabbi
Ze’eira said that Rav Ĥuna said in the name of Rav: With regard
to what case do they disagree? They disagree with regard to one
who consecrates all his possessions without specifying for what
purpose. However, with regard to one who consecrates the animals in his flock without specifying for what purpose, everyone
agrees that they are consecrated for the altar. Since the consecration includes only items that are suitable to be sacrificed on the
altar, even Rabbi Eliezer concedes that it is assumed that one
consecrated them for the altar and not for Temple maintenance.

HALAKHA

Both this case of one who consecrates all his possessions
and that case of one who consecrates the animals in his
flock are alike – היא ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו ִהיא ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶﬠ ְדרוֹ:ִ If one
consecrates all his possessions without specifying for what
purpose or consecrates an animal without specifying for
what purpose, the male unblemished animals are sold for
the needs of burnt-oﬀerings and are sacrificed as such by the
buyers. The females are sold for the needs of peace-oﬀerings
and are sacrificed as such by the buyers. The money received
in their stead, like all unspecified consecrated objects, is for
Temple maintenance (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin
VaĤaramin 5:7). This is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Eliezer, as Rabbi Yoĥanan explained the disagreement.

–  ַמה ּ ְפ ִליגִ ין: ַר ִ ּבי ָ ּבא ַרב חוּנָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַרבRabbi Ba said that Rav Ĥuna said in the name of Rav: With re ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו, ְ ּב ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶﬠ ְדרוֹgard to what case do they disagree? With regard to one who
.מוֹדיי ׁ ֶשהוּא ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת
ֵ  ָּכל ַﬠ ָּמאconsecrates the animals in his flock without specifying for what
purpose. However, with regard to one who consecrates all his
possessions without specifying for what purpose, including animals that are unsuitable to be sacrificed on the altar, everyone
agrees that they are consecrated for Temple maintenance.
 וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א,נִיחא
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי זְ ֵﬠ ָירא
ּ ַﬠל דַּ ֲﬠ ֵת
!?ח ִהיא זְב
ּ ֵ  ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ל ֹא ַל ִּמ:ַﬠל דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ָ ּבא
 וְ ָל ָּמה ָס ַתם ָה ִא ׁיש,ח ִהיא זְב
ּ ֵ ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַל ִּמ
אוֹמר ל ֹא יִ ְהיֶ ה ֶא ָּלא
ֵ ַהזֶּ ה – ׁ ֶשהוּא ְּכ
.ְל ֶב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת

The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rabbi Ze’eira,
it works out well. It is understandable that all agree that when one
consecrates only animals, his intention is that they be used as
oﬀerings on the altar, for why else would he consecrate them?
However, there is a diﬃculty with the opinion of Rabbi Ba,
who maintains that even in such a case Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi
Yehoshua disagree. Isn’t an animal suitable for the altar? Why
then would Rabbi Eliezer disagree and say that the animals are
consecrated for Temple maintenance? The Gemara answers: Indeed, an animal is suitable for the altar. Why then did this man
decide to consecrate his animals without specifying that this was
his intent? Apparently, his intention was not for them to be used
on the altar; rather, he is like one who says that these animals
should be consecrated only for Temple maintenance.

 ִהיא, ָלא ׁ ַשנְ יָ יא:יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּביThere is a third opinion concerning the dispute: Rabbi Yoĥanan
, ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש נְ ָכ ָסיו ִהיא ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֶﬠ ְדרוֹsaid: There is no diﬀerence between the two cases. Both this case
case of one
.לוֹקת
ֶ  ִהיא ַה ַּמ ֲחof one who consecrates all his possessions and that
who consecrates the animals in his flock are alike.H In both cases,
the disagreement applies.
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 ַרב חוּנָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַרב ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ְ ּב ׁ ֵשםIt was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer holds that animals
 ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֶ ּב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ּפ ְוֹד ָאן:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ַר ִ ּביthat were consecrated for Temple maintenance are sold to those
.ימין – יָ צְ א ּו ְלחו ִּּלין
ִ  ְּת ִמwho need to bring them as oﬀerings. What is the status of such
animals after being sold? Rav Ĥuna said in the name of Rav that
Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Animals that
were consecrated for Temple maintenance that were redeemed
by being sold, while still unblemished and therefore still suitable
to be used as an oﬀering, are nevertheless transferred to nonsacred status. The buyer must then consecrate the animals anew for
use as oﬀerings.
 וְ ָל ָדן וַ ֲח ָל ָבן מו ָּּתר:נִיתא ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ֵּכן
ָ  ַמ ְתThe Gemara brings a proof. The mishna (Ĥullin a) said that
. ְל ַא ַחר ּ ִפ ְדיוֹנָןas well: If animals are consecrated after already having developed a
blemish, only their inherent value is sanctified. Therefore, their
oﬀspring and their milk are permitted to be used for mundane
purposes after their redemption, since their sanctity is entirely
removed upon their redemption. So too, the sanctity of animals
that are consecrated for Temple maintenance is entirely removed
upon their being redeemed, even if they are unblemished, as their
sanctity inheres only in their value.

Perek IV
Daf 12 Amud b
 ִּת ּ ָיפ ֵתר: ַרב ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אThe Gemara disarms this proof. Rav Ĥizkiya said in the name
.ּימין וְ הו ְּממו
ִ  ׁ ֶש ּ ְפ ָד ָאן ְּת ִמof Rav Ĥisda: The comparison to the mishna should be explained
as referring to a case where the animals that were consecrated for
Temple maintenance were redeemed while still unblemished, but
they then developed a blemish. Once an animal has developed a
blemish, its sanctity ceases to be inherent and inheres only in its
monetary value. As long as the animal remains unblemished, it retains some inherent sanctity that is not removed upon redemption.
ֵ  ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei said in the name of Rav Ĥisda: The mishna (Temura
נִיתא
ָ  ַמ ְת:יוֹסה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
b) said that as well: If animals consecrated for the altar subse וְ ָל ָדן וַ ֲח ָל ָבן ָאסוּר ְל ַא ַחר:ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ֵּכן
quently
develop a blemish, it is prohibited to use their oﬀspring
.ּ ִפ ְדיוֹנִין
or their milk for any mundane purpose, even after their redemption. The mishna continues: However, if an animal consecrated for
Temple maintenance subsequently develops a blemish, and is redeemed, it is permitted to use its oﬀspring or milk for mundane
purposes. The sanctity is fully removed only if the animal has a
blemish. This implies that even animals that are consecrated for
Temple maintenance retain some sanctity after redemption so long
as they are unblemished.
 ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי:יוֹסה
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara cites support for the opposing view of Rabbi Yoĥanan
ימין – יָ צְ א ּו
ִ  ֶ ּב ֶדק ַה ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ּ ְפ ָד ָאן ְּת ִמthat even if the animal did not develop a blemish, it loses all its
. ְלחו ִּּליןsanctity upon its redemption: Rabbi Ĥizkiya said in the name of
Rabbi Yosei: Animals consecrated for Temple maintenance that
were redeemed while still unblemished are entirely transferred
to non-sacred status; they retain no sanctity at all.
ְיאך
ַ ימר ל ֹא יָ צְ א ּו ְלחו ִּּלין – ֵה
ַ  ִאין ֵּתThis must be correct, for if you say they are not entirely transferred
ח ָח ִלין ַﬠל ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֶ ּב ֶדק  ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ִמזְ ֵ ּבto non-sacred status but retain some of the sanctity of their original
? ַה ַ ּביִ תconsecration for Temple maintenance, how can the sanctity of
items consecrated to the altar take eﬀect upon items consecrated
for Temple maintenance? In the mishna, it is clear that when an
unblemished animal consecrated for Temple maintenance is redeemed by being sold, the buyers may consecrate the animals to
the altar. But if the animals still retain the sanctity of Temple maintenance, this would not be possible, due to the principle that one
may not change the status of an item from one type of consecrated
status to another (see Temura b). Perforce, all their sanctity is
removed upon redemption, despite the fact that they are still unblemished.
: פרק ד׳ דף יב. Perek IV . 12b
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One who set aside a female animal and consecrates
it for his burnt-oﬀering or his Paschal lamb or his
guilt-oﬀering – עוֹלתוֹ ו ְּל ִפ ְסחוֹ וְ ַל ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹ
ָ ה ְפ ִר ׁיש נְ ֵק ָבה ְל:ִ
Although a female animal is not suitable for a burntoﬀering, or a Paschal lamb, or a guilt-oﬀering, if one
set aside a female animal and consecrated it for these
types of oﬀerings, the consecration takes eﬀect, and
he can make a substitute from it. Since they are unblemished animals, once they attain the sanctity that
inheres in the item’s value, they attain inherent sanctity as well (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:21).
With regard to a burnt-oﬀering, this ruling reflects all
of the opinions in the baraita. With regard to a Paschal
lamb and guilt-oﬀering, this ruling is in accordance
with the opinion of the first tanna.
One who is obligated to sacrifice a guilt-oﬀering
from an animal less than one year old and brings an
animal that was two years old – ָא ׁ ָשם ֶ ּבן ׁ ָשנָ ה וְ ֵה ִביא
בן ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם:
ּ ֶ With regard to one who was obligated to
sacrifice a sheep less than one year old and brought
a sheep that was two years old, or one who was obligated to sacrifice a sheep that was two years old and
sacrificed a sheep that was one year old, the oﬀering
is disqualified. The flesh is set aside until the animal
becomes disqualified; it is then burnt. This ruling is
in accordance with the Tosefta Zevaĥim 1:2 (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:26).

ח  ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי מ ּו ִמין ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ַשת ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּבThe Gemara accepts the preceding argument as compelling. Perforce, Rav
 ַליְ ָידה ִמ ָילה? ְלגִ יזָ ה,יהן
ֶ  ָח ָלה ֲﬠ ֵלĤisda should accept it. Why, then, does he claim that it is prohibited to use
.בוֹדה
ָ  וְ ַל ֲﬠfor any mundane purpose animals that are redeemed before developing a
blemish? The Gemara explains: Rav Ĥisda holds that only animals that are
blemished will become entirely non-sacred upon redemption. He holds
that, by rabbinic decree, the sanctity of the altar takes eﬀect upon them.
With regard to what matters does it take eﬀect? With regard to the prohibition against shearing them and using them for labor. However, he agrees
that according to Torah law, they have no sanctity of the altar, since they
were not consecrated for that purpose. Therefore, their sanctity is removed
entirely upon redemption.
עוֹלתוֹ ו ְּל ִפ ְסחוֹ
ָ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש נְ ֵק ָבה ְל
 ַר ִ ּבי.עוֹשה ְּתמו ָּרה
ֶׂ
– וְ ַל ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹ
עוֹשה
ָׂ
עוֹלתוֹ
ָ  ְל:אוֹמר
ֵ
ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 ְל ִפ ְסחוֹ וְ ַל ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹ ֵאינוֹ,ְּתמ ּו ָרה
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן.עוֹשה ְּתמ ּו ָרה
ֶׂ
:אוֹמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה
עוֹלתוֹ ו ְּל ִפ ְסחוֹ וְ ַל ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹ ֵאינוֹ
ָ ְל
.עוֹשה ְּתמו ָּרה
ֶׂ

§ It was taught in a baraita: One who set aside a female animal and conse-

crates it for his burnt-oﬀering, or his Paschal lamb, or his guilt-oﬀering,H
although these oﬀerings may be brought only from a male animal, the
consecration is still eﬀective in endowing the female animal with inherent
sanctity, such that it makes a substitute;N if he tries to substitute another
animal in place of the first, both animals are consecrated. Rabbi Shimon
says: If one consecrated a female animal for his burnt-oﬀering, it makes a
substitute; however, if he consecrated it for his Paschal lamb or his guiltoﬀering, it does not make a substitute. Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda said
in the name of Rabbi Shimon: In all cases, whether one consecrated it for
his burnt-oﬀering, or for his Paschal lamb, or for his guilt-oﬀering, it does
not make a substitute.

 ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara explains the basis for the diﬀerent opinions in the baraita:
 ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ָמצִ ינ ּו נְ ֵק ָבה ָ ּבעוֹףRabbi Yoĥanan said: The reason for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as
.עוֹלה
ָ  ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה ָלבֹאcited by the first tanna, is that we find a case in which a female bird is valid
to be brought as a burnt-oﬀering. It is therefore clear that sanctity of a
burnt-oﬀering can be applied to a female animal, and consequently, a substitute can be made from it. However, this is not true with regard to a Paschal
lamb or a guilt-oﬀering, which are never brought from a female animal.
 ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ וַ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן יְ הו ָּדה ִאם ִמין ְ ּב ִמינוֹ
הוּא ָחלוּק ָﬠ ָליו – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִמין
.ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ִמינוֹ

And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The reason for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon
ben Yehuda in the name of Rabbi Shimon is based on the following a fortiori
argument: If two animals are of the same kind, i.e., the same gender, and
one is distinct from the other in a small, invalidating detail, that distinction
is suﬃcient to prevent the animal from attaining any sanctity. This is all
the more so in the case of two animals of diﬀerent kinds, i.e., of diﬀerent
genders, which is a distinction of greater import. If being of one gender
invalidates the animal, it will certainly prevent the invalid animal from
attaining any sanctity.

ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ִמין ְ ּב ִמינוֹ ׁ ֶשהוּא ָחלוּק
 ָא ׁ ָשם ֶ ּבן ׁ ָשנָ ה:ָﬠ ָליו – ַּכ ֲה ָדא דְּ ָתנֵי
 ֶ ּבן ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם וְ ֵה ִביא,וְ ֵה ִביא ֶ ּבן ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
.ֶ ּבן ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ל ֹא יָ צָ א

What is the case of two animals of the same kind, where one is distinct
from the other in a small, invalidating detail? Like that which was taught
in a baraita: With regard to one who is obligated to sacrifice a guilt-oﬀering
from an animal less than one year old and brings an animal that was two
years old,NH or one who is obligated to sacrifice a guilt-oﬀering from an
animal that was two years old and brings an animal that was three years
old, he does not fulfill his obligation. In the first case, the animal is endowed with sanctity. However, in the second case, the animal remains nonsacred, despite the fact that the two animals are of the same kind and are
distinct only in regard to one detail, their age.

NOTES

Substitute – תמו ָּרה:ְּ It is prohibited by the Torah to substitute a
non-sacred animal for one that has been consecrated as an oﬀering (see Leviticus 27:9–10). One who does so is liable to receive
lashes. Furthermore, if one attempts to do so, then, while the
non-sacred animal is consecrated by the substitution, the original
animal retains its own sanctity. One is therefore left with two consecrated animals, and the second animal is consecrated with the
same type of sanctity as the original animal. This is true even in
cases where the non-sacred animal is not suitable for that type of
sanctity, e.g., if a female animal is substituted for a burnt-oﬀering
or any animal is substituted for a sin-oﬀering. In those cases, the
animal is either killed or left to graze, at which point it is sold to
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allow the proceeds to be used for the purchase of an oﬀering of
that type of sanctity. Tractate Temura deals extensively with the
halakhot governing substitution.
One year old…two years old – ה…בן ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
ֶּ
ָבן ׁ ָשנ:
ּ ֶ There are six
types of guilt-oﬀerings, all of which must come from a male sheep.
Usually the Torah uses the term ram to indicate this. The term
ram suggests an older animal, and it is understood to mean that
the animal should be at the beginning of its second year. This is
true in most cases. For some kinds of oﬀerings, such as the guiltoﬀering of a nazirite, the Torah uses the term sheep, and then
the intention is that a male sheep less than one year old should
be used.

 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן וְ ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
.נֵיהם ָא ְמר ּו דָּ ָבר ֶא ָחד
ֶ ﬠ ׁ ְש הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְי
עוֹלה
ָ ﬠ ָא ַמר נְ ֵק ָבה ְל הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְְּכ ָמה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
ל ֹא ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶא ָּלא ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש דָּ ִמים – ֵּכן
עוֹלה ל ֹא
ָ  נְ ֵק ָבה ְל:דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ָא ַמר
ימר
ַ  ִאין ֵּת.ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶא ָּלא ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש דָּ ִמים
.ָּק ְד ׁ ָש ּה ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת ַהגּ וּף – יִ ְרעו

§ Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Rabbi Shimon, as cited by Rabbi Shimon ben
Yehuda, and Rabbi Yehoshua, in the mishna, both said the same idea.
Just as Rabbi Yehoshua said that a female animal that was consecrated
without a specific purpose is not consecrated with inherent sanctity as
a burnt-oﬀering, but rather it is consecrated only with sanctity that
inheres in the animal’s monetary value, so too, Rabbi Shimon said that
a female animal that was consecrated to be brought as a burnt-oﬀering
is not consecrated with inherent sanctity as a burnt-oﬀering, but rather it is consecrated only with sanctity that inheres in the animal’s monetary value, which is why one cannot make a substitute from it. It is clear
that Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the animal does not have inherent sanctity. If you say he holds that one consecrated the female animal with
inherent sanctity, then it would not be permitted to sell it for the needs
of peace-oﬀerings, as Rabbi Yehoshua indeed rules in the mishna. Rather,
it should have to graze until it develops a blemish, since animals with
inherent sanctity may not be sold until they develop a blemish.

רוֹאה ֶאת דִּ ְב ֵרי
ֶ ]אין[ ֲאנִי
ֵ : ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara cites the remainder of the baraita already cited above: Rab ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ ַוֹתר ּ ֶפ ַסח ָ ּבא, ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ְ ּב ֶפ ַסחbi Yehuda HaNasi said: I do not see the statement of Rabbi Shimon as
. ׁ ְש ָל ִמיםcorrect with regard to a female animal consecrated for a Paschal lamb.
Rabbi Shimon said that the animal does not attain any sanctity, since a
Paschal lamb is brought only from male animals. I disagree, because a
leftover Paschal lamb, a Paschal lamb that was not slaughtered on Passover, is brought as a peace-oﬀering, which can be brought from female
animals. It is therefore appropriate for the consecration for a Paschal lamb
to take eﬀect upon a female animal and endow it with inherent sanctity,
in a manner similar to Rabbi Shimon’s own argument concerning a burntoﬀering.
רוֹאה דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֶ ימא ֵאין ֲאנִי
ָ  וְ ֵלBut, according to this line of logic, let Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi also say: I
.עוֹלה
ָ וֹתר ָא ׁ ָשם ָ ּבא
ַ  ְ ּב ָא ׁ ָשם ׁ ֶש ַה ּמdo not see the statement of Rabbi Shimon with regard to a female
animal consecrated for a guilt-oﬀering as correct. Rabbi Shimon said
that the animal does not attain any sanctity, since a guilt-oﬀering is
brought only from male animals. However, based on Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s reasoning in the case of a Paschal lamb, he should also disagree here,
since a leftover guilt-oﬀering, a guilt-oﬀering that was not sacrificed as
such because its owner achieved atonement with a diﬀerent guilt-oﬀering,
is brought as a burnt-oﬀering, and as Rabbi Shimon himself explained
that the consecration of a female animal for a burnt-oﬀering takes eﬀect.
 ִאם ִה ְקדִּ ׁיש ּ ֶפ ַסח:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָא ִבין
 ִאם,ָ ּבא ׁ ְש ָל ִמים – גּ וּפוֹ ָק ֵרב ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
עוֹלה – ֵאין גּ וּפוֹ
ָ ִה ְקדִּ ׁיש ָא ׁ ָשם ָ ּבא
.עוֹלה
ָ ָק ֵרב

Rabbi Avin said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s argument for a Paschal lamb
does not extend to a guilt-oﬀering, because there is a crucial distinction
between the cases: If one consecrates an animal as a Paschal lamb, and
it is not used as such, and it is therefore brought as a peace-oﬀering, the
animal itself is sacrificed as a peace-oﬀering. However, if one consecrates an animal as a guilt-oﬀering, and it is not used as such, and it is
therefore brought as a burnt-oﬀering, the animal itself is not sacrificed
as a burnt-oﬀering. Rather, it is left until it develops a blemish, then it is
sold, and the proceeds are used for the purchase of a burnt oﬀering.

 ַמה ּו ְּכדוּן? ָה ֵהין ָא ַמר ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש דָּ ִמיםWhat is behind this disagreement between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and
 וְ ָה ֵהן ָא ַמר – ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש גּ וּפוֹ, ִה ְקדִּ ׁישRabbi Shimon concerning a female animal consecrated as a Paschal lamb?
. ִה ְקדִּ ׁישThis one, Rabbi Shimon, says: Surely he consecrated the animal only
with sanctity that inheres in the animal’s monetary value, since he knows
that it cannot actually be brought as a Paschal lamb. And this one, Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi, says: We do not make that assumption. Rather, he consecrated the animal to have inherent sanctity, and it takes eﬀect because
a leftover Paschal lamb can be brought as a peace-oﬀering.
:ַר ִ ּבי זְ ֵﬠ ָירא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁיש
ﬠ ״דַּ ֵ ּבר ֶאל ַא ֲהרֹן הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי י
וְ ֶאל ָ ּבנָיו וְ ֶאל ָּכל ְ ּבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל וְ ָא ְמ ַר ָּת
ֶ ֲא ֵל
יהם ִא ׁיש ִא ׁיש ִמ ֵ ּבית יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל וגו׳
עוֹלה״ – ַה ּכֹל ָק ֵרב
ָ ֲא ׁ ֶשר יַ ְק ִריב ַלה׳ ְל
,עוֹלה
ָ ְל

§ Rabbi Yehoshua taught in the mishna that if one consecrates animals
without specifying for what purpose, the animals are endowed with the
sanctity of burnt-oﬀerings. Rabbi Ze’eira said in the name of Rabbi
Shimon ben Lakish: The source for Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is:
“Speak to Aaron, and to his sons, and to all the children of Israel, and
say unto them: Any man of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in
Israel, that brings his oﬀering, whether it be any of their vows, or any of
their free-will oﬀerings, which are brought to the Lord as a burnt-oﬀering” (Leviticus : ). The verse is taken to mean that all vows or free-will
oﬀerings that can be brought to the Lord, i.e., animals, are consecrated to
be sacrificed as burnt-oﬀerings unless otherwise specified.
: פרק ד׳ דף יב. Perek IV . 12b
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The weaver’s rod – ש ְב ָטא דְּ ַכ ְד ָּכ ָדא:
ִ ׁ Many explain that the intent
of this phrase is that the distinction is as obvious as the gap in the
weave made by a weaver’s rod, which is immediately apparent.
However, others assume the exact opposite, that the gap created
by the weaver’s rod is very small and barely noticeable. So too, here
the distinction is not immediately obvious (see Korban HaEida).
LANGUAGE

The weaver’s rod [shivta dekhadkada] – ש ְב ָטא דְּ ַכ ְד ָּכ ָדא:
ִ ׁ Some assume that this is the same rod mentioned in the Mishna (Shabbat
81a; 122b), from the Greek kερκίς, kerkis, genitive κερκίδος, kerkidos, meaning a weaver’s shuttle or any taper rod of wood, ivory, or
bone, used to measure. The original form of the word appears to
have been karkad, meaning a shuttle, or a sharp rod that is used
for weaving. Sometimes it is used to refer to any type of sharp rod.
BACKGROUND

 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ֲא ִפילּ ּו.״ל ְרצוֹנְ ֶכם ָּת ִמים זָ ָכר״
ִ The next verse states: “That you may be accepted, you shall
״ב ָ ּב ָקר״
ּ ַ לוֹמר
ַ  נְ ֵקבוֹת – ַּת ְלמוּדsacrifice a male without blemish” (Leviticus : ). This verse
. ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת נְ ֵקבוֹתwould seem to limit to male animals the principle learned in the
preceding verse. From where is it derived that even females that
are consecrated without a specific purpose are also endowed
with the sanctity of a burnt-oﬀering? The continuation of the
verse states: “Of the cattle” (Leviticus : ), which is a general
term that comes to include females.
:ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ׁ ָש ַאל
״ב ָ ּב ָקר״
ּ ַ ְּכ ִתיב ״זָ ָכר״ וְ ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
ות ּה
ַ ְָל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת ַה ְּנ ֵקבוֹת? וְ ִד ְכו
״ב ָ ּב ָקר״
ּ ַ ״ת ִמים״ וְ ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
ָּ ְּכ ִתיב
?ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵלי מו ִּמין? ַמה ֵ ּבינֵיהוֹן
.ינֵיהן
ֶ  ׁ ִש ְב ָטא דְּ ַכ ְד ָּכ ָדא ֵ ּב:ַרב ָא ַמר

The weaver’s rod – ש ְב ָטא דְּ ַכ ְד ָּכ ָדא:
ִׁ

Rabbi Yitzĥak, son of Rabbi Elazar, asked: Although it is explicitly written “male.” You said that the phrase “of the cattle”
comes to include females. If this is true, then in a similar manner, one could make the following claim: Although it is explicitly written “without blemish,” you could say that the phrase
“of the cattle” comes to include blemished animals. For what is
the diﬀerence between them? Why should one assume that the
phrase “of the cattle” includes only female animals but not blemished animals? Rav said: The diﬀerence between them is so clear
it is as if the weaver’s rod [shivta dekhadkada]NLB is between
them: Female animals are suitable to be brought on the altar in
some form, whereas blemished animals are never suitable to be
brought on the altar.

אוֹמר יִ ָּמ ְכר ּו כו׳
ֵ
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  § ַ״ר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe mishna teaches: In the case of one who consecrates all his
. ַה ִּמין״possessions without specifying for what purpose, and among
them are wines, oils, and birds, which are suitable to be sacrificed
on the altar, Rabbi Eliezer says: They are sold for the needs of
that kind of item, i.e., to individuals who will use them as such,
and the proceeds are used to purchase burnt-oﬀerings. Rabbi
Eliezer holds that items suitable for use on the altar that are
consecrated without specifying their purpose are consecrated
with sanctity that inheres in the item’s value, yet they are designated as burnt-oﬀerings. Therefore, everything, including the
birds, must be sold to achieve that end.
Shuttle, which holds the woof threads, being thrown between the warp threads

ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבה ּו ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן
יﬠזֶ ר ״דַּ ֵ ּבר
ֶ  ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ָל ִק ׁיש
ֶאל ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ֶאל ָ ּבנָיו וְ גו׳ ֲא ׁ ֶשר
עוֹלה״ – ַה ּכֹל ָק ֵרב
ָ יַ ְק ִריב ּו ַלה׳ ְל
,עוֹלה
ָ

Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish:
The source of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is: “Speak to Aaron, and
to his sons, and to all the children of Israel, and say unto them:
Any man of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, that
brings his oﬀering, whether it be any of their vows, or any of their
free-will oﬀerings, which are brought to the Lord as a burntoﬀering” (Leviticus : ). The verse is taken to mean that all
vows or free-will oﬀerings that can be brought to the Lord, i.e.,
animals, are consecrated to be sacrificed as burnt-oﬀerings,
unless otherwise specified.

 יָ כוֹל ֲא ִפילּ ּו,״ל ְרצוֹנְ ֶכם ָּת ִמים זָ ָכר״
ִ The next verse states: “That you may be accepted, you shall
״ב ָ ּב ָקר״ וְ ל ֹא
ּ ַ לוֹמר
ַ  עוֹפוֹת – ַּת ְלמוּדsacrifice a male without blemish” (Leviticus : ). I might
. עוֹפוֹתhave thought this verse teaches that an unspecified consecration
can be fulfilled with the sacrifice of any unblemished male, even
birds. To reject this possibility, the continuation of the verse
states: “Of the cattle” (Leviticus : ), which includes only
domesticated animals and not birds.
 ָהווּן,ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה וְ ַר ִ ּבי ּבוּן ַ ּבר ִחיָּ יה
יוֹחנָן
ָ  ַּת ָּמן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יְ ֵתיבוּן וְ ָא ְמ ִרין
ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ׁ ֶש ֵּכן נְ ֵק ָבה
 וְ ָכא,עוֹלה
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּבעוֹף ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה ָלבֹא
!ָא ַמר ָה ֵכין
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Rabbi Yirmeya and Rabbi Bun bar Ĥiyya were sitting and saying: There, in explanation of the baraita cited above concerning
one who consecrated a female animal for a burnt-oﬀering, Rabbi Yoĥanan said that the reason for Rabbi Shimon’s opinion,
as cited by the first tanna, that the female is consecrated with the
inherent sanctity of a burnt-oﬀering is that there is that there is
a case of a female bird that is valid to be brought as a burntoﬀering. Yet here, in this case concerning the consecration of a
female bird itself, Rabbi Eliezer said this. Presumably, Rabbi
Eliezer agrees with Rabbi Yoĥanan’s explanation of Rabbi Shimon’s opinion. If the argument for a female animal gaining inherent sanctity when consecrated for a burnt-oﬀering is based on a
case of a female bird, how can it be that when a bird itself is
consecrated it does not attain inherent sanctity and can therefore
be sold?

