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and the candelabrum in the north of the Sanctuary. But wasn’t 
it taughtN  in a baraita: Th e shewbread table was situatedN  from 
the halfway point of the House and inward, in the inner half 
of the Sanctuary, drawn two and a half cubits away from the 
wall to the north. Th e priests who arranged the shewbread on 
the table would stand in this space. And the candelabrum was 
situated opposite it, in the south of the Sanctuary, likewise two 
and a half cubits from the wall.

Th e golden altar was situated in the middle of the House, 
dividing the House from its halfway point and inward, i.e., 
equidistant from the north and south walls, slightly drawn 
backH N  from the place of the table and the candelabrum toward 
the outside. Since the length of the entire area was sixty cubits, 
twenty for the Holy of Holies, and forty for the Sanctuary, all 
the vessels were situated from a third of the entire House and 
inward, i.e., the vessels were all contained in the second third 
of the entire area.B 

King Solomon constructed ten candelabra,N B  modeled aft er 
the one that Moses craft ed, as it is stated: “And he made the 
ten candlesticks of gold according to the ordinance concern-
ing them; and he set them in the Sanctuary, fi ve on the right, 
and fi ve on the left ” ( Chronicles ƨ:ƫ). Before completing its 
citation of the baraita, the Gemara asks: If you say that right and 
left  refer to the sides of the entrance to the Sanctuary, which 
would mean that Solomon set up fi ve candelabra in the north 
of the Sanctuary, to the left  of its entrance, and fi ve in the south 
of the Sanctuary, to the right of its entrance, this is diffi  cult. 

Th e Gemara explains the diffi  culty: Isn’t the candelabrum fi t 
only if it is in the south of the Sanctuary, as it is stated: “And 
the candelabrum over against the table on the side of the 
Tabernacle toward the south” (Exodus Ʀƪ:ƧƩ). What, then, is 
the meaning when the verse states: “Five on the right, and fi ve 
on the left ”? Rather, it must mean that the candelabrum that 
Moses made was located in the Sanctuary, while fi ve of the 
candelabra that Solomon craft ed were placed to the right of the 
candelabrum of Moses, and fi ve to its left .

Perek VI
Daf 18 Amud a

לְחָן  ֻ הַשּׁ נֵי:  תָּ וְהָא  פוֹן.  צָּ בַּ וּמְנוֹרָה 
יִת וְלִפְנִים. מָשׁוּךְ  הָיָה נָתוּן מֵחֲצִי הַבַּ
י  לַפֵּ י אַמּוֹת וּמֶחֱצָה כְּ תֵּ מִן הַכּוֹתֶל שְׁ

רוֹם.  דָּ נֶגְדּוֹ בַּ פוֹן, וּמְנוֹרָה כֶּ הַצָּ

אֶמְצַע  בְּ נָתוּן  הָיָה  הַזָּהָב  ח  זְבַּ מִּ
מֵחֶצְיוֹ  יִת  הַבַּ אֶת  חוֹלֵק  יִת,  הַבַּ
חוּץ,  י  לַפֵּ כְּ קִימְעָא  מָשׁוּךְ  וְלִפְנִים, 
יִת  הַבַּ לִישׁ  ְ מִשּׁ נָתוּן  הָיָה  הָן  וְכוּלְּ

וְלִפְנִים.

אֱמַר  נֶּ למֹֹה, שֶׁ ה שְׁ ר מְנוֹרוֹת עָשָׂ עֶשֶׂ
ר  עָשָׂ הַזָּהָב  מְנוֹרֹת  אֶת  ״וַיַּעַשׂ 
מִיָּמִין  חָמֵשׁ  הֵיכָל  בַּ ן  וַיִּתֵּ טוֹ  פָּ מִשְׁ כְּ
חָמֵשׁ  ימַר  תֵּ אִין  מֹאל״.  מִשְּׂ וְחָמֵשׁ 

רוֹם –  דָּ פוֹן וְחָמֵשׁ בַּ צָּ בַּ

א  אֶלָּ ירָה  שֵׁ כְּ נוֹרָה  הַמְּ אֵין  וַהֲלאֹ 
נוֹרָה נוֹכַח  אֱמַר ״וְאֶת הַמְּ נֶּ רוֹם, שֶׁ דָּ בַּ
ימָנָה״.  תֵּ ן  כָּ שְׁ הַמִּ יֶרֶךְ  עַל  לְחָן  ֻ הַשּׁ
לְמוּד לוֹמַר חָמֵשׁ מִיָּמִין וְחָמֵשׁ  מַה תַּ
א חָמֵשׁ מִימִין מְנוֹרָתוֹ  מאֹל, אֶלָּ מִשְּׂ

מאֹלָהּ. ה וְחָמֵשׁ מִשְּׂ ל משֶֹׁ שֶׁ

 But wasn’t it taught – נֵי  The explanation of the Gemara :וְהָא תָּ
presented here is in accordance with a version of the text that 
omits the phrase: But wasn’t. In other words, this baraita is cited 
in support of the previous claim, not as an objection (see Tiklin 
Ĥadatin and Yefe Einayim).

 The shewbread table was situated – לְחָן הָיָה נָתוּן ֻ  All the :הַשּׁ
measurements in this baraita, as well as the location of the Tem-
ple vessels, are based on the following verses: “And the House 
which King Solomon built for the Lord, its length was sixty 
cubits, and its breadth twenty cubits, and its height thirty cubits. 
And the porch before the Sanctuary of the House, its length 
was twenty cubits, according to the breadth of the House; and 
ten cubits was its breadth before the House” (I Kings 6:2–3). Ac-

cording to this description, the Temple was divided into three 
sections: the Entrance Hall, which was the outermost section; 
the Sanctuary; and finally, the Holy of Holies, which was the 
innermost section. The baraita discusses the Sanctuary and the 
Holy of Holies, as well as the location of the vessels inside this 
combined area, which was sixty by twenty cubits. The Sanctu-
ary measured forty by twenty cubits, while the Holy of Holies 
was twenty by twenty cubits.

 Slightly drawn back – קִימְעָא  The Gemara in tractate :מָשׁוּךְ 
Yoma (33b) explains why the altar was slightly drawn back. The 
verse states: “And you shall set…the candelabrum opposite the 
table” (Exodus 26:35). Since the candelabrum and the table had 

to be positioned opposite one another, the altar was not placed 
directly between them, so as not to separate them. 

 King Solomon constructed ten candelabra – ה ר מְנוֹרוֹת עָשָׂ  עֶשֶׂ
למֹֹה  King Solomon placed ten candelabra and ten tables in :שְׁ
the Temple because the area of the Sanctuary he built was 
more than ten times larger than that of the Tabernacle. The Tab-
ernacle was thirty by ten cubits. Solomon’s Sanctuary was sixty 
by twenty cubits. Consequently, whereas one candelabrum 
sufficed for the Tabernacle, the Temple required eleven. Further-
more, as the Torah dictates that the candelabrum in the Tent of 
Meeting was to be situated opposite the table, an equivalent 
number of tables in the Temple was required (Meshekh Ĥokhma, 
Parashat Tetzave).

NOTES

 The placement of the candelabrum, shewbread table, and in-
cense altar – טוֹרֶת הַקְּ  ח וּמִזְבֵּ נִים  הַפָּ שׁוּלְחָן  נוֹרָה,  הַמְּ חַת  הַנָּ  The :מָקוֹם 
candelabrum was situated in the south of the Sanctuary on the left 
side of the entrance, while the shewbread table was on the right. 
They both were located outside the Holy of Holies, with the incense 
altar between them, slightly further to the outside, as stated in the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira 1:7).

HALAKHA

 The Temple – ׁש קְדָּ :הַמִּ

Position of the vessels in the Sanctuary

 King Solomon constructed ten candelabra – ה עָשָׂ מְנוֹרוֹת  ר   עֶשֶׂ
למֹֹה -The ten candelabra that Solomon constructed were in addi :שְׁ
tion to the candelabrum created by Moses. Five were placed to the 
right of the candelabrum of Moses and five were placed to the left.

Candelabra in the Sanctuary

BACKGROUND
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Even so, i.e., despite the fact that there were so many candelabra in the 
Sanctuary, the priest would kindle only the candelabrum of Moses 
alone, as it is stated: “And the candelabrum of gold with its lamps, 
to burn every evening” ( Chronicles ƥƧ:ƥƥ). Th e singular form indi-
cates that only one candelabrum was lit. Conversely, Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, says: He would kindle all eleven candelabra, one 
of Moses and ten of Solomon, each one in turn, as it is stated: “And 
the candelabra with their lamps, that they should burn according 
to the ordinance before the Sanctuary, of pure gold” ( Chronicles 
ƨ:ƦƤ).N  Th e plural “candelabra” indicates that they were all lit. 

Th e baraita analyzes the subsequent verse: “And the fl owers, and 
the lamps, and the tongs, of gold, and that perfect gold [mikhelot 
zahav]” ( Chronicles ƨ:Ʀƥ). Th is means that the candelabrum com-
pletely depleted [killu] the gold of Solomon.N  As the gold was 
repeatedly purifi ed until it reached the required level of purity, a large 
quantity of gold evaporated.

Th e Gemara cites a related baraita. Rav Yehuda taught in the name 
of the Sage Asi: Solomon would take a thousand talents of gold 
and insert them into the crucibleB  and remove them. He repeated 
this process until the gold was so refi ned that he established its weight 
as one talent of gold, to fulfi ll that which is stated about the original 
candelabrum in the Tabernacle: “Of a talent of pure gold made he 
it, etc.” (Exodus Ƨƫ:Ʀƨ). 

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: 
Th ere was an incident involving the candelabrum of gold that Moses 
made in the desert,N  which exceeded the weight set by the Torah, one 
talent, by one dinar of gold. And they inserted it into the crucible 
eighty times, to further refi ne it and reduce its weight, but it was not 
reduced by anything. 

And this is proper, for as long as it had not achieved its correct state 
of purity, it would decrease greatly, as its refi nement in the crucible 
removed all the impurities, thereby reducing its weight. However, 
from when it had achieved its correct state of purity, it was not re-
duced at all. Unlike the gold of Moses, the gold Solomon used was 
not originally free of impurity and therefore required refi nement.

 alakha ƨ · mishna Th ere were thirteen collection
horns in the Temple, and the intended use of the funds was writt en 
upon each one, as follows: New shekels, old shekels, pairs of birds, 
fl edglings designated for burnt-off erings, wood for the arrangement 
on the altar, frankincense that accompanied meal-off erings, and gold 
donated for the Ark cover.N  Th e remaining six horns were designated 
for communal free-will off erings. 

א  אֶלָּ מַבְעִיר  הָיָה  לאֹ  כֵן  י  פִּ עַל  אַף 
״וּמְנוֹרַת  אֱמַר  נֶּ שֶׁ לְבָד,  בִּ ה  משֶֹׁ ל  שֶׁ
עֶרֶב״.  בָּ עֶרֶב  בָּ לְבָעֵר  וְנֵרוֹתֶיהָ  הַזָּהָב 
ן  י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: עַל כּוּלָּ י רַבִּ י יוֹסֵה בִּ רַבִּ
נוֹרוֹת  אֱמַר ״וְאֶת הַמְּ נֶּ הָיָה מַבְעִיר, שֶׁ
לִפְנֵי  ט  פָּ שְׁ מִּ כַּ לְבָעֲרָם  וְנֵרוֹתֵיהֶם 

בִיר זָהָב סָגוּר״.  הַדְּ

זָהָב  לְקָחַיִם  וְהַמֶּ רוֹת  וְהַנֵּ רַח  ״וְהַפֶּ
זְהָבוֹ  ילּוּ  כִּ הֵן   – זָהָב״  מִכְלוֹת  הוּא 

למֹֹה.  ל שְׁ שֶׁ

למֹֹה  ם אַסִי הָיָה שְׁ שֵׁ נֵי רַב יְהוּדָה בְּ תָּ
לַכּוֹר  וּמַכְנִיסָן  זָהָב  רֵי  כְּ כִּ אֶלֶף  נוֹטֵל 
הוּא מַעֲמִידָן עַל אֶחָד,  וּמוֹצִיאָן, עַד שֶׁ
טָהוֹר  זָהָב  ר  כָּ ״כִּ אֱמַר  נֶּ ֶ שּׁ מַה  לְקַיֵּים 

ה אוֹתָהּ וגו׳״.  עָשָׂ

יְהוּדָה:  י  רַבִּ י  בִּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  נְיָא:  תַּ
ה  משֶֹׁ ה  עָשָׂ שֶׁ זָהָב  מְנוֹרַת  בִּ ה  מַעֲשֶׂ
זָהָב,  ינַר  דִּ יְתֵירָה  וְהָיְתָה  ר  דְבָּ מִּ בַּ
וְלאֹ  עַם  פַּ מוֹנִים  שְׁ לַכּוֹר  וְהִכְנִיסוּהָ 

לוּם.  חָסְרָה כְּ

רָרֵיהּ – הֲוָה  לָא יָקוּם עַל בְּ וְיָאוּת, עַד דְּ
רָרֵיהּ – לָא  ין, מִן דּוּ קַיֵּים עַל בְּ חֲסַר סַגִּ

לוּם. חֲסַר כְּ

ר  עָשָׂ ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ מתני׳  ד  הלכה 
עֲלֵיהֶן:  וְכָתוּב  שׁ,  קְדָּ מִּ בַּ הָיוּ  שׁוֹפָרוֹת 
ין,  קִנִּ יקִין,  עַתִּ וְתִקְלִין  ין,  חֲדַתִּ קְלִין  תִּ
זָהָב  לְבוֹנָה,  עֵצִים,  עוֹלָה,  וְגוֹזְלֵי 

ה לִנְדָבָה.  ָ שּׁ לְכַפּוֹרֶת, שִׁ

 Pure gold – סָגוּר  This gold was exceptionally pure. It was :זָהָב 
called zahav sagur, literally, closed gold. One explanation of this 
name is that anyone who sold such gold would drive out of busi-
ness others who sold regular gold, thereby forcing them to close 
their shops (Yoma 45a; see Rashi; Rashi on Menaĥot 26a). In his 
commentary to I Kings 7:49, the Ralbag explains that this expres-
sion means refined gold. It was called closed gold because it was 
closed in a crucible with substances that removed its impurities.

 Depleted the gold of Solomon – למֹֹה ל שְׁ ילּוּ זְהָבוֹ שֶׁ  The version :כִּ
that reads: The gold of Solomon, instead of: The gold of Moses, 
as appears in some texts, is in accordance with the Gemara in 
Menaĥot 29b, as well as certain printed versions of the Gemara 
here. 

 An incident involving the candelabrum of gold that Moses 
made in the desert, etc. – ר דְבָּ מִּ ה בַּ ה משֶֹׁ עָשָׂ מְנוֹרַת זָהָב שֶׁ ה בִּ  מַעֲשֶׂ
 The explanation of the Gemara accords with the version of :וכו׳
the text here (see Dikdukei Sofrim). However, there are variant 
texts that read: There was an incident involving the candelabrum 
of the Temple that exceeded the weight of the candelabrum that 
Moses made in the desert. According to this version, the discus-
sion of the Gemara proceeds as follows: The weight of the golden 

candelabrum in the Temple exceeded that of the candelabrum 
of Moses by one gold dinar. They repeatedly inserted it into the 
crucible to refine it, but the weight was not diminished at all. If the 
refinement of the gold in the crucible did not cause it to decrease 
in weight at all, how then was the gold of Solomon reduced to 
one-thousandth of its original weight?

 Gold for the Ark cover – לְכַפּוֹרֶת  Rashi (Temura 23b) cites :זָהָב 
two explanations for the purpose of these funds. The first is that 
this horn was designated for gold intended for any of the Temple 
vessels. The second is that one who obligates himself to donate a 
sacred vessel to the Temple without specifying which one must 
bring a basin. The basins are referred to as keforei zahav (Ezra 1:10), 
similar to the term zahav lakapporet, the phrase written on the 
collection horn. Rashi prefers the second explanation, because, as 
consecrated funds for Temple maintenance were brought not to 
the Temple itself but directly to the treasurer, there was no need 
to designate a collection horn for them. Others explain that these 
funds were used for the gold cover for the Holy of Holies, which 
was called the house of the Ark cover, as it is stated elsewhere that 
leftover donations were used for this purpose (Tosefot Yeshanim 
on Yoma 55b; Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 12:1; Me’iri; Rash Sirilio).

NOTES

 Crucible for gold – כּוֹר זָהָב: 

Molten gold being poured from a crucible into a mold

BACKGROUND
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Th e horn labeled new shekels was designated for the half-shekel 
donation that was brought every year for the needs of that year. Th e 
horn labeled old shekels was for one who did not bring his half-
shekel the previous year, who would contribute his shekel for the 
following year. 

Th e funds in the horn labeled pairs of birds are designated for the 
turtledoves used for bird-off erings, and the one labeled fl edglings 
for burnt-off erings are used to purchase young pigeons as burnt-
off erings. All of these, i.e., the funds in both horns, were used exclu-
sively for voluntary burnt-off erings. Th is is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 

And the Rabbis say: Th e funds in both the horn labeled pairs of birds 
and the horn labeled fl edglings were for young pigeons and turtle-
doves. Th e distinction between them is that the funds in the horn 
labeled pairs of birds were designated for the obligatory off erings of 
a zav, a zava, a woman aft er childbirth, and a leper. Th ese off erings 
included a pair of birds, one brought for a sin-off ering, and the 
other one brought for a burnt-off ering. Conversely, the funds in the 
horn labeled fl edglings for burnt-off erings were all used exclusively 
for voluntary burnt-off erings.N 

One who says: It is incumbent upon me to donate wood to the 
Temple, must donate no fewer than two logsH  for the arrangement 
on the altar. One who says: It is incumbent upon me to donate 
frankincense,H  must donate no less than a handful of frankincense, 
the amount brought with a meal-off ering. One who says: It is incum-
bent upon me to donate gold, must donate no less than a dinar of 
gold.

It was stated that six horns were designated for communal free-will 
off erings. Th e Mishna asks: With regard to the money designated for 
communal free-will off erings, what would they do with this money? 
Th e Mishna answers that they used it to purchase animals for burnt-
off erings, as the meat from these off erings was off ered on the altar 
to God and the hides were given to the priests. 

Th is midrash was taught by Jehoiada the High Priest:N  Th ere is an 
apparent contradiction between two verses. With regard to the guilt-
off ering, the verse states: “It is a guilt-off ering; he is certainly guilty 
before the Lord” (Leviticus Ʃ:ƥƭ). Th is verse indicates that the guilt-
off ering goes to God, not the priests. However, a diff erent verse states: 

“As is the sin-off ering, so is the guilt-off ering; there is one law for them; 
the priest who makes atonement with it, he shall have it” (Leviticus 
ƫ:ƫ). Th is verse indicates that the off ering is designated for the priests 
alone. How can these two verses be reconciled? 

Th e Mishna explains that this is the principle: Any funds that come 
due to a sin-off ering or due to a guilt-off ering, i.e., left over coins 
designated for one of these off erings, they should be used for the 
purchase of animals for a voluntary burnt-off ering, as the meat will 
be off ered on the altar to God, and the hides will go to the priests. 
In this manner the two verses are found to be fulfi lled, as it is both 
a guilt-off ering to God as well as a guilt-off ering to the priest. 

And this halakha also explains the verse that says: “Th e guilt-off ering 
money and the sin-off ering money was not brought into the House 
of the Lord; it was for the priests” ( Kings ƥƦ:ƥƫ). Th is verse is 
understood to refer to the hides given to the priests.

gemara It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: 
Th ere was no collection horn for pairs of birds in the Temple in Je-
rusalem, due to the mixtures. Th e concern was that perhaps one of 
the women obligated to bring a pair of birds would die aft er putt ing 
her money in the horn. And if that happens, it would turn out that 
the funds for sin-off erings left  to die are mixed with the rest of the 
money in the horn. When the owner of funds designated for a sin-
off ering passes away, the designated money must be destroyed. Since 
there is no way to distinguish between the coins, all the money is 
prohibited. 

נָה,  נָה וְשָׁ כָל שָׁ בְּ ין – שֶׁ קְלִין חֲדַתִּ תִּ
ד  קַּ תַּ לּאֹ הֵבִיא אֶשְׁ יקִין – מִי שֶׁ וְעַתִּ

אָה.  נָה הַבָּ שׁוֹקֵל לְשָׁ

הֵן  עוֹלָה  וְגוֹזְלֵי  תּוֹרִין,  הֵן  ין  קִנִּ
י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ עוֹלוֹת,  ן  כּוּלָּ יוֹנָה,  נֵי  בְּ

יְהוּדָה. 

אֶחָד   – ין  קִנִּ אוֹמְרִים:  וַחֲכָמִים 
את וְאֶחָד עוֹלָה, גּוֹזְלֵי עוֹלָה –  חַטָּ

ן עוֹלוֹת. כּוּלָּ

לאֹ   – עֵצִים״  עָלַי  ״הֲרֵי  הָאוֹמֵר 
לאֹ   – לְבוֹנָה  זִירִין,  גְּ נֵי  ְ מִשּׁ יִפְחוֹת 
יִפְחוֹת  לאֹ  זָהָב –  מִקּוֹמֶץ,  יִפְחוֹת 

ינַר זָהָב.  מִדִּ

ין  ה לִנְדָבָה. נְדָבָה מֶה הָיוּ עוֹשִׂ ָ שּׁ שִׁ
ר  שָׂ הַבָּ עוֹלוֹת,  הּ  בָּ לוֹקְחִים  הּ?  בָּ

ם וְעוֹרוֹת לַכּהֲֹנִים.  ֵ לַשּׁ

דוֹל:  רַשׁ יְהוֹיָדָע כּהֵֹן גָּ זֶה מִדְרָשׁ דָּ
ם לַה׳״.  ם הוּא אָשׁוֹם אָשַׁ ״אָשָׁ

וּם  מִשּׁ א  בָּ הוּא  שֶׁ כּלֹ  לָל:  הַכְּ זֶה 
קַח  יִלָּ  – מָה  אַשְׁ וּם  וּמִשּׁ את  חַטָּ
ם וְהָעוֹרוֹת  ֵ ר לַשּׁ שָׂ הֶן עוֹלוֹת, הַבָּ בָּ
נֵי כְתוּבִין קַיָּימִין  לַכּהֲֹנִים. נִמְצָאוּ שְׁ

ם לַכּהֵֹן.  ם לַה׳ וְאָשָׁ אָשָׁ

חַטּאתֹ  וְכֶסֶף  ם  אָשָׁ סֶף  ״כֶּ וְאוֹמֵר 
ית ה׳ לַכּהֲֹנִים יִהְיוּ״. לאֹ יוּבָא בֵּ

לאֹ  יְהוּדָה:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  נְיָא,  תַּ גמ׳ 
לִַם  ירוּשָׁ בִּ ין  קִינִּ ל  שֶׁ שׁוֹפָר  הָיָה 
מוּת  תָּ א  מָּ שֶׁ עֲרוֹבוֹת  הַתַּ נֵי  מִפְּ
אוֹת מֵיתוֹת  מֵי חַטָּ אַחַת, וְנִמְצְאוּ דְּ

הֶן.  מְעוֹרָבוֹת בָּ

 Pairs of birds and fledglings for burnt-offerings – ין וְגוֹזְלֵי  קִינִּ
-The money placed in these horns was used for the pur :עוֹלָה
chase of offerings for the atonement of particular individuals. 
At the time of the actual sacrifice, the owner’s identity was 
unknown to the priests performing the rite, since all the 
money was mixed together in the horn. However, this did 
not invalidate the offerings, as the priests who brought them 
intended that each bird would be used to fulfill the obligation 
of whoever placed money in the horn. The owners of these 
sacrifices relied upon the priests to bring the offerings at the 
soonest possible time.

 This midrash was taught by Jehoiada the High Priest – זֶה 
דוֹל גָּ כּהֵֹן  יְהוֹיָדָע  רַשׁ  דָּ  The reference is to Jehoiada, the :מִדְרָשׁ 
High Priest who reorganized the collection of funds for the 
Temple and its maintenance during the reign of King Jehoash.

The early commentaries diff er with regard to the basis of 
this midrash. Some commentaries explain that it is derived 
from an apparent contradiction between two verses: “The 
guilt-off ering money and the sin-off ering money was not 
brought into the House of the Lord; it was for the priests” 
(II Kings 12:17), and: “The priest who makes atonement with 
it, he shall have it” (Leviticus 7:7). Others explain that the 
verse “It is a guilt-off ering; he is certainly guilty before the 
Lord” (Leviticus 5:19) is self-contradictory. “It is a guilt off ering” 
(Leviticus 5:19) indicates that it is like any other guilt-off ering, 
which is eaten by priests, whereas the phrase: “He is certainly 
guilty before the Lord” indicates that it is all for the Lord. The 
explanation is that this verse does not mean that the money 
intended for off erings goes to the priests; rather, the hides of 
the burnt-off erings, which come from the remainder of the 
money for the sin-off erings and the guilt-off erings, belong 
to the priests.

The early commentaries also diff er concerning the novelty 
in the teaching of Jehoiada the High Priest. Some claim that 
his essential point was that the remainder is given as a free-
will off ering (Rashi on Zevaĥim 11b), while others contend that 
he taught that the hide of this burnt-off ering, like all others, 
goes to the priests (Ra’avad).

NOTES

 It is incumbent upon me to donate wood to the Temple, 
must donate no fewer than two logs – ֹלא עֵצִים,  עָלַי   הֲרֵי 
זִירִין נֵי גְּ ְ  One who donates wood to the Temple must :יִפְחוֹת מִשּׁ
give no fewer than two logs that are a cubit long and as wide 
as the tool used to level the se’a measure (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 16:13).

 It is incumbent upon me to donate frankincense – …הֲרֵי עָלַי
 One who donates frankincense to the Temple must :לְבוֹנָה
give no less than a handful (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 16:13).

HALAKHA
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Th e Gemara raises a diffi  culty against this conclusion. But wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita that with regard to a woman who said: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a pair of birds, that she brings 
the funds for the purchase of a pair of birds to the Temple and 
places them in the collection horn? 

And aft er she has ritually immersed for her purifi cation and the 
sun has set, she may eat consecrated foods. And she need not 
be concerned that perhaps the priest was lazyH  and neglected 
to sacrifi ce her off ering, which would cause her to lack atone-
ment and be prohibited from eating sacrifi cial food. And the 
priest need not be concerned that perhaps one of the women 
who placed funds in this horn has died, which would mean 
that the funds for sin-off erings left  to die are mixed with the 
rest of the coins. Since this ruling is undisputed, it is evidently 
accepted by all the Sages, including Rabbi Yehuda. If so, how can 
it be claimed that Rabbi Yehuda said there were no horns for 
obligatory pairs of birds due to the concern that one of the 
women who placed money there had died?

Th e Gemara answers: When we say this opinion of Rabbi Ye-
huda, we are referring to a case where it is known that one of the 
women had died, which means that the funds she gave have the 
status of a sin-off ering whose owner had certainly died. In this 
case the coins defi nitely cannot be used for an off ering, and they 
invalidate the other coins with which they are mingled in the 
horn. To avoid this scenario, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that there 
was no horn for obligatory pairs of birds. 

Th e Gemara asks: But even if we say that there is a concern that 
the horn contains invalidated coins, the following remedy can 
be applied: Let us select four zuz,N  the value of one pair of birds 
(see Keritot ƥ:ƫ), and declare that these are the invalidated coins, 
and throw them into the river so that they will be destroyed, 
and the remainder will be permitt ed. If so, even according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, there should be no problem with 
a horn for pairs of birds.

Th e Gemara answers: Th is is not an eff ective solution according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, because we generally say: Rab-
bi Yehuda does not accept the principle of retroactive designa-
tion. According to Rabbi Yehuda, a doubtful state of aff airs 
cannot be clarifi ed retroactively. Consequently, one cannot re-
solve this problem by sett ing aside four zuz, and he maintains 
that there was no horn for obligatory pairs of birds.

§ It was taught in the mishna that if one said: It is incumbent 
upon me to donate wood, he must donate no fewer than two logs. 
Th e Gemara addresses a similar case: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Bun, said that Rabbi Ba bar Memel raised a dilemma: What is 
the ruling if one said: It is incumbent upon me to donate a log 
of wood?H  Does he bring only one log?

Rabbi Elazar said: Th e Mishna says so; i.e., a mishna provides 
a solution to our dilemma. We learned that the two logs added 
each day to the arrangement on the altar, before the daily morn-
ing off ering and before the daily aft ernoon off ering, were not 
considered one off ering, as this log was an off ering to itself and 
that log was an off ering to itself. Since each log was a separate 
off ering, evidently one may donate even a single log. 

״הֲרֵי  אָמְרָה  שֶׁ ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ וְהָתַנְיָא: 
וְנוֹתַנְתּוֹ  קֵן  מֵי  דְּ מְבִיאָה   – קֵן״  עָלַי 

וֹפָר, שּׁ בַּ

Perek VI
Daf 18 Amud b

ת  שֶׁ חוֹשֶׁ וְאֵינָהּ  ים.  דָשִׁ קֳּ בַּ וְאוֹכֶלֶת 
שׁ  הֶן. וְאֵין הַכּהֵֹן חוֹשֵׁ ל בָּ א נִתְעַצֵּ מָּ שֶׁ
אוֹת מֵיתוֹת מְעוֹרָבוֹת  מֵי חַטָּ א דְּ מָּ שֶׁ

הֶן.  בָּ

עֲלֵיהֶן  תוּ בַּ מֵּ אוֹת שֶׁ חַטָּ י קָאָמְרִינַן בְּ כִּ
אי. וַדַּ

דֵי  עָה זוּזֵי וְנִישְׁ  וְאִי אָמְרִינַן נִבְרוֹר אַרְבָּ
רוּ,  תְּ נַהֲרָא וְאִידָךְ לִישְׁ בְּ

י יְהוּדָה לֵית  עָלְמָא: רַבִּ הָא אָמְרִינַן בְּ
רֵירָה.  לֵיהּ בְּ

א  בָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  בּוּן  י  רַבִּ י  בִּ יוֹסֵה  י  רַבִּ
עֵי: דאָמַר ״הֲרֵי עָלַי עֵץ״ –  ר מֶמֶל בָּ בַּ

יזֶר אֶחָד.  מֵבִיא גֵּ

ן,  כֵּ אֲמָרָהּ  מַתְנִיתָא  לְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
פְנֵי  ן בִּ פְנֵי עַצְמוֹ וְזֶה קָרְבָּ ן בִּ זֶּה קָרְבָּ שֶׁ

עַצְמוֹ. 

 And she need not be concerned that perhaps the priest was 
lazy – ל א נִתְעַצֵּ מָּ ת שֶׁ שֶׁ  A woman after childbirth and :וְאֵינָהּ חוֹשֶׁ
a zava bring their funds to the Temple and place them in the 
horn specified for that purpose. After ritual immersion, she is 
permitted to eat consecrated food that evening, as she may 
assume that her purification offering was sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Meĥusrei Kappara 1:12). 

 It is incumbent upon me to donate a log of wood – הֲרֵי עָלַי 
 One who pledges wood to the Temple must bring a log one :עֵץ
cubit in length. If he prefers, he may instead donate the value of 
this log (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 16:13). 

HALAKHA

 Let us select four zuz – עָה זוּזֵי  The early commentaries :נִבְרוֹר אַרְבָּ
ask: Even according to those who accept the principle of retro-
active designation, this principle cannot be used to identify 
prohibited items in a mixture and thereby render the other 
articles permitted. Therefore, these commentaries explain that 
a horn can be designated for obligatory pairs of birds in the 
following manner: Everyone who inserts money into this horn 
should make a condition at the time of his donation that if his 
money is thrown into the river due to the death of someone who 
put money into the horn, the money he is now giving should 
belong to that person, and if he himself dies, the money that is 
thrown away should be his. This condition need not be formu-
lated verbally (Tosefot Yom Tov). In this manner, all the money in 
the horn will belong to those who are alive, and will be fit for 
a sin-offering. Even so, this condition is effective only for those 
who accept the principle of retroactive designation, as it is the 
act of throwing the coins into the river that determines whose 
money was donated in the name of the dead from the outset.

NOTES
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Where was this ruling taught? As we learned in a mishna there, 
with regard to the order of the daily aft ernoon off ering: Two 
priests ascended to the altar, and in their hands were two logs of 
wood for the arrangement, each holding one log in his hand. Th is 
statement indicates that each log was a separate off ering, as each 
was held by a diff erent priest. 

Th e Gemara asks: From where is it derived that even an individu-
al can pledge wood for the arrangement? From the verse: “And 
when any one brings a meal-off ering to the Lord” (Leviticus Ʀ:ƥ). 
Th e word off ering comes to include the wood, which is also re-
ferred to as an off ering in the verse: “And we cast lots, the priests, 
the Levites, and the people, for the wood-off ering” (Nehemiah 
ƥƤ:ƧƩ). Furthermore, the phrase “any one” teaches that even an 
individual can pledge wood. 

As the Gemara is discussing the donation of logs for the arrange-
ment, it mentions their measurements. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said: Th e thickness of this wood was a cubit of the expanded 
cubits, and their length was measured by the shortened cubits. 
Rabbi Ĥoni said in the name of Rabbi Ammi: Th e measurement 
of their thickness was as on a scale [turtanei],L  i.e., it was exactly 
one cubit. 

Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak explained why a shortened cubit 
was used for the measurement of the wood and said: As the area 
of the arrangement on the bronze altar built by Moses was only 
one cubit by one cubit,N  therefore, the length of the log was only 
a shortened cubit, as it would otherwise protrude from the ar-
rangement. And it was likewise taught in a baraita: Th e breadth 
of the base of the altarB  made by Moses was a cubit, the surround-
ing ledge was a cubit,N  the rim a cubit, the corners a cubit, and 
the breadth of the place of the arrangement was likewise a cubit. 

§ It was taught in the mishna that if one pledges frankincense 
without specifying an amount, he must donate no less than a 
handful. Th e Gemara cites the verbal analogy that is the source 
for this halakha. It is stated here: “And you shall put pure frank-
incense with each row, that it may be to the bread for a memorial-
part” (Leviticus Ʀƨ:ƫ). And it is stated there, with regard to the 
meal-off ering of a sinner: “And the priest shall take his handful of 
it as its memorial-part” (Leviticus Ʃ:ƥƦ). 

יָדָם  בְּ נַיִם  השְׁ ן:  מָּ תַּ תָנֵינַן  דְּ הַאי  כְּ
זְרֵי עֵצִים. נֵי גִּ שְׁ

ן״ – לְרַבּוֹת אֶת הָעֵצִים.  ו״קָרְבָּ

עוֹבְיָין  אָמַר:  לֵוִי  ן  בֶּ  ע יְהוֹשֻׁ י  רַבִּ
ן  וְאָרְכָּ שוֹחֶקֶת,  ה  אַמָּ בְּ ה  אַמָּ
י  ם רַבִּ שֵׁ י חוֹנִי בְּ דוּמָה. רַבִּ ה גְּ אַמָּ בְּ

מִין טוּרְטָנֵי.  י: כְּ אַמִּ

ר רַב יִצְחָק: לְפִי  מוּאֵל בַּ י שְׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
א  אֶלָּ עֲרָכָה  הַמַּ מְקוֹם  הָיָה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ
ה, לְפִיכָךְ לאֹ הָיָה בּוֹ  ה עַל אַמָּ אַמָּ
ה  דוּמָה. וְתָנֵי כֵן: אַמָּ ה גְּ א אַמָּ אֶלָּ
רְכּוֹב,  ה כַּ ה סוֹבֵב, אַמָּ הַיְּסוֹד, אַמָּ

ה מַעֲרָכָה.  ה קְרָנוֹת, וְאַמָּ וְאַמָּ

נֶאֱמַר  מִקּוֹמֶץ.  יִפְחוֹת  לאֹ  לְבוֹנָה 
ן  לְהַלָּ וְנֶאֱמַר  רָה״  ״אַזְכָּ אן  כָּ

רָה״,  ״אַזְכָּ

 Scale [turtanei ] – טוּרְטָנֵי: From the Greek τρυτάνη, trutanè, 
meaning a balance or a pair of scales. Here it refers to one rod 
hanging from another rod, as on a scale.

 
Roman steelyard balance, a type of scale used since antiquity

LANGUAGE

 As the area of the arrangement was only one cubit by 
one cubit – ה אַמָּ עַל  ה  אַמָּ א  אֶלָּ עֲרָכָה  הַמַּ מְקוֹם  הָיָה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ  :לְפִי 
The Sages derived this from the verse: “And Aaron’s sons, the 
priests, shall lay the pieces, and the head, and the suet, in 
order upon the wood that is on the fire which is upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:8). The Sages learned from the seemingly 
superfluous words “Which is upon the altar” that the wood 
must be placed on the altar without protruding. Therefore, 
the logs must be slightly less than a cubit long (Korban 
HaEida; Tiklin Ĥadatin; Penei Zaken).

The Rambam states that the measurement of one cubit by 
one cubit was established for all generations. Although the 
size of the arrangement later increased, and in the Second 
Temple its area was twenty-four by twenty-four cubits, the 
measure for the size of the wood remained one cubit by one 
cubit (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 7:3). 

 The base was a cubit, the surrounding ledge was a cubit, 

etc. – ה סוֹבֵב וכו׳ ה הַיְּסוֹד, אַמָּ  The altar was built such that :אַמָּ
it was widest at its base and indented a cubit at intervals, 
creating at the indentation a cubit-wide ledge. What is called 
the base of the altar was the altar up to the height of one 
cubit, which appeared as a cubit-wide protrusion below the 
rest of the altar that rose above it. This ledge did not extend 
around the entire altar, but only on its northern and western 
sides, plus one additional cubit both at the northernmost 
point of the eastern side and at the westernmost point of 
the southern side (see Zevaĥim 53b).

At the height of six cubits, the altar was indented a cubit 
width all around, creating the surrounding ledge. According 
to most opinions, the rim of the altar was the cubit-wide strip 
around the outer edge of the top of the altar. It served as a 
walkway for the priests. However, see Zevaĥim 62a, where an 
opinion is cited that identifi es the rim with the surrounding 
ledge. The corners refers to the four corners of the altar where 
an area of one square cubit was elevated one cubit. 

NOTES

 The altar – ח זְבֵּ : הַמִּ

(1) Base of the altar
(2) Surrounding ledge
(3) Red line encircling the Temple altar at precisely half its height
(4) The arrangement, three cubits in height 
(5) Corners
(6) Rim that served as a walkway for the priests 

BACKGROUND
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Th e Gemara interprets the verbal analogy: Just as the term “memorial-
part” that is stated below must be a handful, so too, the term 

“memorial-part” that is stated here, with regard to the frankincense 
brought with the shewbread, must be a handful. Th is shows that when 
an unspecifi ed amount of frankincense is pledged as an independent 
free-will off ering, the obligation is to bring a handful. 

Th e Gemara asks: If so, one can derive the opposite conclusion from 
the same verbal analogy: Just as the memorial-part that is stated 
below, by the shewbread, must be two handfuls, one for each arrange-
ment of bread, so too the term memorial-part stated here, with regard 
to the free-will off ering of frankincense, should be a measure of two 
handfuls.

Rabbi Ila said in response: Didn’t we derive the measurement of 
a handful of frankincense only from the meal-off ering of a sinner? 
Just as there, in the case of the meal-off ering of a sinner, an incomplete 
handful is invalid, so too, here, with regard to frankincense of the 
shewbread, an incomplete handful should be invalid. It is possible 
to invalidate the frankincense of the shewbread only if each handful 
is considered an independent mitzva. If the two handfuls together 
were considered one mitzva, they would remain valid even if one of 
them were incomplete, as they contain a total amount greater than a 
handful. Th is proves that each handful is an independent mitzva, which 
means that if one of them is incomplete, the second does not complete 
it and it is invalidated. From here it can be inferred that every measure-
ment of the frankincense, including a free-will off ering of frankincense, 
requires a handful.

Rabbi Yosei said: From the statement of Rabbi Ila, that the measure-
ment of a handful of frankincense for a free-will off ering is derived from 
the handful that came with the shewbread, which is measured accord-
ing to the handful of the largest of the priests, it can be said that one 
who donates incense brings it according to the measure of the hand-
ful of a priest who has the largest hands,N  not the handful of the one 
who brings it. Rabbi Ĥizkiya said in the name of Rabbi Yirmeya: One 
who donates incense can approximate the handful of any priest, and 
even use the handful of the owners. 

Th e mishna taught that one who pledges gold without specifying the 
amount must donate no less than a dinar of gold. Rabbi Elazar said: 
And this is the case if he mentioned a formH  by saying: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a gold coin. However, if he did not mention a form, 
but merely said: It is incumbent upon me to bring gold, he may bring 
even a small hook of any size. 

Th e mishna states that there were six collection horns for communal 
free-will off erings, in which the remainder of the funds for sin-
off erings and burnt-off erings were placed, for the purchase of free-
will off erings. Ĥizkiya said: Th ere six horns correspond to the six 
extended patrilineal familiesB  of priests who served each week in the 
Temple. Th ere was one collection horn for each family, to prevent 
quarrels among the priests.

Bar Pedaya said: Th e six horns correspond to the six types of animals 
from which burnt-off erings can be brought: Bulls, calves, goats, rams, 
kids, and lambs. Each collection horn was for the funds designated for 
a particular type of animal. Shmuel said: Th ey correspond to the six 
obligatory off erings whose left over funds were used for the purchase 
of burnt-off erings: (ƥ) Pairs of birds off ered in the purifi cation ritual 
of a zav, pairs of birds of a zava; (Ʀ) pairs of birds of a woman aft er 
childbirth; (Ƨ) sin-off erings; (ƨ) guilt-off erings; (Ʃ) meal-off erings 
of a sinner; and (ƪ) the tenth part of an ephah brought each day by 
the High Priest as a meal-off ering. 

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Since the free-will off erings are plentiful, i.e., 
much money was donated for this purpose, there was a concern that if 
too many coins were placed in one horn, only the uppermost coins 
would be taken and the bott om ones would deteriorate. Th erefore they 
instituted many horns, so that each horn contained fewer coins and 
the funds would be preserved properly. 

מְלאֹ  ן  לְהַלָּ הָאָמוּר  רָה״  ״אַזְכָּ מָה 
אן  כָּ הָאָמוּר  רָה״  ״אַזְכָּ אַף   – קוֹמֶץ 

מְלאֹ קוֹמֶץ.

נֵי  ן – שְׁ רָה״ הָאֲמוּרָה לְהַלָּ אִי מָה ״אַזְכָּ
אן  כָּ הָאֲמוּרָה  רָה״  ״אַזְכָּ אַף  קוֹמְצִין, 

נֵי קוֹמְצִין!  שְׁ

לַקּוֹמֶץ  לָמְדוּ  לוּם  כְּ אִילָא:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
קוֹמֶץ  ן  הַלָּ לְּ מַה  חוֹטֵא,  נְחַת  מִמִּ א  אֶלָּ
הֶחָסֵר  קוֹמֶץ  אן  כָּ אַף   – סוּל  פָּ הֶחָסֵר 

סוּל. פָּ

אִילָא  י  רַבִּ דְּ תָא  מִילְּ יוֹסֵה  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
מְבִיאָה  לְבוֹנָה,  ב  תְנַדֵּ הַמִּ אֲמָרָהּ: 
חִזְקִיָּה  י  רַבִּ דוֹל).  (גָּ כּהֵֹן  ל  שֶׁ קוּמְצוֹ  בְּ
קּוֹמֶץ  בַּ וַאֲפִילּוּ  יִרְמְיָה:  י  רַבִּ ם  שֵׁ בְּ

עָלִים. הַבְּ

אֶלְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  כו׳.  יִפְחוֹת  לאֹ  זָהָב 
לאֹ  אִם  אֲבָל  צוּרָה,  יר  הִזְכִּ שֶׁ וְהוּא 

יר צוּרָה – מֵבִיא אֲפִילּוּ צִינּוֹרָה. הִזְכִּ

ה  ָ שּׁ נֶגֶד שִׁ ה לִנְדָבָה. חִזְקִיָּה אָמַר: כְּ ָ שּׁ שִׁ
י אָבוֹת.  תֵּ בָּ

הֵמוֹת:  בְּ שׁ  שֵׁ נֶגֶד  כְּ אָמַר:  דָיָה  פְּ ר  בַּ
וְטָלֶה.  דִי,  גְּ אַיִל,  עִיר,  וְשָׂ וְעֵגֶל,  ר,  פָּ
י  נוֹת (קִנֵּ ה קָרְבָּ ָ שּׁ נֶגֶד שִׁ מוּאֵל אָמַר: כְּ שְׁ
אוֹת,  חַטָּ יוֹלְדוֹת)  י  קִנֵּ זָבוֹת  י  וְקִנֵּ זָבִים 

ירִית הָאֵיפָה.  נָחוֹת, וַעֲשִׂ מוֹת, הַמְּ וַאֲשָׁ

ה  דָבָה מְרוּבָּ הַנְּ י יוֹחָנָן: עַל יְדֵי שֶׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
ה. רִיבּוּ לָהּ שׁוֹפָרוֹת הַרְבֵּ

 Of a priest who has the largest hands – ל שֶׁ קוּמְצוֹ   בְּ
דוֹל גָּ  The reason for this is that the service of the :כּהֵֹן 
shewbread, including the taking of the handful of 
frankincense and offering it upon the altar, was di-
vided among the priests by means of a lottery. Since 
the priest with the largest hands could be appointed 
to perform this task, the frankincense must be brought 
in this measure.

NOTES

 And this is the case if he mentioned a form – וְהוּא 
צוּרָה יר  הִזְכִּ  If one says: It is incumbent upon me to :שֶׁ
bring silver, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring gold, 
without mentioning the word coin, he is obligated to 
bring silver or gold as follows: He adds to the mea-
sure until he can definitively state: I did not intend to 
bring that much. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaĤaramim 2:10).

HALAKHA

 Six patrilineal families – אָבוֹת י  תֵּ בָּ ה  ָ שּׁ -Even be :שִׁ
fore the construction of the Temple was completed, 
there were already more priests than necessary to 
perform the sacred service. Therefore, King David and 
the prophet Samuel established priestly watches (see 
I Chronicles 24). The priests were grouped into twenty-
four watches, each of which served in the Temple for 
one week twice a year. It was only during the pilgrim 
Festivals, when the entire nation ascended to Jerusa-
lem, that all of the priests came to the Temple. During 
the Second Temple period, the watches were divided 
afresh; however, the basic divisions remained intact. 
Each watch was divided into six families, correspond-
ing to the days of the week, so that all of the members 
of the watch served one day. The changing of the 
watch took place each Shabbat. 

BACKGROUND
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Th e Gemara discusses the midrash of Jehoiada the High Priest 
mentioned in the mishna. It is writt en: “And when they had made 
an end, they brought the rest of the money before the king and 
Jehoiada, from which they made vessels for the house of the Lord, 
even vessels used in the Temple service” ( Chronicles Ʀƨ:ƥƨ). In 
explanation of this verse, Rabbi Shimon bar Naĥman said in the 
name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Jehoiada made two chestsN5 for two 
diff erent types of voluntary donations, one for maintaining the 
Temple and the other for free-will off erings. 

A dissenting opinion was taught in a baraita of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael: Jehoiada prepared a single chest for one free-
will off ering, as it is writt en: “So the king commanded, and they 
made a chest” ( Chronicles Ʀƨ:Ƭ). Th e verse specifi cally states 
that Jehoiada made only one chest. Th is is the same chest men-
tioned elsewhere: And he placed it in the Sanctuary of the House 
of God, “and he bored a hole in its lid” ( Kings ƥƦ:ƥƤ). 

Th e Gemara asks: But isn’t it writt en: “So the king commanded, 
and they made a chest, and set it without, at the gate of the 
House of the Lord” ( Chronicles Ʀƨ:Ƭ)? Th is indicates that that 
there was an additional chest that was placed outside the Temple.

Rav Ĥuna said: Th ere was only one chest, which was originally 
located inside the Temple by Jehoiada’s command. Aft erward, 
however, he instructed that it should be placed outside the Temple 
because of those people who were ritually impure by contact with 
a corpse or a dead creeping animal. Th ese people were unable to 
enter the Temple to insert their money for free-will off erings. 

Rabbi Ĥanina said in the name of Rabbi Yosef: Th ere were two 
free-will off erings in the Temple, as it is writt en: “But there were 
not made for the House of the Lord cups of silver, snuff ers, 
basins, trumpets, any vessels of gold, or vessels of silver, of the 
money that was brought into the House of the Lord; for they gave 
that to them who did the work, and repaired with it the House of 
the Lord” ( Kings ƥƦ:ƥƨ). Th ese were for the repairs of the Temple, 
not for making sacred serving vessels. Conversely, the verses 
in  Chronicles discuss the construction of the vessels, as it is 
writt en: “From which they made vessels for the House of the Lord” 
 As this verse refers to a diff erent chest and .(Chronicles Ʀƨ:ƥƨ )
a separate free-will off ering, it shows that there were in fact two 
chests. 

לֶךְ  תִיב: ״וּכְכַלּוֹתָם הֵבִיאוּ לִפְנֵי הַמֶּ כְּ
נַחְמָן  ר  בַּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ וגו׳  וִיהוֹיָדָע״ 
נְדָבוֹת  י  תֵּ שְׁ אָמַר:  יוֹנָתָן  י  רַבִּ ם  שֵׁ בְּ

ה, עָשָׂ
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אַחַת.  נְדָבָה  מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ נֵי  תָּ
אֲרוֹן  וַיַּעֲשׂוּ  לֶךְ  הַמֶּ ״וַיּאֹמֶר  כְתִיב  דִּ
ית ה׳ ״וַיִּקּבֹ  הֵיכַל בֵּ נֻהוּ בְּ אֶחָד״ וַיִּתְּ

דַלְתּוֹ״. חוֹר בְּ

וַיַּעֲשׂוּ  לֶךְ  הַמֶּ ״וַיּאֹמֶר  כְתִיב  דִּ וְהָא   
ה׳  ית  בֵּ עַר  שַׁ בְּ נֻהוּ  וַיִּתְּ אֶחָד  אֲרוֹן 

חוּצָה״!

מֵאִים.  נֵי הַטְּ אָמַר רַב חוּנָא: מִפְּ

לאֹ  ״אַךְ  יוֹסֵף:  י  רַבִּ ם  שֵׁ בְּ חֲנִינָא  י  רַבִּ
רוֹת״  מְזַמְּ סֶף  כֶּ סִפּוֹת  ה׳  ית  בֵּ ה  עשֶׂ יֵָ

וגו׳.

הדרן עלך פרק 
שלשה עשר שופרות
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