ְוֹתם ֵה ִביא ּו ִל ְפנֵי ַה ֶּמ ֶלך
ָ ּ ״ו ְּכ ַכל:ְּכ ִתיב
וִ יהוֹיָ ָדע״ וגו׳ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמן
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי נְ ָדבוֹת:ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן ָא ַמר
,ָﬠ ָ ׂשה

The Gemara discusses the midrash of Jehoiada the High Priest
mentioned in the mishna. It is written: “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 : ). In
explanation of this verse, Rabbi Shimon bar Naĥman said in the
name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Jehoiada made two chestsN5 for two
diﬀerent types of voluntary donations, one for maintaining the
Temple and the other for free-will oﬀerings.

. נְ ָד ָבה ַא ַחת:ָּתנֵי דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
ֹאמר ַה ֶּמ ֶל ְך וַ יַּ ֲﬠ ׂש ּו ֲארוֹן
ֶ דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וַ יּ
יכל ֵ ּבית ה׳ ״וַ יִּ ּקֹב
ַ ֶא ָחד״ וַ יִּ ְּתנֻ ה ּו ְ ּב ֵה
.חוֹר ְ ּב ַד ְל ּתוֹ״

A dissenting opinion was taught in a baraita of the school of
Rabbi Yishmael: Jehoiada prepared a single chest for one freewill oﬀering, as it is written: “So the king commanded, and they
made a chest” ( Chronicles : ). The verse specifically states
that Jehoiada made only one chest. This is the same chest mentioned elsewhere: And he placed it in the Sanctuary of the House
of God, “and he bored a hole in its lid” ( Kings : ).

Perek VI
Daf 19 Amud a

ֹאמר ַה ֶּמ ֶל ְך וַ יַּ ֲﬠ ׂש ּו
ֶ  וְ ָהא דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וַ יּThe Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “So the king commanded,
 ֲארוֹן ֶא ָחד וַ יִּ ְּתנֻ ה ּו ְ ּב ׁ ַש ַﬠר ֵ ּבית ה׳and they made a chest, and set it without, at the gate of the
! חוּצָ ה״House of the Lord” ( Chronicles : )? This indicates that that
there was an additional chest that was placed outside the Temple.
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַה ְּט ֵמ ִאים: ָא ַמר ַרב חוּנָ אRav Ĥuna said: There was only one chest, which was originally
located inside the Temple by Jehoiada’s command. Afterward,
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. These people were unable to
enter the Temple to insert their money for free-will oﬀerings.
״אךְ ל ֹא
ַ :יוֹסף
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּביRabbi Ĥanina said in the name of Rabbi Yosef: There were two
עשה ֵ ּבית ה׳ ִס ּפוֹת ֶּכ ֶסף ְמזַ ְּמרוֹת״
ׂ ֶ  ֵָיfree-will oﬀerings in the Temple, as it is written: “But there were
. וגו׳not made for the House of the Lord cups of silver, snuﬀers,
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 : ). These 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
written: “From which they made vessels for the House of the Lord”
( Chronicles : ). As this verse refers to a diﬀerent chest and
a separate free-will oﬀering, it shows that there were in fact two
chests.
הדרן עלך פרק
שלשה עשר שופרות
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Perek VII
Daf 19 Amud a
הלכה א מתני׳ ָמעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ֵ ּבין
 ָקרוֹב ַל ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים – יִ ּ ְפל ּו,ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים ִלנְ ָד ָבה
 ֶמ ֱחצָ ה, ַל ְּנ ָד ָבה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ְּנ ָד ָבה,ַל ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים
.ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ְּנ ָד ָבה

alakha · mishna

If money was found on the floor of
the Temple between one of the collection horns marked shekels and
the collection horn marked free-will oﬀerings,H that is to say, between
the first and the thirteenth collection horns, in which funds contributed to the Temple were stored, the following distinctions apply: If the
money was found closer to the horn marked shekels, it is allocated to
the shekels;N if it was found closer to the horn marked free-will oﬀerings, it is allocated to free-will oﬀerings; and if it was equidistant from
the horn marked shekels and the horn marked free-will oﬀerings, it is
allocated to free-will oﬀerings.

 ָקרוֹב ָל ֵﬠצִ ים – יִ ּ ְפל ּו, ֵ ּבין ֵﬠצִ ים ִל ְלבוֹנָ הIf the money was found between the horn marked wood and the horn
 ֶמ ֱחצָ ה, ַל ְּלבוֹנָ ה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ְּלבוֹנָ ה, ָל ֵﬠצִ יםmarked frankincense, that is, between the fifth and sixth horns, if it was
. ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ְּלבוֹנָ הcloser to the horn marked wood, it is allocated to wood; if it was
closer to the horn marked frankincense, it is allocated to frankincense; and if it was found equidistant from both, it is allocated to
frankincense.
–  ָקרוֹב ַל ִּק ּנִין,עוֹלה
ָ ֵ ּבין ִק ּינִין ְלגוֹזְ ֵלי
עוֹלה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו
ָ  ָקרוֹב ְלגוֹזְ ֵלי,יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ִּק ּינִין
 ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו,עוֹלה
ָ ְלגוֹזְ ֵלי
.עוֹלה
ָ ְלגוֹזְ ֵלי

–  ָקרוֹב ַלחו ִּּלין,ֵ ּבין חו ִּּלין ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי
 ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר,יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַלחו ִּּלין
. ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי,ׁ ֵשנִי
,הוֹל ִכין ַא ַחר ַה ָ ּקרוֹב ְל ָה ֵקל
ְ :זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל
.ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ַה ְח ִמיר

If the money was found between the horn marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings and the horn marked doves for burnt-oﬀerings, i.e., between the
third and the fourth horns, if it is closer to the horn marked pairs of
bird-oﬀerings, it is allocated to pairs of bird-oﬀerings; if it was found
closer to the horn marked doves for burnt-oﬀerings, it is allocated to
doves for burnt-oﬀerings; and if it was found equidistant from both,
it is allocated to doves for burnt-oﬀerings.
And similarly, if money was found anywhere else between a container
for ordinary, non-sacred money and one containing second-titheN
money,H the following distinctions apply: If the money was found
closer to the non-sacred money, it is allocated to the non-sacred
money; if it was found closer to second-tithe money, it is allocated to
second-tithe money; and if it was found equidistant from both, it is
allocated to second-tithe money. This is the principle: In cases of
doubt, the ruling follows whichever is closer, even if this involves being lenient, but if the money was found equidistant from both, the
ruling follows whichever allocation involves being stringent.

 גמ׳ ל ֹא ה ּוצְ ְר ָכה דְּ ָלא ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ָק ִליםgemara The mishna taught the halakha governing the case where
? ְל ִק ּינִיםmoney was found between the horn marked shekels and a horn marked
free-will oﬀerings. The Gemara asks: Addressing this case was not
necessary, as these horns were not adjacent to one another; the one
marked shekels was the first horn and the last six were marked free-will
oﬀerings. Why should it be presumed that money found in the middle
belongs to one or the other and not to one of the horns in between?
Rather [dela],L the mishna should have addressed the case where
money was found between the horn marked old shekels and the horn
marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings, as they are adjacent to one another.

NOTES

It is allocated to the shekels – יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַל ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים: The
halakha recorded in the mishna that money found
is allocated to the closest horn addresses only a situation in which the same number of coins is found in
each of the horns. If, however, one of the horns has
more coins than the other, the money is allocated to
the horn with the greater number of coins, even if
it was closer to a diﬀerent horn. The Sages conclude
elsewhere (see Bava Batra 23b) that the principle
that uncertainty is resolved by following the majority
trumps the principle articulated here that it should
be resolved based on proximity.
The other cases in the mishna that rely on proximity to resolve the uncertainty should also be understood in this light (Rosh; Talmid HaRashbash; Rabbi
Ovadya Bartenura). Some, however, argue that since
the number of coins in each horn does not remain
fixed over the course of the day and the situation
can change at any time, the majority is unstable. In
such a case, the principle that the majority trumps
proximity in resolving uncertainties does not apply
and the cases in the mishna are resolved as it says,
based upon proximity (Talmid HaRashbash; see also
Tiferet Yisrael).
Second tithe – מ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי:ַ The second tithe was onetenth of the produce that remained after teruma had
been given to the priests and the first tithe had been
given to the Levites. The second tithe was separated
during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of
the Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set
aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed
there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was
too long, so that it would be diﬃcult to carry the
entire amount of second tithe there, or if the produce
became ritually impure, it could be redeemed for an
equivalent sum of money. If the owner redeemed
his own produce he had to add one-fifth of its value.
This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem,
where it could be spent only to purchase food.
LANGUAGE

Rather [dela] – דְּ ָלא: An abbreviated form of da ela.
The expression here, lo hutzrekha dela, is similar to
the common expression in the Babylonian Talmud,
lo nitzrekha ela: It was only necessary…rather.
Circle [bukhliyar] – בו ְּכ ִליָ יאר:ּ The correct pronunciation appears to be kukhliyar, derived from the Greek
κοχλιάριον, kokhliarion, spoon, made in the shape
of a shell, a cochlea, or in a spiral.

 ְּכ ִמין: ַר ִ ּבי ָאב ּו ן ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ּ ִפ נְ ָח סRabbi Avun said in the name of Rabbi Pineĥas: The contribution
L
. ּבו ְּכ ִליָ יאר ָהי ּו ֲﬠ ׂשוּיִ ןhorns in the Temple were arranged like a circle [bukhliyar]. The
horns did not stand in a straight row, but rather in a circle, such that the
horn marked new shekels and the horn marked free-will oﬀerings were
adjacent to one another from the other side.
HALAKHA

If money was found between the shekels and the free-will
oﬀerings – מעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים ִל ָנְד ָבה:ָ If money was found
in the Temple treasury between the horn marked shekels and the
horn marked free-will oﬀerings, closer to the horn marked shekels,
it is allocated to the shekels. If it was found closer to the horn
marked free-will oﬀerings, it is allocated to free-will oﬀerings. If it
was found equidistant from both, it is allocated to free-will oﬀerings. The same halakha applies to any money found between the
various horns located in the Temple treasury, i.e., it is allocated to
the closest horn. If it was found equidistant from the horn marked
wood and the horn marked frankincense, it is allocated to frankincense; between the horn marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings and the

horn marked doves for burnt-oﬀerings, it is allocated to doves for
burnt-oﬀerings. This is the principle: In all cases, the money is allocated to the closest horn, and if it was found equidistant from two
horns, it is allocated to the horn which leads to greater stringency.
This ruling follows the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 3:14–15).
Between non-sacred money and second-tithe money – ֵ ּבין חו ִּּלין
ל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי:ְ If money was found between a container for non-sacred
money and one containing second-tithe money, it is allocated to
whichever is closer. If it was found equidistant from both, one must
be stringent and treat it like second-tithe money (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 6:12).

Twisted snail shells, known in Latin as cochlea
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HALAKHA

If someone set aside his shekel and died – ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ
וָ ֵמת: If someone set aside his shekel and then died, the
shekel is allocated to free-will oﬀerings, in accordance with
the ruling in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 3:12).
His one-tenth of an ephah – ﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ:ֲ Any extra
meal left over from the tenth of the ephah of the High
Priest’s griddle-cake oﬀering must be left to rot, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 5:8).
Whoever supplies the pairs of birds, he also supplies
extra birds to replace those that are disqualified – ַה ְמ ַס ּ ֵפק
את ַה ִּק ּינִין הוּא ְמ ַס ּ ֵפק ֶאת ַה ּ ְפסוּלוֹת:ֶ If one who was appointed
to supply the birds needed for bird-oﬀerings sold someone
a bird that was disqualified or became so before it was
sacrificed, he must provide another in its place (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:9).
NOTES

Is a sin-oﬀering brought as a burnt-oﬀering – וְ יֵ ׁש ַח ָּטאת
עוֹלה
ָ ק ֵר ָיבה:ְ The Gemara did not ask the corresponding
question with regard to the earlier ruling, i.e., that if the
money was found closer to the horn marked doves for
burnt-oﬀerings than to the horn marked pairs of birdoﬀerings, would it be allocated to doves for burnt-oﬀerings?
Yet a corresponding diﬃculty does exist: As every pair of
bird oﬀerings includes a sin-oﬀering, there is a chance that
money that was meant for a sin-oﬀering would be used to
buy a burnt-oﬀering. Why is this not a concern?
The explanation lies in the distinction between the resolution based on proximity and the merely procedural resolution of allocating the money to the more stringent use in
the case of equidistance. In cases where the uncertainty is
resolved based on proximity, the resolution is determinate
and the halakha regards it as a certainty. In contrast, in the
case where the money is equidistant from two diﬀerent
horns, the resolution is merely procedural and the Gemara’s
objection makes sense. It is then reasonable to ask about
the possibility that the money fell from the other horn, i.e.,
from that marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings, and if so, how can
a sin-oﬀering be brought as a burnt-oﬀering (Penei Zaken).
This explanation applies as well to the Gemara’s question below, with regard to a woman who needs to sacrifice
both a sin-oﬀering and a burnt-oﬀering: How does this
woman achieve atonement? That question is raised only if
the money was found equidistant from the horn marked
pairs of bird-oﬀerings and the horn marked doves for burntoﬀerings, and is allocated to doves for burnt-oﬀerings. Since
the money was equidistant from both horns, the uncertainty remains. However, were the money found closer to
one rather than the other, the resolution is determinate and
there is no longer any uncertainty; every oﬀering that was
required is presumed to have been brought (Rosh; Talmid
HaRashbash; Tiklin Ĥadatin).

 ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִלנְ ָד ָבה ָ)לאThe mishna teaches that if money was found equidistant from the
horn marked shekels and the horn marked free-will oﬀerings, it is
צוֹר ָּכ ּה דְּ ָלא ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה יִ ּ ְפל ּו
ְ
.( ִל ׁ ְש ָק ִליםallocated to free-will oﬀerings. The Gemara asks: The mishna
should not have said that the money is allocated to free-will oﬀerings.
Rather, it should have said that when money is found equidistant
from both, it is allocated to shekels. For the halakha governing the
money in the horn marked shekels is more stringent, as the regular
communal oﬀerings are bought with that money, whereas the money in the horn marked free-will oﬀerings is used only to buy oﬀerings
for those times when there are no regular oﬀerings being sacrificed.
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִל ׁ ְשיָ ֵרי:ימר
ַ  ִאית דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ֵמThe Gemara answers: Some wish to say that the halakha governing
, ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכהthe money in the horn marked shekels is less stringent because perhaps the money allocated would not be used for the purchase of
oﬀerings, and consequently it would be allocated to the remainders
of the chamber funds, i.e., those left over after the public oﬀerings
have been bought with the half-shekels collected in the chamber.
Such money would be used for repairing the walls and towers of
Jerusalem, and not for oﬀerings. It is consequently preferable that
the money be allocated to free-will oﬀerings, and therefore be used
for oﬀerings.
 ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה:ימר
ַ ִאית דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ֵמ
 ַﬠד דַּ ֲאנָ א: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יֵ ָסא.ְּכ ִמי ׁ ֶש ֵּמת
ַּת ָּמן ׁ ְש ָמ ִﬠית ַקל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ְש ַאל
 ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ וָ ֵמת? ֲא ַמר:ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
. יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִלנְ ָד ָבה:יה
ּ ֵל

And some wish to say that money that is found equidistant from
both is treated like money that has no owner, i.e., like money that
was set aside by someone who subsequently died, and the Sages said
that such money is allocated to free-will oﬀerings. As Rabbi Yesa
said: While I was there in Babylonia, I heard the voice of Rav
Yehuda who asked Shmuel the following question: If someone set
aside his shekel and subsequently died,H what is to be done with the
money? Shmuel said to him: It is allocated to free-will oﬀerings.

:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי, ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה ׁ ֶשלּ וֹThe Gemara now asks a similar question: The High Priest could set
aside money to be used for the purchase of his daily griddle-cake
: ַר ִ ּבי ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָא ַמר,יכם ְליַ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח
ֵ יוֹל
ִ
oﬀ
ering made from one-tenth of an ephahH of flour, half in the morn.יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִלנְ ָד ָבה
ing and half in the evening. If he died before the flour had been
bought, what is to be done with the money? Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
The money must be cast into the Dead Sea, i.e., so that it is destroyed.
Rabbi Elazar disagreed and said: The money is allocated to freewill oﬀerings.
!עוֹלה
ָ  וְ יֵ ׁש ַח ָּטאת ְק ֵר ָיבה: וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe mishna taught that if the money was found equidistant from
the horn marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings, i.e., one burnt-oﬀering and
one sin-oﬀering, and the horn marked doves for burnt-oﬀerings, it is
allocated to doves for burnt-oﬀerings. And this is diﬃcult: Is a sinoﬀering brought as a burnt-oﬀering?N Surely it is possible that
the money fell from the horn marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings, and is
therefore partially designated for the purchase of sin-oﬀerings.
: ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁישĤizkiya said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: A condiוֹתרוֹת
ָ  ְּתנַ אי ֵ ּבית דִּ ין הוּא ַﬠל ַה ּמtion of the court stipulates with regard to the remainder of the
. ׁ ֶשיִּ ְק ְרב ּו עוֹלוֹתmoney originally consecrated for sin-oﬀerings that it is brought as
burnt-oﬀerings. Even if the one who consecrated the money did not
state such a condition explicitly, he is regarded as having done so, as
it is presumed that the money was consecrated in accordance with
the court’s stipulation.
? ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַהזֹּאת ְ ּב ַמה ִהיא ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֶפ ֶרתThe Gemara asks: If so, with what does this woman, who had placed
the money for her oﬀering in the horn marked pairs of bird-oﬀerings,
achieve atonement? A woman who had given birth or is a zava must
bring a pair of bird-oﬀerings, one as a burnt-oﬀering and the other
as a sin-oﬀering, as part of her purification process. If that money has
been allocated to doves for burnt-oﬀerings, she has not completed
the process.
, ְּתנַ אי ֵ ּבית דִּ ין הוּא: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחקRabbi Yitzĥak said: A condition of the court stipulates: Whoever
 ַה ְמ ַס ּ ֵפק ֶאת ַה ִּק ּינִין – הוּא ְמ ַס ּ ֵפקsupplies the Temple with the pairs of birds, he also supplies extra
H
. ֶאת ַה ּ ְפסוּלוֹתbirds to replace those birds that are disqualified. If one of the birds
is disqualified or missing, he provides another bird in its place, and
so in any event the woman will have brought both a burnt-oﬀering
and a sin-oﬀering.
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,טוֹרת ָל ֵﬠצִ ים
ֶ צוֹר ָּכ ּה דְּ ָלא ֵ ּבין ְק
ְ  ָלאThe mishna did not consider all the possible places that money
? ְלזָ ָהב ְל ַכ ּפ ֶוֹרת, ִל ְלבוֹנָ הcould be found between diﬀerent horns, and so the Gemara asks:
Shouldn’t the mishna also discuss additional cases, like where the
money was found between the fourth and fifth horns, i.e., between
the horn marked incense and the horn marked wood, or between
the sixth and seventh horns, i.e., between the horn marked frankincense and the horn marked gold for the Ark cover?
הוֹל ִכין ַא ַחר
ְ , זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל:סוֹפ ּה
ָ נִית ּה ְ ּב
ָ  ו ְּתThe Gemara answers: In fact, this mishna addresses these cases as
. ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ְל ַה ְח ִמיר, ַה ָ ּקרוֹבwell, as it teaches at its end: This is the principle: In cases of doubt,
the ruling follows whichever is closer, even if this involves being
lenient; but if the money was found equidistant from both, the
ruling follows whichever attribution involves being stringent.

alakha · mishna This mishna considers other
הלכה ב מתני׳ ָמעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ִל ְפנֵי
situations
in which something is found and its source is unknown.
,עוֹלם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ סוֹח ֵרי ְב ֵה ָמה – ְל
ֲ
Money found before animal merchants in Jerusalem is always
presumed to be second-tithe money.NH The presumption is based
on the fact that in Jerusalem, most of the animals are bought with
second-tithe money and sacrificed as peace-oﬀerings.
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר, ו ִּבירו ׁ ָּש ַלִם. ו ְּב ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת – חו ִּּליןand money found on the Temple Mount is presumed to be non–  ו ִּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ָה ֶרגֶ ל. ָּכל יְ מוֹת ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה – חו ִּּליןsacred money. And with regard to money found in the rest of Jeru. ַה ּכֹל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשרsalem, the following distinction applies: If it was found during the
rest of the days of the year, it is presumed to be non-sacred money,
but if it was found during the time of a pilgrim Festival, it is all
presumed to be second-tithe money, because most of the money
found in Jerusalem at the time of a Festival is second-tithe money.
, ֵא ָיב ִרים – עוֹלוֹת,ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצָ א ָ ּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה
 ו ִּבירו ׁ ָּש ַלִם – זִ ְב ֵחי.וַ ֲח ִתיכוֹת – ַח ָּטאוֹת
 זֶ ה וָ זֶ ה ְּתעו ַ ּּבר צו ָּרתוֹ וְ יֵ צֵ א.ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
.ְל ֵבית ַה ּ ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

The mishna continues: With regard to meat that was found in the
Temple courtyard,H and it is not known from whence it came, the
halakha is as follows: If it is whole limbs of the animal, in the manner that burnt-oﬀerings are brought to the altar, it is presumed to
be burnt-oﬀerings. And if it is in small pieces, it is presumed to be
sin-oﬀerings. And if the meat, in whatever form, is found in the city
of Jerusalem, as opposed to the courtyard, it is presumed to be the
meat of peace-oﬀerings, as most of the meat in Jerusalem is the
meat of peace-oﬀerings. Since it is possible that the time during
which it is permitted to eat any of it has already passed, both this
and that, whether it is determined to be the meat of burnt-oﬀerings
or the meat of peace-oﬀerings, its form must be allowed to decay,N
i.e., it must be left until it is definitely disqualified, and then it must
be taken out to the place of burning, where oﬀerings that have
become disqualified are burned.

,יב ִרים – נְ ֵבילוֹת
ָ  ֵא, נִ ְמצָ א ַ ּב ְ ּגבו ִּליןWith regard to meat found in the outlying areas, outside of Jerusa. וַ ֲח ִתיכוֹת – מו ָּּתרוֹתlem, if it is in the form of whole limbs, the meat presumably comes
from carcasses of animals that were not properly slaughtered, for
meat unfit for eating was generally cut up into full limbs, to be fed
to dogs or sold to gentiles. But if it is in small pieces, it is presumably
kosher and permitted to be eaten, as kosher meat was ordinarily cut
up into small pieces.

NOTES

Money found before animal merchants is always presumed to be second-tithe money – ָמעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ִל ְפנֵי
עוֹלם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ סוֹח ֵרי ְב ֵה ָמה ְל:
ֲ The Gemara (Pesaĥim 7a; see
Rashi there) explains as follows: If money was found in
the market where animals were sold in Jerusalem, it was
presumed to be second-tithe money, because most of
the animals bought in Jerusalem were purchased with
second-tithe money. This was true both on the Festivals
and throughout the year, as any second-tithe money
that was not spent on the Festivals was left in Jerusalem,
where most of it was used to purchase peace-oﬀerings.
If, however, the money was found on the Temple
Mount, it was presumed to be non-sacred money, even
on a Festival. When one entered the Temple Mount, he
had presumably already purchased whatever he would
need for his Temple service. Some commentaries explain
that money found on the Temple Mount was presumed
to be non-sacred money because one must not enter the
Temple Mount with money. Therefore, money found there
was assumed to have belonged to the Temple treasury
and was used for the purchase of sacred objects, in the
process of which the money lost its consecrated status
(Ra’avad; Me’iri; Pesaĥim 7a).
With regard to money found elsewhere in Jerusalem, if
it was on a Festival, when the city was filled with pilgrims
who had brought their second-tithe money with them,
the money was presumed to be second-tithe money.
Throughout the year, however, it was presumed to be
non-sacred money, as most of the money in Jerusalem
was non-sacred. Since the streets of Jerusalem were
swept every day, and any money that had been lost by
the pilgrims would have been found by the sweepers, it
may be supposed that any money found was lost that day.
Its form must be allowed to decay – תעו ַ ּּבר צו ָּרתוֹ:ְּ In
Mishna tractate Pesaĥim (7:9), the Rambam glosses this
phrase as ta’avor tzurato; that is, the meat should be left
until its form has changed by its becoming spoiled. After
the meat has been left past the time it is permitted to eat
it, it is referred to as being left over, and is disqualified
and must be burned (see Rash and Rabbeinu Ĥananel
on Pesaĥim 34a). Some Mishna commentaries indicate
that decay of form actually means leaving it past the time
permitted for consumption, so that it is no longer fit for
its intended purpose. This is apparently based on the Gemara in tractate Menaĥot 46b, and so too it would appear
from the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, tractate
Zevaĥim 34a. Most sacrificial meat becomes left over the
following morning, but when the meat comes from a
peace-oﬀering, it is considered left over only once a night
and a day have passed subsequent to the day on which
the oﬀering was sacrificed. Only then may it be burned.

HALAKHA

Money found before animal merchants is always second-tithe
money – עוֹלם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ סוֹח ֵרי ְב ֵה ָמה ְל
ֲ מעוֹת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצְ א ּו ִל ְפנֵי:ָ If money
was found in Jerusalem when the Temple was standing, in front
of a place where sacrificial animals are sold, it is presumed to
be second-tithe money and must be treated accordingly. If it
was found on the Temple Mount, it is presumed to be ordinary,
non-sacred money. Anywhere else in Jerusalem, if the money
was found on one of the Festivals, it is presumed to be secondtithe money. At any other time of the year it is presumed to be
non-sacred money. Since the streets of Jerusalem are swept
every day, the money that was found must have been lost that
day (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 6:9–10).
Meat that was found in the Temple courtyard – ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצָ א
ב ֲﬠזָ ָרה:ּ ָ With regard to meat found in the Temple courtyard, if it
was in the form of whole limbs it is presumably the meat of a
burnt-oﬀering; if it was cut up into small pieces it is presumably
the meat of a sin-oﬀering. If the meat was found elsewhere in the

city of Jerusalem, it is presumably the meat of a peace-oﬀering.
Such meat must be left over past the time permitted for its consumption and then taken out to the place of burning, as per the
ruling in the mishna.
Since none of this meat is actually sacrificed, the determination that it belongs to a burnt-oﬀering, a sin-oﬀering, or a peaceoﬀering is relevant only with regard to liability for misuse of consecrated articles. If the meat was found in Jerusalem, since it is
presumed to be the meat of a peace-oﬀering, whose consumption is permitted to non-priests, one who eats it transgresses but
is not liable for misuse of consecrated articles. Similarly, if it was
found in the Temple courtyard cut up into small pieces, since it is
presumed to be the meat of a sin-oﬀering, and a sin-oﬀering may
be eaten by priests, there is no liability for misuse of consecrated
articles. But if it was found cut up in limbs, since it is presumed
to be the meat of a burnt-oﬀering, and a burnt-oﬀering may
not be eaten, one who eats it is liable for misuse of consecrated
articles (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:4).
. פרק ז׳ דף יט. Perek VII . 19a
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If one diverted his attention – יﬠ דַּ ַﬠת ה ִּס:ִ In the Babylonian
Talmud (Pesaĥim 34a), the amora’im disagree about the nature
of the disqualification stemming from diverting one’s attention from a sacred object. According to Rabbi Yoĥanan, this
is a disqualification of impurity, i.e., there is a concern that
perhaps the object contracted ritual impurity without anyone
knowing, and the disqualification is based on this uncertainty.
According to Reish Lakish, it is an intrinsic disqualification,
i.e., owing to a special stringency applying to consecrated
objects, diversion of attention in itself disqualifies the object.
In practice, both agree that if the object was sacrificial meat
it must be burned. The diﬀerence between them is that according to Rabbi Yoĥanan, since the disqualification is based
on an uncertainty, the meat is burned only after its form has
decayed, whereas according to Reish Lakish, it can be burned
immediately, even before its form has decayed.
Rabbi Hoshaya, who was Rabbi Yoĥanan’s teacher (Mishnat
Eliyahu), agrees with him that diversion of attention is only
a disqualification of impurity, and therefore the meat must
undergo decay of form before it can be burned.
Decay of form – יבוּר צו ָּרה
ּ ﬠ:ִ Rashi explains (see Pesaĥim 73b)
that decay of form means that the meat of the oﬀering is
left overnight past its normal time limit, at which point it
acquires the status of leftover sacrificial meat and should be
burned. Rabbeinu Ĥananel and the Rambam appear to have
understood the phrase literally: The disqualified meat is left
until it rots or decays and no longer looks like regular meat.

 ׁ ֶש ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ְמרו ֶ ּּבה – ַאף, ו ִּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ָה ֶרגֶ לAnd if meat is found at the time of a Festival, when meat is
. ֵא ָיב ִרים מו ָּּתרוֹתplentiful, so that it is generally not cut up into small pieces, then
even whole limbs are permitted to be eaten.
צוֹר ָּכ ּה דְּ ָלא ְ ּב ַהר ַה ַ ּביִ ת
ְ  גמ׳ ָלאgemara The mishna teaches that money found on the
Temple Mount is presumed to be non-sacred money. The Ge?קוֹד ׁש
ֶ
mara asks: Shouldn’t the mishna have said that the money found
on the Temple Mount is treated as consecrated money? Most of
the money on the Temple Mount is consecrated money, and even
if it were not, one ought to be stringent and regard any found
money as such.
:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי ָ ּבא ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara answers: Rabbi Ba said that Rabbi Ĥiyya said in the
 ֲחזָ ָקה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ּכ ֵֹהן מוֹצִ יא ִמן ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכהname of Rabbi Yoĥanan: There is a presumption that the priest
. ָמעוֹת ַﬠד ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ַח ְּל ָלן ַﬠל ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמהwho is in charge does not remove money from the chamber
until he desacralizes it by transferring its consecrated status onto
the animals that he purchases for oﬀerings. Therefore, any money
that is found on the Temple Mount is presumably non-sacred
money.
 ַר ִ ּבי ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם. ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְמצָ א כו׳The mishna teaches that meat found in the rest of the city of
יבוּר
ּ יﬠ דַּ ַﬠת ָטעוּן ִﬠ  ִה ִּס:הוֹש ֲﬠיָ ה
ַ ׁ  ַר ִ ּביJerusalem, cut into whole limbs or small pieces, is presumably
. צו ָּרהfrom a peace-oﬀering. However, it may not be eaten and its form
must be allowed to decay, after which it is burned. The Gemara
now cites what Rabbi Elazar said in the name of Rabbi Hoshaya
and a proof for his opinion from the mishna: If one diverted his
attentionN from sacrificial meat such that it was not protected
from ritual impurity, even though the meat is disqualified, it is not
burned immediately. Rather, it must be left over past the time
permitted for its consumption in order that its form decays.N
:נִיתין ָא ְמ ָרה ֵּכן
ִ  ַמ ְת:הוֹש ֲﬠיָה
ַ ׁ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Hoshaya said: The mishna says like that with regard to
. ְּתעו ַ ּּבר צו ָּרתוֹ וְ יֵ צֵ א ְל ֵבית ַה ּ ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפהmeat that was found in Jerusalem, i.e., that its form must first be
allowed to decay and then it is taken out to the place of burning.
As the meat was lost, clearly its owner’s attention was diverted
from it, and the meat became disqualified. The mishna rules that
nevertheless it must be kept left over before it is burned, therefore
supporting Rabbi Hoshaya’s ruling that meat from which one’s
attention was diverted is not burned immediately but must be left
over. The disqualification stems from the uncertainty whether the
meat became impure, and the meat cannot be burned until its
disqualification is certain.
 ְל ָא ְכלוֹ ֵאין ַא ְּת, וְ יָ אוּת:יוֹסי
ֵ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ְלפוּם,יָ כוֹל – ׁ ֶש ָּמא נִ ְת ַק ְל ֵקל צו ָּרתוֹ
ימר – ְּתעו ַ ּּבר צו ָּרתוֹ וְ יֵ צֵ א
ַ ֵּכן צָ ִריךְ ֵמ
.ְל ֵבית ַה ּ ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה

Rabbi Yosei said: The halakha of the mishna is indeed correct,
but not for this reason. With regard to the meat that one found in
Jerusalem, the reason you may not eat it is that perhaps its form
had already decayed. Perhaps before it was found the time permitted for eating it had already elapsed. Therefore, one must say that
its form must be allowed to decay, lest the allotted time has not
elapsed, and only then is it taken out to the place of burning. The
requirement that its form decay has nothing to do with the fact
that the meat might have become impure. Since the meat was lost
in Jerusalem, which is a public domain, it cannot become disqualified because of doubtful ritual impurity, as the principle is
that any doubt about ritual impurity that arises in a public domain
is declared ritually pure (Teharot : ).

יס ּ ָפא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם
ְ  ַר ִ ּבי ְק ִר. נִ ְמצָ א ַ ּב ְ ּגבו ִּלין כו׳The mishna taught that with regard to meat found in the outlying
, ֵא ָיב ִרים נְ ֵבילוֹת:יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ ה
ֵ  ַר ִ ּביareas, outside of Jerusalem, if it was whole limbs, the meat is
presumably that of carcasses and therefore forbidden, but if it was
.יהן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם נְ ֵב ָילה
ֶ לוֹקין ֲﬠ ֵל
ִ
found in small pieces it is presumably kosher and permitted to be
eaten. Rabbi Krispa said in the name of Rabbi Yosei, son of
Rabbi Ĥanina: When the mishna says that whole limbs are presumed to come from carcasses, that presumption is determinate,
to the extent that one who eats this meat receives lashes for eating
the meat of unslaughtered carcasses.
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,יב ֵרי נְ ֵבילוֹת
ְ  ֵא:נִיתא ָא ְמ ָרה ֵּכן
ָ ַמ ְת
 ֲח ִתיכוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת ל ֹא.וַ ֲח ִתיכוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת
לוֹקין
ִ – ַמ ָּמ ׁש? וְ ִד ְכוָ ַות ּה ֵא ָיב ִרים נְ ֵבילוֹת
.יהן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם נְ ֵב ָילה
ֶ ֲﬠ ֵל

The Gemara comments: The mishna itself says this, i.e., the wording
of the mishna implies this, for the mishna teaches: With regard to meat
found in the outlying areas, outside of Jerusalem, if it is in the form of
whole limbs, the meat presumably comes from carcasses. And if it is
in small pieces, it is presumably kosher and permitted to be eaten.
When the mishna says that small pieces are permitted, does it not
mean that they are actually permitted, i.e., the mishna permits the
eating of the small pieces of meat and does not regard it as an uncertainty? In a corresponding manner, when the mishna says that meat
found in the form of limbs is presumably that of carcasses, this is regarded as a certainty, such that one who eats this meat is flogged for
having violated the prohibition against eating the meat of a carcass
that was not properly slaughtered.

:יוֹסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ ה
ֵ יס ּ ָפא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי
ְ  ַר ִ ּבי ְק ִרRabbi Krispa said further in the name of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
. ִאם ָהי ּו ַמ ֲחרוֹזוֹת – מו ָּּתרוֹתĤanina, with regard to meat that was found in the form of whole limbs:
If the meat was found strung together on strings like beads, it may be
presumed that the meat is kosher, and it is therefore permitted.
ילה
ָ מוֹכרוֹת ְ ּב ַ ׂשר נְ ֵב
ְ
 ֵּת ׁ ַשע ֲחנ ּויוֹתIt was further taught in a baraita with regard to meat of an unknown
, נִ ְת ַח ְּלפ ּו לוֹ,מוֹכ ֶרת ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ׁ ְשחו ָּטה
ֶ  וְ ַא ַחתsource: If one bought meat in a town that has ten stores, nine stores
selling the non-kosher meat of a carcass and one store selling the
.הוֹל ִכין ַא ַחר ָהרוֹב
ְ  וְ ַל ִּנ ְמצֵ את.חוֹש ׁש
ֵׁ
meat of a properly slaughtered animal, and he was confused about
them, not remembering from which store he made his purchase, he
must be concerned that perhaps he bought non-kosher meat. However, the meat is forbidden only because of an uncertainty, and if he
ate it he is not liable to receive lashes. And if a piece of meat was found
in the marketplace and it is not known from which store the meat came,
one follows the majority of meat stores. Since in this scenario the
majority of stores sell non-kosher meat, the found meat is presumed
to be non-kosher.H
מוֹכרוֹת ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ׁ ְשח ו ָּטה
ְ  ֵּת ׁ ַשע ֲחנ ּויוֹתAs for the reverse case, if nine storesN were selling the meat of a
–  נִ ְת ַח ְּלפ ּו לוֹ,מוֹכ ֶרת ְ ּב ַ ׂשר נְ ֵב ָילה
ֶ  וְ ַא ַחתproperly slaughtered animal and one store was selling the non-kosher
meat of a carcass, and one bought meat in one of the stores but was
.הוֹל ִכין ַא ַחר ָהרוֹב
ְ  וְ ַל ִּנ ְמצֵ את,חוֹש ׁש
ֵׁ
confused about them, not remembering from which store he made
his purchase, he must be concerned that perhaps he bought nonkosher meat. And if a piece of meat was found in the marketplace and
it is not known from which store the meat came, one follows the
majority of meat stores, and presume that the meat is kosher.
 ַה ִּנ ְמצָ א ְ ּביַ ד גּ וֹי ַּכ ִּנ ְמצָ א:יוֹחנָן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ַר ִ ּבי ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי ַח ַ ּגיי ֲהוָ ה.ִ ּב ְפ ַל ְטיָ א
 ָח ָמא ְל ַחד ַא ְר ַמאי.ִמ ְס ַמ ְך ְל ַר ִ ּבי ָמנָ א
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,ﬠ ִמן סו ְּסיָה ו ַּמ ּ ֵפיק ְל ָב ָרא ְמ ַק ֵּט
 ַה ִּנ ְמצְ ָאה:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָה ָדא ִהיא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ְ ּביַ ד גּ וֹי – ַכ ִּנ ְמצָ א ִ ּב ְפ ַל ְטיָ א
 וְ ֵהן ׁ ֶש ָרא ּו אוֹתוֹ:יוֹסי ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ֵּכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
.יוֹצֵ א ִמ ַּמ ּקו ִּלין ׁ ֶשל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Meat that is found in the hand of a gentile is
regarded as if it were found in a large public square [pelatya],LB and
so its status is determined in accordance with the majority of stores in
the town. It is related that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Ĥaggai, was
supporting Rabbi Mana, helping him walk, when he saw a certain
Roman [Armai]L lopping oﬀ a piece of flesh from his horse and taking it out for sale. Rabbi Elazar said to Rabbi Mana: Is this what
Rabbi Yoĥanan meant when he said: Meat that is found in the hand
of a gentile is regarded as if it were found in a large public square,
and so one follows the majority of stores in the town? If so, then
if the majority of the town’s stores are owned by Jews, this meat
should be treated as kosher. But surely it isn’t, as we saw where it came
from. Rabbi Mana said to Rabbi Elazar: Thus said Rabbi Yosei my
teacher about Rabbi Yoĥanan’s ruling: This ruling of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
applies only where they saw the gentile exiting from a butcher shop
belonging to a Jew with a piece of meat in his hand.

The Forum in Pompeii, Italy. The volcano Mount Vesuvius can be seen in the background.

HALAKHA

Nine stores – ת ׁ ַשע ֲחנוּיוֹת:ֵּ If meat was found lying
in the marketplace, its status is determined in accordance with the majority, as per the principle that
anything separated out is presumed to be from the
majority. Therefore, if the majority of meat sellers in
that town are gentiles, the meat is prohibited. If the
majority are Jews, it is permitted.
The same halakha applies to meat that is found
in the possession of a gentile and it is not known
from whom it was purchased. If the majority of meat
sellers in that town are Jews, by Torah law the meat is
permitted to be eaten. The Sages, however, rendered
prohibited any meat that was found, whether in the
marketplace or in the hand of a gentile, even if all the
slaughterers and all the meat sellers in the town are
Jews. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, based on the Gemara in tractate Ĥullin (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot
Assurot 8:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 63:1, 110:3).
NOTES

Nine stores – ת ׁ ַשע ֲחנוּיוֹת:ֵּ According to a straightforward reading of the Gemara, and according to
the Gemara in tractate Ketubot 15a, the reason that
the meat is forbidden and is not judged according
to the majority of nine stores that sell kosher meat
is that any doubt that arises concerning the status
of something while it is fixed in its place is considered an evenly balanced doubt, and these stores
are considered fixed in their place. However, some
commentaries explain that improperly slaughtered
meat is generally sold at a lower price than properly slaughtered meat, and therefore even though
the majority of stores sell kosher meat, there is still
room for concern that this person bought from a
store that sells non-kosher meat (Rabbeinu Ĥananel
on Ketubot 15a).
LANGUAGE

Large public square [pelatya] – פ ַל ְטיָ א:ְ ּ From the
Greek πλατείᾳ, plateia, meaning broad, wide, or flat.
Roman [Armai] – א ְר ַמאי:
ַ In its narrow and precise
sense, this word refers to Arameans, speakers of
the Aramaic language. However, the meaning of
the term expanded, perhaps because Babylonia, the
main area of Jewish settlement in the Persian Empire,
was oﬃcially called Bei Armai, the house of Armai.
Ultimately, the term was used in reference not only
to the Aramaic speakers, but to all the gentile peoples
in Babylonia.

BACKGROUND

Large public square [pelatya] – פ ַל ְטיָ א:ְ ּ A pelatya
was a large public square in which great numbers
of people could be assembled and through which
they passed. It serves as a classic example of a public
domain, as it meets all the criteria set down for its
inclusion in that category.

: פרק ז׳ דף יט. Perek VII . 19b
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LANGUAGE

Piece of meat [kufad] – קו ָּפד: From the Greek, possibly through
Syriac, κοπάδιον, kopadion, derived from κόπαιον, kopaion,
and meaning a slice of meat, fish, etc.
Shops [makkulin] – מ ּקו ִּלין:ַ From the Latin macellum, meaning
butcher’s stall or a meat market.

Carved stone images used to support tables in the meat market of Jerash, Jordan

יזְבוּן
ּ ַחד ַ ּבר ׁנַש ְ ּבצִ ּיפ ִוֹרין ָאזֵ יל ְ ּב ֵﬠי ִמ
 ֲא ַמר.יה
ּ קו ָּפד ִמן ַט ָ ּב ָחא וְ ָלא יְ ַהב ֵל
 ֲא ַמר.יה
ֵ ְ וְ ַאי,רוֹמיִ י
ַ יה ְל ַחד
ּ יתי ֵל
ּ ֵל
יה? ֲא ַמר
ְּ  ָלא נָ ְס ִב:יה
ּ ית ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ֵח
ּ ֵל
?יה
ּ  וְ ָלאו ָ ּב ָ ׂשר דִּ נְ ֵב ָילה יְ ָה ִבית ֵל:יה
ּ ֵל
 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה:ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ ה
ֵיה
ּ  ָלא ּכו ָּּלא ִמ ּינ: וְ ָא ַמר,ָ ּבא ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי
.יסר ַמ ּקו ִּלין דְּ צִ ּיפ ִוֹרין
ַ ֵמ

It is further related that a certain man in Tzippori was walking
and he wanted to buy a piece of meat [kufad]L from the butcher, but the butcher did not give him the meat, as they were at
odds with each other. The man asked a certain Roman to buy the
meat on his behalf, and he brought him the meat. The man later
said to the butcher: Did I not in the end take the meat from you
against your will? The butcher said to him: Did I not give him
the non-kosher meat of a carcass, and so the meat you received
from him was not kosher? Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of
Rabbi Ĥanina: An incident like this came before Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi, who said about this: It is not within his power to prohibit all the butcher shops [makkulin]L of TzipporiN on that day;
since the majority of meat shops in that city belong to Jews, the
butcher’s claim that he gave the Roman non-kosher meat is not
to be believed.

 וָ ח ֶֹמר, ַרב נְ ַחת ְל ַת ָּמן ַח ְמ ּתוּן ְמ ִק ִּיליןIt is related that Rav went down there to Babylonia and saw that
 ַחד ַ ּבר ׁנַש ֲאזֵ יל.יהן
ֶ  ֲﬠ ֵלthey were lenient about meat of unknown origin, and he was
stringent with them. The Gemara now reports what it is that Rav
saw: A certain man went

NOTES

It is not within his power to prohibit all the butcher shops
of Tzippori – יסר ַמ ּקו ִּלין דְּ צִ ּיפ ִוֹרין
ַ ֵיה ֵמ
ּ לא ּכו ָּּלא ִמ ּינ:ָ It was the
custom in Tzippori that when an animal slaughtered in one
of the local slaughterhouses was found to be ritually unfit
for consumption, a public announcement was made to that
eﬀect, so that the Jewish residents of the city would not buy
meat from gentiles on that day. In the absence of such an
announcement, there was no concern that non-kosher meat
would be found in the marketplace (Rashi on Ĥullin 95a).
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not prohibit all the meat in all the
butcher shops in Tzippori on that day, despite the fact that the
butcher had sold non-kosher meant to a gentile without the
requisite announcement, and possibly sold non-kosher meat
to others as well. One explanation for this is that the majority
of butchers in Tzippori were Jews, and therefore Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi relied on the majority and permitted the meat in the
other meat shops (Tiklin Ĥadatin; Mishnat Eliyahu, based on
the Gemara in tractate Ĥullin 95a). Others explain that he did
not prohibit all the meat sold that day in Tzippori because he
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holds that the butcher was not to be believed with regard
to his claim that he had sold non-kosher meat to the gentile.
It stands to reason that he said he had sold the gentile nonkosher meat only because of his animosity toward the man
to whom he had refused to sell any meat (Me’iri).

Modern-day Tzippori, as seen from its ancient ruins

