 ַמה ֶּנ ֱהנֶ ה? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָא ִבין ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: How did the agent who placed the coin in the
 ִמ ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית דִּ ין ְראוּיִ ן ְל ַמ ׁ ְש ֵּכן: דְּ ַת ָּמןbasket for himself benefit, that he should be liable for misuse? His
. וְ ל ֹא ִמ ׁ ְש ְּכנ ּו – ְּכמוֹ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱהנֶ הgoal was to perform a mitzva, and there is a principle that mitzvot
were not given to derive benefit from them. We do not consider
actions performed to fulfill a mitzva as personally beneficial to those
who performed them. Rabbi Avin said in the name of the Rabbis
from there, i.e., from Babylonia: Since the court is liable to seize
collateral from him and does not seize collateral from him, it is
as if he benefited personally from his action.
”א ְך
ַ :ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי וכו׳ – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ְ ּבכוֹר ֲא ׁ ֶשר יְ ֻב ַּכר ַלה׳ ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה ל ֹא
– קוֹד ׁש
ֶ יַ ְקדִּ ׁיש ִא ׁיש אֹתוֹ״ ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא
 ֵּכיצַ ד הוּא.[]ﬠ ָליו
ָ ֵאין ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה ָח ָלה
?עוֹשה
ֶׂ

 ָמעוֹת:אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,ֵמ ִביא ֶס ַלע ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין
ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִ י ְ ּב ָכל ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵהן יְ ה ּו
ָ ְ ו.ְמח ו ָּּל ִלין ַﬠל ֶס ַלע זוֹ
אוֹת ּה ֶס ַלע
נַﬠ ׂש ּו
ֲ  וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָאר,נִ ְת ּ ַפס ְל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ְשנֵי
.ׁ ְש ָק ִלים

The mishna seems to indicate that one who brings his half-shekel
from second-tithe money has fulfilled his obligation, although he
must eat non-sacred fruits in place of the second-tithe money. The
Gemara asks: Since the money was already consecrated for a diﬀerent purpose, it is not possible for a new sanctity to extend to it, as
it is written: “But the firstling which is born first to God among
animals, no man shall sanctify it” (Leviticus : ), and the Sages
learn from the wording of this verse: That which is already sanctified, no other sanctity can extend to it.H If so, what does he do so
that the second-tithe money he contributed should count as his
half-shekel?
The Gemara answers: He brings a sela, i.e., a coin of non-sacred
money, and says: The second-tithe money, already contributed,
wherever it may be, should be redeemed upon this sela. That sela
assumes the status of second tithe, which is transferred from the
half-shekel that had been placed in the collection horn. The rest, i.e.,
the original contribution, becomes consecrated with the sanctity
of shekels.N

HALAKHA

That which is already sanctified, no other sanctity can
extend to it – קוֹד ׁש ֵאין ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ָח ָלה ָﬠ ָליו
ֶ כל ׁ ֶשהוּא:ָּ If one
designated an animal that was already consecrated as an
oﬀering to be consecrated for Temple maintenance, the
new consecration takes eﬀect. The animal is evaluated
and redeemed, and its value is given toward the maintenance of the Temple. The animal itself is then sacrificed as
the oﬀering for which it had originally been consecrated.
However, if one consecrated an animal already consecrated toward the maintenance of the Temple and said:
This is a burnt-oﬀering, or: This is a peace-oﬀering, or he
consecrated it for the priests, his action has no eﬀect. The
renewed consecration as an oﬀering or consecration for
the priests cannot be added to the original animal consecrated for maintenance of the Temple, since one cannot
consecrate that which does not belong to him (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:8).
NOTES

That sela assumes the status of second tithe. The rest
becomes consecrated with the sanctity of shekels –
נַﬠ ׂש ּו ׁ ְש ָק ִלים
ֲ אוֹת ּה ֶס ַלע נִ ְת ּ ַפס ְל ׁ ֵשם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ְשנֵי וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָאר
ָ ְו: The
same solution applies to the case of one who contributed
his half-shekel from Sabbatical Year money. He transfers
the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year money onto a diﬀerent
coin, thus allowing the original coin to be consecrated as
a shekel (Rash Sirilio).

Perek II
Daf 6 Amud a
הלכה ג מתני׳ ַה ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ָמעוֹת וְ ָא ַמר
:אוֹמ ִרין
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,”ה ֵרי ֵאלּ ּו ְל ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״
ֲ
מוֹת ָרן
ָ :אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,מוֹת ָרן ָנְד ָבה
ָ
.חו ִּּלין

וֹתר
ָ ”ש ָא ִביא ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״ – ׁ ָשוִ ין ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ
ֶׁ
אתי״ – ׁ ָשוִ ין ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ ָוֹתר
ִ ”אלּ ּו ְל ַח ָּט
ֵ .חו ִּּלין
אתי״ – ׁ ָשוִ ין
ִ ”ש ָא ִביא ֵמ ֶהן ַח ָּט
ֶ ׁ .נְ ָד ָבה
.וֹתר חו ִּּלין
ָ ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ

· mishna

With regard to one who gathers
together small coins and said: These are for my shekel,H and subsequently discovered that it amounted to more than a half-shekel.
Beit Shammai say: The leftover coins are placed in the collection
horn designated for a free-will oﬀering,N as the money is consecrated property but it does not have the status of a shekel. Beit
Hillel say: The leftover money is non-sacred property since, ab
initio, he had in mind to consecrate a half-shekel and no more. An
item that was consecrated by mistake does not have the status of
consecrated property.
However, if he originally said: I am gathering together this money
so that I will bring my shekel from these, they agree that the
leftover money is non-sacred property. If one who was obligated
to bring a sin-oﬀering gathered together coins and said: These are
for my sin-oﬀering, then if he had accumulated more than was
needed, they agree that the leftover money must be designated as
a free-will oﬀering. However, if he originally said: That I will bring
my sin-oﬀering from these,H they agree that the leftover money
is non-sacred property.

 ַמה ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ָק ִלים: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןRabbi Shimon said: What is the diﬀerence between shekels and
 ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְש ָק ִלים יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן, ְל ַח ָּטאת? ֶא ָּלאa sin-oﬀering? Why do Beit Hillel say that the leftover money is
. ִקצְ ָ ּבה וְ ַל ַח ָּטאת ֵאין ָל ּה ִקצְ ָ ּבהnon-sacred property in the case of shekels, while with regard to a
sin-oﬀering they say that the leftover money is consecrated for a
free-will oﬀering? Rather, the issue is that shekels have a fixed
value, a half-shekel and no more. Therefore, there is a clear amount
beyond which one did not intend the money to become consecrated property. However, a sin-oﬀering has no fixed value. Since
the entire sum that one collected could have been used to purchase
a sin-oﬀering, whatever he didn’t use must at least be designated for
a free-will oﬀering.

HALAKHA

One who gathers together small coins and said: These
are for my shekel – ה ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ָמעוֹת וְ ָא ַמר ֲה ֵרי ֵא ּל ּו ְל ׁ ִש ְק ִלי:ַ If
one says that he is collecting money for his half-shekel and
eventually collects a larger amount than a half-shekel, he
must contribute his half-shekel from the collected money.
The remaining money is non-sacred property. This is in
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, as explained
by Rabbi Yosei in the name of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:13).
That I will bring my sin-oﬀering from these – ׁ ֶש ָא ִביא ֵמ ֶהן
אתי
ִ ח ָט:ָ If one says when one begins collecting money: I
will bring my sin oﬀering from this money, he must use it
to buy an animal as a sin oﬀering. Any leftover money is
non-sacred property according to all opinions (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:7).
NOTES

The leftover coins are a free-will oﬀering – מוֹת ָרן ָנְד ָבה:
ָ
This free-will oﬀering was used as repletion of the altar, i.e.,
burnt-oﬀerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle.
When there were no other sacrifices to be brought on the
altar, rather than leave the altar idle, the priests used special gift funds, which had been placed in an appropriate
collection horn, to purchase animals to sacrifice as burntoﬀerings. The meat from these oﬀerings was burnt on the
altar and their hides belonged to the priests.
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HALAKHA

When the Jewish people ascended from the exile they would
contribute darics – וֹק ִלין דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת
ְ ש ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָﬠל ּו יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ִמן ַהגּ ָוֹלה ָהי ּו ׁש:
ֶׁ
When the prevalent currency was darics, people used to contribute
a sela for their half-shekel obligation, as the sela equaled half of a
daric (according to Rambam’s opinion; see notes above). When
the prevalent currency was the sela, people would contribute a
half-sela, which is two dinar. When the prevalent currency was
a half-sela, people would contribute that half-sela for their halfshekel requirement. The Jewish people never contributed a halfshekel that was of a smaller value than that of the Torah. This is the
Rambam’s opinion and this is how he explains the mishna. The
Ra’avad disagrees and maintains that they did not contribute based
on the prevalent currency in each individual period, but rather
based on the needs of that period. If there were few contributors,
each would give a substantial sum to fulfill his obligation, whereas
if there were many contributors, each of them would give a smaller
sum (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:6).
According to the Rema, some say that nowadays one should
give a half of the prevalent currency in his place and time to charity
before Purim, in order to commemorate the half-shekel that was
given in the Temple in the month of Adar (Darkhei Moshe on Tur,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 694 and Rema, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 694:1). The source for
this halakha seems to be the custom, mentioned in the mishna,
that in the time of Ezra people would give darics, which were the
prevalent currency in the Median Empire.
BACKGROUND

Dinars – דִּ ינָ ִרין: The source of this word is the Latin denarius, meaning ten, since a dinar contained ten issar. The dinar was a coin used
widely in the Roman Empire.

 ַאף ִל ׁ ְש ָק ִלים:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָﬠל ּו יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל,ֵאין ָל ֶהן ִקצְ ָ ּבה
,ִמן ַהגּ ָוֹלה ָהי ּו ׁש ְוֹק ִלין דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת
 ָחזְ ר ּו ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל,ָחזְ ר ּו ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל ְס ָל ִﬠים
.ְט ָב ִﬠין

Rabbi Yehuda says: Even for shekels there is no real fixed value.
For when the Jewish people ascended from the exile,N they
would contribute darics,HN which are Median coins worth two
shekels by Torah law. They brought these coins with them and
would give a half of one to fulfill their half-shekel obligation. Later on, when the Median Empire was dissolved, they reverted to
contributing with a sela,N a silver coin of equal weight to the the
shekel mentioned in the Torah. People would contribute a halfsela for their half-shekel requirement. When the value of this
currency changed later on, they reverted to contributing with a
tiva, a diﬀerent coin which is worth a half-shekel.

 ִ ּב ְיק ׁש ּו ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל דִּ ינָ ִרין וְ ל ֹא ִק ְ ּבל ּוSome people wished to contribute only dinars,B which are half
. ֵמ ֶהןthe value of the tiva, i.e., one quarter shekel in value. The Sages
refused to accept it and required them to contribute at least the
half-shekel mentioned in the Torah. Nevertheless, it is clear that
the obligation of contributing shekels does not have a fixed value.
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵכן:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 ֲא ָבל ַח ָּטאת – זֶ ה.יַ ד ּכו ָּּלן ׁ ָשוָ ה
, וְ זֶ ה ֵמ ִביא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם,ֵמ ִביא ְ ּב ֶס ַלע
.וְ זֶ ה ֵמ ִביא ְ ּב ׁ ָשל ֹׁש

Rabbi Shimon said in response: Even so, despite the fact that
during diﬀerent periods there were diﬀerent amounts used to
fulfill the obligation of the half-shekel, everyone has equal standing, i.e., at any particular time, everyone contributes the same
amount. Therefore, any sum collected beyond that amount was
not intended to be consecrated. However, a sin-oﬀering has no
fixed amount whatsoever; this person may bring an animal worth
a sela, and that one may bring one worth two, and this one may
bring one worth three. Therefore, it cannot be supposed that
there was no intention to consecrate the whole sum.

NOTES

Gold dinar with an imprint of Nero
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When the Jewish people ascended from the exile they
would contribute [shoklin] darics – גּוֹלה
ָ ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָﬠל ּו יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ִמן ַה
הי ּו ׁש ְוֹק ִלין דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת:ָ According to the explanation in the text,
the word shoklin, contribute, does not have the same denotation as in other places in this tractate, i.e., giving the
half-shekel. Rather, it denotes the currency used, such that
in one period the coin used in commerce was a daric, and
in another period it was a sela, etc. This is how the Rambam
(Commentary on the Mishna 2:4; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 1:6), the Rosh, and Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura explain
this mishna.
However, other commentaries maintain that the meaning of shoklin here corresponds with its meaning in other
places. According to these opinions, the amount required by
Torah law is always equal to that of the half-shekel given in
the time of Moses. Since the value of the conventional currency changes from time to time, the court has the authority
to change the conventional amount required, as long as the
new value is not less than the value of the half-shekel from
Moses’ time, and as long as each member of the Jewish
people contributes the same value.
The reason that, in diﬀerent periods, people gave diﬀerent
coins for their half-shekel obligation is as follows: When the
Jewish people ascended from exile in the time of Ezra, the
number of immigrants was small, and the half-shekels they
contributed did not suﬃce for all of the communal sacrifices.
Therefore, the Sages of that generation decided that each
person must contribute a daric, four times the half-shekel
of Moses. Later on, when the population and the number
of half-shekel contributors grew, they did not need such
large contributions, and therefore the Sages said that it was
enough to contribute a sela as the half-shekel. When the
population expanded further, they reverted to using a tiva.
When the population grew still more, people wanted to use

the dinar, but the Sages would not accept them, due to the
principle that one may not give less than the value of the
half-shekel of Moses.
According to this explanation, Rabbi Yehuda’s claim in
the mishna is that since the value of the half-shekel fluctuated in every period, it is obvious that it did not have a fixed
value, and therefore it should have the same halakha as a
sin-oﬀering. Rabbi Shimon countered that even if its value
fluctuated, in a particular period everyone gives the same
contribution, which is not the case with regard to a sinoﬀering (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Ra’avad
on Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:6).
They would contribute darics – הי ּו ׁש ְוֹק ִלין דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת:ָ According to the opinion of the Rambam, the daric was worth four
half-shekels required by Torah law. However, the Ramban
(Exodus 30:12) and the Tashbetz (Responsa 1:172) maintain
that the value of the daric was three half-shekels required
by Torah law.
They would contribute darics…they reverted to contributing with a sela –  ָחזְ ר ּו ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל ְס ָל ִﬠים,הי ּו ׁש ְוֹק ִלין דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת:ָ It
seems from the mishna that there is an obligation to bring
a half of the coin prevalent at the time of the contribution.
The Rambam (Hilkhot Shekalim 1:5) seems to imply that this
is the Torah obligation. However, the Me’iri is of the opinion
that it is a rabbinic law, since by Torah law it is enough to
bring the half-shekel of the Torah, which was based on the
coin prevalent in the time of Moses. The Sages were more
stringent and required people to bring the coin prevalent in
their own time to fulfill their half-shekel obligation. Others
maintain that this is neither a biblical nor a rabbinic requirement. Rather, it is an established custom in Israel to give
the half-shekel based on the prevalent coin in one’s own
time (see Rosh).

יוֹסי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.”ה ְמ ַכ ּנֵס״ וכו׳
ַ  גמ׳gemara It is taught in the mishna: One who gathers to.רוֹטרוֹט
ְ  ַמה ּ ְפ ִליגִ ין – ִ ּב ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ּ ְפ: ְל ָﬠזָ רgether coins and says: These are for my shekel, if he finds that he
has more than a half-shekel, then according to the opinion of Beit
Shammai, the remainder is designated for a free-will oﬀering, and
according to Beit Hillel the remainder is non-sacred property.
Rabbi Yosei said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: With regard to
what do they disagree? With regard to one who gathers coin by
coin [peroterot],L adding small coins bit by bit until they amount
to a large sum. It is assumed that he intended to contribute only
a half-shekel but did not pay attention to the fact that a larger sum
had accumulated. According to Beit Hillel, an item that was consecrated by mistake does not become consecrated, and thus the
leftover money is non-sacred property.

LANGUAGE

Coin by coin [peroterot] – רוֹטרוֹט
ְ פ:ְ ּ Derived from the word
perita, which has two opposing meanings in the linguistic
usage of the Sages: Exchanging a large coin for smaller
coins and vice versa. Here, the Gemara is using the second
meaning, collecting small coins in order to exchange them
for larger ones.

”אלּ ּו ְל ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״ – ָּכל ַﬠ ָּמא
ֵ אוֹמר
ֵ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּבHowever, with regard to one who takes a stack of coins and says:
These are for my shekel, everyone agrees that he must have in.וֹת ָרן נְ ָד ָבה
ָ מוֹדיי ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ
ֵ
tended to consecrate the entire sum. Therefore, the leftover coins
are designated for a free-will oﬀering.
 ַמה:ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵ ּב ָיבא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ַל ְﬠזָ ר
אוֹמר
ֵ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב.רוֹטרוֹט
ְ ּ ְפ ִליגִ ין – ִ ּב ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ּ ְפ
מוֹדיי
ֵ ”א ּל ּו ְל ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״ – ּכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא
ֵ
.וֹת ָרן חו ִּּלין
ָ ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ

Rabbi Ĥiyya and Rabbi Beiva said in the name of Rabbi Elazar:
With regard to what do they disagree? When one gathers coin
by coin. In that case Beit Shammai maintain that the leftover
money is designated for a free-will oﬀering. Since they hold that
an item consecrated by mistake is in fact consecrated, all the
money that he accumulated becomes consecrated property and
must be designated as a free-will oﬀering. However, with regard
to one who takes a stack of coins and says: These are for my
shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover coins are non-sacred
property. Even Beit Shammai agree that he did not intend to
consecrate a sum of money so beyond the requirement of the
half-shekel ab initio.

יﬠא ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ְנִיתא ְמ ַסיּ
ָ  ַמ ְת:”א ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
ָ
 ַמה ֵ ּבין: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן, דִּ ְתנַ ן.ֵ ּב ָיבי
ׁ ְש ָק ִלים ְל ַח ָּטאת – ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָק ִלים יֵ ׁש
 ָמה. וְ ַל ַח ָּטאת ֵאין ָל ּה ִקצְ ָ ּבה,ָל ֶהן ִקצְ ָ ּבה
”ש ָא ִביא ֵמ ֶהן
ֶ ׁ אוֹמר
ֵ ימין? ִאם ְ ּב
ִ ֲָאנַ ן ַקיּ
,מוֹדיי ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ ָוֹת ָרן חו ִּּלין
ֵ ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״ – ָּכל ַﬠ ָּמא
אתי״ – ָּכל
ִ ”ש ָא ִביא ֵמ ֶהן ָח ָט
ֶ ׁ אוֹמר
ֵ ִאם ְ ּב
.וֹתר חו ִּּלין
ָ מוֹדיי ׁ ֶש ַה ּמ
ֵ ַﬠ ָּמא

Rabbi Ĥiyya said: The mishna supports the opinion of Rabbi
Beivai, as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon said:
What is the diﬀerence between the leftover money from the
half-shekel contribution, which is non-sacred property, and the
leftover money for sin-oﬀerings, which is designated for a freewill oﬀering, other than that shekels have a fixed value and a
sin-oﬀering has no fixed value? The Gemara asks: What case are
we addressing? If Rabbi Shimon is addressing the case of one
who collects money in small amounts and says before he starts: I
will bring my shekel from these coins, everyone agrees that the
leftover coins are non-sacred property. And if he is addressing
the case of one who says: I will bring my sin-oﬀering from these
coins, here too, everyone agrees that the leftover money is nonsacred property, as explained in the mishna.

”א ּל ּו
ֵ אוֹמר
ֵ ימין ְ ּב
ִ ֶָא ָּלא ֵּכן ֲאנַ ן ַקיּ
 ׁ ְש ָק ִלים ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ׁ ֶש ִּקצְ ָ ּב ָתן ִמן,ְל ׁ ִש ְק ִלי״
 ַח ָּטאת ַﬠל יְ ֵדי.מוֹת ָרן חו ִּּלין
ָ – ַה ּת ָוֹרה
.מוֹת ָרן ָנְד ָבה
ָ – ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִקצְ ָ ּב ָתן ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה

Rather, this is the case we are addressing: when one takes a stack
of coins and says: These are for my shekel. Rabbi Shimon holds
that with regard to shekels, since their fixed value is explicitly
from the Torah, the leftover coins are non-sacred property, because even when he held all the money he intended only to take
the value of a half-shekel from it. However, with regard to a sinoﬀering, since it has no fixed value from the Torah, as each
person brings an animal of whatever value he wants, it is possible
that one intended to bring an animal worth the entire value of the
coins he took ab initio. Therefore, the leftover money is consecrated for a free-will oﬀering. This is a proof for Rabbi Beivai’s
opinion that when one takes a stack of coins and says: These are
for my shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover money is nonsacred property.

?יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ יוֹסי ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֵ  ָמה ֲﬠ ַבד ָל ּה ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei understood the mishna such that when he says: These
. ו ְּכ ֵבית ִה ֵּלל,רוֹטרוֹט
ְ  ּ ָפ ַתר ָל ּה ִ ּב ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ּ ְפare for my shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover money is
consecrated property. The Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Yosei,
in the name of Rabbi Elazar, do with this proof? The Gemara
answers: He explains Rabbi Shimon’s opinion in the mishna as
referring to one who collects coin by coin, and it is in accordance only with the opinion of Beit Hillel.
. פרק ב׳ דף ו. Perek II . 6a
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!מוֹתר ׁ ְש ָק ִלים חו ִּּלין
ַ : וְ ָהא ָּתנֵינַ ןThe Gemara challenges Rabbi Yosei’s version of Rabbi Elazar’s opinion:
רוֹטרוֹט ו ְּכ ֵבית
ְ  ּ ָפ ַתר ָל ּה ִ ּב ְמ ַכ ּנֵס ּ ְפDidn’t we learn in the mishna: The leftover shekels are non-sacred
. ִה ֵּללproperty? This implies that in all situations where one consecrates
shekels, including those where one said: These are for my shekel, the
leftovers are non-sacred, which is in accordance with Rabbi Beivai’s
explanation. The Gemara answers: There is no such implication. Rabbi Yosei explained it as limited to the case of one who collects coin
by coin, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. In
such a case, the leftover money is non-sacred property.
ַה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב
.וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב – ל ֹא ָק ַד ׁש
ַה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב
 וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא,ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
ֶא ָחד – אוֹתוֹ ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ָמה ַא ְּת ָﬠ ֵביד
?יה
ּ ֵל

The Gemara discusses a diﬀerent issue. When a person sets aside his
shekel and thought at that point that he is obligated to contribute it,
and it turns out that he is not obligatedH to contribute it, as he had
contributed it already, the shekel that he separated is not consecrated,
just as other mistakenly consecrated items do not become consecrated.
With regard to one who sets aside two shekels simultaneously and
thought that he is obligated to contribute two, one for the current
year and one for the previous year, and it turns out that he is obligated to contribute only one,H as he had in fact contributed the previous year’s shekel, what do you do with the second one that was
mistakenly set aside?

 ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ַח ָּטאתוֹ:נִש ְמ ִﬠנָ ּה ִמן ָה ָדא
ְׁ
 וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ,וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב
 ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם.ַחיָּ יב – ל ֹא ָק ְד ׁ ָשה
 וְ נִ ְמצָ א,וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
אוֹת ּה
ָ ,ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת
?ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָמה ַא ְּת ָﬠ ַבד ָל ּה

The Gemara answers. Let us hear the halakha from this baraita: If one
set aside his sin-oﬀering, and at that point he thought that he was
liable, as he had unwittingly sinned in such a manner requiring him
to bring a sin-oﬀering, and it turns out that he was not liable,H the
animal is not consecrated. If one set aside two animals and thought
at the time that he had unwittingly transgressed two prohibitions and
was therefore liable to sacrifice two sin-oﬀerings, and it turns out that
he was liable to sacrifice only one,H what do you do with that second
animal?

, ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ֵאלּ ּו ִל ָנְד ָבה.רוֹﬠה
ֶ  ֶא ָּלאIt must rather be left to graze. On the one hand, it is consecrated with
the sanctity of a sin-oﬀering, but on the other hand, since the person
who consecrated it is not obligated in another sin-oﬀering, it cannot
be sacrificed. Therefore, it must be left to graze until it develops a
blemish and is disqualified from being oﬀered. It can then be sold, with
the proceeds used to purchase free-will oﬀerings. So too, these mistakenly set aside half-shekels, i.e., in the case of one who set aside two
half-shekels and in the end was obligated only to contribute one, are
designated for a free-will oﬀering.
?ּאוֹמר ַא ָּתה ֵאלּ ו
ֵ
ְיאך
ַ  וְ ָכא ֵהThe Gemara rejects this comparison between the case of the extra
shekel and the case of the extra sin-oﬀerings. Here, in the case of
extra shekels, how can you say: These are designated for a free-will
oﬀering? The mishna distinguishes between the leftover money when
collecting shekels, which is considered non-sacred property, and the
leftover money when collecting for a sin-oﬀering, which is considered
consecrated for a free-will oﬀering.
HALAKHA

Sets aside his shekel and thought that he is obligated and it
turns out that he is not obligated – ַה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא
חיָּ יב וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב:ַ If one thought that he was obligated to
give his half-shekel and set that sum aside, but then discovered
that he was not obligated, the half-shekel is not sacred property,
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:12).
One who sets aside two shekels and thought that he is obligated to contribute two and it turns out that he is obligated
to contribute only one – ַה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ֶא ָחד: One who set aside two half-shekels
because he thought that he was obligated to contribute both,
and then discovered that he was obligated to contribute only
one, if he set them aside one after the other, the last one
is not sacred property. If he set them aside simultaneously,
one of them is his half-shekel and the other one is termed
the leftover money of the half-shekel, in accordance with the
conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 3:12).
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If one set aside his sin-oﬀering and he thought that he
was liable and it turns out that he was not liable – ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש
ח ָּטאתוֹ וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב:ַ In the case of one
who set aside an animal or money for his sin oﬀering and at
that point thought that he was liable for a sin-oﬀering, and
then discovered that he was not liable, the animal or money
that he set aside is non-sacred property, in accordance with
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:6).
If one set aside two animals and thought that he was liable
to sacrifice two sin-oﬀerings, and it turns out that he was
liable to sacrifice only one – ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב
ש ַּתיִ ם וְ נִ ְמצָ א ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ֶא ָּלא ַא ַחת:
ְ ׁ If one set aside two animals
or their monetary equivalent for his sin-oﬀering, thinking that
he was liable to sacrifice two sin-oﬀerings, and then he discovered that he was liable only to sacrifice one, he may bring
one of them or its monetary equivalent as a sin-oﬀering. The
other sin-oﬀering or its monetary equivalent must be oﬀered
as free-will burnt-oﬀerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 5:6).

. דַּ ְר ּכוֹנוֹת דִּ ינָ ִרין:אוֹמר״ כו׳
ֵ  § ַ”ר ִ ּבי יו ָּדאIt was taught in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says that even the
 ָחזְ ר ּו. ָחזְ ר ּו ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל ְס ָל ִﬠין – ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ָּﬠןhalf-shekel does not have a fixed value, as over the course of his ִ ּב ְּק ׁש ּו. ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל ְט ָב ִﬠין – ּ ַפ ְלגֵ י ְס ָל ִﬠיןtory the exact sum of a half-shekel varied. Rabbi Yehuda then
describes the coins used for the half-shekel during various periods.
.ִל ׁ ְשקוֹל דִּ ינָ ִרין – ְק ָר ִטין
The Gemara first explains the mishna’s terminology. Darics are
golden dinars. The phrase: They reverted to contributing with
a sela, is as it sounds; i.e., the equivalent of the shekel mentioned
in the Torah, which is four silver dinar. The phrase: They reverted
to contributing with a tiva, refers to a half-sela coin, the equivalent of two silver dinar. The phrase: They wished to contribute
only dinars, refers to a karat, i.e., a quarter of a sela, or one dinar.
 ”וְ ֶה ֱﬠ ַמ ְדנ ּו: ִמן ָה ָדא,יהן
ֶ  וְ ל ֹא ִק ְ ּבל ּו ֲﬠ ֵלThe mishna continues: They refused to accept it from them. The
ּ
ישית ַה ׁ ֶש ֶקל
ִ ׁ  ָﬠ ֵלינ ּו ִמצְ ות ָל ֵתת ׁ ְש ִלSages did not agree to accept dinars in place of the half-shekel.
.בוֹדת ֵ ּבית ֱאל ֵֹהינוּ״
ַ  ַ ּב ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַל ֲﬠFrom where did the Sages derive this? From this verse: “We made
ordinances for us, to charge ourselves yearly with the third part
of a shekel for the service of the House of our God” (Nehemiah
: ). The third of a shekel cited in this verse is one-third of a
daric, the prevalent coin of the time. Until that time, the custom
was to contribute a half of the prevalent coin of the time. The Sages
of that generation were concerned that over time the value of the
prevalent coin would be reduced to the extent that people would
no longer be contributing the value of the half-shekel of the Torah.
The verse reports that they therefore set a minimum for the collection, which is the precedent for the Sages of the mishna not
accepting the request to lower the fixed amount to a dinar.
 ִמ ָּכאן:ַר ִ ּבי ִח ְל ִקיָּ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָחא
יך ָא ָדם ְל ׁ ַש ֵּל ׁש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש
ְ ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ִר
יחין
ִ  ִמ ָּכאן ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַמ ְט ִר,ּ ְפ ָﬠ ִמים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה
יוֹתר ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש ּ ְפ ָﬠ ִמים
ֵ יב ּור
ּ ַﬠל ַה ִ ּצ
 ִמ ָּכאן ְל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָא ִבין.ַ ּב ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה
 ִמ ָּכאן, ִמ ָּכאן ְל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש קו ּּפוֹת,ְס ִאין
.ְל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַה ְפ ָר ׁשוֹת

Once this verse is mentioned, the Gemara discusses other halakhot that are derived from it. Rabbi Ĥilkiya said in the name of
Rabbi Aĥa: This verse is about with the mitzva of charity. The
term shelishit, one-third, used in this verse contains superfluous
letters, as it could have been written shelish and maintained its
meaning. From here one may derive that a person must donate
his shekel three timesN a year, meaning that he must give a shekel to charity three times a year. One may also derive from here
that one may not burden the community by asking them for
charity more than three times a year. Rabbi Avin said: From
here, there is also support for the fact that the baskets into which
the collection of the chamber was collected were three se’a in size;
and from here, there is a hint to the three collection baskets and
the three collections of the chamber during the year.

עוֹבר ַﬠל
ֵ  ”זֶ ה יִ ְּתנ ּו ָּכל ָה:ְּכ ִתיב
, ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה וְ ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה.ַה ּ ְפקו ִּדים״
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָח ְטא ּו ְ ּב ַמ ֲחצִ ית:ַחד ָא ַמר
 וְ ַחד.ַהיּוֹם – יִ ְּתנ ּו ַמ ֲחצִ ית ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶקל
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָח ְטא ּו ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ׁש ׁ ָשעוֹת:ָא ַמר
 דְּ ָﬠ ַבד,ַ ּביּוֹם – יִ ְּתנ ּו ַמ ֲחצִ ית ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶקל
.יתא גַ ְר ְמ ִסין
ָּ ׁ ִש

It is written: “This they shall give, everyone who passes among
them that are numbered, half a shekel after the shekel of the
Sanctuary” (Exodus : ). Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Neĥemya
disagree with regard to the reason for the mitzva. One said: Because they sinnedN with the Golden Calf at the midpoint of the
day,N they should give a half-shekel. And one said: Because they
sinned at the sixth hour of the day, they should give a halfshekel, whose sum is equal to six garmisin, a small coin that was
prevalent in that period.

ﬠ ֵ ּבי ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ָ ּבן הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ְבר ּו ַﬠל ֲﬠ ֶ ׂש ֶרת:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי
ָ
נוֹתן ָּכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד
ֵ ַהדִּ ְ ּברוֹת – יִ ְהיֶ ה
.ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ֵ ּג ָרה

Rabbi Yehoshua of the house of Rabbi Neĥemya said in the
name of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Zakkai: Because the Jewish people
transgressed the Ten Commandments at the time of the Golden
Calf, each one of them shall give ten gera, which equals a halfshekel, as it is written: “This they shall give, half a shekel after the
shekel of the Sanctuary; the shekel is twenty gera” (Exodus : ).
Since the Jewish people violated the first commandment, it was
as if they transgressed all ten (Sifrei, Shelaĥ).

ַר ִ ּבי ֶ ּב ֶר ְכיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ י ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
כוֹר ּה ׁ ֶשל ָר ֵחל
ָ  ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָּמ ְכר ּו ְ ּב:ֶ ּבן ָל ִק ׁיש
ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ֶּכ ֶסף – יִ ְהיֶ ה ָּכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד
.ּפ ֶוֹדה ֶאת ְ ּבנוֹ ְ ּבכוֹרוֹ ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ֶּכ ֶסף

The Gemara cites an additional reason for the obligation to give a
half-shekel: It atones for the sin of the sale of Joseph. First, it introduces this topic. Rabbi Berekhya and Rabbi Levi said in the
name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: Since the sons of Jacob sold
Joseph, the firstborn of Rachel, for twenty silver dinar, the nation was commanded that each of them must redeem his firstborn son with twenty silver dinar, which is five sela, as there are
four dinar in a sela.

NOTES

From here one may derive that a person must donate his
shekel three times – יך ָא ָדם ְל ׁ ַש ֵּל ׁש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ
ְ מ ָּכאן ׁ ֶש ָ ּצ ִר:ִ Some
explain this passage not as referring to charity, but as the
continuation of the previous discussion with regard to the
half-shekel. This explanation is based on the opinion of the
early authorities, who maintain that the value of a daric is a
shekel and a half. Accordingly, when the mishna says: They
used to contribute darics, it means that in the time of Ezra each
person gave a whole daric for his half-shekel obligation, which
is three half-shekels by Torah law. When the Gemara says the
words: From here, it is bringing a source for this obligation from
the following verse: “We made ordinances for us to charge
ourselves yearly with one-third of a shekel” (Nehemiah 10:33).
Rabbi Ĥilkiya explained that this verse means that the Jewish
people divided their annual contributions to the Temple into
three installments. They gave one-third of a daric each time,
amounting altogether to a whole daric, which is equivalent
to a shekel and a half in value (Korban HaEida).
This they shall give, everyone who passes among those that
are numbered…because they sinned – עוֹבר ַﬠל
ֵ זֶ ה יִ ְּתנ ּו ָּכל ָה
ים…ל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָח ְטא ּו
ְ
ה ּ ְפקו ִּד:ַ According to Rashi on this verse (Exodus
30:13), the Gemara’s explanation here is unclear since, according to the verse’s simple meaning, there is no reference to
sin. Rashi writes that “everyone who passes” means everyone
who is to be counted, since it is customary that those who are
counted pass by one by one, as it is written: “All that pass under
the rod” (Leviticus 27:32) and: “The flock passes under the hands
of he who counts them” (Jeremiah 33:13).
Indeed, one later authority (Keli Yakar) considered Rashi’s
words in light of the Gemara’s interpretation and suggested
that the words: “Everyone who passes among those that are
numbered” is referring to those who had passed over or transgressed God’s mitzvot during the events of the Golden Calf, as
the word “numbered [pekudim]” can also mean mitzvot. The
Torah said that the transgressors must atone by giving a “halfshekel of the consecrated shekels” (Exodus 30:13).
Because they sinned at the midpoint of the day – ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָח ְטא ּו
ב ַמ ֲחצִ ית ַהיּוֹם:ּ ְ This point is derived in the Gemara (Shabbat 89a,
vol. 2, p. 36) from what is written about the end of the forty
days since Moses’ ascent to Mount Sinai: “The people saw that
Moses delayed coming down from the mountain” (Exodus
32:1). The Gemara explains the word “delayed [boshesh]” as bo
shesh, come six, meaning that the sixth hour, i.e., midday, had
already come and Moses had not yet returned.
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NOTES

Since Jacob’s sons sold Rachel’s firstborn for twenty silver
dinars each of them received a tiva – כוֹר ּה
ָ ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָּמ ְכר ּו ְ ּב
של ָר ֵחל ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ֶּכ ֶסף וְ נָ ַפל ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהם ִט ְב ָﬠה:
ֶ ׁ Since ten
brothers were involved in the sale and the twenty dinar were
divided among them, each one received two dinar, which is
the equivalent of a tiva.

 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ָּמ ְכר ּו:ַר ִ ּבי ּ ִפנְ ָחס ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ י
 וְ נָ ַפל,כוֹר ּה ׁ ֶשל ָר ֵחל ְ ּב ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ֶּכ ֶסף
ָ ְ ּב
– ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהם ִט ְב ָﬠה
נוֹתן
ֵ יכ ְך יִ ְהיֶ ה ָּכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד
ָ ְל ִפ
.ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ ִט ְב ָﬠה

The Gemara returns to the subject of the obligation to contribute a
half-shekel: Rabbi Pineĥas said in the name of Rabbi Levi: Since
ten of Jacob’s sons sold Joseph, Rachel’s firstborn, for twenty silver
dinars, each of them received two dinars, which amounts to a tivaN
or a half-sela; therefore, each and every man must give a tiva for
his shekel every year.

מוֹתר ׁ ְש ָק ִלים
ַ הלכה ד מתני׳
מוֹתר
ַ ,מוֹתר ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה
ַ .חו ִּּלין
,יוֹלדוֹת
ְ  וְ ִק ּנֵי, ִק ּנֵי זָ בוֹת,ִק ּנֵי זָ ִבין
.מוֹת ָרן נְ ָד ָבה
ָ – ַח ָּטאֹת וַ ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹת

· mishna The leftover money from what
was set aside for shekels is non-sacred property,H in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Hillel in the previous mishna. The mishna
now discusses similar cases for other sacred items: However, with
regard to the leftover money from what one set aside to purchase
the tenth of an ephahH of fine flour for a meal-oﬀering and the
leftover money from what one set aside to purchase oﬀerings
that he is liable to sacrifice due to ritual impurity or a sin, such as
the pairs of birds of a zav,H the pairs of birds of a zava, and the
pairs of birds of a woman after childbirth, sin-oﬀerings, or guiltoﬀerings, in these cases, its leftover money must be used for freewill oﬀeringsN that are oﬀered as repletion of the altar, i.e., burntoﬀerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle.

 ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ָ ּבא ְל ׁ ֵשם:זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל
מוֹת ָרן
ָ – ַח ָּטאת ּו ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ַא ׁ ְש ָמה
מוֹתר
ַ ,עוֹלה
ָ עוֹלה – ְל
ָ מוֹתר
ַ .נְ ָד ָבה
– מוֹתר ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
ַ ,ִמנְ ָחה – ְל ִמנְ ָחה
,ִל ׁ ְש ָל ִמים

This is the principle: Whatever money is designated for a sinoﬀering or for a guilt-oﬀering, its leftover money must be used
for a free-will oﬀering. The leftover money from what one set aside
to purchase a burnt-oﬀering that he owes, due to a vow or to volunteering, must be used for another burnt-oﬀeringHN that he will
bring in the future. The leftover money from what one set aside to
purchase fine flour for a meal-oﬀering must be used for another
meal-oﬀering. The leftover money from what one set aside to
purchase a peace-oﬀering must be used for another peace-oﬀering.

Perek II
Daf 6 Amud b
HALAKHA

The leftover money from shekels is non-sacred property –
מוֹתר ׁ ְש ָק ִלים חו ִּּלין:
ַ If one was collecting small coins for his halfshekel, and when he began collecting said: I am collecting
money for my shekel, even if he collected more than necessary, he may contribute the half-shekel that he is required to
give and the rest is non-sacred property, as the halakha is
that the leftover funds from shekels is non-sacred property, in
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shekalim 3:13).
The leftover money from the tenth of an ephah – מוֹתר
ַ
ﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה:ֲ The leftover money of the tenth of an ephah
of the High Priest must be left to rot, in accordance with the
mishna which says it must be disposed of (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:8).
The leftover money from the pairs of birds of a zav, etc. –
מוֹתר ִק ּנֵי ִזָבין וכו׳:
ַ The leftover money from the pairs of birds of
a zav and zava, the leftover money from a woman who gave
birth, and the leftover money from sin-oﬀerings are placed
into the horn in the Temple that was designated for free-will
oﬀerings, and are used to purchase burnt-oﬀerings. This rule
applies only to fixed sin-oﬀerings; however, with regard to
those who are liable to sacrifice a sliding-scale sin-oﬀering
the leftover money becomes non-sacred property, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei
HaMukdashin 5:9; see Mishne LaMelekh).
The leftover money from a burnt-oﬀering must be used
for another burnt-oﬀering – עוֹלה
ָ עוֹלה ְל
ָ מוֹתר:
ַ The leftover
money from a burnt-oﬀering must be used for another burntoﬀering. The leftover money from a peace-oﬀering must be
used for another peace-oﬀering. The leftover money from a
meal-oﬀering must be used for another meal-oﬀering. The
leftover money from a Paschal lamb must be used for a peaceoﬀering. The leftover money from the oﬀerings of nazirites
must be used for other nazirites’ oﬀerings. The leftover money
from a specific nazirite must be used for that nazirite’s own
free-will oﬀering, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9).
The leftover money from nazirites must be used for other
nazirites – מוֹתר נְזִ ִירים ִלנְזִ ִירים:
ַ One who set aside money for
the sacrifices of nazirites, brought those sacrifices, and then
had money left over, must use that money for other nazirite
sacrifices, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9; Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nezirut 9:1).

The leftover money from what one set aside to purchase a lamb
מוֹתר
ַ ,מוֹתר ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח – ִל ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
ַ
– מוֹתר נָ זִ יר
ַ
, נְ זִ ִירים – ִלנְ זִ ִיריםfor his Paschal lamb is not used for another Paschal lamb, such as
. ִלנְ ָד ָבהfor the following year. Rather, it is used for purchasing a peaceoﬀering. The leftover money from what one set aside to purchase
sacrifices for a number of nazirites must be used to purchase sacrifices for other nazirites.HN The leftover money from what a single
naziriteN set aside for his own oﬀering must be used for a free-will
oﬀering.

NOTES

Its leftover money must be used for free-will oﬀerings –
מוֹת ָרן ָנְד ָבה:
ָ The Gemara explains that Jehoiada the High Priest
established this principle in the days of King Jehoash and
for this purpose thirteen collection horns were set up in the
Temple (Temura 23b).

The leftover money from nazirites…a nazirite – …מוֹתר נְזִ ִירים
ַ
נָ זִ יר: The Torah (Numbers 6) explains that a nazirite who became ritually impure during the days of his nazirite vow must
bring a sheep as a guilt-oﬀering; a bird, pigeon, or turtle-dove
as a sin-oﬀering; and another bird as a burnt-oﬀering. If a
nazirite completed the days of his vow in purity, he brings a
sheep as a burnt-oﬀering; a ewe as a sin-oﬀering; a ram as a
peace-oﬀering; as well as a meal-oﬀering of unleavened cakes
and wafers. The mishna is discussing a situation where a large
sum of money was set aside for the sacrifices of a nazirite,
The leftover money from nazirites must be used for other and it was then discovered that more money than necessary
nazirites – מוֹתר נְזִ ִירים ִלנְזִ ִירים:
ַ Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura explains had been collected. The mishna diﬀerentiates between a case
that if money was collected for a nazirite’s oﬀerings and some where money was collected for a number of poor nazirites
was left over, he must keep it until it can be used to buy sacri- and a case where one nazirite collected money for his own
fices for other nazirites. It is written in Tosefot Yom Tov that this sacrifices.

The leftover money from a burnt-oﬀering must be used for
another burnt-oﬀering – עוֹלה
ָ עוֹלה ְל
ָ מוֹתר:
ַ If one has enough
money left to buy another animal as a burnt-oﬀering, he must
buy another animal. If he has only enough for a pigeon or
turtledove, he must buy one of those. If he has even less than
that, he must keep the money until he decides to bring another
burnt-oﬀering, and he then add this money to the sum he intends to use to buy his oﬀering to buy a more valuable animal
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh).
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applies only when the money was not set aside for specific
nazirites, since if it was set aside for specific nazirites it has the
status of money that was left over from the sacrifices of one
nazirite (see Tiferet Yisrael).

 ַﬠד דַּ ֲאנָ א ַּת ָּמן:יוֹסי
ֵ גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
:ׁ ְש ָמ ִﬠית ַקל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ׁ ְש ַאל ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 יִ ּ ְפל ּו:יה
ּ ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ וָ ֵמת? ֲא ַמר ֵל
,מוֹתר ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ
ַ .ִלנְ ָד ָבה
,יכם ְליַ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח
ֵ יוֹל
ִ :יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
. יִ ּ ְפל ּו ִלנְ ָד ָבה:ַר ִ ּבי ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָא ַמר

ָ ַמ ְת
מוֹתר
ַ :יוֹחנָן
ָ נִיתא ּ ְפ ִליגָ א ַﬠל ַר ִ ּבי
,מוֹתר ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה
ַ .ׁ ְש ָק ִלים חו ִּּלין
ַ  וְ ִק ּנֵי זָ בוֹת,מוֹתר ִק ּנֵי זָ ִבים
ַ
מוֹתר ִק ּנֵי
מוֹת ָרן
ָ – יוֹלדוֹת ַח ָּטאוֹת וַ ֲא ׁ ָשמוֹת
ְ
.נְ ָד ָבה

gemara

Rabbi Yosei said: While I was still there, in Babylonia, I heard the voice of Rav Yehuda ask his teacher Shmuel: If
one set aside his shekel and diedH before he contributed it to the
Temple treasurer, what is to be done with this money? Shmuel said
to him: It must be allocated for communal free-will oﬀerings.
Rabbi Yosei asked: If a High Priest set aside money to purchase fine
flour for his meal-oﬀering and then discovered that he had separated more than was necessary, what should be done with the leftover money from his tenth of an ephah?N Shmuel answered that
this is a matter of dispute, as Rabbi Yoĥanan said that he must cast
it into the Dead SeaNB and dispose of it there. Rabbi Elazar said it
must be allocated for communal free-will oﬀerings.

The Gemara comments. The mishna disagrees with Rabbi Yoĥanan, as it is taught: The leftover money from the shekel is nonsacred property. However, with regard to the leftover money from
the tenth of an ephah, the leftover money from the pairs of birds
of a zav and from the pairs of birds of a zava, the leftover money
from the pairs of birds of a woman after childbirth, from sin-offerings and guilt-oﬀerings, all of this leftover money must be used
for free-will oﬀerings. The mishna did not distinguish between
diﬀerent types of meal-oﬀerings, so the High Priest’s meal-oﬀering
must also be included. However, according to the mishna, its leftover money is used for a free-will oﬀering and not cast into the Dead
Sea, as Rabbi Yoĥanan requires.

מוֹתר
ַ :יוֹחנָן? ּ ָפ ַתר ָל ּה
ָ  ָמה ֲﬠ ַבד ָל ּה ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Yoĥanan do with the mishna?
חוֹטא ׁ ֶשל
ֵ  ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה ׁ ֶשל ִמנְ ַחתThe Gemara answers: Rabbi Yoĥanan explains that it is not referring
. ָּכל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאלto the leftover money of a High Priest’s meal-oﬀering. Rather, it is
referring to the leftover money of the tenth of an ephah of the
meal-oﬀering of a sinnerN among the entire Jewish people. Everyone agrees that the leftover money of this type of meal-oﬀering must
be used for a free-will oﬀering; however, the leftover money of a
High Priest’s meal-oﬀering is cast into the Dead Sea.

BACKGROUND

The Dead Sea – יַ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח: The expression Dead Sea can sometimes apply to any of the saltwater seas, as opposed to freshwater lakes, but it usually refers specifically to the Dead Sea, also
referred to in Talmudic sources as the Sea of Sodom. Any object
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit may be thrown
into the Dead Sea, since there are no fishermen or people who
will come to retrieve items thrown into it. It is also possible that
due to the high density of salt in the Dead Sea, objects thrown
into it become rusty and decayed in a short period of time and
cannot be used anymore.

HALAKHA

If one set aside his shekel and died – ה ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ וָ ֵמת:ִ
If one set aside his half-shekel and died, the half-shekel
must be placed in the collection horn for free-will oﬀerings,
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shekalim 3:12).
NOTES

His tenth of an ephah – ﬠ ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה ׁ ֶשלּ וֹ:ֲ The commentaries maintain that the tenth of an ephah mentioned here
relates to the meal-oﬀering of the High Priest. It is a positive
mitzva by Torah law that the High Priest sacrifice one-tenth
of an ephah of fine flour each day as a meal-oﬀering, half
of it in the morning with the daily morning oﬀering and
half in the afternoon with the daily afternoon oﬀering. This
meal-oﬀering is also known as the meal oﬀering of ĥavitin,
or ĥavitei kohen gadol.
Rabbi Yosei’s question with regard to this particular
meal-oﬀering stems from the fact that the solutions mentioned in the mishna pertaining to other consecrated items
would not apply to the meal-oﬀering of the High Priest. It is
impossible to use this leftover amount for a meal-oﬀering
brought by the High Priest on another day, since there is a
separate obligation to bring a meal-oﬀering each day, and
therefore the money and fine flour set aside for one day’s
meal-oﬀering are not valid for use for the next day’s oﬀering.
Additionally, the High Priest cannot use this leftover money
to add to the amount of fine flour in the current day’s oﬀering, since the amount was fixed by the Torah at one-tenth of
an ephah and no more (see Rashi on Menaĥot 108a) Even as
a free-will oﬀering, it cannot be used, since only the leftover
money of sin-oﬀerings and guilt-oﬀerings may be used for
this purpose (Rash Sirilio).
He must cast it into the Dead Sea – יכם ְליַ ם ַה ֶּמ ַלח
ֵ יוֹל:
ִ One
does not need to go specifically to the Dead Sea, as any sea
is valid for this purpose. The purpose of this halakha is to
ensure that people do not find the consecrated items and
unwittingly benefit from them. The same rule applies to all
items that must be destroyed, such as idols. A similar idea
emerges from the Rambam’s words, as he refers to all saltwater seas as the Dead Sea, in contrast to freshwater lakes.
The meal-oﬀering of a sinner – חוֹטא
ֵ מנְ ַחת:ִ The mealoﬀering of a sinner comes in place of a sin-oﬀering for those
sacrifices that can be brought as sliding-scale oﬀerings,
meaning that one can bring the oﬀering according to his
means. If one is wealthy he brings a sheep, if he is poor he
may bring a bird as a sin-oﬀering, and if he is indigent he
may bring a meal-oﬀering. According to this interpretation
of the Gemara, Rabbi Yoĥanan, who explained the mishna
as referring to the meal-oﬀering of a sinner, is discussing
an indigent person who brings a meal-oﬀering to atone
for himself.

Right: Ein Bokek at the Dead Sea
Below: Panoramic view of the southern part of the Dead Sea
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NOTES

The Paschal lamb is transformed and designated as a peaceoﬀering – ה ּ ֶפ ַסח ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ׁ ֵשם ׁ ְש ָל ִמים:ַ This ruling of the Babylonian
Sages is referring to a Paschal lamb that was not slaughtered at its
proper time. The proper time for slaughtering the Paschal lamb is
from midday on the fourteenth of Nisan until nightfall. If a Paschal
lamb is slaughtered as a Paschal lamb before its proper time, it is
disqualified. If it is slaughtered not as a Paschal lamb, either before
or after its proper time, it has the status of a peace-oﬀering, even
if one slaughtered it with the intention that it be a burnt-oﬀering.
There is a dispute among the tanna’im in the Mishna with regard
to a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered not in accordance with
its designation on the morning of the fourteenth (Zevaĥim 11b).
Some commentaries diﬀerentiate between a Paschal lamb
oﬀered after its proper time and a Paschal lamb oﬀered before its
proper time. Since the former can no longer be a Paschal lamb,
it automatically has the status of a peace-oﬀering, even if it was
sacrificed with no specific intention. However, since the latter is
still a candidate to be a Paschal lamb, it is disqualified unless it was
sacrificed with specific intention to be some other sacrifice. This
intention is required to remove its status as a Paschal lamb (Tosefot
Tukh on Zevaĥim 2a).
A guilt-oﬀering, which may come from only rams – ָא ׁ ָשם ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ
בא ֶא ָּלא ִמן ָה ֵא ִילים ִ ּב ְל ָבד:
ּ ָ There are six types of guilt-oﬀerings:
A guilt-oﬀering for robbery, a guilt-oﬀering for unwitting benefit from consecrated property, a guilt-oﬀering for a designated
maidservant, the guilt-oﬀering of a nazirite, the guilt-oﬀering for
a leper, and a conditional guilt-oﬀering. All of these come from
male sheep, and in most of them the Torah explicitly specifies
that one must bring a ram, except for the guilt-oﬀerings of a leper
and a nazirite for which a sheep is mentioned. Wherever a sheep
is required, it means a sheep in its first year, whereas a ram is one
in its second year (see Mishna, Para 1:3).

 ַﬠל דָּ א ֲﬠ ִליל ַא ָ ּבא:יוֹסי ָא ַמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶש ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח: דְּ ִאינּ וּן ָא ְמ ִרין.ַ ּבר ָ ּבא
ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ׁ ֵשם ׁ ְש ָל ִמים – ַּת ְלמוּד
 ”וְ ִאם ִמן ַה ּצֹאן ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹ ְלזֶ ַבח:לוֹמר
ַ
ׁ ְש ָל ִמים״ ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ִמן ַה ּצֹאן – ָ ּבא
.ׁ ְש ָל ִמים

Rabbi Yosei said: On this point Abba bar Ba raised a diﬃculty.
As they, the Sages of Babylonia, said: From where is it derived
that an animal that was designated for use as the Paschal lamb,
ab initio, and was ultimately slaughtered before its proper time
as a peace-oﬀering is valid, as it is transformed and designated
as a peace-oﬀering?N The verse states: “If his oﬀering for the
sacrifice of the peace-oﬀering is from the flock” (Leviticus
: ). This verse indicates that any oﬀering that comes from the
flock, i.e., sheep or goats, may come as a peace-oﬀering. The
verse is referring to a Paschal lamb, about which it is written:
“You shall take it from the sheep or from the goats” (Exodus : ),
and it must refer to one that was oﬀered before its proper time;
however, if it were oﬀered on the eve of Passover as a peaceoﬀering it would clearly be an invalid.

 דָּ ָבר.עוֹלה ִמן ַה ּצֹאן
ָ  ֲה ֵרי:יתיבוּן
ִ  ֵהRabbi Abba bar Ba raised an objection with regard to this
 ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבא ֶא ָּלא ִמן ַה ּצֹאן יָ צָ אתsource: A burnt-oﬀering also comes from the flock, and yet its
leftover money is not used for a peace-oﬀering; it is used for a
.עוֹלה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ָ ּב ָאה ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִמן ַה ָ ּב ָקר
ָ
burnt-oﬀering. The Gemara answers: The verse is referring to
items that may come only from the flock; this excludes burntoﬀerings, which may come even from cattle, as it is written:
“From the cattle or from the flock you may bring your oﬀering”
(Leviticus : ).
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ּבוּן ַ ּבר. ֲה ֵרי ָא ׁ ָשם:ֵה ִיתיבוּן
”מן ַה ּצֹאן״ – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ָ ּבא
ִ :ָּכ ֲהנָ א
 יָ צָ א ָא ׁ ָשם ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבא,ִמ ָּכל ַה ּצֹאן
.ֶא ָּלא ִמן ָה ֵא ִילים ִ ּב ְל ָבד

Rabbi Abba bar Ba raised another objection: A guilt-oﬀering
comes only from the flock, and the mishna taught that its leftover money is used for a free-will oﬀering. However, according
to this explanation, it too should be able to be sacrificed as a
peace-oﬀering. Rabbi Bun bar Kahana said that the phrase
“From the flock” indicates that which comes from all kinds in
the flock, i.e., sheep and goats. This excludes a guilt-oﬀering,
which may come from only rams.N

,”מן״ ְל ַמ ֵﬠט
ִ ְ ּב ָכל ֲא ַתר ַא ְּת ָא ַמר
”מן״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ִ וְ ָכאן ַא ְּת ַמר
 ִמיעוּט,”מן״ ְל ַמ ֵﬠט
ִ  ָה ִכי נַ ִמי:ָמנָ א
 ִמיעוּט,ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבא ֶ ּבן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ׁ ָשנִים
.ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבא נְ ֵק ָיבה

The Gemara challenges Rabbi Bun. In every other place you say
that the word from comes to exclude items from a particular
category, and here you say that the word from comes to include
the Paschal lamb, as “from” indicates all kinds of animals that
can be considered part of a flock. The Gemara answers. Rabbi
Mana said: In this verse too, “from” comes to exclude. One
exclusion is that the Paschal lamb may not come from a lamb
that is two years old, but rather from a lamb that is in its first
year. There is an additional exclusion that a Paschal lamb may
not come from a female animal, but only from a male. Accordingly, Rabbi Bun bar Kahana’s explanation that the verse: “If his
oﬀering is from the flock” is referring to the Paschal lamb, as it
may come from any of the animals of the flock, is not based on
the word “from” but rather on the superfluous letter heh, which
adds the definite article to the phrase “the flock,” as opposed to
the verse simply writing “a flock.”

Fully grown ram

,”מן״ ְל ַמ ֵﬠט הוּא
ִ  וְ גַ ֵ ּבי ָא ׁ ָשם נַ ִמיRabbi Mana adds: And furthermore, even if Rabbi Bun bar
. ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָ ּבא ֶא ָּלא ִמן ָה ֵא ִילים ִ ּב ְל ָבדKahana would interpret the verse “If his oﬀering is from the
flock” with regard to a guilt-oﬀering and not to a Paschal lamb,
the word “from” would also come to exclude. It would teach
that guilt-oﬀerings may come only from rams and not from
goats or female sheep.
 ”וְ ִאם ִמן ַה ּצֹאן: וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב:יתיבוּן
ִ ֵה
ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹ ִמן ַה ְּכ ָב ִ ׂשים אוֹ ִמן ָה ִﬠזִּ ים
מוֹתר ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח ָ ּבא
ַ עוֹלה״ ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה
ָ ְל
.עוֹלה
ָ
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Rabbi Abba bar Ba raised another objection on the source of
the Babylonian Sages. Isn’t it written: “If his oﬀering is from
the flock, whether from the sheep or from the goats for a
burnt-oﬀering” (Leviticus : )? According to your opinion,
this verse could just as easily be interpreted to indicate that in
the case of any oﬀering that comes from sheep or from goats,
the leftover money must be used for a burnt-oﬀering. However,
if so, the leftover money of the Paschal lamb, which may come
from sheep or from goats, must then come as a burnt-oﬀering
and not as a peace-oﬀering. What indication is there that the
concerning a peace-oﬀering is the preferred one?

 ְמ ׁ ַש ּנִין דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָאב ּון
 וְ ֵאין,ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה ְל ָד ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה
ילה ְל ָד ָבר
ָ ְמ ׁ ַש ּנִין דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ַל ֲא ִכ
יוֹסי ַ ּבר ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַל ֲא ִכ ָילה
 ְמ ׁ ַש ּנִין ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ַק ִּלים ְל ׁ ֵשם ָק ָד ׁ ִשים:ּבוּן
 וְ ֵאין ְמ ׁ ַש ּנִין ָק ָד ׁ ִשים ַק ִּלים ְל ׁ ֵשם,ַק ִּלים
.ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ָק ָד ׁ ִשים

The Gemara answers. Rabbi Avun said: An item that is designated
for eating, e.g., the Paschal lamb, which is eaten by its owners, may
be transformed into another item that is designated for eating, e.g.,
a peace-oﬀering. However, an item that is designated for eating, like
the Paschal lamb, may not be transformed into another item that
is not designated for eating, such as the burnt-oﬀering, which is
completely consumed on the altar. Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun said
another answer: The status of oﬀerings of minor sanctity may be
transformed and designated as other sacrifices of minor sanctity.
Therefore, the Paschal lamb, which is of minor sanctity, can be transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering, which is also of minor
sanctity. However, the status of oﬀerings of minor sanctity may not
be transformed and designated as oﬀerings of the most sacred
order, such as a burnt-oﬀering.

, ַﬠל דָּ א ֲﬠ ִליל ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א:יוֹחנָן ֲא ַמר
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
דְּ ִאינּ וּן ָא ְמ ִרין ֵאין ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ׁ ֵשם
ׁ ְש ָל ִמים ֶא ָּלא ִאם ֵּכן ׁ ְש ָחטוֹ ְל ׁ ֵשם
ּ  ֲא ִפ:אוֹמר
יל ּו ׁ ְש ָחטוֹ
ֵ
 וַ ֲאנִי,ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
.עוֹלה
ָ ְל ׁ ֵשם

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: On this point, Rabbi Ĥanina raised an issue
that they, the Sages of Babylonia, said that the status of a Paschal
lamb that is not oﬀered at the proper time is not transformed and
designated as a peace-oﬀering, unless it was slaughtered as a
peace-oﬀering; but if it was slaughtered for another oﬀering, such
as a burnt-oﬀering, it is disqualified. However, I say that even if
he slaughtered it as a burnt-oﬀering, it may be transformed and
designated as a peace-oﬀering.

יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִא ָילאRabbi Ila said: The reason, i.e., the source, for the opinion of
”אם ִמן ַה ּצֹאן ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹ ְלזֶ ַבח ׁ ְש ָל ִמים״
ִ Rabbi Ĥanina quoted by Rabbi Yoĥanan is the redundancy in the
. ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא זֶ ַבח ָ ּבא ׁ ְש ָל ִמיםverse, as it is written: “If his oﬀering for the sacrifice of the peaceoﬀering is from the flock” (Leviticus : ). It could have simply
written: If his oﬀering of the peace-oﬀering is from the flock. The
extra phrase “for the sacrifice” indicates that a Paschal lamb slaughtered as any kind of oﬀering, including a burnt-oﬀering, it comes
to be a peace-oﬀering.
? ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ַמ ֲח ׁ ֶש ֶבת ּ ְפסוּלThe Gemara asks: According to this opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, may
a Paschal lamb that was sacrificed as a burnt-oﬀering be transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering even it was slaughtered
with a disqualifying intention? If, during one of the services involved in an oﬀering’s sacrifice, i.e., slaughter, receiving the blood,
bringing it to the altar, or sprinkling it on the altar, the priest or the
one bringing the oﬀering entertains the thought of performing any
of the other services or eating the oﬀering at a time that is unfit, the
oﬀering is thereby invalidated [piggul].
עוֹלה ַﬠל
ָ יך ֲﬠ ִב ָידא? ׁ ְש ָח ָט ּה ְל ׁ ֵשם
ְ  ֵהThe Gemara asks: How was it done? If one slaughtered the Paschal
 ְמנָ ת ִלזְ רוֹק דָּ ָמ ּה ְל ָמ ָחר – ִמ ָּכל ָמקוֹםlamb as a burnt-oﬀering in order to sprinkle the blood the follow. ּ ָפסוּל הוּאing day, in any case, whether it is transformed and designated as a
burnt-oﬀering or as a peace-oﬀering it is disqualified. The intention
to sprinkle the blood at an improper time disqualifies the oﬀering,
so it does not matter whether it is transformed and designated as a
peace-oﬀering or not. The issue is whether one who eats an olivebulk from the meat of this oﬀering is liable to receive karet, like one
who eats piggul meat, or whether he is not liable, like one who eats
a regular disqualified oﬀering. The principle is that an oﬀering becomes piggul only when one slaughters an otherwise valid oﬀering
with an intention that disqualifies it. However, when the oﬀering is
disqualified for some other reason, the improper intention does not
render the oﬀering piggul.
– ימר ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ַמ ֲח ׁ ֶש ֶבת ּ ְפסוּל
ַ  ִאין ֵּתTherefore, if you say that even if one oﬀers the Paschal lamb with a
ימר ֵאין ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּנה ְל ַמ ֲח ׁ ֶש ֶבת
ַ  ִאין ֵּת, ּ ִפי ּגוּלdisqualifying intention, such as to sprinkle the blood the following
. ּ ְפסוּל – ּ ִפיגּ וּלday, it is transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering, and if not
for the disqualifying intention it would be a valid oﬀering, it is
deemed piggul and one who eats the meat is liable to receive karet.
However, if you say that when the Paschal lamb is oﬀered with a
disqualifying intention, it is not transformed and designated as a
peace-oﬀering, since it remains a Paschal lamb and it was sacrificed
at the wrong time, then it is simply a disqualified oﬀering, but not
one that is piggul. In that case, one who eats the meat is not liable
to receive karet. This question remains unresolved.
: פרק ב׳ דף ו. Perek II . 6b
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 ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ וְ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָאר יְ מוֹתIf one slaughters the Paschal lamb on Passover eve as a peace, ַה ׁ ּ ָשנָ הoﬀering, before the proper time for the Paschal lamb, it is transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering, and it is valid. However, if one slaughters it as a Paschal lamb, then it is disqualified,
since it is not the proper time. The Gemara asks: What is the
halakha if one slaughters it for itself and not for itself, meaning
that at the beginning of the act of slaughtering one intends to
slaughter it as a Paschal lamb, but at its conclusion he does so as
a peace-oﬀering, and it is not on Passover eve but during the rest
of the days of the year?
ַר ִ ּבי ּב ּון ַ ּבר ִחיָּ יא ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
–  ִמ ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ׁ ֵשם:ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא
וֹחטוֹ ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ וְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ
ֲ נַﬠ ׂש ּו ְּכ ׁש
ֲ
. וְ הוּא ָּכ ׁ ֵשר,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִת ָיקה

Rabbi Bun bar Ĥiyya said in the name of Shmuel bar Abba:
During the rest of the year it has no name; it is not a Paschal lamb,
as it is not its proper time, nor is it a peace-oﬀering, as he did not
consecrate it for that purpose ab initio. Despite this, if one slaughters it without specifying for which oﬀering he is doing so, it
becomes a peace-oﬀering. Since it has no name in that case, then,
by the same reasoning, even if one begins to slaughter it as a
Paschal lamb, it becomes as one who slaughters it for itself,
a Paschal lamb, and not for itself, a peace-oﬀering, silently, without specifying his intention, and it is valid as a peace-oﬀering.
Just as total silence determines that it is meant to be for a peaceoﬀering, so too, the explicit change of intention at the end of the
slaughtering is suﬃcient to accomplish the same.

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ְש ָחטוֹ, ִאם ֵּכן הוּא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ ַﬠל ְמנָ ת ִלזְ רוֹק דָּ מוֹ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ  יֵ ָﬠ ֶ ׂשה ִמ ׁ ּ ָש ָﬠה ָה ִר,ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ
וֹח טוֹ ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ וְ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִל ׁ ְשמוֹ
ֲ ְּכ ׁש
.יהא ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
ֵ ִִ ּב ׁ ְש ִת ָיקה ו

One of the disciples said to Rabbi Bun: If this is so, that even
when one begins to slaughter the animal with specific intent as a
Paschal lamb it is transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering,
then even if one slaughters it for itself in order to sprinkle its
blood not for itself, but rather for a peace-oﬀering, it should
become, from the first moment, as if he slaughtered it for itself
and not for itself silently, and it too should be valid as a peaceoﬀering.

ֹאמר
ַ ּ ַמה נ: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ָמ ִריRabbi Abba Mari said: What, shall we say, i.e., is it so clear, that
ֹאמר ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִת ָיקה
ַ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִת ָיקה ָּכ ׁ ֵשר אוֹ נwhen one slaughters for itself and not for itself silently, without
. ּ ָפסוּלspecifying his intention to sprinkle the blood for a peace-oﬀering,
that it is considered a valid peace-oﬀering? Or, perhaps, shall
we say that even when one slaughters silently with the intent to
sprinkle its blood for a peace-oﬀering, it is as if he specified
that he is slaughtering for the Paschal lamb, in which case it is
transformed and designated as a peace-oﬀering and it is disqualified? The diﬀerence is that in the previous case there is not
one entire part of the service that is completed for the Paschal
lamb. However, in this case, the slaughtering is completed. It
is only the intent with regard to a later stage, i.e., the sprinkling
of the blood, that could possibly transform it and designate it
as a peace-oﬀering. That is not a suﬃciently compelling logical
extension.
The mishna taught: The leftover money gathered by the nazirite
”מוֹתר נָ זִ יר ִלנְ ָד ָבה״ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ַ
beyond what he needs for his oﬀerings must be used for free-will
oﬀerings. On this point, Rav Ĥisda
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, וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְר ָבה ַח ָּטאתוֹ ַ ּב ּסוֹף: ָא ַמרsaid: That is only when the nazirite’s sin-oﬀering was sacrificed
–  ֲא ָבל ִאי ָק ְרב ּו ׁ ְש ָל ִמים ַ ּב ּסוֹףlast, after he oﬀered his burnt-oﬀering and his peace-oﬀering.
In that case, any extra leftover money must be used for a free.מוֹת ָרן ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
ָ
will oﬀering, as taught earlier in the mishna. However, if he already brought his burnt-oﬀering and sin-oﬀering, and the peaceoﬀering was sacrificed last, the leftover money that he set aside
for his sacrifices must be used for a peace-oﬀering, as with all
leftover funds of peace-oﬀerings.
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