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Rav Yosef objects to this interpretation: And perhaps they 
were called ne’arim aft er their place of origin? Isn’t it writt en: 

“And the Arameans had gone out in bands, and had brought 
away captive from Eretz Yisrael a minor young woman [na’ara 
ketana]” (  Kings : ), and this verse raised a diffi  culty to us: A 
minor and a young woman; how could she be both of these? 
And Rabbi Pedat says it means a minor girl from the town of 
Ne’oran.B  Th is verse concerning the lads can be explained in a 
similar manner: Th ey were young children from Ne’oran. Th e 
Gemara answers: Th ese two cases are not comparable. Th ere 
the verse does not specify her place of origin, so “na’ara” could 
mean from the town of Ne’oran; but here the verse specifi es their 
place of origin, namely Jericho.

Th e verse further states with regard to the same incident: “And 
he turned behind him and saw them, and he cursed them 
in the name of the Lord” (  Kings : ). Th e Gemara asks: 
What did he see? Th ere are four explanations off ered. Rav 
says: He literally saw,N  i.e., he stared and bored his eyes into 
them, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: Wherever it states that the Sages placed their eyes upon 
a certain person, they brought upon that person either death 
or poverty. And Shmuel says: He saw their essential nature, 
that all their mothers became pregnant with them on Yom 
Kippur, when conjugal relations are forbidden.

And Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa says: He saw that they had plaited 
locksB  grown on the back of their heads like the gentiles. And 
Rabbi Yoĥanan says: He saw that they did not contain even a 
smidgen of a mitzva. Th e Gemara raises an objection to this 
last interpretation of Rabbi Yoĥanan: But how could he curse 
them just because they did not have any mitzvot? Perhaps their 
descendants would have many mitzvot. Rabbi Elazar says: He 
saw that mitzvot would be found neither in them nor in their 
descendants, through all generations.

Th e verse states: “And two she-bears came out of the forest and 
tore forty-two children from them” (  Kings : ). 

Rav and Shmuel had a dispute with regard to this episode. One 
says there was a miracle, and one says there was a miracle 
within a miracle. Th e Gemara explains: Th e one who says there 
was a miracle claims that there was already a forest in that place 
but there were no bears, and the miracle was the appearance of 
bears. Th e one who says it was a miracle within a miracle claims 
that neither was there a forest nor were there bears in that area. 
Th e Gemara asks with regard to the second opinion: Why was a 
double miracle required? And let there be bears and no forest; 
the forest served no role in the story, so why was it created? Th e 
Gemara explains: Th e forest was necessary, as bears are fright-
enedN B  to venture into open areas but will att ack people in their 
natural habitat, a forest.

ם ְמקֹוָמן!  ַמְתִקיף ָלּה ַרב יֹוֵסף: ְוִדְלָמא ַעל ׁשֵ
ּבּו  ַוִּיׁשְ דּוִדים  ּגְ ָיְצאּו  ״ַוֲאָרם  ִתיב:  ּכְ ָלא  ִמי 
ָלן:  ָיא  ְוַקׁשְ ה״,  ְקַטּנָ ַנֲעָרה  ָרֵאל  ִיׂשְ ֵמֶאֶרץ 
ִמן  ּדְ ה  ְקַטּנָ ָדת:  ּפְ י  ַרּבִ ְוָאַמר  ה!  ּוְקַטּנָ ַנֲעָרה 
ָהָכא  ְמקֹוָמּה,  ְמָפַרׁש  ָלא  ָהָתם  ְנעֹוָרן! 

ְמפֹוָרׁש ְמקֹוָמן.

 – ה'״  ם  ׁשֵ ּבְ ַוְיַקְלֵלם  ַוִּיְרֵאם  ַאֲחָריו  ״ַוִּיֶפן 
ְדַתְנָיא,  ּכִ ׁש,  ַמּמָ ָרָאה  ַרב:  ָאַמר  ָרָאה?  ָמה 
ָמקֹום  ל  ּכָ אֹוֵמר:  ְמִליֵאל  ּגַ ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ ן  ַרּבָ
ְתנּו ֲחָכִמים ֵעיֵניֶהם – אֹו ִמיָתה אֹו עֹוִני;  ּנָ ׁשֶ
ֶהן  ָרה ּבָ ן ִנְתַעּבְ ּכּוּלָ מּוֵאל ָאַמר: ָרָאה ׁשֶ ּוׁשְ

יּפּוִרים; יֹום ַהּכִ ן ּבְ ִאּמָ

לֹוִרית ָרָאה ָלֶהן  ָחא ָאַמר: ּבְ י ִיְצָחק ַנּפָ ְוַרּבִ
ּלֹא ָהְיָתה  י יֹוָחָנן ָאַמר: ָרָאה ׁשֶ גֹוִיים; ְוַרּבִ ּכְ
ַזְרַעְייהּו  ל ִמְצָוה. ְוִדְלָמא ּבְ ֶהן ַלְחלּוִחית ׁשֶ ּבָ
ם ְולֹא  י ֶאְלָעָזר: לֹא ּבָ ִניֲהָוה ֲהָוה! ָאַמר ַרּבִ

ל ַהּדֹורֹות. ַזְרָעם ַעד סֹוף ּכָ ּבְ

ְעָנה  ַבּקַ ים ִמן ַהַּיַער ַוּתְ ּבִ ִים ּדֻ ּתַ ֶצאָנה ׁשְ ״ַוּתֵ
ֵני ְיָלִדים.״ ִעים ּוׁשְ ֵמֶהם ַאְרּבָ

Perek IX
Daf 47 Amud a

ֵנס  ָאַמר:  ְוַחד  ֵנס,  ָאַמר:  ַחד  מּוֵאל,  ּוׁשְ ַרב 
ים  ָאַמר ֵנס – ַיַער ֲהָוה, ּדּוּבִ תֹוְך ֵנס. ַמאן ּדְ ּבְ
תֹוְך ֵנס – ָלא ַיַער  ָאַמר ֵנס ּבְ ָלא ָהוּו; ַמאן ּדְ
ְוָלא  ים  ּדּוּבִ ְוֶליֱהֵוי  ָהוּו.  ים  ּדּוּבִ ְוָלא  ֲהָוה 

ְבִעיִתי. ֶליֱהֵוי ַיַער! ּדִ

 Ne’oran – ְנעֹוָרן: Also known today as Na’aran, this was a 
small city located near Jericho. In talmudic times, it was 
inhabited entirely by Jews, in contrast to Jericho, which 
had a mixed population. This city is now in ruins, though 
there are the remains of a beautiful synagogue there.

 Plaited locks – לֹוִרית  Many explanations have been :ּבְ
suggested for the source of this term, mostly from Latin 
or Greek, yet none is entirely convincing. This hairstyle 
involved letting the hair on the sides and back of the head 
grow while tying and braiding them in different ways. The 
hair was later shaved in an idolatrous ritual.

BACKGROUND

 Literally saw – ׁש ַמּמָ  The Maharsha explains that :ָרָאה 
the problem with a literal reading of this verse is that 
cursing a Jew is prohibited by Torah law. For this reason, 
Rav stated that Elisha did not explicitly curse them but 
placed his eyes upon them, which was enough to cause 
them harm.

NOTES

 Are frightened – ְבִעיִתי  Rashi explains that had there :ּדִ
been no forest the bears would have been too frightened 
to attack the youths. The Maharsha, however, maintains 
that since the appearance of the bears was miraculous, 
ordinary animal behavior is irrelevant. Instead, he explains 
that if the bears would have attacked in the open, the lads 
would have seen them, become frightened, and ran away. 
The forest was therefore necessary to prevent them from 
observing the bears’ approach.

NOTES

 Are frightened – ְבִעיִתי  ,Despite the fact that bears are large :ּדִ
strong animals that are quite capable of killing people, it is not 
common for bears, especially the species that were found in 
Eretz Yisrael, to attack human beings. Generally, when a bear 

encounters a person it will turn aside and try to avoid confronta-
tion. When a person enters the territory of the bear, especially 
the territory of a female bear protecting her young, the bear will 
overcome its fear of humans and will attack.

BACKGROUND
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Rabbi Ĥanina says: Due to forty-twoN  off erings that Balak, 
king of Moab, brought when he tried to have Balaam curse 
the Jewish people, forty-two children were broken off  from 
Israel, in that incident involving Elisha. Th e Gemara asks: Is 
that so? Was that the reward for his off erings?

But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav says: A person should 
always engage in Torah study and in performance of mitzvot, 
even if he does so not for their own sake, as through such 
acts performed not for their own sake, one will come to 
perform them for their own sake. He proves the value of a 
mitzva done not for its own sake: As in reward for the forty-
two off erings that Balak, king of Moab, brought, he merited 
that Ruth descended from him, from whom King Solomon 
descended, about whom it is writt en that he brought many 
off erings: “A thousand burnt-off erings did Solomon off er 
up”  Kings : ). And Rabbi Yosei ben Ĥoni similarly says: 
Ruth was the daughter of Eglon, son of Balak. Th ese Sages 
state that Balak’s reward was to have Ruth descend from 
him, not that a number of Jewish people perish. Th e Gemara 
answers: His desire, in any event, was to curse the Jewish 
people, and his reward for sacrifi cing his off erings was that the 
curse was fulfi lled in the incident involving Elisha, as well.

Th e Gemara returns to discussing the incident involving Eli-
sha: “And the men of the city said to Elisha: Behold, please, 
the situation of this city is pleasant, as my lord sees, but 
the water is bad and the land miscarries” (  Kings : ). Th e 
Gemara asks: But if the water is bad and the land causes 
women to miscarry, what is pleasant about it? Rabbi Ĥanin 
says: Th e grace of a place is upon its inhabitants, i.e., people 
are fond of their hometown despite its shortcomings. Rabbi 
Yoĥanan says: Th ere are three graces that have a similar 
impact: Th e grace of a place upon its inhabitants; the grace 
of a woman upon her husband, despite her faults; and the 
grace of a purchased item upon its buyer, as one who has 
bought something views it in a positive light.

§ Th e Sages taught: Elisha fell ill three times. One was a 
punishment for inciting the bears to att ack the children; and 
one was a punishment for pushing Gehazi away with both 
hands, without leaving him the option to return; and one was 
the sickness from which he died, as an expression of illness 
is stated three times in the verse about Elisha: “And Elisha 
became sick [ĥala] with his illness [ĥolyo] from which he 
would die” (  Kings : ). Th e root ĥet, lamed, heh, which 
indicates illness, is used twice in this verse, and it is stated once 
that Elisha will die.

Th e Sages taught: It should always be the left , weaker, hand 
that pushes another away and the right, stronger, hand that 
draws him near. In other words, even when a student is 
rebuff ed, he should be given the opportunity to return. Th is 
is not like Elisha, who pushed Gehazi away with both hands, 
and not like Yehoshua ben Peraĥya, who pushed Jesus the 
Nazarene, one of his students, away with both hands.

Th e Gemara specifi es: What was that incident with Elisha? As 
it is writt en: “And Naaman said: Pray, take talents” (  Kings 
: ). Naaman off ered Gehazi payment for the help Elisha 
had given him, and when the verse recounts Elisha’s words to 
Gehazi, it is writt en: “And he said to him: Did not my heart 
go, when the man turned back from his chariot to meet 
you? Is it a time to take money, and to take garments, and 
olives, and vineyards, and sheep, and oxen, and servants, 
and maidservants?” (  Kings : ). Here Elisha criticizes 
Gehazi for taking the payment.

ַנִים  ּוׁשְ ִעים  ַאְרּבָ ִביל  ׁשְ ּבִ ֲחִניָנא:  י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר 
ָלק ֶמֶלְך מֹוָאב, הּוְבְקעּו  ִהְקִריב ּבָ נֹות ׁשֶ ָקְרּבָ

ַנִים ְיָלִדים. ִאיִני? ִעים ּוׁשְ ָרֵאל ַאְרּבָ ִמִּיׂשְ

ַיֲעסֹוק  ְלעֹוָלם  ַרב:  ָאַמר  ְיהּוָדה  ַרב  ְוָהָאַמר 
ּלֹא  ׁשֶ י  ּפִ ַעל  ְוַאף  ּוְבִמְצוֹת  תֹוָרה  ּבְ ָאָדם 
ָמּה,  ִלׁשְ א  ּבָ ָמּה  ִלׁשְ ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ּתֹוְך  ּמִ ׁשֶ ָמּה,  ִלׁשְ
ִהְקִריב  נֹות ׁשֶ ַנִים ָקְרּבָ ִעים ּוׁשְ ַכר ַאְרּבָ ׂשְ ּבִ ׁשֶ
רּות,  ּנּו  ִמּמֶ ְוָיְצָתה  ָזָכה  מֹוָאב,  ֶמֶלְך  ָלק  ּבָ
״ֶאֶלף  יּה  ּבֵ תּוב  ּכָ ׁשֶ לֹמֹה  ׁשְ ּנּו  ִמּמֶ ָּיָצא  ׁשֶ
ן חֹוִני:  י יֹוֵסי ּבֶ לֹמֹה״, ְוָאַמר ַרּבִ עֹלֹות ַיֲעֶלה ׁשְ
ָהְיָתה!  ָלק  ּבָ ל  ׁשֶ נֹו  ּבְ ֶעְגלֹון  ל  ׁשֶ ּתֹו  ּבִ רּות 

ֲאָותֹו ִמיָהא ִלְקָלָלה ָהֵוי. ּתַ

ָנא  ה  ִהּנֵ ע  ֱאִליׁשָ ֶאל  ָהִעיר  י  ַאְנׁשֵ ״ַוּיֹאְמרּו 
וגו'.  רֶֹאה״  ֲאדִֹני  ר  ֲאׁשֶ ּכַ טֹוב  ָהִעיר  ב  מֹוׁשַ
א  ֶלת, ֶאּלָ ּכֶ ַמִים ָרִעים ְוֶאֶרץ ְמׁשַ ְוִכי ֵמַאַחר ּדְ
ַעל  ָמקֹום  ֵחן  ָחִנין:  י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ּטֹוָבָתּה?  ַמה 
ֵהן:  ִחיּנֹות  ה  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ יֹוָחָנן,  י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ָביו.  יֹוׁשְ
ְעָלּה, ֵחן  ה ַעל ּבַ ָ ָביו, ֵחן ִאּשׁ ֵחן ָמקֹום ַעל יֹוׁשְ

חֹו. ח ַעל ִמּקָ ִמּקָ

ע: ֶאָחד  ה ֳחָלִאין ָחָלה ֱאִליׁשָ לֹׁשָ ַנן, ׁשְ נּו ַרּבָ ּתָ
ָחפֹו  ּדְ ׁשֶ ְוֶאָחד  ִתינֹוקֹות,  ּבְ ים  ּדּוּבִ יָרה  ּגֵ ׁשֶ
ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ת ּבֹו, ׁשֶ ּמֵ י ָיַדִים, ְוֶאָחד ׁשֶ ּתֵ ׁשְ ְלֵגֲחִזי ּבִ

ר ָימּות ּבֹו״. ע ָחָלה ֶאת ָחְליֹו ֲאׁשֶ ״ֶוֱאִליׁשָ

מֹאל ּדֹוָחה ְוָיִמין  ֵהא ׂשְ ַנן: ְלעֹוָלם ּתְ נּו ַרּבָ ּתָ
י  ּתֵ ׁשְ ָחפֹו ְלֵגֲחִזי ּבִ ּדְ ע ׁשֶ ֱאִליׁשָ ְמָקֶרֶבת, לֹא ּכֶ
ָחפֹו ְלֵיׁשּו  ּדְ ַרְחָיה ׁשֶ ן ּפְ ע ּבֶ יהֹוׁשֻ ָיָדיו, ְולֹא ּכִ

י ָיָדיו. ּתֵ ׁשְ ְלִמיָדיו ּבִ ַהּנֹוְצִרי ִמּתַ

ַנֲעָמן  ״ַוּיֹאֶמר  ְכִתיב:  ּדִ ִהיא?  ַמאי  ע  ֱאִליׁשָ
ָרִים״, ּוְכִתיב: ״ַוּיֹאֶמר ֵאָליו לֹא  ּכָ הֹוֵאל ַקח ּכִ
ְבּתֹו  ֶמְרּכַ ֵמַעל  ִאיׁש  ָהַפְך  ר  ֲאׁשֶ ּכַ ָהַלְך  י  ִלּבִ
ְוָלַקַחת  ֶסף  ַהּכֶ ֶאת  ָלַקַחת  ַהֵעת  ִלְקָראֶתָך 
ָגִדים ְוֵזיִתים ּוְכָרִמים ְוצֹאן ּוָבָקר ַוֲעָבִדים  ּבְ

ָפחֹות?״ ּוׁשְ

 Due to forty-two, etc. – ַנִים וכו׳ ִעים ּוׁשְ ִביל ַאְרּבָ ׁשְ  Balak’s aim :ּבִ
in bringing those offerings was to curse Israel and decrease 
their population, and this occurred with the death of those 
children (Maharsha).

NOTES
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Th e Gemara clarifi es the criticism: And did he take all that? But it 
was only money and garments that he took. Rabbi Yitzĥak says: 
At that time, Elisha was engaged in the study of the topic of the 
eight impure creeping animals.B  He said to Gehazi: Wicked one, 
it is time for you to receive now, in this temporal world, the reward 
for studying the topic of the eight impure creeping animals. Th is 
is why the verse lists eight items. Th e Gemara adds parenthetically 
that Elisha also said to Gehazi: “And the leprosy of Naaman shall 
cleave to you and to your descendants forever” (  Kings : ), 
and that the verse later states: “Now there were four leprous men” 
(  Kings : ), about whom Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th is is referring 
to Gehazi and his three sons.

Th e verse states: “And Elisha came to Damascus” (  Kings : ). 
Th e Gemara asks: For what purpose did he go there? Rabbi 
Yoĥanan says: He went to help Gehazi in repentance, but Gehazi 
would not agree to repent from his evil ways. Elisha said to him: 
Return from your sins. Gehazi said to him: Th is is the tradition 
that I received from you: Whoever sins and caused the masses to 
sin is not given the opportunity to repent.

Th e Gemara asks: What did Gehazi do that caused the masses to 
sin? Th ere are those who say that he hung a magnetic rockB  on 
Jeroboam’s calf, the golden calf that Jeroboam established as an 
idol, and used a magnet to pull the calf off  the ground so that he 
suspended it between heaven and earth, i.e., caused it to hover 
above the ground. Th is seemingly miraculous occurrence caused 
the people to worship it even more devoutly. And there are those 
who say: He engraved the sacred name on its mouth, and it would 
say: “I am the Lord your God” and: “You shall not have other gods” 
(Exodus : ). Th e idol would quote the two prohibitions from 
the Ten Commandments against idol worship, causing people to 
worship it even more devoutly.

And there are those who say: Gehazi pushed the Sages away from 
coming before him, preventing them learning from Elisha, as it 
is writt en, aft er the aforementioned incident: “And the sons of 
the prophets said to Elisha, behold this place where we are stay-
ing before you is too cramped for us” (  Kings : ). Th is proves 
by inference that until that time the place was not cramped, as 
Gehazi would turn people away.

Th e Gemara returns to the incident in which Yehoshua ben Peraĥya 
turned away Jesus the Nazarene: What is this incident? When King 
Yannai was killing the Sages,B  Shimon ben Shataĥ was hidden by 
his sister, Yannai’s wife, while Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya went 
and fl ed to Alexandria of Egypt.B  When peace was made between 
Yannai and the Sages, Shimon ben Shataĥ sent him the following 
lett er: From myself, Jerusalem the holy city, to you, Alexandria 
of Egypt. My sister, my husband dwells within you, and I am 
sitt ing desolate. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya said: I can learn 
from it that there is peace, and I can return.

When he came back to Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Yehoshua arrived at 
a certain inn. Th e innkeeper stood before him, honoring him 
considerably, and overall they accorded him great honor. Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Peraĥya then sat and was praising them by saying: 
How beautiful is this inn. Jesus the Nazarene,B  one of his students, 
said to him: My teacher, but the eyes of the innkeeper’s wife 
are narrow [terutot].L  Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya said to him: 
Wicked one, is this what you are engaged in, gazing at women? He 
brought out four hundred shofarot and excommunicated him. 
Every day Jesus would come before him, but he would not accept 
his wish to return.

ֵקיל!  ׁשָ ֶסף ּוְבָגִדים הּוא ּדְ י ַהאי? ּכֶ ֵקיל ּכּוּלֵ ּוִמי ׁשָ
ע  ֱאִליׁשָ ָהָיה  ָעה  ׁשָ אֹוָתּה  ּבְ ִיְצָחק:  י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר 
 יע ִהּגִ ע!  ָרׁשָ לֹו:  ָאַמר  ָרִצים.  ׁשְ מָֹנה  ׁשְ ּבִ עֹוֵסק 
ָרִצים. ״ְוָצַרַעת ַנֲעָמן  מָֹנה ׁשְ ַכר ׁשְ ֵעת ִליּטֹול ׂשְ
ים  ָעה ֲאָנׁשִ ָך ּוְבַזְרֲעָך ְלעֹוָלם״. ״ְוַאְרּבָ ק ּבְ ְדּבַ ּתִ
ת  לֹׁשֶ ֲחִזי ּוׁשְ י יֹוָחָנן: ֶזה ּגֵ ָהיּו ְמצָֹרִעים״ – ָאַמר ַרּבִ

ָניו. ּבָ

י  ק״ – ְלָמה ָהַלְך? ָאַמר ַרּבִ ׂשֶ ּמֶ ע ּדַ ״ַוָּיבֹא ֱאִליׁשָ
ְולֹא  ְתׁשּוָבה,  ּבִ ְלֵגֲחִזי  ְלַהֲחִזירֹו  ָהַלְך  ׁשֶ יֹוָחָנן: 
י  ַלּנִ ְמקּוּבְ ְך  ּכָ לֹו,  ָאַמר  ָך!  ּבְ ֲחזֹור  לֹו:  ָאַמר  ָחַזר. 
ים – ֵאין  ָחָטא ְוֶהְחִטיא ֶאת ָהַרּבִ ל ִמי ׁשֶ ָך: ּכָ ִמּמְ

ׁשּוָבה. ָידֹו ַלֲעׂשֹות ּתְ יִקין ּבְ ַמְסּפִ

ָלה  ּתָ ׁשֹוֶאֶבת  ֶאֶבן  ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ א  ִאיּכָ ֲעַבד?  ַמאי 
ַמִים ָלָאֶרץ.  ין ׁשָ את ָיָרְבָעם ְוֶהֱעִמידֹו ּבֵ לֹו ְלַחּטַ
ְוָהְיָתה  ַאּפּוָמּה,  ָלּה  ָחַקק  ם  ׁשֵ ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ א  ְוִאיּכָ

אֹוֶמֶרת ״ָאנִֹכי״, ְו״לֹא ִיְהֶיה ְלָך״.

ְכִתיב:  ּדִ יּה,  ּמֵ ִמּקַ ָחה  ּדָ ַנן  ַרּבָ ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ א  ְוִאיּכָ
ָנא  ה  ִהּנֵ ע  ֱאִליׁשָ ֶאל  ִביִאים  ַהּנְ ְבֵני  ״ַוּיֹאְמרּו 
ַצר  ְלָפֶניָך  ם  ׁשָ ִבים  יֹׁשְ ֲאַנְחנּו  ר  ֲאׁשֶ קֹום  ַהּמָ

ֵחיק. ַעד ָהִאיָדָנא ָלא ֲהָוה ּדָ ָלל ּדְ ּנּו״, ִמּכְ ִמּמֶ

ַדֲהָוה ָקא ָקֵטיל  ַרְחָיה ַמאי ִהיא? ּכְ ן ּפְ ע ּבֶ ְיהֹוׁשֻ
ַאְטִמיְנהּו  ַטח  ׁשָ ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ ַנן  ְלַרּבָ א  ַמְלּכָ אי  ַיּנַ
ֲעַרק  ֲאַזל  ַרְחָיה  ּפְ ן  ּבֶ  ע ְיהֹוׁשֻ י  ַרּבִ יּה.  ַאְחּתֵ
ַלח  ָלָמא ׁשְ י ֲהָוה ׁשְ ל ִמְצַרִים. ּכִ ִרָּיא ׁשֶ ַסְנּדְ ְלַאֶלּכְ
ַלִים ִעיר ַהּקֹוֶדׁש  י ְירּוׁשָ ַטח: ִמּנִ ן ׁשָ ְמעֹון ּבֶ ֵליּה ׁשִ
רּוי  ְעִלי ׁשָ ל ִמְצַרִים: ֲאחֹוִתי, ּבַ ִרָּיא ׁשֶ ַסְנּדְ ָלְך ַאֶלּכְ
ּה  ַמע ִמיּנָ ֶבת ׁשֹוֵמָמה! ֲאַמר: ׁשְ תֹוֵכְך, ַוֲאִני יֹוׁשֶ ּבְ

ָלָמא. ֲהָוה ֵליּה ׁשְ

ְייהּו  יָזא. ָקם ַקּמַ ּפִ י ֲאָתא ִאְקַלע ְלַההּוא אּוׁשְ ּכִ
יר, ָעְבִדי ֵליּה ְיָקָרא טּוָבא. ָיֵתיב ְוָקא  ּפִ יָקָרא ׁשַ ּבִ
ה ָנָאה ַאְכַסְנָיא זֹו! ֲאַמר ֵליּה ֵיׁשּו  ּמָ ח: ּכַ ּבַ ּתַ ִמׁשְ
ע,  ָרׁשָ ֵליּה:  ֲאַמר  ְטרּוטֹות!  ֵעיֶניָה  י,  ַרּבִ ַהּנֹוְצִרי: 
ּפּוֵרי,  ׁשִ ֵמָאה  ע  ַאְרּבַ יק  ַאּפֵ עֹוֵסק!  ה  ַאּתָ ָכְך  ּבְ

ֵליּה. יּה, ְוָלא ַקּבְ ל יֹוָמא ֲאָתא ְלַקּמֵ יּה. ּכָ ְמּתֵ ְוׁשַ

 The eight creeping animals – ָרִצים מָֹנה ׁשְ  These :ׁשְ
are eight creeping animals, small mammals and 
lizards, whose carcasses impart ritual impurity 
upon contact (Leviticus 11:29–30). As there is no 
clear oral tradition with regard to the identity of 
these animals, determination of their identity 
involves educated conjecture. Even commonly 
accepted identifications, such as the dab lizard 
[tzav] and the mouse [akhbar], are subject to 
debate, and the Talmud’s description of these 
animals is insufficient to provide definitive 
identifications.

 Magnetic rock – ֶאֶבן ׁשֹוֶאֶבת: People were already 
aware in ancient times that certain compounds, 
such as iron oxide, attract chunks of iron. The use 
of ruses such as this to purport to demonstrate 
the power of idols was common in that time and 
in the Near East, especially in Egypt.

 King Yannai was killing the Sages – אי  ָקא ָקֵטיל ַיּנַ
ַנן ְלַרּבָ א   King Yannai, who tended, as did his :ַמְלּכָ
father, toward the camp of the Sadducees, had an 
open break with the Sages after his defeat in the 
battle with the Nabateans. According to Josephus 
(Antiquities of the Jews, book 13), the split was 
deepened after he refused to perform the ritual 
of the water libation in the Temple. He was then 
pelted with etrogim from the crowd that was pres-
ent there, and he had his army kill those who were 
in the Temple. This led to a civil war, lasting several 
years. After Yannai was victorious in this war, he 
killed many of his opponents, including many 
of the leaders of the Pharisees. Several of those 
leaders, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya among 
them, escaped to outside Eretz Yisrael, while oth-
ers, among them Rabbi Shimon ben Shataĥ, hid 
within Eretz Yisrael. Although there was a period 
of calm in the later years of Yannai’s reign, it seems 
that only after his death, when control had passed 
into the hands of the Pharisees, did all of the Sages 
return to Eretz Yisrael.

 Alexandria of Egypt – ל ִמְצַרִים ִרָּיא ׁשֶ ַסְנּדְ  Since :ַאֶלּכְ
there were many cities in Asia and Africa that were 
called Alexandria, the Gemara specified that this 
refers to the Alexandria in Egypt. There was a large 
and important Jewish community in Alexandria 
for many generations, and its central synagogue 
was famous for its tremendous size. Many of the 
great Sages visited there and discussed many 
issues that arose in connection with that commu-
nity. This community was apparently destroyed in 
the cruel crushing of the Jewish rebellion in the 
years 66 and 115 CE.

 Jesus the Nazarene – ֵיׁשּו ַהּנֹוְצִרי: Many scholars, 
first and foremost several of the Tosafists, have 
pointed out that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya 
and Yannai lived, at the latest, around the year 
76 BCE. This means that it is impossible that the 
Jesus referred to in the story was the founder of 
Christianity. He must have been a different person 
with the same name. It may be that the other 
talmudic references to Jesus are to this person, or 
it may be that some of those references are to the 
founder of Christianity.

BACKGROUND

 Narrow [terutot] – ְטרּוטֹות: It may be that the source of this word is 
from the Greek δηρός, dēros, which means long or excessively long. 
It may also be from the Latin teretis, which means with rounded 

corners, smooth, or polished. In this context, it seems to mean that 
her eyes were extremely narrow.

LANGUAGE
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One day, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya was reciting Shema when 
Jesus came before him. He intended to accept him on this occa-
sion, so he signaled to him with his hand to wait. Jesus thought 
he was rejecting him entirely. He therefore went and stood up a 
brickB  and worshipped it as an idol. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Peraĥya 
said to him: Return from your sins. Jesus said to him: Th is is the 
tradition that I received from you: Anyone who sins and causes 
the masses to sin is not given the opportunity to repent. Th e 
Gemara explains how he caused the masses to sin: For the Master 
said: Jesus the Nazarene performed sorcery, and he incited the 
masses, and subverted the masses, and caused the Jewish people 
to sin.

It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: With 
regard to the evil inclination, to a child, and to a woman,N  the left  
hand should rejectN  and the right hand should welcome. If one 
pushes too forcefully, the damage might be irreversible.

mishna If the killer is foundH  before the heifer’s 
neck was broken, the heifer shall go out 

and graze among the herd.N  It is not considered sacred at all, and 
it may rejoin the other animals. If the killer is found from the time 
when the heifer’s neck was broken, even if the rest of the ritual has 
not yet been performed, it is prohibited to benefi t from the animal, 
despite the killer having been found; it should be buried in its 
place. Th is is because the heifer initially came for uncertainty, as 
the killer was unknown, and it atoned for its uncertainty and left , 
i.e., it fulfi lled its purpose of bringing atonement and is considered 
a heifer whose neck is broken in all regards. If the heifer’s neck was 
broken and aft erward the killer was found, he is killed. Th e ritual 
does not atone for him.

If one witness says: I sawH  the killer,N  and one other witness 
says: You did not see him; or if a woman says: I saw, and another 
woman says: You did not see, they would break the neck of the 
heifer, as without clear testimony about the identity of the killer 
the ritual is performed. Similarly, if one witness says: I saw the 
killer, and two witnesses say: You did not see,H  they would break 
the neck of the heifer, as the pair is relied upon. If two witnesses 
say: We sawH  the killer, and one witness says to them: You did not 
see, they would not break the neck of the heifer, as there are two 
witnesses to the identity of the killer.

The mishna further states: From the time when murderers 
prolif erated,H  the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was 
nul lifi ed. Th e ritual was performed only when the identity of the 
murderer was completely unknown. Once there were many known 
murderers, the conditions for the performance of the ritual were 
no longer present, as the probable identity of the murderer was 
known. From the time when Eliezer ben Dinai,P  who was also 
called Teĥina ben Perisha,N  came, they renamed him: Son of a 
murderer. Th is is an example of a publicly known murderer.

ֲאָתא  ַמע,  ׁשְ ְקִרַּית  ָקֵרי  ֲהָוה  ַחד  יֹוָמא 
יּה ְלַקּבּוֵליּה. ַאֲחֵוי  ַדְעּתֵ יּה. ֲהָוה ּבְ ְלַקּמֵ
ֵחי ֵליּה. ֲאַזל  יֵדיּה. ָסַבר ִמְדָחא ּדָ ֵליּה ּבִ
ֲחזֹור  ֵליּה:  ֲאַמר  ָלָחא.  ּפְ ְלֵביְנָתא  ְזַקף 
ל  ּכָ ָך,  ִמּמְ י  ַלּנִ ְמקּוּבְ ְך  ּכָ ֵליּה:  ֲאַמר  ָך!  ּבְ
ֵאין   – ים  ָהַרּבִ ֶאת  ּוַמֲחִטיא  ַהחֹוֵטא 
ָאַמר  ׁשּוָבה. ּדְ ָידֹו ַלֲעׂשֹות ּתְ יִקין ּבְ ַמְסּפִ
 יח ְוִהּדִ ְוֵהִסית  ף  ֵ יּשׁ ּכִ ַהּנֹוְצִרי  ֵיׁשּו  ָמר: 

ָרֵאל. ְוֶהְחִטיא ֶאת ִיׂשְ

ן ֶאְלָעָזר אֹוֵמר: ֵיֶצר,  ְמעֹון ּבֶ י ׁשִ ְנָיא, ַרּבִ ּתַ
מֹאל ּדֹוָחה ְוָיִמין  ֵהא ׂשְ ה, ּתְ ָ ינֹוק ְוִאּשׁ ּתִ

ְמָקֶרֶבת.

ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ַעד  ַההֹוֵרג,  ִנְמָצא  מתני׳ 
ֵעֶדר.  ֵצא ְוִתְרֶעה ּבָ ֶנֶעְרָפה ָהֶעְגָלה – ּתֵ
ְמקֹוָמּה,  ֵבר ּבִ ּקָ ֶעְרָפה ָהֶעְגָלה – ּתִ ּנֶ ֶ ִמּשׁ
ָרה  יּפְ ּכִ ָתּה,  ִחיּלָ ִמּתְ אָתה  ּבָ ָסֵפק  ַעל  ׁשֶ
ָהֶעְגָלה  ֶנֶעְרָפה  ָלּה.  ְוָהְלָכה  ְסֵפיָקּה 

ְך ִנְמָצא ַההֹוֵרג – ֲהֵרי ֶזה ֵיָהֵרג. ְוַאַחר ּכָ

ַההֹוֵרג״,  ֶאת  ״ָרִאיִתי  אֹוֵמר:  ֶאָחד  ֵעד 
ה  ָ ִאּשׁ ָרִאיָת״;  ״לֹא  אֹוֵמר:  ֶאָחד  ְוֵעד 
ה אֹוֶמֶרת: ״לֹא  ָ אֹוֶמֶרת: ״ָרִאיִתי״, ְוִאּשׁ
אֹוֵמר:  ֶאָחד  ֵעד  עֹוְרִפין.  ָהיּו   – ָרִאית״ 
ַנִים אֹוְמִרים: ״לֹא ָרִאיָת״ –  ״ָרִאיִתי״, ּוׁשְ
״ָרִאינּו״,  אֹוְמִרים:  ַנִים  ׁשְ עֹוְרִפין.  ָהיּו 
ְוֶאָחד אֹוֵמר ָלֶהן: ״לֹא ְרִאיֶתם״ – לֹא 

ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין.

ֶעְגָלה  ְטָלה  ּבָ  – ָהרֹוְצָחִנין  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
יַנאי,  ּדִ ן  ּבֶ ֱאִליֶעֶזר  א  ּבָ ֶ ִמּשׁ ֲערּוָפה. 
ָחְזרּו   – ִנְקָרא  ָהָיה  ה  ִריׁשָ ּפְ ן  ּבֶ ּוְתִחיָנה 

ן ָהַרְצָחן. ִלְקרֹותֹו ּבֶ

 Stood up a brick – ְזַקף ְלֵביְנָתא: It is not known if this was 
a common form of idol worship, or if he, in anger, simply 
picked up an item at hand. There are bricks that have been 
found with the image of idols carved into them, and per-
haps in this incident he took a brick that had the image of 
an idol on it.

BACKGROUND

 Evil inclination, a child, and a woman – ה ָ ינֹוק ְוִאּשׁ  :ֵיֶצר, ּתִ
Most understand the term evil inclination to be referring 
to sexual desire. The ge’onim explain that if one attempts 
to repress his sexual desire entirely, he will be unable to 
sustain this in the long term and will end up transgressing 
actual prohibitions. The Meiri similarly writes that a person 
cannot maintain the sublimation of his sexual desire, as it 
is an essential part of human nature. Others state that a 
person should not suppress sexual desire completely, as it 
is necessary to populate the world (see Rashi).

 The left should reject, etc. – וכו׳ ּדֹוָחה  מֹאל  -The infer :ׂשְ
ence is that one should use the weaker hand for rejecting, 
indicating that it should not be done with full force (see 
Iyyun Ya’akov).

 Shall go out and graze among the herd – ְוִתְרֶעה ֵצא   ּתֵ
ֵעֶדר  Rashi writes, based on Karetot 25a, that the tanna of :ּבָ
this mishna disagrees with the opinion that it is prohibited 
to benefit from a heifer whose neck is broken from the 
time it is brought down to the valley, even before being 
killed, and that is why it may rejoin the flock. The Jerusalem 
Talmud, however, states the reverse, that this mishna offers 
support for the opinion that the heifer is forbidden while 
it is yet alive, as the term: Shall go out, indicates that it was 
previously sacred and now goes back to its previous, non-
sacred status. The Rambam cites both rulings as halakha: 
It is prohibited to benefit from the heifer once it enters the 
valley and it may go out to graze.

 I saw the killer – ַההֹוֵרג ֶאת   The wording of the :ָרִאיִתי 
mishna indicates that the ritual is not performed if a wit-
ness merely saw the killer, even if he does not know who 
he is. However, it is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
the witness must be aware of the identity of the killer, and 
Tosefot HaRosh explains similarly.

 Teĥina ben Perisha, etc. – ה וכו׳ ִריׁשָ ן ּפְ  Tosefot Yom :ּוְתִחיָנה ּבֶ
Tov expresses puzzlement at this, as it is unclear from the 
mishna why this man was given two names. He therefore 
prefers a version of the text according to which the mishna 
discusses two people, Eliezer ben Dinai and someone else 
named Teĥina ben Perisha, the latter of which was later 
called son of a murderer. Other commentaries explain 
that he was first called ben Dinai because he would sue 
[mitdayen] and fight people, and later he was given the 
nickname of ben Perisha, as he was separated [parush] and 
estranged from human society. When his behavior dete-
riorated further, they simply called him: Son of a murderer 
(Tiferet Yisrael). Alternatively, he was initially dubbed Teĥina 
ben Perisha because he acted for the sake of Heaven, as 
teĥina means supplication and perishut means asceticism, 
but when he became corrupt they called him son of a 
murderer (Ben Yehoyada).

NOTES

 If the killer is found – ִנְמָצא ַההֹוֵרג: If the killer is found before 
the heifer’s neck is broken, it goes out to graze with the rest of 
the herd. If he is found after the breaking of the neck, the animal 
is buried where it is, as it was brought only due to uncertainty 
in the first place. The killer is executed even if he is found after 
the heifer’s neck was broken (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 10:8).

 One witness says: I saw, etc. – וכו׳ ָרִאיִתי  אֹוֵמר  ֶאָחד   In a :ֵעד 
case where one witness said: I saw the killer, while another 
witness contradicts his claim, saying: You did not see him, if the 
two witnesses came to the court together, the ritual would be 
performed (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:13).

 And two say: You did not see – ַנִים אֹוְמִרים לֹא ָרִאיָת  If one :ּוׁשְ
witness came and said: I saw the killer, and two others said 

to him: You did not see him, they would break the neck of 
the heifer (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:14).

 And two say: We saw, etc. – וכו׳ ָרִאינּו  אֹוְמִרים  ַנִים   If two :ׁשְ
witnesses said: We saw the killer, and one other witness 
said: You did not see him, they would not break the neck of 
the heifer (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:14).

 From the time when murderers proliferated – ַרּבּו ָהרֹוְצָחִנין ֶ  :ִמּשׁ
Once murderers openly proliferated, the ritual of the heifer 
whose neck is broken was nullified, as the court would not 
perform the ritual if anyone saw the killer, and it is assumed 
that someone must have witnessed him (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, 
Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:12).

HALAKHA

 Ben Dinai – יַנאי ּדִ ן   Ben Dinai, or ben Dunai, is also :ּבֶ
mentioned as a famous murderer in tractate Ketubot. He 
is also mentioned by his contemporary, Josephus Flavius, 
who tells that ben Dinai led a band of armed robbers and 
murderers in the Galilee for twenty years, until the Romans, 
using subterfuge, captured him and brought him to judg-
ment in Rome. Although it is not explicitly stated, it seems, 
based on the context of Josephus’s writings, that ben Dinai 
was also active politically, a type of partisan leader who 
fought against the Roman rule. This would also explain why 
he was brought to Rome for judgment and not judged in 
Eretz Yisrael.

PERSONALITIES
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Th e mishna teaches a similar occurrence: From the time when 
adulterers proliferated,H  the performance of the ritual of the 
bitt er waters was nullifi ed; they would not administer the bitt er 
waters to the sota. And it was Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Zakkai who 
nullifi ed it, as it is stated: “I will not punish your daughters when 
they commit harlotry, nor your daughters-in-law when they com-
mit adultery; for they consort with lewd women” (Hosea : ), 
meaning that when the husbands are adulterers, the wives are not 
punished for their own adultery.

From the time when Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben 
Yehuda of Jerusalem died, the clusters ceased, i.e., they were the 
last of the clusters, as explained in the Gemara, as it is stated: “Th ere 
is no cluster to eat;N  nor fi rst-ripe fi g that my soul desires” (Micah 
: ). Th e mishna continues in the same vein: Yoĥanan the High 

Priest took away the declaration of the tithe. Aft er his time, no 
one recited the passage about the elimination of tithes that had 
previously been said at the end of a three-year tithing cycle. He 
also nullifi ed the actions of the awakeners and the strikers at 
the Temple. 

Until his days the hammer of smiths would strike in Jerusalem 
on the intermediate days of a Festival, but he banned the practice. 
And furthermore, in his days there was no need to inquire about 
doubtfully tithed produce [demai], as everyone was careful to tithe.

gemara Th e Sages taught: From where is it derived 
that if the heifer’s neck was broken and 

aft erward the killer was found, then the breaking of the neck does 
not exempt himN  from punishment? Th e verse states: “And the 
land shall not be atoned, for the blood that was spilled in it, but 
by the blood of he who spilled it” (Numbers : ).

Th e mishna taught that if one witness says: I saw the killer, and 
another testifi es: You did not see him, they would break the heifer’s 
neck. Th e Gemara infers: Th e reason they break the neck is because 
the second witness contradicts him, but if no one contradicts him, 
one witness is relied upon, and they do not break the heifer’s neck.

From where are these matt ers derived? Th e Gemara answers that 
it is as the Sages taught in a baraita: It states with regard to the 
heifer whose neck is broken: “It is not known who has smitt en him” 
(Deuteronomy : ). Consequently, if it was knownH  who smote 
him, even if it was only one person at the end of the worldN  who 
knew, they would not break the neck of the heifer. Rabbi Akiva 
says: From where is it derived that if the members of the Sanhedrin 
themselves saw one person kill someone, but they do not recog-
nize him, then they would not break the neck of the heifer? Th e 
verse states: “Nor did our eyes see” (Deuteronomy : ), and did 
they not see? Seeing the murder alone obviates the need for the 
performance of the ritual.

Th e Gemara poses a question: Now that you have said that in this 
case one witness is relied upon, if so, how is the other one able 
to contradict him? Didn’t Ulla say: Wherever the Torah relies 
on one witness, there is the equivalent of the testimony of two 
witnesses here, and the statement of one witness has no standing 
in a place where it is contradicted by two witnesses. Th e Gemara 
answers: Ulla could have said to you that the text of the mishna 
should be emended and teach the mishna in this way: Th ey would 
not break the neck of the heifer. And Rabbi Yitzĥak also said to 
teach: Th ey would not break the neck.

ִרים,  ַהּמָ ִים  ַהּמַ ְסקּו  ּפָ  – ַהְמָנֲאִפים  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ׁשֶ ִהְפִסיָקן,  אי  ַזּכַ ן  ּבֶ יֹוָחָנן  י  ְוַרּבִ
ְוַעל  ִתְזֶניָנה  י  ּכִ נֹוֵתיֶכם  ּבְ ַעל  ֶאְפקֹוד  ״לֹא 

י ֵהם״ וגו'. י ְתָנַאְפָנה ּכִ ּלֹוֵתיֶכם ּכִ ּכַ

ן  ן יֹוֶעֶזר ִאיׁש ְצֵריָדה ְויֹוֵסי ּבֶ ת יֹוֵסי ּבֶ ּמֵ ֶ ִמּשׁ
ּכֹלֹות,  ָהֶאׁשְ ְטלּו  ּבָ ַלִים –  ְירּוׁשָ ִאיׁש  ְיהּוָדה 
ָתה  ּכּוָרה ִאּוְ ּכֹול ֶלֱאכֹול ּבִ ֱאַמר: ״ֵאין ֶאׁשְ ּנֶ ׁשֶ
הֹוָדַיית  ֶהֱעִביר  דֹול  ּגָ ּכֵֹהן  יֹוָחָנן  י״.  ַנְפׁשִ
ל ֶאת ַהְמעֹוְרִרין ְוֶאת  ּטֵ ר; ַאף הּוא ּבִ ֲעׂשֵ ַהּמַ

ַהּנֹוְקִפין.
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ַלִים; ּוְבָיָמיו  ירּוׁשָ ה ּבִ יׁש ַמּכֶ ּטִ ַעד ָיָמיו ָהָיה ּפַ
ַמאי. אֹול ַעל ַהּדְ ֵאין ָצִריְך ִלׁשְ

ָהֶעְגָלה  ֶנֶעְרָפה  ִאם  ׁשֶ ִין  ִמּנַ ַנן:  ַרּבָ נּו  ּתָ גמ׳ 
ֵאין ּפֹוֶטֶרת אֹותֹו?  ְך ִנְמָצא ַההֹוֵרג, ׁשֶ ְוַאַחר ּכָ
ר  ם ֲאׁשֶ ר ַלּדָ ְלמּוד לֹוַמר: ״ְוָלָאֶרץ לֹא ְיֻכּפַ ּתַ

ַדם ׁשְֹפכֹו״. י ִאם ּבְ ּה ּכִ ְך ּבָ ּפַ ׁשֻ

כו'.  ַההֹוֵרג״  ֶאת  ָרִאיִתי  אֹוֵמר  ֶאָחד  ״ֵעד 
ַמְכִחיׁש ֵליּה, ָהא ָלא ַמְכִחיׁש ֵליּה –  ַטֲעָמא ּדְ

ֵעד ֶאָחד ְמֵהיַמן,

ִמי  נֹוַדע  ״לֹא  ַנן:  ַרּבָ ָתנּו  ּדְ י?  ִמיּלֵ ְמָנָהֵני 
ֶאָחד  ֲאִפיּלּו   – הּו  ִהּכָ ִמי  נֹוַדע  ָהא  הּו״,  ִהּכָ
י ֲעִקיָבא  סֹוף ָהעֹוָלם – לֹא ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין; ַרּבִ ּבְ
ָהַרג ֶאת  ָראּו ֶאָחד ׁשֶ ִין ְלַסְנֶהְדִרין ׁשֶ אֹוֵמר: ִמּנַ
ּלֹא ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין?  יִרין אֹותֹו, ׁשֶ ֶפׁש ְוֵאין ַמּכִ ַהּנֶ

ְלמּוד לֹוַמר: ״ְוֵעיֵנינּו לֹא ָראּו״, ַוֲהלֹא ָראּו. ּתַ

ָאְמַרּתְ ֵעד ֶאָחד ְמֵהיַמן, ִאיָדְך ַחד  א ּדְ ּתָ ָהׁשְ
ל  ּכָ א:  עּוּלָ ְוָהָאַמר  ֵליּה?  ַמְכִחיׁש  ָמֵצי  ֵהיִכי 
אן  ּכָ ֲהֵרי  ֶאָחד  ֵעד  ּתֹוָרה  ֶהֱאִמיָנה  ׁשֶ ָמקֹום 
ַנִים!  ׁשְ ְמקֹום  ּבִ ֶאָחד  ל  ׁשֶ ָבָריו  ּדְ ְוֵאין  ַנִים,  ׁשְ
ֵני: לֹא ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין. ְוֵכן ָאַמר  א, ּתְ ָאַמר ָלְך עּוּלָ

ֵני: לֹא ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין. י ִיְצָחק, ּתְ ַרּבִ

 From the time when adulterers proliferated, 
etc. – וכו׳ ַהְמָנֲאִפים  ַרּבּו  ֶ  Once adulterous men :ִמּשׁ
openly proliferated, the Sanhedrin nullified the rite 
of the bitter waters, in reliance upon the prophet’s 
words: “I will not punish your daughters when they 
commit harlotry, nor your daughters-in-law when 
they commit adultery.” The Ramban writes that the 
waters would not be effective in testing a man’s wife 
even if his son or a member of his household was an 
adulterer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:19).

HALAKHA

 There is no cluster to eat – ּכֹול ֶלֱאכֹול  In this :ֵאין ֶאׁשְ
verse, Micah laments that there are no more great 
people with whom he can associate, indicating that 
a great person is called a cluster.

NOTES

 Does not exempt him – אֹותֹו ּפֹוֶטֶרת  ֵאין   Why :ׁשֶ
would one think the ritual of breaking the heifer’s 
neck should exempt the murderer from punishment? 
One answer is that there are verses indicating that in 
the execution of a murderer there is also an element 
of bringing atonement for the land upon which the 
murder has taken place. It might be thought that the 
ritual of the breaking the heifer’s neck could obviate 
this need, and as for the punishment of the murderer, 
that could be left to the hand of God. The mishna 
needs to teach that this is not the case, and the court 
still needs to execute him (Devar Shaul).

 Even one at the end of the world – סֹוף  ֲאִפיּלּו ֶאָחד ּבְ
 Although the murderer cannot be convicted :ָהעֹוָלם
based on the testimony of a lone witness, the ritual 
of the heifer whose neck is broken is performed only 
if the murderer’s identity is not known by anyone. 
The later commentaries discuss the issue of how the 
court would know that there is one witness at the 
end of the world, and w hether the court can rely on 
mere rumor in this matter (Naĥal Eitan).

NOTES

 Consequently if it was known, etc. – ָהא נֹוַדע וכו׳: If 
the identity of the murderer was known they would 
not break the heifer’s neck (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, 
Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:11).

HALAKHA
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And Rabbi Ĥiyya said that one should teach: Th ey would break the 
neck. Th e Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Ĥiyya, the above 
ruling of Ulla is diffi  cult. Th e Gemara answers: Th is is not diffi  cult, 
as here, in the mishna, the case is discussing when two witnesses 
came simultaneously,H  and therefore both of their testimonies are 
rejected; whereas there, with regard to the statement of Ulla, it is 
referring to a case when they testifi ed one aft er the other. Ulla rules 
that once the testimony of the fi rst witness has been accepted the 
testimony of the second witness cannot nullify it.

We learned in the mishna: If one witness says: I saw the killer, and 
two say: You did not see, they would break the neck. Th is cannot 
be stated just to teach us this halakha, as the fact that two witnesses 
override one witness is well known. Th e Gemara assumes that it is 
stated for the following inference: Th erefore, if one testifi ed, and the 
other one then testifi ed, they would not break the neck. Th is appears 
to be a conclusive refutation of Rabbi Ĥiyya, who has the text of: 
Th ey would break the neck.

Th e Gemara answers: And according to your reasoning that the 
mishna states its cases in order to teach an inference, say the latt er 
clause of the mishna: If two witnesses say: We saw, and one witness 
says: You did not see, they would not break the neck. Th e Gemara 
makes an inference from this clause: Th erefore, if one came and then 
the other one came, i.e., they did not come simultaneously, they 
would break the neck. Th e two inferences from the diff erent clauses 
of the mishna consequently contradict one another, and the mishna 
needs to be explained diff erently.

Rather, the correct understanding is that the entire mishna is not 
dealing with valid witnesses and stating an obvious halakha in order 
to enable an inference, but instead it is dealing with people who are 
disqualifi ed from bearing witness and is also teaching us a novel 
ruling. And the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Neĥemya, who says: Wherever the Torah relies on one witness, 
follow the majority of opinions. In other words, if the testimonies 
of two disqualifi ed witnesses confl ict, the court rules in accordance 
with the testimony provided by more witnesses, whether or not they 
are qualifi ed to testify. And they established that with regard to the 
testimony of two women, who are usually disqualifi ed from testifying, 
when they testify against one man, it should be like that of two 
men against one man, and the court will rule in accordance with 
the testimony of the two women.

And there are those who say a diff erent version of Rabbi Neĥemya’s 
opinion: Anywhere that one valid witness cameH  at the outset, even 
one hundred women who later contradict him are considered like 
one witness, and do not override his testimony. And with what are 
we dealing here in the mishna? A case where a woman came at the 
outset,H  and testifi ed that she saw the killer. Th en two other women 
arrived to contradict her statement. And according to this interpreta-
tion you must emend the statement of Rabbi Neĥemya so that it 
reads like this: Rabbi Neĥemya says: Wherever the Torah relies on 
one witness, follow the majority of opinions. And they established 
that two womenH  against one woman are like two men against one 
man. But two women in opposition to one man who is a valid wit-
ness is like half of a pair of witnesses and half of a pair of witnesses, 
and the mishna did not address that case.

י ִחָּייא  ֵני: ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין. ּוְלַרּבִ י ִחָּייא ָאַמר, ּתְ ְוַרּבִ
ַאַחת,  ַבת  ּבְ אן  ּכָ ָיא:  ַקׁשְ ָלא  א!  עּוּלָ ּדְ ָיא  ַקׁשְ

ֶזה ַאַחר ֶזה. אן ּבְ ּכָ

ַנִים  ַנן: ֵעד ֶאָחד אֹוֵמר ״ָרִאיִתי ֶאת ַההֹוֵרג״ ּוׁשְ ּתְ
ַחד  ָהא  עֹוְרִפין;  ָהיּו   – ָרִאיָת״  ״לֹא  אֹוְמִרים 

י ִחָּייא! ַרּבִ א ּדְ יּוְבּתָ ְוַחד – לֹא ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין. ּתְ

אֹוְמִרים  ַנִים  ׁשְ ֵסיָפא:  ֵאיָמא  ְוִליַטֲעִמיְך, 
״ָרִאינּו״ ְוֵעד ֶאָחד אֹוֵמר ״לֹא ְרִאיֶתם״ – לֹא 

ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין; ָהא ַחד ְוַחד – ָהיּו עֹוְרִפין!

י  ְוִכְדַרּבִ ֵעדּות,  ְפסּוֵלי  ּבִ ּה  ּכּוּלָ ַמְתִניִתין  א,  ֶאּלָ
ּתֹוָרה  ֶהֱאִמיָנה  ׁשֶ ָמקֹום  ל  ּכָ ָאַמר:  ּדְ ְנֶחְמָיה, 
י  ּתֵ ׁשְ ְוָעׂשּו  עֹות,  ּדֵ רֹוב  ַאַחר  ְך  ַהּלֵ ֶאָחד –  ֵעד 

ִאיׁש ֶאָחד. ים ּבְ ֵני ֲאָנׁשִ ׁשְ ִאיׁש ֶאָחד ּכִ ים ּבְ ָנׁשִ

ֶאָחד  ֵעד  ֲאָתא  ּדַ ֵהיָכא  ל  ּכָ ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ א  ְוִאיּכָ
ֶאָחד  י  ּכִ ים  ָנׁשִ ֵמָאה  ֲאִפיּלּו   – ָרא  ֵמִעיּקָ ר  ׁשֵ ּכָ
ֲאַתאי  ּדַ גֹון  ּכְ  – ָעְסִקיַנן  ַמאי  ּבְ ְוָהָכא  ְמָיין.  ּדָ
ָהִכי,  ְנֶחְמָיה  י  ִלְדַרּבִ ְוַתְרָצּה  ָרא,  ֵמִעיּקָ ה  ָ ִאּשׁ
ֶהֱאִמיָנה ּתֹוָרה  ל ָמקֹום ׁשֶ י ְנֶחְמָיה אֹוֵמר: ּכָ ַרּבִ
י  ּתֵ ׁשְ ְוָעׂשּו  עֹות,  ּדֵ רֹוב  ַאַחר  ְך  ַהּלֵ ֶאָחד –  ֵעד 
ִאיׁש ֶאָחד,  ים ּבְ ֵני ֲאָנׁשִ ׁשְ ה ַאַחת ּכִ ָ ִאּשׁ ים ּבְ ָנׁשִ
א  א ּוַפְלּגָ ְלּגָ י ּפַ ִאיׁש ֶאָחד – ּכִ ים ּבְ י ָנׁשִ ּתֵ ֲאָבל ׁשְ

ֵמי. ּדָ

 Here, simultaneously – ַאַחת ַבת  ּבְ אן   If one :ּכָ
witness came and said: I saw the murderer, and 
another witness, who arrived together with the 
first, contradicts his claim and states: You did not 
see him, they would break the neck. If, however, 
the testimony of the first witness was accepted 
before the second one came and contradicted 
his claim, the court disregards the testimony of 
the second witness and they do not break the 
heifer’s neck, in accordance with the opinion 
of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ 
UShmirat HaNefesh 9:13).

HALAKHA

 Anywhere that one valid witness came, etc. – ֲאָתא ל ֵהיָכא ּדַ  ּכָ
ר וכו׳ ׁשֵ -If one witness came and said: I saw the mur :ֵעד ֶאָחד ּכָ
derer, and two women or other disqualified witnesses came 
and said: You did not see him, they do not break the heifer’s 
neck (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 
9:15).

 Where a woman came at the outset – ָרא ה ֵמִעיּקָ ָ ֲאַתאי ִאּשׁ  If :ּדַ
a woman says: I saw the murderer, and another woman says: 
You did not see him, whether they came simultaneously or one 
after the other they would break the heifer’s neck. The Ra’avad 
maintains that the court follows the first witness in that case 
even if the others are disqualified male witnesses (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:14).

 They established that two women, etc. – ים וכו׳ י ָנׁשִ ּתֵ  :ָעׂשּו ׁשְ
If two women or two disqualified witnesses say: We saw the 
murderer, and one valid witness says: You did not see him, they 
would break the heifer’s neck. Even if one hundred disqualified 
witnesses were contradicted by a single valid witness, they are 
relied upon equally. The Ra’avad states that if the valid witness 
came before the court after the disqualified witnesses had 
testified, the court follows the majority opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:16).

HALAKHA
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Th e Gemara poses a question on these two interpretations of the 
mishna: And why do I need two cases in the mishna to teach the 
halakha that the majority opinion of those disqualifi ed from bear-
ing witness is followed? Th e Gemara explains: It is necessary, lest 
you say that when we follow the majority opinionH  in the case of 
invalid witnesses, this is when it results in a decision to be stringent 
and require the performance of the ritual. But when it results in a 
decision to be lenient and say that the ritual is not required, we do 
not follow the majority opinion, and the performance of the ritual 
is required even if there is one witness saying that the killer was not 
seen. Th erefore, the mishna teaches us that there is no diff erence in 
this regard, and the majority opinion is followed in any case.

§ Th e mishna taught that from the time when murderers prolifer-
ated, the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullifi ed. Th e 
Sages taught: From the time when murderers proliferated, the 
ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullifi ed, because it 
comes only for a case involving uncertainty with regard to the 
identity of the murderer. Th erefore, when there was an increase of 
murderers acting openlyN  so that their identities were known, the 
ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullifi ed.

The mishna also taught that from the time when adulterers 
proliferated,N  the performance of the ritual of the bitt er water of a 
sota was nullifi ed. Th e Sages taught: It states: “And the man shall 
be cleared of transgression, and that woman shall bear her trans-
gression” (Numbers : ), which indicates that when the man is 
clear of transgression the waters evaluate if his wife was unfaithful, 
but if the man is not clear of transgression the waters do not 
evaluate if his wife was unfaithful. And it states: “I will not punish 
your daughters when they commit harlotry, nor your daughters-
in-law when they commit adultery; for they consort with lewd 
women, and they sacrifi ce with prostitutes; and the people that is 
without understanding is distraught” (Hosea : ).

Th e Gemara clarifi es: What is the purpose of the addition of: And 
it states? What is lacking in the exposition from the verse of the 
Torah? Th e Gemara explains: And if you would say that based 
on the verse: “And the man shall be cleared of transgression,” the 
halakha would be that with regard to his transgression, yes, it will 
cause the waters to be ineff ective, but the transgression of his sons 
and daughtersN  does not impact the eff ectiveness, come and hear 
the verse: “I will not punish your daughters,” i.e., I will not punish 
your wives, due to your daughters, “when they commit harlotry, 
nor your daughters-in-law when they commit adultery.”

And if you would say: With regard to the transgression of adultery 
with a married woman, yes, it will cause the waters to be ineff ective, 
but the transgression of one who engaged in sexual intercourse 
with an unmarried woman does not impact the eff ectiveness, come 
and hear the continuation of the verse: “For they consort with 
lewd women, and they sacrifi ce with prostitutes.”

ֵתיָמא:  ּדְ ַמהּו  ִלי?  ה  ָלּמָ ֵעדּות  סּוֵלי  ּפְ י  ְוַתְרּתֵ
ֲאָבל  ְלחּוְמָרא,   – עֹות  ּדֵ רֹוב  ַתר  ּבָ ָאְזִליַנן  י  ּכִ

ַמע ָלן. א – ָלא. ָקא ַמׁשְ ְלקּוּלָ

ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ ַנן:  ַרּבָ נּו  ּתָ כו'.  ָהרֹוְצִחין״  ַרּבּו  ֶ ״ִמּשׁ
ֵאיָנּה  ְטָלה ֶעְגָלה ֲערּוָפה, ְלִפי ׁשֶ ָהרֹוְצָחִנין – ּבָ
ָהרֹוְצָחִנין  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ ֵפק.  ַהּסָ ַעל  א  ֶאּלָ ָאה  ּבָ

ְטָלה ֶעְגָלה ֲערּוָפה. ָגלּוי – ּבָ ּבְ

ה ָהִאיׁש  ַנן: ״ְוִנּקָ נּו ַרּבָ ַרּבּו ַהּנֹוֲאִפין״ כו'. ּתָ ֶ ״ִמּשׁ
ִים  ַהּמַ  – ֵמָעוֹן  ה  ְמנּוּקֶ ָהִאיׁש  ׁשֶ ְזַמן  ּבִ ֵמָעוֹן״, 
ה ֵמָעוֹן –  ּתֹו. ֵאין ָהִאיׁש ְמנּוּקֶ ּבֹוְדִקין ֶאת ִאׁשְ
״לֹא  ְואֹוֵמר:  ּתֹו.  ִאׁשְ ֶאת  ּבֹוְדִקין  ִים  ַהּמַ ֵאין 

י ִתְזֶניָנה״ כו'. נֹוֵתיֶכם ּכִ ֶאְפקֹוד ַעל ּבְ

ִאין,  יֵדיּה –  ּדִ ָעוֹן  יָמא,  ּתֵ ְוִכי  ״ְואֹוֵמר״?  ַמאי 
ַמע: ״לֹא ֶאְפקֹוד  א ׁשְ ָבֵניּה ְוִדְבָנֵתיּה – ָלא, ּתָ ּדְ
י  ּכִ ּלֹוֵתיֶכם  ּכַ ְוַעל  ִתְזֶניָנה  י  ּכִ נֹוֵתיֶכם  ּבְ ַעל 

ְתָנַאְפָנה״.

ְפנּוָיה –  ת ִאיׁש – ִאין, ָעוֹן ּדִ יָמא, ֲעוֹן ֵאׁשֶ ְוִכי ּתֵ
י ֵהם ִעם ַהּזֹנֹות ְיָפֵרדּו ְוִעם  ַמע: ״ּכִ א ׁשְ ָלא, ּתָ

חּו״ וגו'. ֵדׁשֹות ְיַזּבֵ ַהּקְ

 We follow the majority opinion – רֹוב ַתר  ּבָ  ָאְזִליַנן 
עֹות  If three invalid witnesses came and said: We :ּדֵ
saw the murderer, and four other invalid witnesses 
stated that the first group did not see him, they 
break the heifer’s neck. The principle is that the 
court follows the majority opinion in a case of dis-
qualified witnesses (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:17).

HALAKHA

 Murderers acting openly – ָגלּוי  The reason for the ritual :ָהרֹוְצָחִנין ּבְ
of the heifer whose neck is broken is in order to help discover the 
killer’s identity, so that the court can then bring him to justice. 
The Gemara (Avoda Zara 8b) teaches that once murder became 
commonplace the courts no longer applied the death penalty. 
Therefore, the ritual was nullified, as it could no longer serve its 
purpose (Rashash).

 When adulterers proliferated, etc. – ַרּבּו ַהּנֹוֲאִפין וכו׳ ֶ -The Jeru :ִמּשׁ
salem Talmud states that the verse “And the woman shall be a curse 
in the midst of her people” (Numbers 5:27) indicates that the sota 
ritual is performed only in a society where an act of adultery would 
be cause for the transgressor to be cursed by all. When adultery 
became commonplace and this objective was no longer achievable, 
the ritual was nullified. The Rambam follows the explanation of the 

Gemara here, which says that the increase of adulterers caused the 
bitter water of the sota frequently to be ineffective. Since this led 
people to doubt the power of the bitter water, Rabban Yoĥanan 
ben Zakkai relied on the words of the prophet Hosea and nullified 
the ritual.

 Of his sons and daughters, etc. – ָבֵניּה ּוִדְבָנֵתיּה וכו׳  Why should :ּדְ
the transgressions of the members of the household be reflec-
tive of whether the head of the household has trans gressed? 
The Meiri explains that if a person sees the members of his 
household acting improperly and fails to reprimand them, this 
raises suspicion that he too is lax with regard to the same trans-
gression. The Tosefot HaRosh states that if he does not object, he 
is considered a partner to their deeds and is therefore a sinner 
himself.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara turns its att ention to the end of the verse. What is the 
meaning of: “And the people that is without understanding is dis-
traught”? Rabbi Elazar says: Th e prophet said to the Jewish people: 
If you are particular about yourselves, the water evaluates your 
wives; but if not, the water does not evaluate your wives. Th is would 
make people distraught, as they would not know how to overcome their 
suspicion if they are concerned that their wives have been unfaithful.

§ Th e Gemara cites statements similar to those of the mishna. From 
the time when those who accept benefi tN  from others proliferated, 
the laws became twisted and deeds became corrupted, and there 
was no comfort in the world. From the time when those who look 
at the faces of the litigants in judgment, in order to rule based on 
the appearance of the litigants, proliferated, the fulfi llment of the 
verse: “You shall not fear the face of any man” (Deuteronomy : ), 
ceased, and the fulfi llment of the verse: “You shall not respect faces 
in judgment” (Deuteronomy : ), halted, and they removed the yoke 
of Heaven from themselves, and placed upon themselves the yoke of 
fl esh and blood.

From the time when those who whisper whisperings in judgment, 
advising judges surreptitiously, proliferated, fi erce anger proliferated 
in Israel, and the Divine Presence departed, because it is stated: 

“God stands in the congregation of God; in the midst of the judges He 
judges” (Psalms : ). Th e Divine Presence that dwells among judges 
leaves if they judge improperly. From the time when those who are 
referred to in the verse: “Th eir heart goes aft er their covetousness” 
(Ezekiel : ), proliferated, “Th ose who say to evil good, and to good 
evil” (Isaiah : ) proliferated, i.e., those who treat wicked people as 
though they were righteous proliferated as a result. From the time 
when the fulfi llment of the verse: “Th ose who say to evil good, and 
to good evil,” proliferated, the cry of: Woe, woe, proliferated in the 
world. Th ere was an increase in troubles that cause people to cry out.

From the time when those who show their arrogance by drawing out 
spitt leN  proliferated, the number of haughty people in general prolif-
erated, and the number of students decreased, as they would say 
haughtily that there was nothing left  for them to learn, and the Torah 
needs to go around to seek those who study it, as people do not learn 
of their own initiative. Furthermore, from the time when haughty 
people proliferated, the daughters of Israel began marrying haughty 
men, as our generation looks only at the face, i.e., the external aspects 
of a person, and ignores the inner aspects of a person.

Th e Gemara raises a diffi  culty: Is that so? Do women wish to marry 
arrogant men? But didn’t the Master say: One who is haughty is not 
even accepted by the members of his household, as it is stated: “Th e 
haughty man abides not” (Habakkuk : )? “Abides [yinaveh] not” 
means that even in his abode [naveh], he is not accepted. Th e Gemara 
explains: Initially, she jumps at the chance to marry him, because he 
appears to be a great person to her, but in the end, once she gets to 
know him, he is demeaned in her eyes.

י ֶאְלָעָזר,  ֵבט״? ָאַמר ַרּבִ ַמאי ״ְוָעם לֹא ָיִבין ִיּלָ
יִדין  ם ַמְקּפִ ָרֵאל: ִאם ַאּתֶ ָאַמר ָלֶהם ָנִביא ְלִיׂשְ
ְוִאם  ְנׁשֹוֵתיֶכם,  ּבֹוְדִקין  ַמִים   – ַעְצְמֶכם  ַעל 

ִים ּבֹוְדִקין ְנׁשֹוֵתיֶכם. ָלאו – ֵאין ַהּמַ

יִנין,  ַהּדִ תּו  ִנְתַעּוְ  – ֲהָנָאה  ֲעֵלי  ּבַ ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
ַרּבּו  ֶ עֹוָלם. ִמּשׁ ים, ְוֵאין נֹוח ּבָ ֲעׂשִ ְוִנְתַקְלְקלּו ַהּמַ
ּוָפַסק  ָתגּורּו״,  ״לֹא  ֵטל  ּבָ  – ין  ּדִ ּבַ ָפִנים  רֹוֵאי 
ַמִים ְוָנְתנּו ֲעֵליֶהם  ירּו״, ּוָפְרקּו עֹול ׁשָ ״לֹא ַתּכִ

ר ָוָדם. ׂשָ עֹול ּבָ

ה ֲחרֹון ַאף  ין – ַרּבָ ּדִ י ְלִחיׁשֹות ּבַ ַרּבּו לֹוֲחׁשֵ ֶ ִמּשׁ
ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ּום ׁשֶ ִכיָנה, ִמּשׁ ְ ָקה ַהּשׁ ּלְ ָרֵאל, ְוִנְסּתַ ִיׂשְ ּבְ
ַרּבּו ״ַאֲחֵרי ִבְצָעם  ֶ ּפֹט״. ִמּשׁ ֶקֶרב ֱאלִֹהים ִיׁשְ ״ּבְ
ם הֵֹלְך״ – ַרּבּו ״ָהאֹוְמִרים ָלַרע טֹוב ְוַלּטֹוב  ִלּבָ
ַרּבּו ״ָהאֹוְמִרים ָלַרע טֹוב ְוַלּטֹוב ָרע״ –  ֶ ָרע״. ִמּשׁ

עֹוָלם. ַרּבּו ״הֹוי הֹוי״ ּבָ

ֵכי ָהרֹוק – ַרּבּו ַהְּיִהיִרים, ְוִנְתַמֲעטּו  ַרּבּו מֹוׁשְ ֶ ִמּשׁ
לֹוְמֶדיָה.  ַעל  חֹוֶזֶרת  ְוַהּתֹוָרה  ְלִמיִדים,  ַהּתַ
ָרֵאל  ִיׂשְ נֹות  ּבְ ִהְתִחילּו   – ַהְּיִהיִרים  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
א  ֶאּלָ רֹוֶאה  ּדֹוֵרינּו  ֵאין  ׁשֶ ַלְּיִהיִרים,  א  ׂשֵ ְלִהּנָ

ִנים. ַלּפָ

ֲאִפיּלּו  ְמַיַהר,  ּדִ ַמאן  ַהאי  ָמר:  ְוָהָאַמר  ִאיִני? 
ֶבר  ״ּגֶ ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ׁשֶ ל,  ּבַ ִמיּקַ ָלא  ֵביֵתיּה  י  ַאִאיְנׁשֵ
ּלֹו!  ׁשֶ ֶוה  ּנָ ּבַ ֲאִפיּלּו  ִיְנֶוה  לֹא  ִיְנֶוה״,  ְולֹא  ָיִהיר 

ָרא ָקְפָצה ֲעֵליּה, ְלסֹוף ִמיְתִזיל ֲעַלְייהּו. ֵמִעיּקָ

 Those who accept benefit – ֲעֵלי ֲהָנָאה  Rashi explains that this means :ּבַ
people who are enslaved to their pleasures, even permitted pleasures. 
Such a person will not have the dedication needed to render accurate 
judgments. The Maharsha maintains that it refers to judges who derive 
benefit from the money of people in their community, as this will 
prevent them from analyzing their cases in a fair manner. This inter-
pretation fits in well with the other examples listed by the Gemara.

 Drawing out spittle – ֵכי ָהרֹוק  Rashi writes that this means that :מֹוׁשְ
they would extend their spittle. He probably means that they were 
excessively particular about their manners, and would even attempt 
to spit in a way that seemed to them to be dignified. Others explain 
it, based on a similar Arabic expression, to mean those who do not 
keep their word.

NOTES
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Th e baraita continues: From the time when there was an increase 
in those who placed upon homeowners the obligation to 
designate the profi ts from merchandise for the upkeep of judges, 
bribery and corruption of judgment proliferated and good 
ceased. From the time when those judges and leaders who say: 
I accept your favor, and: I hold your favor, proliferated, the 
fulfi llment of the verse: “Every man did that which was right in 
his eyes” ( Judges : ), proliferated. Lowly ones were raised 
and loft y ones were lowered, and the monarchy is increasingly 
on the decline. From the time when misers and those greedy 
for profi tN  proliferated, those hardened of heart and who closed 
their hands from lending proliferated, and they transgressed 
that which is writt en in the Torah: “You shall not harden your 
heart, nor shut your hand from your needy brother…Guard 
yourself in case there is a base thought in your heart…and you 
do not give him” (Deuteronomy : , ).

From the time when women with “stretched-forth necks and 
wanton eyes” (Isaiah : ) proliferated, the bitt er waters of a 
sota proliferated, as more people were suspected of committ ing 
adultery; but they eventually ceased when licentiousness became 
too widespread. From the time when those who accept gift s 
proliferated, the days decreased and the years shortened, as it 
is writt en: “And he who hates gift s lives” (Proverbs : ). From 
the time when those with boastful [zeĥuĥei]L  hearts prolifer-
ated, dispute proliferated in Israel. From the time when the 
students of Shammai and HillelP  who did not serve their Rabbis 
suffi  cientlyN  proliferated, dispute proliferated in Israel, and the 
Torah became like two Torahs. From the time when those who 
accept charity from gentilesN  proliferated, the Jewish people 
were above and they below; the Jewish people ahead and they 
behind. Th is last statement is a euphemism; it was the Jewish 
people that were below and behind, but the Gemara did not want 
to say so explicitly.

§ Th e mishna taught that from the time when Yosei ben Yo’ezer 
died the clusters ceased. Th e Gemara poses a question: What 
is the meaning of clusters [eshkolot]?L  Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: It means a man who contains all [ish shehakol bo] 
elements of Torah and mitzvot. Th e mishna further taught that 
Yoĥanan the High Priest took away the declaration of the tithe. 
Th e Gemara poses a question: What is the reason he did this? 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, says: Because they did not 
give the tithe in the proper mannerH  as stated by the Torah. In 
what way is that? As the Merciful One states in the Torah that 
they should give the fi rst tithe to the Levites, 

ה  ַרּבָ  – ים  ָבּתִ ֲעֵלי  ּבַ ַעל  ְמַלאי  ְמִטיֵלי  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
ַרּבּו  ֶ ט, ּוָפְסָקה טֹוָבה. ִמּשׁ ּפָ ַיית ִמׁשְ ֹוַחד ְוַהּטָ ַהּשׁ
ַרּבּו  טֹובֹוֶתיָך״ –  ּו״ַמֲחִזָקִני  טֹוָבְתָך״  ֵלִני  ״ְמַקּבְ
הּו  הּוְגּבָ ָפִלים  ׁשְ ה״,  ַיֲעׂשֶ ֵעיָניו  ּבְ ר  ַהָּיׁשָ ״ִאיׁש 
ְוַנְוָלא.  ָאְזָלא  ּוַמְלכּוָתא  לּו,  ּפָ הּוׁשְ בֹוִהים  ְוַהּגְ
ב  ֵצי ַהּלֵ ַרּבּו ָצֵרי ַעִין ְוטֹוְרֵפי ֶטֶרף – ַרּבּו ְמַאּמְ ֶ ִמּשׁ
תּוב  ּכָ ֶ ַהְלוֹות, ְוָעְברּו ַעל ַמה ּשׁ ְוקֹוְפֵצי ָיַדִים ִמּלְ

ן״ וגו'. ֶמר ְלָך ּפֶ ָ ּתֹוָרה: ״ִהּשׁ ּבַ

ַרּבּו  ֵעיָנִים״ –  רֹות  ּקְ ּוְמׂשַ רֹון  ּגָ ״ְנטּויֹות  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ
ֵלי  ְמַקּבְ ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ ְסקּו.  ּפָ ׁשֶ א  ֶאּלָ ִרים,  ַהּמָ ַמִים 
ִנים,  ָ ַהּשׁ רּו  ְוִנְתַקּצְ ַהָּיִמים  ִנְתַמֲעטּו   – נֹות  ַמּתָ
ְזחּוֵחי  ַרּבּו  ֶ ִמּשׁ ִיְחֶיה״.  נֹת  ַמּתָ ״ְוׂשֹוֵנא  ְכִתיב:  ּדִ
ְלִמיֵדי  ַרּבּו ּתַ ֶ ָרֵאל. ִמּשׁ ִיׂשְ ב – ַרּבּו ַמֲחלֹוֶקת ּבְ ַהּלֵ
ַרּבּו   – ן  צֹוְרּכָ ל  ּכָ ׁשּו  יּמְ ׁשִ ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ל  ְוִהיּלֵ אי  ּמַ ׁשַ
י  ּתֵ ׁשְ ּכִ ּתֹוָרה  ית  ְוַנֲעׂשֵ ָרֵאל,  ִיׂשְ ּבְ ַמֲחלֹוֶקת 
ְכִרי – ָהיּו  ֵלי ְצָדָקה ִמן ַהּנָ ַרּבּו ְמַקּבְ ֶ תֹורֹות. ִמּשׁ
ְלָפִנים  ָרֵאל  ִיׂשְ ה,  ְלַמּטָ ְוֵהם  ְלַמְעָלה  ָרֵאל  ִיׂשְ

ְוֵהם ְלָאחֹור.

ּכֹולֹות?  ֶאׁשְ ַמאי  כו'.  יֹוֶעֶזר״  ן  ּבֶ יֹוֵסי  ת  ּמֵ ֶ ״ִמּשׁ
ַהּכֹל ּבֹו.  מּוֵאל: ִאיׁש ׁשֶ ָאַמר ַרב ְיהּוָדה ָאַמר ׁשְ
ר״ כו'.  ֲעׂשֵ דֹול ֶהֱעִביר הֹוָדַיית ַהּמַ ״יֹוָחָנן ּכֵֹהן ּגָ
י ֲחִניָנא: ְלִפי  ַרּבִ י יֹוֵסי ּבְ ַמאי ַטֲעָמא? ָאַמר ַרּבִ
ָאַמר  ַרֲחָמָנא  ּדְ ִתיּקּונֹו,  ּכְ אֹותֹו  נֹוְתִנין  ֵאין  ׁשֶ

ִוִּים, ָיֲהִבי ַלּלְ ּדְ

 Those greedy for profit – ֶטֶרף  According to :טֹוְרֵפי 
the Maharsha, this refers to people who deprive oth-
ers of their livelihood, including those who raise the 
prices of basic necessities or engage in other such 
practices.

 Who did not serve sufficiently – ל ּכָ ׁשּו  יּמְ ׁשִ ּלֹא   ׁשֶ
ן  Shammai and Hillel themselves disagreed in :צֹוְרּכָ
only three or four cases. With the increase of stu-
dents who misinterpreted their Rabbi’s teachings, 
two schools of thought were formed who disputed 
many issues of halakha.

 Those who accept charity from gentiles – ֵלי  ְמַקּבְ
ְכִרי ַהּנָ ִמן   Accepting handouts from gentiles :ְצָדָקה 
constitutes a desecration of the Divine Name, as it 
indicates that the Jewish people cannot, or will not, 
support their own poor, and are in need of others. 
When many people act in this manner, the Jewish 
people’s image as a whole is tarnished.

NOTES

 Boastful [zeĥuĥei] – ְזחּוֵחי: Other versions of the text 
read zehuhei. The root of this word is to be haughty or 
boastful, similar to the Arabic زهي, zuhiya.

 Clusters [eshkolot] – ּכֹולֹות  The comparison of :ֶאׁשְ
Sages to a cluster is made in other places as well 
(see Ĥullin 92a). Shmuel here added to the compari-
son through the exposition of Eshkol to mean ish kol, 
meaning a man with all. Some say that this word 
also alludes to the Greek σχολή, scholē, meaning 
study or logic. It is also the source of the English word 
scholar.

LANGUAGE

 The students of Shammai and Hillel – ל אי ְוִהיּלֵ ּמַ ְלִמיֵדי ׁשַ -Sham :ּתַ
mai and Hillel, the last of the pairs of Sages, lived about one hun-
dred years prior to the destruction of the Temple, at the beginning 
of Herod’s reign. Shammai and Hillel were noted as having different 
personalities. Shammai took a severe approach and held others to 
a high standard in terms of their actions and motivation (see, e.g., 
Shabbat 31a). Nevertheless, it was Shammai who coined the phrase: 
One should receive all people with a pleasant countenance (Avot, 

chapter 1). Hillel, by contrast, treated himself and others in an easy-
going manner, and exhibited extreme flexibility to avoid conflict. 
While Shammai and Hillel themselves engaged in only a handful 
of halakhic disputes, tanna’im who studied at the academies they 
established, known as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, did not attend 
to their masters as much attention as necessary and engaged in 
many more disputes (see Sanhedrin 88b).

PERSONALITIES

 Because they did not give it in the proper manner – ֵאין ׁשֶ  ְלִפי 
ִתיּקּונֹו  The gifts from one’s produce must be separated :נֹוְתִנין אֹותֹו ּכְ
in the proper order or else the owner cannot recite the declaration. 
If he gave, for instance, the second tithe before the first one, he can-

not recite it. During the period when the first tithe was given to the 
priests instead of the Levites they would not recite the declaration, 
as the verse was not fulfilled in the proper manner (Rambam Sefer 
Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 11:13).

HALAKHA




