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When a poor person would happen to come to Sodom, each  
and every person would give him a dinar, and the name of the 
giver was written on each dinar. And they would not give or sell 
him bread, so that he could not spend the money and would die 
of hunger. When he would die, each and every person would 
come and take his dinar.

This is what the people of Sodom stipulated among themselves: 
Whoever invites a man to a wedding, his cloak will be removed. 
There was this wedding, and Eliezer, servant of Abraham, arrived 
there and they did not give him bread. When he sought to dine, 
Eliezer came and sat at the end, behind everyone. They said to 
him: Who invited you to here? He said to the one sitting next to 
him: You invited me. That man said to himself: Perhaps they will 
hear that I invited him and they will remove the garment of that 
man, referring to himself. The one who sat next to him took his 
cloak and ran outside. And likewise, Eliezer did the same for all 
of them until they all left, and he ate the meal.

There was a young woman who would take bread outn to the 
poor people in a pitcher so the people of Sodom would not see 
it. The matter was revealed, and they smeared her with honey 
and positioned her on the wall of the city, and the hornets came 
and consumed her. And that is the meaning of that which is 
written: “And the Lord said: Because the cry of Sodom and 
Gomorrah is great [rabba]” (Genesis 18:20). And Rav Yehuda 
says that Rav says: Rabba is an allusion to the matter of the young 
woman [riva] who was killed for her act of kindness. It is due to 
that sin that the fate of the people of Sodom was sealed.

§ The mishna teaches: The spies who spread an evil report of their 
visit to Canaan have no share in the World-to-Come, as it is 
stated: “And those men who spread the evil report about the 
land died by plague before the Lord” (Numbers 14:37). “And…
died” indicates in this world, and “by plague” indicates for the 
World-to-Come.n

The members of the assembly of Korah have no share in the 
World-to-Come, as it is stated: “And the earth closed upon 
them” (Numbers 16:33), meaning in this world, and also: “And 
they perished from among the assembly” (Numbers 16:33), 
meaning in the World-to-Come; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. Rabbi Eliezer says: About the assembly of Korah, the 
verse states: “The Lord kills and makes alive; He lowers to the 
grave, and raises” (I Samuel 2:6), indicating that the assembly of 
Korah has a share in the World-to-Come.

The Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 13:9): The members of the 
assembly of Korah have no share in the World-to-Come, as it  
is stated: “And the earth closed upon them” (Numbers 16:33), 
meaning in this world, and also: “And they perished from among 
the assembly” (Numbers 16:33), meaning in the World-to-Come; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira 
says: Although it says that they perished, they are like a lost item 
that is sought, ultimately found, and rehabilitated, as it is stated: 

“I have gone astray like a lost sheep; seek out your servant, for I 
do not forget your mitzvot” (Psalms 119:176).

ל חַד וְחַד  י לְהוּ עַנְיָא יְהַבוּ לֵיהּ כָּ י הֲוָה מִתְרַמֵּ כִּ

הָווּ  לָא  א  וְרִיפְתָּ עֲלֵיהּ,  מֵיהּ  שְׁ וּכְתִיב  ינָרָא,  דִּ

קֵיל  ל חַד וְחַד שָׁ י הֲוָה מִית, אָתֵי כָּ מַמְטִי לֵיהּ. כִּ

ידֵיהּ. דִּ

לְבֵי  בְרָא  גַּ מַזְמִין  דְּ מַאן  ל  כָּ ינַיְיהוּ:  בֵּ אַתְנֵי  הָכִי 

הִילּוּלָא,  הַאי  הָוֵי  לִימָא.  גְּ לַח  לְשַׁ  – הִילּוּלָא 

נַהֲמָא.  לֵיהּ  יְהַבוּ  וְלָא  לְהָתָם,  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  אִקְלַע 

לְסֵיפָא  וִיתֵיב  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  אֲתָא  לְמִסְעַד,  עֵי  בָּ י  כִּ

הוּ. אֲמַרוּ לֵיהּ: ״מַאן אַזְמָנָךְ לְהָכָא״? אֲמַר  כוּלְּ דְּ

]אֲמַר:  ן״.  זְמַנְתָּ ה  ״אַתָּ יתֵיב[:  ]דִּ לְהַהוּא  לֵיהּ 

לְחִי  וּמְשַׁ יהּ  אַזְמִינְתֵּ אֲנָא  דַּ י  בִּ מְעִי  שָׁ ילְמָא  ״דִּ

לִימֵיהּ הַהוּא  קַל גְּ בְרָא״[. שְׁ הַאי גַּ לֵיהּ מָאנֵיהּ דְּ

הוּ עַד  יהּ, וּרְהַט לְבָרָא. וְכֵן עֲבַד לְכוּלְּ בֵּ יתֵיב גַּ דִּ

הוּ וְאָכְלָא אִיהוּ לִסְעוּדְתָא. נָפְקִי כּוּלְּ דְּ

א  רִיפְתָּ קָא  מַפְּ קָא  הֲוַת  דַּ רְבִיתָא  הַהִיא  הָוְיָא 

א  פְיוּהָ דּוּבְשָׁ תָא. שַׁ אי מִלְּ לַּ א. אִיגַּ חַצְבָּ לְעַנְיָא בְּ

וְאוֹקְמוּהָ עַל אִיגַר שׁוּרָא. אֲתָא זִיבּוּרֵי וַאֲכַלוּהָ. 

וַעֲמֹרָה  סְדםֹ  זַעֲקַת  ה׳  ״וַיּאֹמֶר  כְתִיב:  דִּ וְהַיְינוּ 

וְאָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר רַב: עַל עִיסְקֵי  ה״.  רָבָּ י  כִּ

רִיבָה.

אֱמַר:  נֶּ א, שֶׁ לִים אֵין לָהֶם חֵלֶק לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ ״מְרַגְּ

רָעָה  הָאָרֶץ  ת  דִבַּ מוֹצִאֵי  ים  הָאֲנָשִׁ ׳וַיָּמֻתוּ 

 – פָה׳  גֵּ מַּ ׳בַּ הַזֶּה.  עוֹלָם  בָּ  – ׳וַיָּמֻתוּ׳  פָה׳.  גֵּ מַּ בַּ

א״. לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ

אֱמַר:  נֶּ א, שֶׁ ״עֲדַת קרַֹח אֵין לָהֶם חֵלֶק לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ

׳וַיּאֹבְדוּ  הַזֶּה.  עוֹלָם  בָּ  – הָאָרֶץ׳  עֲלֵיהֶם  כַס  ׳וַתְּ

י עֲקִיבָא.  בְרֵי רַבִּ א. דִּ הָל׳ – לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ מִתּוֹךְ הַקָּ

׳ה׳  תוּב:  הַכָּ אָמַר  עֲלֵיהֶם  אוֹמֵר:  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ

אוֹל וַיָּעַל׳״. מֵמִית וּמְחַיֶּה מוֹרִיד שְׁ

לָעוֹלָם  חֵלֶק  לָהֶם  אֵין  קרַֹח  ״עֲדַת  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ

עוֹלָם  כַס עֲלֵיהֶם הָאָרֶץ׳ – בָּ אֱמַר: ׳וַתְּ נֶּ א, שֶׁ הַבָּ

בְרֵי  א. דִּ הָל׳ – לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ הַזֶּה. ׳וַיּאֹבְדוּ מִתּוֹךְ הַקָּ

הֲרֵי  תֵירָא אוֹמֵר:  בְּ ן  בֶּ יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ עֲקִיבָא.  י  רַבִּ

ה  שֶׂ עִיתִי כְּ אֱמַר: ׳תָּ נֶּ ת, שֶׁ שֶׁ קֶּ תְבַּ אֲבֵידָה הַמִּ הֵן כַּ

י׳״. כָחְתִּ י מִצְוֹ�תֶיךָ לאֹ שָׁ ךָ כִּ שׁ עַבְדֶּ קֵּ אבֵֹד בַּ

Who would take bread out – א קָא רִיפְתָּ הֲוַת קָא מַפְּ  ,In the midrash :דַּ
this young woman is identified as one of the daughters of Lot. The 
Sages explain that the verse: “I will go down now, and see whether 
they have done altogether according to the cry of her, which is 
come to me” (Genesis 18:21), was written with regard to the cry of 
this young woman.

By plague for the World-to-Come – א פָה לָעוֹלָם הַבָּ גֵּ מַּ  On what :בַּ
basis is the term “by plague,” interpreted as a reference to the World-
to-Come? Apparently, this explanation is not based on the term “by 
plague,” but on the entire phrase “by plague before the Lord.” This 
indicates that they were stricken from before God, and that they no 
longer exist before Him (Ĥayyim Shenayim Yeshalem).
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Apropos Korah, the Gemara proceeds to interpret the verses written 
concerning him. “And Korah, son of Izhar, son of Kohath, son of  
Levi, took [vayikkaĥ]” (Numbers 16:1), Reish Lakish says: He  
purchased [lakaĥ] a bad acquisition for himself, as through his 
actions he drove himself from the world. “Korah” alludes to the  
fact that because of him a void [korĥa] was created in the children 
of Israel. “Son of Izhar,” is referring to a son who incited the  
wrath of the entire world upon him like the heat of the afternoon 
[tzohorayim]. “Son of Kohath,” is referring to a son who blunted 
[hik’ha] the teeth of his parents, i.e., he shamed them with his  
conduct. “Son of Levi,” is referring to a son who became an escort 
[levaya] in Gehenna.

The Gemara asks: But if Korah’s lineage is being interpreted dispa
ragingly, why not let the Torah also include: Son of Jacob [Ya’akov], 
and interpret it: A son who contorted [she’akav] himself until he 
reached Gehenna? Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak says: Jacob prayed 
for mercy for himself that his name would not be included in the 
lineage of Korah, as it is stated: “Let my soul not come into their 
council; to their assembly let my honor not be united” (Genesis 
49:6). “Let my soul not come into their council”; these are the spies. 
Jacob prayed that his name would not be mentioned in their regard. 

“To their assembly let my honor not be united”; this is referring to 
the assembly of Korah.

The Gemara proceeds to interpret the names of Korah’s cohorts: 
“Dathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliab, and On, the son of Peleth,  
sons of Reuben” (Numbers 16:1). “Dathan” is one who violated the 
precepts [dat] of God. “Abiram” is one who braced [iber] himself 
from repenting. “And On” indicates one who sat in acute mourning 
[aninut] over the sin that he committed, and he repented and was 
spared. “Peleth” is one for whom wonders [pelaot] were performed. 
Son of Reuben [Reuven], is a son who saw and understood [ra’a 
vehevin] the nature of what was transpiring and repented.

Rav says: On, son of Peleth, did not repent on his own; rather, his 
wife saved him. She said to him: What is the difference to you?  
If this Master, Moses, is the great one, you are the student. And if 
this Master, Korah, is the great one, you are the student. Why are 
you involving yourself in this matter? On said to her: What shall I 
do? I was one of those who took counsel and I took an oath with 
them that I would be with them. She said to him: I know that the 
entire assembly is holy, as it is written: “For all the assembly is  
holy” (Numbers 16:3), and they observe the restrictions of modesty. 
She said to him: Sit, for I will save you. She gave him wine to drink 
and caused him to become drunk and laid him on a bed inside  
their tent. She sat at the entrance of the tent

and exposed her hair as though she were bathing. Anyone who came 
and saw her stepped back. In the meantime the assembly of Korah 
was swallowed into the ground, and On, son of Peleth, was spared.

Korah’s wife said to him: See what Moses is doing. He is the  
king, he appointed his brother High Priest, and he appointed his 
brother’s sons deputy priests. If teruma comes, he says: Let it be 
for the priest; if the first tithe comes, which you as Levites take, he 
says: Give one tenth to the priest. And furthermore, he shears your 
hair and waves you as if you are as insignificant as excrement (see 
Numbers 8:5–11), as though he set his sights on your hair and wishes 
you to be shaven and unsightly. Korah said to her: But didn’t he also 
do so; he shaved his hair like the rest of the Levites? She said to  
him: Since it is all done for his own prominence,n he also said  
metaphorically: “Let me die with the Philistines” ( Judges 16:30);  
he was willing to humiliate himself in order to humiliate you.

קַח  לָּ שֶׁ לָקִישׁ:  רֵישׁ  אָמַר  ]קֹרַח[״.  ח  ״וַיִּקַּ

קָרְחָה  ה  עֲשָׂ נַּ שֶׁ  – ״קרַֹח״  לְעַצְמוֹ.  רַע  ח  מִקָּ

יחַ עָלָיו אֶת  הִרְתִּ ן שֶׁ ן יִצְהָר״ – בֵּ רָאֵל. ״בֶּ יִשְׂ בְּ

הִקְהָה  ן שֶׁ ן קְהָת״ – בֵּ הֳרַיִם. ״בֶּ צָּ ל הָעוֹלָם כַּ כָּ

לְוָיָה  ה  עֲשָׂ נַּ שֶׁ ן  בֵּ  – לֵוִי״  ן  ״בֶּ מוֹלִידָיו.  י  ינֵּ שִׁ

ם. גֵיהִנָּ בְּ

עַצְמוֹ  עָקַב  שֶׁ ן  בֵּ  – יַעֲקבֹ  ן  בֶּ נַמִי  וְלִיחֲשׁוֹב 

ר רַב יִצְחָ:ק יַעֲקבֹ  מוּאֵל בַּ ם! אָמַר רַב שְׁ לְגֵיהִנָּ

סדָֹם אַל  אֱמַר: ״בְּ נֶּ שׁ רַחֲמִים עַל עַצְמוֹ, שֶׁ יקֵּ בִּ

סדָֹם  בדִֹי״. ״בְּ חַד כְּ קְהָלָם אַל תֵּ י בִּ באֹ נַפְשִׁ תָּ

קְהָלָם אַל  לִים. ״בִּ י״ – אֵלּוּ מְרַגְּ באֹ נַפְשִׁ אַל תָּ

בדִֹי״ – זֶה עֲדַת קרַֹח. חַד כְּ תֵּ

 – ״אֲבִירָם״  אֵל,  ת  דַּ עַל  עָבַר  שֶׁ  – תָן״   ״דָּ

 – ״וְאוֹן״  שׁוּבָה,  תְּ מֵעֲשׂוֹת  עַצְמוֹ  ר  אִיבֵּ  שֶׁ

לָאוֹת,  עֲשׂוּ לוֹ פְּ נַּ לֶת״ – שֶׁ אֲנִינוּת, ״פֶּ ב בַּ יָּשַׁ שֶׁ

רָאָה וְהֵבִין. ן שֶׁ ן רְאוּבֵן״ – בֵּ ״בֶּ

ילַתּוּ. אֲמַרָה  תּוֹ הִצִּ לֶת אִשְׁ ן פֶּ אָמַר רַב: אוֹן בֶּ

ה, אַנְתְּ  הּ? אִי מָר רַבָּ לֵיהּ: ״מַאי נָפְקָא לָךְ מִינָּ

לְמִידָא״. אֲמַר  ה, אַנְתְּ תַּ לְמִידָא. וְאִי מָר רַבָּ תַּ

עִי  בַּ תַּ עֵצָה, וְאִשְׁ לָהּ: ״מַאי אַעֲבֵיד? הֲוַאי בְּ

הּ  כוּלָּ דְּ ״יָדַעְנָא  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַרָה  הֲדַיְיהוּ״.  בַּ לִי 

כָל  י  ׳כִּ כְתִיב:  דִּ נִינְהוּ,  א  תָּ ישְׁ קַדִּ א  תָּ נִישְׁ כְּ

״תּוּב,  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַרָה  ים׳״.  קְדשִׁ ם  לָּ כֻּ הָעֵדָה 

חַמְרָא,  קִיתֵיהּ  אַשְׁ לָךְ״.  ילְנָא  מַצִּ אֲנָא  דַּ

בָא, אי. אוֹתְבָה עַל בָּ וַּ וְאַרְוִיתֵיהּ, וְאַגְנִיתֵיהּ גַּ

NOTES
The practices of Sodom – סְדוֹם :מִנְהֲגֵי The verses from the book of Job 
that were cited previously in the Gemara contain allusions to virtually 
all of the actions attributed to Sodom: “They lie at night naked without 
clothing,” alludes to their ordinance of stripping the cloaks from those 
who invite others to meals; “They drive away the donkey of the father­
less,” alludes to the severing of the donkey’s ear; “They take the widow’s 
ox as a pledge,” alludes to their policy with regard to grazing oxen. The 
orphan and the widow mentioned in that verse allude to the orphan, 
son of a widow, who was a cowherd (Maharsha). The Gemara relates 
these incidents to teach that the people of Sodom were not only

wicked as individuals, but based on their wickedness, they instituted 
ordinances and enacted statutes that were to the detriment of the
indigent and the weak.

Who crossed the river in the water – מַיָּא בְּ עֲבַר :דַּ Some explain that 
the people of Sodom rationalized this policy by saying that since one 
who walks through the river removes water from the river, he must pay 
double (Ramah). Another opinion is that they said: He is penalized for 
attempting tax evasion (Margaliyyot HaYam). Alternatively, they said: 
The policy was instituted for the benefit of the people, so that they
would not endanger themselves; anyone who endangered himself
was fined (Yad Yosef ).

Who would take bread out – א רִיפְתָּ א ָ מַפְּ א ָ הֲוַת :דַּ In the midrash, 

this young woman is identified as one of the daughters of Lot. The
Sages explain that the verse: “I will go down now, and see whether
they have done altogether according to the cry of her, which is come 
to me” (Genesis 18:21), was written with regard to the cry of this young 
woman.

By plague for the World-to-Come – א הַבָּ לָעוֹלָם פָה גֵּ מַּ :בַּ On what
basis is the term “by plague,” interpreted as a reference to the World-
to-Come? Apparently, this explanation is not based on the term “by 
plague,” but on the entire phrase “by plague before the Lord.” This
indicates that they were stricken from before God, and that they no 
longer exist before Him (Ĥayyim Shenayim Yeshalem).
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הֲדַר,  חַזְיָהּ,  אֲתָא  דַּ ל  כָּ לְמַזְיָהּ.  הּ  וּסְתַרְתָּ

הָכִי וְהָכִי אִבְלְעוּ לְהוּ. אַדְּ

קרַֹח אֲמַרָה לֵיהּ: ״חֲזֵי מַאי קָעָבֵיד  תֵיהּ דְּ אִיתְּ

הֲנָא  וְויֵהּ כָּ א; לַאֲחוּהּ שָׁ ה. אִיהוּ הֲוָה מַלְכָּ משֶֹׁ

אִי  כָהֲנָא.  דְּ י  סְגַנֵּ וֵינְהוּ  שָׁ אֲחוּהִי  לִבְנֵי  א;  רַבָּ

יהֱוֵי לַכּהֵֹן׳. אִי אָתוּ  רוּמָה, אֲמַר: ׳תֶּ אַתְיָא תְּ

חַד  ׳הֲבוּ  אֲמַר:  אַתּוּן,  קִילְתוּ  שָׁ דְּ ר  מַעֲשֵׂ

לְמַזְיַיכוּ,  לֵיהּ  גָיֵיז  דְּ וְעוֹד,  לַכּהֵֹן׳.  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ

מַזְיַיכוּ״.  א. עֵינָא יְהַב בְּ י כּוּפְתָּ לַל לְכוּ כִּ וּמִיטְּ

אֲמַר לָהּ: ״הָא אִיהוּ נַמִי קָא עָבֵיד״! אֲמַרָה 

ידֵיהּ, אָמַר אִיהוּ  הוּ רְבוּתָא דִּ כוּלְּ יוָן דְּ לֵיהּ: ״כֵּ

ים׳. תִּ לִשְׁ י עִם פְּ מֹת נַפְשִׁ נַמִי: ׳תָּ

Since it is all for his own prominence – יוָן  כֵּ
ידֵיהּ דִּ רְבוּתָא  הוּ  כוּלְּ  Some explain: Since his :דְּ
prominence and reign are recognized by all, shav­
ing will not lead others to disparage him. The rest 
of the Levites, whose standing is not as promi­
nent, will be disparaged (Maharsha).

notes
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She said to him: And furthermore, with regard to that which he 
said to you, to prepare sky-blue dyen for your ritual fringes, one 
could respond to him: If it enters your mind, Moses, that using 
sky-blue dye is considered a mitzva, take out robes that are made 
entirely of material colored with sky-blue dye, and dress all the 
students of your academy in sky-blue robes without ritual fringes; 
why could one not fulfill the mitzva in that manner? Clearly, Moses 
is fabricating all this. This is the meaning of that which is written: 

“The wisdom of women builds her house” (Proverbs 14:1); this  
is referring to the wife of On, son of Peleth. And: “Folly plucks  
it down with her hands” (Proverbs 14:1); this is referring to the 
wife of Korah.

It is written: “And they arose before Moses, with men from the 
children of Israel, two hundred and fifty princes of the congrega-
tion, the elect men of the assembly, men of renown” (Numbers 
16:2). These men were the distinctive people of the assembly. “The 
elect men of the assembly [keri’ei moed]” is referring to those who 
knew how to intercalate the years and establish the months in 
order to determine the time for each Festival [moed]. “Men of 
renown [shem],” is referring to those who had a reputation [shem] 
throughout the world.

With regard to the verse: “And Moses heard and he fell on his face” 
(Numbers 16:4), the Gemara asks: What report did he hear that 
elicited that reaction? Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani says that Rabbi 
Yonatan says: He heard that they suspected him of adultery with 
a married woman,n as it is stated: “And they were jealous of 
Moses in the camp” (Psalms 106:16). Rabbi Shmuel bar Yitzĥak 
says: This teaches that each and every man warned his wife to 
distance herself from Moses and not enter into seclusion with him, 
as it is stated: “And Moses would take the tent and pitch it out-
side the camp” (Exodus 33:7). It was due to this slander that he 
withdrew from the camp.

אִי  א.  כֶלְתָּ תְּ עָבְדִיתוּ  לְכוּ  קָאֲמַר  דְּ וְעוֹד: 

]מִצְוָה[,  יבָא  חֲשִׁ א  כֶלְתָּ תְּ עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא 

הוּ  לְכוּלְּ וְכָסִינְהוּ  א  תְכֶלְתָּ דִּ לִימֵי  גְּ יק  אַפֵּ

ים  נָשִׁ ״חַכְמוֹת  כְתִיב:  דִּ הַיְינוּ  מְתִיבָתָךְ״. 

לֶת.  ן פֶּ ל אוֹן בֶּ תּוֹ שֶׁ נְתָה בֵיתָהּ״ – זוֹ אִשְׁ בָּ

ל  שֶׁ תּוֹ  אִשְׁ זוֹ   – ה״  תֶהֶרְסֶנָּ יָדָהּ  בְּ לֶת  ״וְאִוֶּ

קרַֹח.

רָאֵל  יִשְׂ נֵי  מִבְּ ים  וַאֲנָשִׁ ה  משֶֹׁ לִפְנֵי  ״וַיָּקֻמוּ 

עֵדָה.  בָּ שֶׁ מְיוּחָדִים   – וּמָאתָיִם״  ים  ִ חֲמִשּׁ

נִים  ר שָׁ הָיוּ יוֹדְעִים לְעַבֵּ ״קְרִאֵי מוֹעֵד״ – שֶׁ

הָיָה  שֶׁ  – ם״  שֵׁ י  ״אַנְשֵׁ ים.  חֳדָשִׁ וְלִקְבּוֹעַ 

כָל הָעוֹלָם. ם בְּ לָהֶם שֵׁ

מוּעָה  ְ נָיו״. מַה שּׁ ה וַיִּפּלֹ עַל פָּ מַע משֶֹׁ ״וַיִּשְׁ

אָמַר  נַחֲמָנִי  ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  מַע?  שָׁ

אִישׁ,  ת  מֵאֵשֶׁ דוּהוּ  חֲשָׁ שֶׁ יוֹנָתָן:  י  רַבִּ

אָמַר  חֲנֶה״.  מַּ בַּ ה  לְמשֶֹׁ ״וַיְקַנְאוּ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ

ל אֶחָד  כָּ שֶׁ ד  מְלַמֵּ יִצְחָ:ק  ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ י  רַבִּ

אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ ה,  מִמּשֶֹׁ תּוֹ  אִשְׁ אֶת  א  קִנֵּ וְאֶחָד 

מִחוּץ  לוֹ  וְנָטָה  הָאֹהֶל  אֶת  ח  יִקַּ ה  ״וּמשֶֹׁ

חֲנֶה״. לַמַּ

That which he said to you, to prepare sky-blue dye – קָאֲמַר  דְּ
א כֶלְתָּ  In the midrash, a more detailed version of :לְכוּ עָבְדִיתוּ תְּ
this incident is related. After Moses taught the mitzva to have 
sky-blue wool in the ritual fringes, Korah claimed that a garment 
woven entirely of sky-blue wool does not require sky-blue 
ritual fringes. Similarly, after Moses taught the mitzva to place 
a mezuza on the doorpost, Korah claimed that a house filled 
with Torah scrolls does not require a mezuza on its doorpost. 
The connection between ritual fringes and the assembly of 
Korah is based on the juxtaposition of the portion concerning 
ritual fringes at the end of Numbers, chapter 15, and the portion 
of the assembly of Korah, from the beginning of chapter 16.

Robe of the High Priest, woven entirely from sky-blue wool

That they suspected him of adultery with a married woman – 
ת אִישׁ דוּהוּ מֵאֵשֶׁ חֲשָׁ ­The early commentaries discuss this sus :שֶׁ
picion, and ask what led the Sages to arrive at this homiletic 
interpretation. Some explain that this is an allusion, as the Sages 
say with regard to the verse: “He who commits adultery with 
a woman lacks understanding” (Proverbs 6:32), that one who 
assumes leadership over the community, if he is motivated by 
his own ambition and is not doing so for the sake of Heaven, 
is likened to one who commits adultery. That is the meaning 
of the statement in the Gemara that they suspected him of 
adultery; they questioned the motivation behind his assump­
tion of leadership (Rabbi Ĥiyya Rofeh). 

The plain meaning of the Gemara is that suspicion was 
aroused because Moses’ tent was pitched outside the camp, 
and he stayed there alone without his wife. Among those who 
went there were the women of Israel who came to seek the 
word of God. To rebuff that claim, the verse (Exodus 23:11) states 
that Joshua, his servant, never moved from the tent, i.e., Moses 
was never in seclusion with those women (Riaf ).

Some explain that the verse about Moses pitching his tent 
outside the camp is stated after the sin of the Golden Calf. The 
Sages say that the women refused to contribute their jewelry to 
the effort to craft the calf. As a result, the men claimed that the 
women would obey Moses more than they would obey their 
husbands (Margaliyyot HaYam).

notes
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§ With regard to the verse: “And Moses arose and went to
Dathan and Abiram” (Numbers 16:25), Reish Lakish says: 
From here we derive that one may not perpetuate a dispute,n 
as Rav says: Anyone who perpetuates a dispute violates a 
prohibition, as it is stated: “And he will not be like Korah and 
his assembly, as the Lord spoke by the hand of Moses to him” 
(Numbers 17:5). Even the aggrieved party must seek to end the 
dispute. Dathan and Abiram accused Moses and by right should 
have initiated the reconciliation. Nevertheless, Moses was not 
insistent on this; he went to them.

Rav Ashi says: One who perpetuates a dispute is fit to be 
afflicted with leprosy. It is written here: “By the hand of 
Moses to him,” and it is written there: “And the Lord said 
furthermore to him: Put now your hand into your bosom. 
And he put his hand into his bosom; and when he took it out, 
behold, his hand was leprous, as white as snow” (Exodus 4:6). 
Based on the verbal analogy based on the term “to him” written 
in both verses, it is derived that the punishment for perpetuating 
a dispute is leprosy.

Apropos the prohibition of perpetuating a dispute, Rabbi Yosei 
says: With regard to anyone who disputes the reign of the 
house of David, it is fitting for a snake to bite him. As it is 
written here: “And Adonijah slaughtered sheep and cattle  
and fatlings by the stone of Zoheleth” (I Kings 1:9); and it is 
written there: “With the poison of crawling things [zoĥalei] 
of the dust” (Deuteronomy 32:24). Adonijah, who rebelled 
against his father, King David, was fit to be bitten by a snake.

Rav Ĥisda says: Anyone who disagrees with his teacher is like 
one who disagrees with the Divine Presence, as it is stated 
with regard to Dathan and Abiram: “When they strove against 
the Lord” (Numbers 26:9), although their dispute was with 
Moses. Rabbi Ĥama, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, says: Anyone  
who initiates a quarrel [meriva] with his teacher is like one 
who initiates a quarrel with the Divine Presence, as it is 
stated: “These are the waters of Meribah, where the children 
of Israel quarreled with the Lord” (Numbers 20:13), although 
their quarrel was with Moses.

Rabbi Ĥanina bar Pappa says: Anyone who expresses resent-
ment against his teacher for wronging him, it is as though he 
is expressing resentment against the Divine Presence, as it is 
stated: “Your murmurings are not against us, but against the 
Lord” (Exodus 16:8). Rabbi Abbahu says: Anyone who sus-
pects his teacher of wrongdoing, it is as though he suspects 
the Divine Presence, as it is stated: “And the people spoke 
against God, and against Moses” (Numbers 21:5).nh The verse 
likens God and Moses with regard to this matter.

§ With regard to the verse: “Wealth is kept for the owner to
his detriment” (Ecclesiastes 5:12), Reish Lakish says: This is 
referring to the wealth of Korah, which was of no use to him. 
The fact that Korah was wealthy is derived from the verse: “And 
all the substance that was at their feet” (Deuteronomy 11:6),  
as Rabbi Elazar says: This is referring to a person’s property, 
which stands him on his feet. And Rabbi Levi says: The  
keys alone to Korah’s treasury were a burden requiring three  
hundred white mules to transport them, and moreover, all  
the keys [aklidei]lb and locks were of leather.b This conveys the 
vastness of his wealth.

וַאֲבִירָם״.  תָן  דָּ אֶל  וַיֵּלֶךְ  ה  משֶֹׁ ״וַיָּקָם 

מַחֲזִיקִין  אֵין  שֶׁ אן  מִכָּ לָקִישׁ:  רֵישׁ  אָמַר 

חֲזִיק  הַמַּ ל  כָּ רַב:  אָמַר  דְּ מַחֲלוֹקֶת.  בְּ

״וְלאֹ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ לָאו,  בְּ עוֹבֵר  מַחֲלוֹקֶת  בְּ

יִהְיֶה כְקרַֹח וְכַעֲדָתוֹ״.

תִיב הָכָא:  י אָמַר: רָאוּי לִיצְטָרֵעַ. כְּ רַב אַשִׁ

ה לוֹ״. וּכְתִיב הָתָם: ״וַיּאֹמֶר ה׳  יַד משֶֹׁ ״בְּ

חֵיקֶךָ״. לוֹ עוֹד הָבֵא נָא יָדְךָ בְּ

מַלְכוּת  עַל  הַחוֹלֵק  ל  כָּ יוֹסֵי:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 

תִיב הָכָא:  ישׁוֹ נָחָשׁ. כְּ וִד רָאוּי לְהַכִּ ית דָּ בֵּ

ח אֲדנִֹיָּהוּ צאֹן וּבָקָר וּמְרִיא עִם אֶבֶן  ״וַיִּזְבַּ

זֹחֲלֵי  חֲמַת  ״עִם  הָתָם:  וּכְתִיב  הַזֹחֶלֶת״. 

עָפָר״.

רַבּוֹ  עַל  הַחוֹלֵק  ל  כָּ א:  חִסְדָּ רַב  אָמַר 

הַצּתָֹם  אֱמַר: ״בְּ נֶּ שֶׁ כִינָה,  ְ הַשּׁ חוֹלֵק עַל  כְּ

ל  י חֲנִינָא: כָּ רַבִּ י חָמָא בְּ עַל ה׳״. אָמַר רַבִּ

עִם  ה  עוֹשֶׂ כְּ רַבּוֹ  עִם  מְרִיבָה  ה  הָעוֹשֶׂ

ר  ה מֵי מְרִיבָה; אֲשֶׁ אֱמַר: ״הֵמָּ נֶּ כִינָה, שֶׁ שְׁ

רָאֵל אֶת ה׳״. רָבוּ בְנֵי יִשְׂ

תְרָעֵם  הַמִּ ל  כָּ א:  פָּ פַּ ר  בַּ חֲנִינָא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 

כִינָה,  ְ הַשּׁ עַל  מִתְרָעֵם  אִילּוּ  כְּ רַבּוֹ  עַל 

אִם  י  כִּ תְלֻנֹּתֵיכֶם  עָלֵינוּ  ״לאֹ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ

הַמְהַרְהֵר  ל  כָּ הוּ:  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ה׳״.  עַל 

כִינָה,  שְׁ אַחַר  מְהַרְהֵר  אִילּוּ  כְּ רַבּוֹ  אַחַר 

ה״. אלהִֹים וּבְמשֶֹׁ ר הָעָם בֵּ אֱמַר: ״וַיְדַבֵּ נֶּ שֶׁ

מוּר לִבְעָלָיו לְרָעָתוֹ״. אָמַר רֵישׁ  ר שָׁ ״עֹשֶׁ

ל  כָּ ״וְאֵת  קֹרַח.  ל  שֶׁ רוֹ  עוֹשְׁ זֶה  לָקִישׁ: 

י אֶלְעָזָר:  רַגְלֵיהֶם״. אָמַר רַבִּ ר בְּ הַיְקוּם אֲשֶׁ

עֲמִידוֹ עַל רַגְלָיו.  מַּ ל אָדָם, שֶׁ זֶה מָמוֹנוֹ שֶׁ

רָדוֹת  לשֹׁ מֵאוֹת פְּ וֹי שְׁ י לֵוִי: מַשּׂ וְאָמַר רַבִּ

ל  שֶׁ נָזָיו  גְּ ית  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ חוֹת  מַפְתְּ הָיוּ  לְבָנוֹת 

א. גִילְדָּ הוּ אַקְלִידֵי וְקִילְפֵי דְּ קרַֹח, וְכוּלְּ

That one may not perpetuate a dispute – אֵין מַחֲזִיקִין  שֶׁ
מַחֲלוֹקֶת  It is prohibited to perpetuate a dispute, and one :בְּ
must initiate reconciliation, even if he is in the right. The 
Ramban enumerates this as one of the 613 mitzvot, but the 
Rambam does not enumerate it in his tally (She’iltot deRav 
Aĥai Gaon; Rif; Rosh).

And the people spoke against God and against Moses – 
ה אלהִֹים וּבְמשֶֹׁ ר הָעָם בֵּ ­Some explain this proof in the fol :וַיְדַבֵּ
lowing manner: The fact that the verse mentions not only 
the sin that they committed in speaking against God, but 
also the sin of speaking against Moses, indicates that the sins 
are equal. Were this not the case, only the more severe sin 
would have been mentioned (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 
Another explanation given is that it is inconceivable that the 
people would have doubted the Divine Presence. Therefore, 
when the verse says that they spoke against God, it is appar­
ent that their speaking against Moses is interpreted as their 
speaking against the Divine Presence as well (see Ramah).

notes

Honor and fear of one’s teacher – ֹבוֹד הָרַב וּמוֹרָאו  Anyone :כְּ
who engages in a dispute with his teacher is like one who 
engages in a dispute with the Divine Presence. Anyone who 
quarrels with his teacher is like one who quarrels with the 
Divine Presence. Anyone who speaks badly of his teacher is 

like one who speaks badly about the Divine Presence. Anyone 
who expresses resentment against his teacher is like one who 
expresses resentment against the Divine Presence (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 5:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 242:2).

halakha

Keys [aklidei] – אַקְלִידֵי: From the Greek κλείς, kleis, meaning 
key, or κλειδίον, kleidion, meaning small key.

language

Keys – אַקְלִידֵי:

Key from mishnaic era

Leather – א :גִילְדָּ

Roman-style leather money bag

background
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mishna These are the transgressorsn who are
strangledh in the implementation of  

the court-imposed death penalty: One who strikes his father 
or his mother, and one who abducts a Jewish person, and a 
rebellious elder according to the court, and a false prophet, 
and one who prophesies in the name of idol worship,n and 
one who engages in intercourse with a married woman, and 
conspiring witnesses who testify that the daughter of a priest 
committed adultery, even though were she guilty, she would be 
executed by burning. And her paramour is also executed via 
strangulation as in any case where a man engages in intercourse 
with a married woman.

gemara The mishna teaches: One who strikes
his father or his mother is executed  

by strangulation. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive  
this halakha? The Gemara answers: It is derived from a verse, as 
it is written: “One who strikes his father or his mother shall 
be put to death” (Exodus 21:15), and every death stated in the 
Torah without specification is referring to nothing other than 
strangulation.h

The Gemara suggests: Say that one is not executed for striking 
his father or mother unless he kills him or her. The Gemara 
explains: Does it enter your mind to say that if one kills one 
other person, he is executed by beheading with a sword, but if 
he kills his father or mother he is executed by strangulation? 
That is not reasonable.

The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one 
who said that strangulation is a more lenient form of execu- 
tion than decapitation. But according to the one who said  
that strangulation is a more severe form of execution than 
decapitation, what is there to say? Perhaps one is liable to 
receive the death penalty for striking his father or mother only 
if he kills the parent, and the added severity for killing a parent 
is in terms of the specific form of death penalty.

The Gemara answers: Rather, prove that one is executed by 
strangulation for striking his father or mother even if he does not 
kill them from the fact that it is written: “One who strikes a 
man and he dies shall be put to death” (Exodus 21:12), and it 
is written: “Or if in enmity he struck him with his hand and 
he died he shall be put to death” (Numbers 35:21). Learn from 
these verses in which it states: Strikes and he dies, that anywhere 
that there is mention of striking without specifying a resultant 
death, it is not referring to a case where the blow caused one’s 
death.n

Perek X
Daf 84  Amud b

פד:
אָבִיו  ה  כֶּ הַמַּ חֱנָקִין:  הַנֶּ הֵן  אֵלּוּ  מתני׳ 
וְזָקֵן מַמְרֵא  רָאֵל;  מִיִּשְׂ נֶפֶשׁ  וְגוֹנֵב  וְאִמּוֹ; 

א  תְנַבֵּ קֶר; וְהַמִּ ֶ ין; וּנְבִיא הַשּׁ ית דִּ י בֵּ עַל פִּ

ת אִישׁ;  א עַל אֵשֶׁ ם עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה; וְהַבָּ שֵׁ בְּ

וְזוֹמְמֵי בַת כּהֵֹן, וּבוֹעֲלָהּ.

כְתִיב:  ה אָבִיו וְאִמּוֹ״. מְנָלַן? דִּ גמ׳ ״מַכֵּ
ה אָבִיו וְאִמּוֹ מוֹת יוּמָת״. וְכָל מִיתָה  ״וּמַכֵּ

א חֶנֶק. תּוֹרָה סְתָם אֵינָהּ אֶלָּ הָאֲמוּרָה בַּ

סָלְקָא  מִיקְטַל!  לֵיהּ  קָטֵיל  דְּ עַד  אֵימָא 

חֶנֶק? סַיִיף, וְאָבִיו בְּ עֲתָךְ? קָטַל חַד – בְּ דַּ

א לְמַאן  אֲמַר חֶנֶק קַל. אֶלָּ הָנִיחָא לְמַאן דַּ

א לְמֵימַר? אֲמַר חֶנֶק חָמוּר, מַאי אִיכָּ דַּ

מוֹת  וָמֵת  אִישׁ  ה  ״מַכֵּ כְתִיב:  מִדִּ א,  אֶלָּ

בְיָדוֹ  הוּ  הִכָּ בְאֵיבָה  וּכְתִיב: ״אוֹ  יוּמָת״, 

א  אִיכָּ דְּ ל הֵיכָא  כָּ הּ:  מִינָּ מַע  וַיָּמֹת״ – שְׁ

אָה סְתָם, לָאו מִיתָה הוּא. הַכָּ

The order of the chapters – רָקִים  According to many :סֵדֶר הַפְּ
early commentaries, the order of the final two chapters of 
this tractate is reversed. That is the order in which they 
appear in the Mishna and in the Jerusalem Talmud. There 
are two reasons why this order is preferable: First, it is only 
logical that the tanna would complete the discussion of 
those liable to be executed by beheading, the topic of the 
eleventh chapter, before proceeding to those liable to be 
executed by strangulation, the topic of this chapter. Since the 
matter of the idolatrous city, whose residents are executed by 
beheading, is addressed in the chapter beginning: All of the 
Jewish people have a share in the World-to-Come, which in 
the current order is the eleventh chapter, it is logical that it 
should immediately follow the ninth chapter.

Second, the Talmud states that tractate Makkot begins 
with the topic of conspiring witnesses because tractate San-
hedrin concludes with the matter of conspiring witnesses 
who testified that the daughter of a priest committed adul­
tery. That topic appears in this chapter; therefore, it should 
be the final chapter. Others say that initially Sanhedrin and 
Makkot constituted one tractate that was later separated 
(Rabbeinu David Bonfils; Ran). Others hold that since the 
chapter that begins: All of the Jewish people have a share in 
the World-to-Come, discusses general topics dealing with 
the fundamentals of faith, and the promise of the resur­
rection of the dead, it should appear last, to teach which 
transgressors are rehabilitated in the World-to-Come and 
which are not (see Meiri).

And one who prophesies in the name of idol worship – 
ם עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה שֵׁ בְּ א  תְנַבֵּ  The reference is not to one who :וְהַמִּ
prophesies and incites others to worship idols, as one who 
commits such a transgression is executed by stoning. Rather, 
the reference here is to one who prophesies in the name of 
an idol, even if he does so in support of the fulfillment of 
mitzvot. One who commits such a transgression is executed 
by strangulation (Ramban’s Commentary on the Torah).

Mention of striking without specifying a death, it is not a 
case where the blow caused death – אָה סְתָם לָאו מִיתָה  הַכָּ
 With regard to the verse: “And one who strikes any man :הוּא
mortally shall be put to death” (Leviticus 24:17), which, based 
on the punishment is referring to murder, even though the 
language in the verse refers only to striking, there is a distinc­
tion between striking and striking mortally (Rabbeinu David 
Bonfils; Ran).

notes

The transgressors who are strangled – חֱנָקִין  Execution :הַנֶּ
through strangulation is the punishment for six types of 
transgressors: One who engages in intercourse with a married 
woman, including the paramour of the daughter of a priest and 
the conspiring witnesses who testified that the daughter of a 
priest committed adultery (Radbaz; Leĥem Mishne); one who 
wounds his father or his mother; one who abducts a fellow 
Jew; a rebellious elder; a false prophet; and one who prophesies 
in the name of idol worship (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 

Sanhedrin 15:13 and Hilkhot Mamrim 5:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 241:1, and in the comment of Rema).

And every death stated in the Torah without specification 
is referring to nothing other than strangulation – וְכָל מִיתָה 
א חֶנֶק תּוֹרָה סְתָם אֵינָהּ אֶלָּ  Any reference to the death :הָאֲמוּרָה בַּ
penalty stated in the Torah without specification refers to noth­
ing other than strangulation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 1:6).

halakha

Sanhedrin 84B-88B
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And there is a dispute with regard to a stubborn and rebellious 
son in a case where two of the final witnesses, who testify after the 
son was already flogged for engaging in gluttonous and drunken 
conduct, say: He stole in our presence, and two other witnesses 
say: He ate in our presence.h The dispute is whether the testimony 
of these two pairs of witnesses is testimony concerning an entire 
matter or testimony concerning half a matter.

Rav Asi says: The witnesses to the sale of a person who were 
rendered conspiring witnessesh are not executed, due to the fact 
that the one against whom they testified could say: Although they 
testified that I sold an individual, it was my slave that I sold. In  
that case, the witnesses are not testifying that he violated a capital 
transgression, as they cannot attest to the fact that the individual  
he sold was first abducted.

Rav Yosef says: In accordance with whose opinion is that halakha 
of Rav Asi? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who says: The testimony of witnesses is valid only when they attest 
to an entire matter and not to half a matter. Abaye said to Rav 
Yosef: According to your explanation, it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as, if it were in accordance with the opin-
ion of the Rabbis, who hold: The testimony is valid when they 
testify to an entire matter and even when they testify to half a matter, 
are the conspiring witnesses executed? Doesn’t Rav Asi say that 
they are not executed due to the fact that the one against whom 
they testified could say: Although they testified that I sold an indi-
vidual, it was my slave that I sold? According to that reasoning, even 
the Rabbis would concede that they are not executed.

Rather, you may even say that Rav Asi’s statement is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, and it is concerning a case where 
only witnesses to the sale came to testify and witnesses to the 
abduction did not come to testify. In that case the accused can 
avoid punishment; therefore, the conspiring witnesses are not 
executed. The Gemara asks: If so, what is the purpose of stating 
that halakha? Obviously, in that case they are not executed, as there 
is no way to determine that the one he sold is not a slave. The 
Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach that they are not 
executed even if witnesses to the abduction ultimately came after 
the witnesses to the sale had testified and testified that he sold a 
freeman, not his slave.

The Gemara asks: But still, what is the purpose of stating that 
halakha? When the witnesses to the sale testified, their testimony 
was not sufficient to execute the accused. The Gemara answers: No, 
it is necessary to teach the halakha in a case where they are not 
executed even where the first and second pairs of witnesses gesture 
to one another, ostensibly indicating that the conspiring witnesses 
to the sale were aware that the witnesses to the abduction would 
follow and that therefore the initial witnesses are part of the con-
spiracy to testify and execute the accused. And consequently, it is 
necessary to teach this halakha lest you say: Gesturing is a signifi-
cant matter, and the legal status of the two testimonies is that of a 
single testimony. Therefore, Rav Asi teaches us that gesturing is 
nothing of significance.

mishna A rebellious elderh according to the court,n 
who does not observe the ruling of the  

court, is executed by strangulation, as it is stated: “If there shall  
be a matter too hard for you in judgment…and you shall arise  
and ascend unto the place that the Lord your God shall choose…
and you shall do according to the matter that they shall declare  
unto you…and the man that shall do so intentionally, not to listen…
and that man shall die” (Deuteronomy 17:8–12). There were three 
courts theren in Jerusalem. One convenes at the entrance to  
the Temple Mount, and one convenes at the entrance to the 
Temple courtyard, and one convenes in the Chamber of Hewn 
Stone.

נַיִם  שְׁ וּמוֹרֶה:  סוֹרֵר  בֵן  בְּ וּמַחֲלוֹקֶת 

נַיִם אוֹמְרִים:  נַב״, וּשְׁ פָנֵינוּ גָּ אוֹמְרִים ״בְּ

פָנֵינוּ אָכַל״. ״בְּ

פֶשׁ  נֶּ בַּ מְכִירָה  עֵדֵי  אַסִי:  רַב  אָמַר 

יָּכוֹל לוֹמַר  הוּזְמוּ אֵין נֶהֱרָגִין, מִתּוֹךְ שֶׁ שֶׁ

י. י מָכַרְתִּ עַבְדִּ

הָא  אָזְלָא  מַאן  כְּ יוֹסֵ:ף  רַב  אָמַר 

עֲקִיבָא,  י  רַבִּ כְּ אַסִי?  רַב  דְּ מַעֲתָא  שְׁ

אֲמַר  דָבָר.  חֲצִי  וְלאֹ   – בָר״  ״דָּ אָמַר:  דְּ

הָא  נֶהֱרָגִין?  נַן,  רַבָּ כְּ אִי  דְּ יֵי:  אַבַּ לֵיהּ 

״מִתּוֹךְ״ קָאָמַר!

נַן, וּבִדְלָא אָתוּ  ימָא רַבָּ א, אֲפִילּוּ תֵּ אֶלָּ

לְמֵימְרָא?  מַאי  הָכִי  אִי  גְנֵיבָה.  עֵידֵי 

אָתוּ לְבַסּוֹף. ב דְּ אַף עַל גַּ לָא צְרִיכָא דְּ

צְרִיכָא  לָא  לְמֵימְרָא?  מַאי  י  תֵּ וְאַכַּ

תֵימָא רְמִיזָא  זִי רְמוּזֵי. מַהוּ דְּ קָא מְרַמְּ דְּ

רְמִיזָא  לָן:  מַע  מַשְׁ קָא  הִיא.  תָא  מִילְּ

לוּם הוּא. לָאו כְּ

ין,  דִּ ית  בֵּ י  פִּ עַל  מַמְרֵא  זָקֵן  מתני׳ 
ט״.  פָּ שְׁ ךָ דָבָר לַמִּ לֵא מִמְּ י יִפָּ אֱמַר: ״כִּ נֶּ שֶׁ

ב  ם, אֶחָד יוֹשֵׁ י דִינִין הָיוּ שָׁ תֵּ ה בָּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ

עַל  ב  יוֹשֵׁ וְאֶחָד  יִת,  הַבַּ הַר  תַח  פֶּ עַל 

ת  כַּ לִשְׁ בְּ ב  יוֹשֵׁ וְאֶחָד  הָעֲזָרָה,  תַח  פֶּ

זִית. הַגָּ

Two say he stole in our presence and two say he ate in 
our presence – ּפָנֵינו נַיִם אוֹמְרִים בְּ נַב וּשְׁ פָנֵינוּ גָּ נַיִם אוֹמְרִים בְּ  שְׁ
­If two witnesses in the case of a stubborn and rebel :אָכַל
lious son testify to the theft and two witnesses testify to the 
consumption of the stolen items, and the witnesses were 
rendered conspiring witnesses, they are all executed, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

The witnesses to the sale of a person who were rendered 
conspiring witnesses – ּהוּזְמו פֶשׁ שֶׁ נֶּ  In a case :עֵידֵי מְכִירָה בַּ
where a pair of witnesses testify that one sold a fellow 
Jew, if there are no witnesses to the abduction, even if 
the witnesses are rendered conspiring witnesses they are 
not executed. The reason for this is that their testimony is 
incapable of rendering the accused liable to be executed, 
since he can claim that the man that he sold was his slave. If 
witnesses later testify to the abduction, even if it is apparent 
that the two pairs of witnesses were aware of each other’s 
existence and even if they gesture to each other, the first 
pair is not liable to be executed (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

A rebellious elder – זָקֵן מַמְרֵא: If a Torah scholar rejects 
the ruling of his local court, he and those whose ruling he 
disputes ascend to Jerusalem and appear before the court 
that convenes at the entrance to the Temple Mount. If the 
matter remains unresolved, they proceed to the court that 
convenes at the entrance to the Temple courtyard. If the 
matter remains unresolved even then, they proceed to the 
Great Sanhedrin, which convenes in the Chamber of Hewn 
Stone and where the binding halakhic ruling is determined. 
If all the judges of the court agree to a ruling contrary to 
the ruling of the elder, and the elder returns to his city and 
continues to interpret the halakha contrary to the ruling of 
the Great Sanhedrin, he is not liable to be executed. If he 
instructs others to act in accordance with his ruling, or if he 
himself acts in accordance with his ruling, he is liable to be 
executed and does not require forewarning (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:8).

halakha

A rebellious elder according to the court – זָקֵן מַמְרֵא עַל 
ין ית דִּ י בֵּ  There is an opinion that states that a rebellious :פִּ
elder is liable to be executed only if all his colleagues on 
the court rule contrary to his opinion, but if only the major­
ity rule contrary to his opinion, although the halakha is 
not in accordance with his opinion, he is not liable to be 
executed (Meiri).

There were three courts there – ם י דִינִין הָיוּ שָׁ תֵּ בָּ ה  לשָֹׁ  :שְׁ
Although every lesser Sanhedrin consists of twenty-three 
judges, whether it was in a small city, a large city, or in 
Jerusalem, the courts in and around the Temple would 
choose the most highly qualified judges from the courts 
throughout the country to fill the openings on the court. 
Therefore, the courts in Jerusalem were of a higher qual­
ity than the courts located throughout the country. The 
Great Sanhedrin that consisted of seventy-one judges 
and convened in the Chamber of Hewn Stone was greater 
than the lesser tribunals that convened in and around the 
Temple both in terms of wisdom and in terms of authority 
to establish the halakha.

Artist’s conception of the Sanhedrin in the Chamber of Hewn Stone

notes
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An elder who issues a ruling contrary to the ruling of his colleagues 
and his colleagues come to that court that is at the entrance to 
the Temple Mount, and the elder says: This is what I interpreted 
and that is what my colleagues interpreted; this is what I taughtn 
and that is what my colleagues taught. If the members of the  
court heard a clear halakhic ruling in that case, the court says it  
to them.

And if not, they come to those judges who are convened at the 
entrance to the Temple courtyard, which is a more significant 
tribunal. And the elder says: This is what I interpreted and that is 
what my colleagues interpreted; this is what I taught and that is 
what my colleagues taught. If the members of the court heard a 
clear halakhic ruling in that case, the court says it to them.

And if not, these judges and those judges come to the High Court, 
the Sanhedrin of seventy-one judges that is in the Chamber of 
Hewn Stone, from which Torah emerges to the entire Jewish 
people, as it is stated: “And you shall do according to the matter 
that they shall declare unto you from that place that the Lord shall 
choose and you shall observe to perform according to all that they 
shall teach you” (Deuteronomy 17:10). They are the ultimate arbi-
ters who establish the halakha that is binding. If they ruled contrary 
to the ruling of the elder and the elder then returned to his city, 
and nevertheless, he taught in the manner that he was teaching 
previously, he is exempt from punishment. But if he instructed 
others to act on the basis of his ruling that stands contrary to the 
ruling of the Sanhedrin, he is liable to be executed, as it is stated: 

“And the man that shall do so intentionally not to listen” (Deuter-
onomy 17:12), meaning that one is not liable unless he instructs 
others to act.

A student who is not yet an elder, i.e., he has not been ordained, 
who instructs others to acth contrary to the ruling of the Sanhedrin, 
is exempt, as a ruling given prior to ordination is not a valid ruling. 
It follows that his stringency is his leniency. The stringency 
imposed upon the student that he is not sanctioned to issue rulings 
results in the leniency that if he instructs others to act on the basis 
of his ruling that is contrary to the ruling of the Sanhedrin, he is 
exempt.

gemara The Sages taught with regard to that which 
is stated: “If there shall be a matter too 

hard for you in judgment, between blood and blood, between  
plea and plea, and between mark and mark, even matters of con-
troversy within your gates, then you shall arise, and ascend to the 
place that the Lord your God shall choose” (Deuteronomy 17:8). 

“If there shall be a matter too hard [yippaleh] for you”; 

it is with regard to the most distinguished [mufla] member of 
the court,h an ordained, expert judge, that the verse is speaking. 

“For you [mimmekha]”; this is a reference to an adviser, who is 
consulted with regard to significant matters, e.g., intercalation of 
the year; and likewise it says: “From you [mimmekh] he emerged, 
who devised evil against the Lord, an adviser of wickedness” 
(Nahum 1:11). “A matter”; this a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. “In judgment”; this is a logical inference, which is one 
of the hermeneutical principles.

יִת, וְאוֹמֵר:  תַח הַר הַבַּ עַל פֶּ אִין לְזֶה שֶׁ בָּ

ךְ  כָּ חֲבֵירַי.  רְשׁוּ  דָּ וְכָךְ  י,  תִּ רַשְׁ דָּ ךְ  ״כָּ

מְעוּ –  דוּ חֲבֵירַי״. אִם שָׁ י, וְכָךְ לִימְּ דְתִּ לִימַּ

אָמַר לָהֶם,

תַח  עַל פֶּ אִין לָהֶן לְאוֹתָן שֶׁ וְאִם לָאו – בָּ

רְשׁוּ  דָּ וְכָךְ  י  תִּ רַשְׁ דָּ ךְ  ״כָּ וְאוֹמֵר:  עֲזָרָה. 

דוּ חֲבֵירַי״.  י, וְכָךְ לִימְּ דְתִּ ךְ לִימַּ חֲבֵירַי. כָּ

מְעוּ, אָמַר לָהֶם. אִם שָׁ

ין  דִּ לְבֵית  אִין  בָּ וְאֵלּוּ  אֵלּוּ  לָאו,  וְאִם 

יוֹצֵא  נּוּ  מֶּ מִּ שֶׁ זִית,  הַגָּ ת  כַּ לִשְׁ בְּ שֶׁ דוֹל  הַגָּ

קוֹם  אֱמַר: ״מִן הַמָּ נֶּ רָאֵל, שֶׁ תּוֹרָה לְכָל יִשְׂ

נָה  ר יִבְחַר ה׳״. חָזַר לְעִירוֹ, שָׁ הַהוּא אֲשֶׁ

וְאִם  טוּר.  פָּ לָמֵד,  הָיָה  שֶׁ דֶרֶךְ  בְּ ד  וְלִמֵּ

״וְהָאִישׁ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ חַיָּיב,  לַעֲשׂוֹת,  הוֹרָה 

עַד  חַיָּיב  אֵינוֹ   – בְזָדוֹן״  ה  יַעֲשֶׂ ר  אֲשֶׁ

יּוֹרֶה לַעֲשׂוֹת. שֶׁ

נִמְצָא  טוּר.  פָּ לַעֲשׂוֹת  הוֹרָה  שֶׁ לְמִיד  תַּ

חוּמְרוֹ קוּלּוֹ.

ךָ דָבָר׳ לֵא מִמְּ י יִפָּ נַן: ״׳כִּ נוּ רַבָּ גמ׳ תָּ

NOTES
Witnesses to the abduction – ׁנֶפֶש  The dispute between :עֵידֵי גְנֵיבָה בְּ
Ĥizkiyya and Rabbi Yoĥanan with regard to witnesses to an abduc­
tion is related to a dispute concerning the fundamental nature of the 
prohibition against abduction: Is it a prohibition in and of itself, or does 
the prohibition relate only to the multifaceted action of abduction, 
exploitation, and sale, and only if one performs all three actions is he 
liable to be executed (Rabbeinu David Bonfils; Ran)?

It may be concluded that it is Ĥizkiyya who said they are 
flogged – אֲמַר לוֹקִין חִזְקִיָּה דַּ יֵּים דְּ סְתַּ ­The proof is not from the state :תִּ
ment of Ĥizkiyya, as it is possible to explain that Ĥizkiyya’s statement: 
They are not executed, means that they are not executed because they 
testified with regard to half a matter. Nevertheless, from the statement 
of Rabbi Yoĥanan the entire halakha is clear, as conspiring witnesses 
are executed only if the verdict of the accused is delivered and he is 
sentenced to death. Once the Gemara proves that according to Rabbi 
Yoĥanan the witnesses are not flogged, it is obvious that Ĥizkiyya 
disagrees. Since the Gemara began by discussing Ĥizkiyya’s statement, 
his name was mentioned first; it was not because the primary proof 
is from his statement.

A prohibition that is given as a warning of liability for a court-
imposed death penalty – ין ית דִּ ן לְאַזְהָרַת מִיתַת בֵּ יתַּ נִּ  If a particular :לָאו שֶׁ
prohibition, under certain circumstances, is punishable by execution, 
one cannot be flogged for violating that prohibition under any circum­
stances. This is somewhat similar to Ĥizkiyya’s opinion with regard to 
the exemption from any payment of monetary compensation in cases 
where there is potential liability to be executed.

How then could the conspiring witnesses be flogged – אִינְהוּ הֵיכִי 
­Rashi explains that they are also not flogged due to the prohibi :לָקוּ
tion: “You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor” (Exodus 
20:13), although in certain cases, conspiring witnesses are flogged 
for violating that prohibition. Some explain that lashes for violating 
that prohibition are administered only when the testimony of the 
conspiring witnesses was not only false testimony but would also have 
rendered the one against whom they testified liable; however, when 
their testimony would not have established liability, the conspiring 
witnesses are not flogged (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz).

A rebellious elder according to the court – ין דִּ ית  י בֵּ פִּ  :זָקֵן מַמְרֵא עַל 
There is an opinion that states that a rebellious elder is liable to be 
executed only if all his colleagues on the court rule contrary to his 
opinion, but if only the majority rule contrary to his opinion, although 
the halakha is not in accordance with his opinion, he is not liable to 
be executed (Meiri).

There were three courts there – ם י דִינִין הָיוּ שָׁ תֵּ בָּ ה  לשָֹׁ  Although :שְׁ

every lesser Sanhedrin consists of twenty-three judges, whether it 
was in a small city, a large city, or in Jerusalem, the courts in and 
around the Temple would choose the most highly qualified judges 
from the courts throughout the country to fill the openings on the 
court. Therefore, the courts in Jerusalem were of a higher quality than 
the courts located throughout the country. The Great Sanhedrin that 
consisted of seventy-one judges and convened in the Chamber of 
Hewn Stone was greater than the lesser tribunals that convened in and 
around the Temple both in terms of wisdom and in terms of authority 
to establish the halakha.

Artist’s conception of the Sanhedrin in the Chamber of Hewn Stone

This is what I interpreted…this is what I taught – ְך י…כָּ תִּ רַשְׁ דָּ ךְ   כָּ
י דְתִּ  Some explain this phrase as follows: This is what I taught in :לִימַּ
public lectures; this is what I taught to students in a more intimate set­
ting. Another possible distinction is: This is what I interpreted through 
logical analysis of the verses; this is what I taught through application 
of hermeneutical principles (Tosefot Yom Tov).

HALAKHA
With regard to the witnesses to the sale…with regard to the wit-
nesses to the abduction – גְנֵיבָה עֵידֵי  עֵידֵי מְכִירָה…בְּ  Two pairs of :בְּ
witnesses testified, one pair to the abduction and one to the sale. If 
the witnesses to the sale alone were rendered conspiring witnesses, or 
even if the witnesses to the abduction alone were rendered conspiring 
witnesses, they are liable to be executed, as testimony to the abduction 
is the beginning of the testimony that will render the accused liable 
to be executed, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan in 
his dispute with Ĥizkiyya (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

Witnesses concerning a stubborn and rebellious son – ן סוֹרֵר  עֵידֵי בֵּ

 If the first witnesses in the case of a stubborn and rebellious :וּמוֹרֶה
son stated that the son stole meat and wine from his father and ate it, 
and were then rendered conspiring witnesses, they are not liable to be 
executed. The witnesses who later testify that the son stole meat and 
wine from his father and ate it a second time are also not liable to be 
executed (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

Two say he stole in our presence and two say he ate in our pres-
ence – פָנֵינוּ אָכַל נַיִם אוֹמְרִים בְּ נַב וּשְׁ פָנֵינוּ גָּ נַיִם אוֹמְרִים בְּ  If two witnesses :שְׁ
in the case of a stubborn and rebellious son testify to the theft and 
two witnesses testify to the consumption of the stolen items, and the 
witnesses were rendered conspiring witnesses, they are all executed, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

The witnesses to the sale of a person who were rendered conspiring 
witnesses – ּהוּזְמו פֶשׁ שֶׁ נֶּ  In a case where a pair of witnesses :עֵידֵי מְכִירָה בַּ
testify that one sold a fellow Jew, if there are no witnesses to the 
abduction, even if the witnesses are rendered conspiring witnesses 
they are not executed. The reason for this is that their testimony is 
incapable of rendering the accused liable to be executed, since he can 
claim that the man that he sold was his slave. If witnesses later testify 
to the abduction, even if it is apparent that the two pairs of witnesses 
were aware of each other’s existence and even if they gesture to each 
other, the first pair is not liable to be executed (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Edut 21:9).

A rebellious elder – זָקֵן מַמְרֵא: If a Torah scholar rejects the ruling 
of his local court, he and those whose ruling he disputes ascend to 
Jerusalem and appear before the court that convenes at the entrance 
to the Temple Mount. If the matter remains unresolved, they proceed 
to the court that convenes at the entrance to the Temple courtyard. If 
the matter remains unresolved even then, they proceed to the Great 
Sanhedrin, which convenes in the Chamber of Hewn Stone and where 
the binding halakhic ruling is determined. If all the judges of the court 
agree to a ruling contrary to the ruling of the elder, and the elder 
returns to his city and continues to interpret the halakha contrary to 
the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin, he is not liable to be executed. If he 
instructs others to act in accordance with his ruling, or if he himself acts 
in accordance with his ruling, he is liable to be executed and does not 
require forewarning (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:8).

A student who instructs others to act – לַעֲשׂוֹת הוֹרָה  שֶׁ לְמִיד   A :תַּ
rebellious elder is liable to be executed only if he is a Torah scholar 
capable of issuing halakhic rulings and is authorized to do so. If he is 
a student who is not yet capable of issuing halakhic rulings, and he 
instructs others to act contrary to the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin, he 
is exempt from liability and is not executed (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 3:5).

זפ.

Perek X
Daf 87  Amud a

ר.  מְדַבֵּ תוּב  הַכָּ ין  דִּ בֵית  בְּ שֶׁ מוּפְלָא  בְּ

ךְ  ךָ׳ – זֶה יוֹעֵץ. וְכֵן הוּא אוֹמֵר: ׳מִמֵּ ׳מִמְּ

לִיָּעַל׳.  בְּ יֹעֵץ  רָעָה  ה׳  עַל  ב  חֹשֵׁ יָצָא 

ין. ט׳ – זֶה הַדִּ פָּ שְׁ בָר׳ – זוֹ הֲלָכָה. ׳לַמִּ ׳דָּ

This is what I interpreted…this is what I taught – ְך  כָּ
י דְתִּ לִימַּ ךְ  י…כָּ תִּ רַשְׁ  :Some explain this phrase as follows :דָּ
This is what I taught in public lectures; this is what I taught 
to students in a more intimate setting. Another possible 
distinction is: This is what I interpreted through logical 
analysis of the verses; this is what I taught through applica­
tion of hermeneutical principles (Tosefot Yom Tov).

notes

A student who instructs others to act – הוֹרָה לְמִיד שֶׁ  תַּ
 A rebellious elder is liable to be executed only if :לַעֲשׂוֹת
he is a Torah scholar capable of issuing halakhic rulings 
and is authorized to do so. If he is a student who is not yet 
capable of issuing halakhic rulings, and he instructs others 
to act contrary to the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin, he is 
exempt from liability and is not executed (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:5).

halakha

With regard to the most distinguished member of the 
court – ין דִּ בֵית  בְּ מוּפְלָא שֶׁ  A rebellious elder is liable to :בְּ
be executed only if he is a Torah scholar who is qualified 
to issue halakhic rulings (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Mamrim 3:5).

halakha
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The second matter is that in the case of a stubborn and rebellious 
son whose father and mother sought to forgive himh for his 
gluttonous and drunken conduct and decided not to bring him 
to court, they can forgive him.

The third is that in the case of a rebellious elder whom his court 
sought to forgiveh for his deviation from their ruling, they can 
forgive him. And when I came to my colleagues in the South, 
with regard to two of the cases they agreed with me, but with 
regard to a rebellious elder they did not agree with me, so that 
discord would not proliferate in Israel. This supports the opin-
ion of Rabbi Elazar and is a conclusive refutation of the opinion 
of Rav Kahana.

It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: Initially, discord 
would not proliferate among Israel.n Rather, the court of 
seventy-one judges would sit in the Chamber of Hewn Stone. 
And there were two additional courts each consisting of  
twenty-three judges; one would convene at the entrance to  
the Temple Mount, and one would convene at the entrance  
to the Temple courtyard. And all the other courts consisting  
of twenty-three judges would convene in all cities inhabited  
by the Jewish people.

If the matter was unclear and it was necessary to ask and clarify 
it, those uncertain of the halakha would ask the court that is in 
their city. If the members of the court heard a clear halakhic 
ruling with regard to that matter, they said it to them, and if not, 
they would come to a court that is adjacent to their city. If the 
members of the court heard a clear halakhic ruling with regard 
to that matter, they said it to them, and if not, they would come 
to the court at the entrance to the Temple Mount. If the mem-
bers of the court heard a clear halakhic ruling with regard to that 
matter, they said it to them, and if not, they would come to the 
court at the entrance to the Temple courtyard.

And the elder whose ruling deviated from the ruling of his col-
leagues says: This is what I interpreted and that is what my 
colleagues interpreted; this is what I taught and that is what 
my colleagues taught. If the members of the court heard a clear 
halakhic ruling with regard to that matter, they said it to them, 
and if not, these judges and those judges would come to the 
Chamber of Hewn Stone, where the Sanhedrin would be con-
vened from the time that the daily morning offering is sacrificed 
until the time that the daily afternoon offering is sacrificed.hb

פח:

Perek X
Daf 88  Amud b

לִמְחוֹל  וְאִמּוֹ  אָבִיו  רָצוּ  שֶׁ וּמוֹרֶה  סוֹרֵר  ן  בֵּ

לוֹ – מוֹחֲלִין לוֹ,

 – לוֹ  לִמְחוֹל  ינוֹ  דִּ ית  בֵּ רָצוּ  שֶׁ מַמְרֵא  זָקֵן 

רוֹם,  דָּ בַּ אתִי אֵצֶל חֲבֵירַי שֶׁ בָּ מוֹחֲלִין לוֹ. וּכְשֶׁ

נַיִם הוֹדוּ לִי, עַל זָקֵן מַמְרֵא – לאֹ הוֹדוּ  עַל שְׁ

רָאֵל!  יִשְׂ בְּ מַחֲלוֹקֹת  יִרְבּוּ  לּאֹ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ לִי, 

א. יוּבְתָּ תְּ

הָיוּ  לאֹ  ה  חִילָּ מִתְּ יוֹסֵי:  י  רַבִּ ״אָמַר  נְיָא:  תַּ

ין  דִּ ית  בֵּ א  אֶלָּ רָאֵל.  יִשְׂ בְּ מַחֲלוֹקֶת  ין  מַרְבִּ

זִית,  ת הַגָּ כַּ לִשְׁ בִין בְּ בְעִים וְאֶחָד יוֹשְׁ ל שִׁ שֶׁ

ה, אֶחָד  לשָֹׁ רִים וּשְׁ ל עֶשְׂ י דִינִין שֶׁ נֵי בָתֵּ וּשְׁ

עַל  ב  יוֹשֵׁ וְאֶחָד  יִת  הַבַּ הַר  תַח  פֶּ עַל  ב  יוֹשֵׁ

רִים  ל עֶשְׂ י דִינִין שֶׁ תֵּ אָר בָּ תַח הָעֲזָרָה, וּשְׁ פֶּ

רָאֵל. כָל עֲיָירוֹת יִשְׂ בִין בְּ ה יוֹשְׁ לשָֹׁ וּשְׁ

ין  דִּ ית  מִבֵּ שׁוֹאֲלִין  אוֹל,  לִשְׁ בָר  הַדָּ הוּצְרַךְ 

מְעוּ, אָמְרוּ לָהֶן, וְאִם לָאו –  עִירָן. אִם שָׁ בְּ שֶׁ

מְעוּ, אָמְרוּ  מוּךְ לְעִירָן. אִם שָׁ סָּ אִין לָזֶה שֶׁ בָּ

הַר  תַח  פֶּ עַל  שֶׁ לָזֶה  אִין  בָּ וְאִם לָאו,  לָהֶם, 

לָאו,  וְאִם  לָהֶם,  אָמְרוּ  מְעוּ,  שָׁ אִם  יִת.  הַבַּ

תַח הָעֲזָרָה. עַל פֶּ אִין לָזֶה שֶׁ בָּ

ךְ  כָּ חֲבֵירַי,  רְשׁוּ  דָּ וְכָךְ  י  תִּ רַשְׁ דָּ ךְ  ׳כָּ וְאוֹמֵר: 

מְעוּ, אָמְרוּ  דוּ חֲבֵירַי׳. אִם שָׁ י וְכָךְ לִמְּ דְתִּ לִמַּ

ת  כַּ לְלִשְׁ אִין  בָּ וָאֵלּוּ  אֵלּוּ  לָאו,  וְאִם  לָהֶם, 

חַר עַד  ל שַׁ מִיד שֶׁ בִין מִתָּ ם יוֹשְׁ ָ שּׁ זִית, שֶׁ הַגָּ

יִם. ין הָעַרְבַּ ל בֵּ מִיד שֶׁ תָּ

A stubborn and rebellious son whose father and 
mother sought to forgive him – רָצוּ אָבִיו ן סוֹרֵר וּמוֹרֶה שֶׁ  בֵּ
 If the father and mother of a stubborn :וְאִמּוֹ לִמְחוֹל לוֹ
and rebellious son seek to forgive him before his verdict 
is issued, he is exempt from punishment. The Rambam 
bases his ruling on the Jerusalem Talmud in order to 
determine the stage of the trial beyond which the parents 
can no longer forgive their son (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 7:8 and Maggid Mishne there).

Rebellious elder whom his court sought to forgive –  
ינוֹ לִמְחוֹל לוֹ ית דִּ רָצוּ בֵּ  Even if the court seeks to :זָקֵן מַמְרֵא שֶׁ
forgo its honor and forgive the rebellious elder, they may 
not do so, so that discord does not proliferate among 
Israel (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:4).

Time of the Sanhedrin’s session – סַנְהֶדְרִין ב   :זְמַן מוֹשַׁ
Judges convene the court from the end of the morning 
prayers until midday. The judges of the Sanhedrin would 
convene from the time that the daily morning offering 
was sacrificed until the daily afternoon offering was sac­
rificed (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1).

halakha

Discord would not proliferate among Israel – ּלאֹ הָיו 
רָאֵל יִשְׂ ין מַחֲלוֹקֶת בְּ  ,From the start of the tannaitic era :מַרְבִּ
there were unresolved halakhic disputes, e.g., the dis­
pute between the Sages who constituted the pairs with 
regard to whether one places his hands on the heads of 
animal offerings sacrificed on the Festival (see Ĥagiga 16a). 
Since there were always a small number of disputes, the 
Gemara employs the term proliferate.

notes

Times of the daily offering – מִיד י הַקְרָבַת הַתָּ ­The daily morn :זְמַנֵּ
ing offering was sacrificed before sunrise, when the entire east­
ern side of the sky was illuminated. This was approximately one 
seasonal half hour prior to sunrise, which during the autumnal 
and vernal equinoxes occurred at approximately five thirty in the 
morning. The daily afternoon offering was typically sacrificed 
at nine-and-a-half seasonal hours of the day, at approximately 
three thirty in the afternoon during the autumnal and vernal 
equinoxes.

Priest outside the Temple announcing the time of dawn
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And on Shabbatot and Festivals, when court is not in session, 
the members of the court would sit at the rampart.h When a 
question was asked before them, if the members of the court 
heard a clear halakhic ruling with regard to that matter, they 
would say it to them, and if not they would stand for a vote on 
the matter. If the judges who deemed the item in question ritu-
ally impure outnumbered those who deemed it pure, the court 
would deem the item impure. If the judges who deemed the 
item in question ritually pure outnumbered those who deemed 
it impure, the court would deem the item pure.n

From the time that the disciples of Shammai and Hillel grew 
in number, and they were disciples who did not attend to their 
masters to the requisite degree, dispute proliferated among  
the Jewish people and the Torah became like two Torahs. Two 
disparate systems of halakha developed, and there was no longer 
a halakhic consensus with regard to every matter.

The baraita continues its discussion of the workings of the San-
hedrin: From there, the Sanhedrin writes and dispatches the 
following statement to all places: Anyone who is wise and hum-
blen and the minds of people are at ease with him shall be a 
judge in his city. If he is successful in his city, from there, they 
promote him to the court at the entrance to the Temple Mount 
if there is a vacant seat on the court, and from there they promote 
him to the court at the entrance to the Temple courtyard, and 
from there to the court in the Chamber of Hewn Stone.h

Apropos the appointment of judges, the Gemara relates that they 
sent the following statement from there, i.e., Eretz Yisrael: Who 
is the one destined to receive a place in the World-to-Come? It 
is one who is modest and humble, who bows and enters and 
bows and exits,n and who studies Torah regularly, and who 
does not take credit for himself. The Sages cast their eyes on 
Rav Ulla bar Abba, as they perceived him as the embodiment of 
all these characteristics.

The mishna teaches: If the rebellious elder returned to his city 
and he taught in the manner that he was teaching previously, he 
is exempt from punishment, unless he instructs others to act on 
the basis of his ruling. The Sages taught: He is not liable unless 
he acts in accordance with his ruling, or he instructs others 
and they act in accordance with his ruling.h

The Gemara challenges: Granted, if he instructs others and they 
act in accordance with his ruling there is a novel element in  
the fact that he is liable to be executed, as initially, before he  
was deemed a rebellious elder, he is not liable to receive the 
death penalty for instructing others to perform the transgression, 
and now, he is to receive the death penalty. But if he acts in 
accordance with his ruling, initially, before he was deemed a 
rebellious elder, he is also liable to receive the death penalty  
for performing that action. The Gemara clarifies the difficulty: 
This works out well in a case where he ruled with regard to 
forbidden fat and blood, as initially he would not have been 
liable to receive the death penalty; rather, he would have been 
liable to receive karet, and now he is liable to receive the death 
penalty. But in a case where he ruled with regard to a trans
gression for which one is liable to receive a court-imposed death 
penalty, initially, he is also liable to receive the death penalty.

חֵיל.  בַּ בִין  יוֹשְׁ טוֹבִים  וּבְיָמִים  תוֹת  בָּ וּבְשַׁ

מְעוּ,  שָׁ אִם  פְנֵיהֶם.  בִּ אֵלָה  שְׁ אֲלָה  נִשְׁ

אָמְרוּ לָהֶם, וְאִם לָאו – עוֹמְדִין לְמִנְיָן. רַבּוּ 

טַהֲרִין, טִהֲרוּ. אוּ. רַבּוּ הַמְּ אִים, טִמְּ טַמְּ הַמְּ

שׁוּ  מְּ שִׁ לּאֹ  ל שֶׁ וְהִלֵּ אי  מַּ רַבּוּ תַלְמִידֵי שַׁ ֶ מִשּׁ

ית  רָאֵל, וְנַעֲשֵׂ יִשְׂ ן – רַבּוּ מַחֲלוֹקתֹ בְּ ל צָרְכָּ כָּ

י תוֹרוֹת. תֵּ שְׁ תּוֹרָה כִּ

ל מִי  כָל מְקוֹמוֹת: כָּ ם כּוֹתְבִין וְשׁוֹלְחִין בְּ ָ מִשּׁ

רִיּוֹת נוֹחָה  רֶךְ וְדַעַת הַבְּ פַל בֶּ הוּא חָכָם וּשְׁ שֶׁ

ם מַעֲלִין אוֹתוֹ  ָ עִירוֹ. מִשּׁ יָּין בְּ הֵימֶנּוּ – יְהֵא דַּ

ת  כַּ לְלִשְׁ ם  ָ מִשּׁ לָעֲזָרָה,  ם  ָ מִשּׁ יִת,  הַבַּ לְהַר 

זִית״. הַגָּ

א? עַנְוְותָן  ן הָעוֹלָם הַבָּ ם: אֵיזֶהוּ בֶּ לְחוּ מִתָּ שָׁ

וְגָרֵיס  וְנָפֵיק,  יֵיף  שָׁ עָיֵיל  יֵיף  שָׁ רֶךְ,  בֶּ פַל  וּשְׁ

טִיבוּתָא  מַחֲזִיק  וְלָא  דִירָא,  תְּ אוֹרַיְיתָא  בְּ

א  רַב עוּלָּ נַן עֵינַיְיהוֹן בְּ יהּ רַבָּ יהּ. יָהֲבוּ בֵּ לְנַפְשֵׁ

א. ר אַבָּ בַּ

חַיָּיב  ״אֵינוֹ  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ נָה״.  וְשָׁ לְעִירוֹ  ״חָזַר 

יּוֹרֶה לַאֲחֵרִים  הוֹרָאָתוֹ, אוֹ שֶׁ ה כְּ יַּעֲשֶׂ עַד שֶׁ

הוֹרָאָתוֹ״. וְיַעֲשׂוּ כְּ

הוֹרָאָתוֹ״ –  לָמָא ״יוֹרֶה לַאֲחֵרִים וְיַעֲשׂוּ כְּ שְׁ  בִּ

ר  א בַּ תָּ ר קְטָלָא הוּא, וְהָשְׁ רָא לָאו בַּ מֵעִיקָּ

הוֹרָאָתוֹ״,  כְּ ה  יַּעֲשֶׂ ״שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ הוּא.  קְטָלָא 

ר קְטָלָא הוּא! הָתִינַח הֵיכָא  רָא נַמִי בַּ מֵעִיקָּ

ר קְטָלָא  רָא לָאו בַּ מֵעִיקָּ חֵלֶב וְדָם, דְּ אוֹרֵי בְּ דְּ

א הֵיכָא  ר קְטָלָא הוּא. אֶלָּ א בַּ תָּ הוּא, וְהָשְׁ

רָא נַמִי  ין, מֵעִיקָּ ית דִּ חַיָּיבֵי מִיתוֹת בֵּ אוֹרֵי בְּ דְּ

ר קְטָלָא הוּא! בַּ

Time of the Sanhedrin’s session on Shabbatot and  
Festivals – תוֹת וְיָמִים טוֹבִים בָּ שַׁ דוֹלָה בְּ ב סַנְהֶדְרִין גְּ  On :מוֹשַׁ
Shabbatot and Festivals, the Great Sanhedrin did not con­
vene in the Chamber of Hewn Stone; rather, it assembled 
in the study hall that was on the Temple Mount. Accord­
ing to the Radbaz, this study hall was located in the ram­
part. Some explain that the Rambam’s ruling is based on 
the Jerusalem Talmud and on the Tosefta, which disagree 
with the opinion of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1 and Leĥem Mishne there).

The process of appointing judges – יָּינִים הַדַּ  The :מִנּוּי 
members of the Great Sanhedrin would send emissar­
ies throughout Eretz Yisrael seeking wise, God-fearing, 
humble, and well-regarded men to serve as judges on 
the court in their city. If they distinguish themselves in 
terms of stature and wisdom on the local court, they 
are recruited to serve on the court at the entrance to 
the Temple Mount, the court in the Temple courtyard, 
and the Great Sanhedrin in the Chamber of Hewn Stone 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:8).

When is a rebellious elder liable – זָקֵן מַמְרֵא  :מָתַי חַיָּיב 
A rebellious elder who heard the ruling of the Great 
Sanhedrin, returned to his city, and continued to teach 
contrary to that ruling is liable only if he instructs others 
to act on the basis of his ruling, or if he acts on the basis 
of his opinion. In those cases, he is liable to be executed 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:5).

halakha

If the judges who deemed it ritually pure outnumbered 
those who deemed it impure they would deem it pure – 
טַהֲרִין טִהֲרוּ  Several early commentaries write that with :רַבּוּ הַמְּ
regard to the rebellious elder, one does not follow the majority. 
If even one of the members of the Great Sanhedrin supports 
his ruling, the rebellious elder is not executed. He is executed 
only if every member of the Great Sanhedrin disagrees with his 
ruling (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Meiri).

Wise and humble, etc. – רֶךְ וכו׳ פַל בֶּ  The attributes of a :חָכָם וּשְׁ
judge enumerated here are derived from the verse describing 
the judges appointed by Moses: “Get you, from each one of 
your tribes, wise men, and understanding, and well known, and 
I will place them at your head” (Deuteronomy 1:13). Well known 
in this context means well regarded by the public. The fact that 
the judges must be humble, a quality that does not appear in 

the verse, was derived from Moses himself, who was the most 
humble of men (see Numbers 12:3 and Rambam).

Who bows and enters and bows and exits – יֵיף יֵיף וְעָיֵיל שָׁ  שָׁ
 Some explain that bowing here refers to the residence :וְנָפֵיק
of the praiseworthy Torah scholar. It is a modest residence 
into which one must bow his head in order to enter and exit 
(Maharsha).

notes

elapi
Rectangle



  Perek I . 13b . ׳א רקפ דף יג:   67

It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir was not his name; rather, Rabbi 
Nehorai was his name. And why was he called by the name Rabbi 
Meir? It was because he illuminates [meir] the eyes of the Sages in 
matters of the halakha. And Rabbi Nehorai was not the name of  
the tanna known by that name; rather, Rabbi Neĥemya was his name, 
and some say: Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh was his name. And why was 
he called by the name Rabbi Nehorai? It is because he enlightens 
[manhir] the eyes of the Sages in matters of the halakha.

The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The fact that I am 
more incisive than my colleagues is due to the fact that I saw Rabbi Meir 
from behind, i.e., I sat behind him when I was his student. Had I seen 
him from the front,h I would be even more incisive, as it is written: 

“And your eyes shall see your teacher” (Isaiah 30:20). Seeing the face of 
one’s teacher increases one’s understanding and sharpens one’s mind.

And the Gemara stated that Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 
said: Rabbi Meir had a disciple, and his name was Sumakhus, who 
would state with regard to each and every matter of ritual impurity 
forty-eight reasons in support of the ruling of impurity, and with re-
gard to each and every matter of ritual purity forty-eight reasons in 
support of the ruling of purity.

It was taught in a baraita: There was a distinguished disciple at Yavne 
who could with his incisive intellect purify the creeping animal,n ex-
plicitly deemed ritually impure by the Torah, adducing one hundred 
and fifty reasons in support of his argument. 

Ravina said: I too will deliberate and purify it employing the following 
reasoning: And just as a snake that kills people and animals and there-
by increases ritual impurity in the world, as a corpse imparts impurity 
through contact, through being carried, and by means of a tent, is ritu-
ally pure and transmits no impurity, a creeping animal that does not 
kill and does not increase impurity in the world, all the more so should 
it be pure.

The Gemara rejects this: And it is not so; that is not a valid a fortiori 
argument, as it can be refuted. A snake is performing a mere act of a 
thorn. A thorn causes injury and even death; nevertheless, it is not ritu-
ally impure. The same applies to a snake, and therefore this a fortiori 
argument is rejected. 

Rabbi Abba said that Shmuel said: For three years Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel disagreed. These said: The halakha is in accordance with 
our opinion, and these said: The halakha is in accordance with our 
opinion. Ultimately, a Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed: Both 
these and those are the words of the living God.n However, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel.

The Gemara asks: Since both these and those are the words of the liv-
ing God, why were Beit Hillel privileged to have the halakha estab-
lished in accordance with their opinion? The reason is that they were 
agreeable and forbearing,n showing restraint when affronted, and when 
they taught the halakha they would teach both their own statements 
and the statements of Beit Shammai. Moreover, when they formulated 
their teachings and cited a dispute, they prioritized the statements of 
Beit Shammai to their own statements, in deference to Beit Shammai.

י נְהוֹרַאי  א רַבִּ מוֹ, אֶלָּ י מֵאִיר שְׁ נָא: לאֹ רַבִּ תָּ
הוּא  י מֵאִיר – שֶׁ מוֹ רַבִּ ה נִקְרָא שְׁ מוֹ. וְלָמָּ שְׁ
נְהוֹרַאי  וְלאֹ  הֲלָכָה.  בַּ חֲכָמִים  עֵינֵי  מֵאִיר 
לָהּ:  וְאָמְרִי  מוֹ,  שְׁ נְחֶמְיָה  י  רַבִּ א  אֶלָּ מוֹ,  שְׁ
מוֹ  ה נִקְרָא שְׁ מוֹ. וְלָמָּ ן עֲרָךְ שְׁ י אֶלְעָזָר בֶּ רַבִּ

הֲלָכָה. מַנְהִיר עֵינֵי חֲכָמִים בַּ נְהוֹרַאי – שֶׁ

 – מֵחַבְרַאי  דְנָא  מִחַדַּ דְּ הַאי  י:  רַבִּ אָמַר 
י מֵאִיר מֵאֲחוֹרֵיהּ. וְאִילּוּ חֲזִיתֵיהּ  חֲזִיתֵיהּ לְרַבִּ דַּ
כְתִיב: ״וְהָיוּ  דְנָא טְפֵי. דִּ יהּ – הֲוָה מִחַדַּ מֵּ מִקַּ

עֵינֶיךָ רוֹאוֹת אֶת מוֹרֶיךָ״. 

לְמִיד  תַּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  הוּ,  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
הָיָה  שֶׁ מוֹ,  שְׁ וְסוּמָכוּס  מֵאִיר  י  לְרַבִּ לוֹ  הָיָה 
עִים  ל טוּמְאָה אַרְבָּ בָר וְדָבָר שֶׁ ל דָּ אוֹמֵר עַל כָּ
וְדָבָר  בָר  דָּ ל  כָּ וְעַל  טַעֲמֵי טוּמְאָה,  מוֹנָה  וּשְׁ
מוֹנָה טַעֲמֵי טָהֳרָה. עִים וּשְׁ ל טָהֳרָה אַרְבָּ שֶׁ

הָיָה מְטַהֵר  יַבְנֶה שֶׁ לְמִיד וָתִיק הָיָה בְּ נָא: תַּ תָּ
ים טְעָמִים. ִ מֵאָה וַחֲמִשּׁ רֶץ בְּ ֶ אֶת הַשּׁ

חָשׁ  אָמַר רָבִינָא: אֲנִי אָדוּן וַאֲטַהֲרֶנּוּ; וּמַה נָּ
אֵין  רֶץ שֶׁ ה טוּמְאָה – טָהוֹר, שֶׁ מִית וּמַרְבֶּ מֵּ שֶׁ

ן?  כֵּ ל שֶׁ ה טוּמְאָה לאֹ כָּ מֵמִית וּמַרְבֶּ

עָלְמָא קָעָבֵיד. ה קוֹץ בְּ וְלאֹ הִיא, מַעֲשֵׂ

נִים  לשֹׁ שָׁ מוּאֵל: שָׁ א, אָמַר שְׁ י אַבָּ אָמַר רַבִּ
לוּ אוֹמְרִים  ל, הַלָּ אי וּבֵית הִלֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ נֶחְלְקוּ בֵּ
הֲלָכָה  אוֹמְרִים  לוּ  וְהַלָּ מוֹתֵנוּ  כְּ הֲלָכָה 
וָאֵלּוּ  וְאָמְרָה: אֵלּוּ  ת קוֹל  יָצְאָה בַּ מוֹתֵנוּ.  כְּ
ל.  בֵית הִלֵּ בְרֵי אֱלהִֹים חַיִּים הֵן, וַהֲלָכָה כְּ דִּ

בְרֵי אֱלהִֹים חַיִּים,  אֵלּוּ וָאֵלּוּ דִּ וְכִי מֵאַחַר שֶׁ
הֲלָכָה  לִקְבּוֹעַ  ל  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ זָכוּ  מַה  נֵי  מִפְּ
וְשׁוֹנִין  הָיוּ  וַעֲלוּבִין  נּוֹחִין  שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ  – מוֹתָן  כְּ
א  אֶלָּ עוֹד  וְלאֹ  אי.  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ וְדִבְרֵי  בְרֵיהֶן  דִּ

אי לְדִבְרֵיהֶן. מַּ ית שַׁ בְרֵי בֵּ ימִין דִּ קְדִּ מַּ שֶׁ

Had I seen him from the front – ּאִילּוּ חֲזִיתֵיה 
יהּ מֵּ  Students must sit before their teacher :מִקַּ
so that they can all see him (Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 246:9).

halakha

Purify the creeping animal – רֶץ ֶ  See Tosafot’s :מְטַהֵר אֶת הַשּׁ
comments on this statement. The plain sense of this idea is that 
excessive brilliance of this type, a trait listed among the qualities 
required of the Sages of the Sanhedrin, is a crucial characteristic 
of great Sages, enabling them to arrive at innovative conclu-
sions. However, it is precisely for this reason that outstanding 
scholars were regarded with a certain measure of suspicion. 
Others were unable to discern whether or not they were utiliz-
ing their great talents to prove ideas that they themselves did 
not consider correct. 

Both these and those are the words of the living God – ּאֵלּו 
בְרֵי אֱלהִֹים חַיִּים  Some commentaries refer to a midrash :וָאֵלּוּ דִּ

that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud to resolve the difficulties 
raised by this statement: When God gave the Torah to Moses, 
He gave it to him with forty-nine rationales for purity and forty-
nine rationales for impurity, meaning that the Torah itself, from 
the moment it was given, could be interpreted in either direc-
tion. Although the decisions with regard to the disputes were 
determined by the Sages throughout the generations, all the 
divergent opinions have their place in the Torah as it was given, 
and therefore: Both these and those are the words of the living 
God (Rabbeinu Nissim Gaon; Ritva). 

Agreeable and forbearing – נוֹחִין וַעֲלוּבִין: The early commen-
taries note that the fact that the Sages of Beit Hillel were easy-

going and forbearing cannot serve as a rationale to rule in 
accordance with their opinion. In fact, the scholars of Beit Hillel 
comprised the majority of the Sages; and while the members 
of Beit Shammai were more brilliant than their colleagues in 
Beit Hillel, the halakha was decided in accordance with the 
majority opinion, as dictated by the Torah. It has also been 
suggested that since the scholars of Beit Hillel were easygo-
ing and forbearing, they would closely analyze the rulings of 
Beit Shammai, who did not do the same with the rulings of 
Beit Hillel. Therefore, wherever the members of Beit Hillel dis-
agreed, it is reasonable to assume that they had solid grounds  
for doing so. 

notes
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As in the mishna that we learned: In the case of one whose head and 
most of his body were in the sukka,h but his table was in the house, 
Beit Shammai deem this sukka invalid; and Beit Hillel deem it valid. 
Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Wasn’t there an incident in which 
the Elders of Beit Shammai and the Elders of Beit Hillel went to 
visit Rabbi Yoĥanan ben HaĤoranit, and they found him sitting with 
his head and most of his body in the sukka, but his table was in the 
house? Beit Shammai said to them: From there do you seek to adduce 
a proof? Those visitors, too, said to him: If that was the manner in 
which you were accustomed to perform the mitzva, you have never 
fulfilled the mitzva of sukka in all your days. It is apparent from the 
phrasing of the mishna that when the Sages of Beit Hillel related that 
the Elders of Beit Shammai and the Elders of Beit Hillel visited Rabbi 
Yoĥanan ben HaĤoranit, they mentioned the Elders of Beit Shammai 
before their own Elders.

This is to teach you that anyone who humbles himself, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, exalts him, and anyone who exalts himself, the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, humbles him. Anyone who seeks greatness, 
greatness flees from him, and, conversely, anyone who flees from 
greatness, greatness seeks him. And anyone who attempts to force 
the moment and expends great effort to achieve an objective pre-
cisely when he desires to do so, the moment forces him too, and he is 
unsuccessful. And conversely, anyone who is patient and yields to the 
moment, the moment stands by his side, and he will ultimately be 
successful. 

The Sages taught the following baraita: For two and a half years, Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel disagreed. These say: It would have been 
preferable had man not been created than to have been created. And 
those said: It is preferable for man to have been created than had he 
not been created. Ultimately, they were counted and concluded:n It 
would have been preferable had man not been created than to have 
been created. However, now that he has been created, he should ex-
amine his actions that he has performed and seek to correct them. And 
some say: He should scrutinize his planned actionsn and evaluate 
whether or not and in what manner those actions should be performed, 
so that he will not sin.

mishna The cross beam, which the Sages stated may be 
used to render an alleyway fit for one to carry 

within it, must be wide enough to receive and hold a small brick.nh 
And this small brick is half a large brick, which measures three 
handbreadths,b i.e., a handbreadth and a half. It is sufficient that the 
cross beam will be a handbreadth in width, not a handbreadth and a 
half, enough to hold a small brick across its width. 

And the cross beam must be wide enough to hold a small brick and 
also sturdy enough to hold a small brickh and not collapse. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: If it is wide enough to hold the brick, even though it is 
not sturdy enough to actually support it, it is sufficient. Therefore, even 
if the cross beam is made of straw or reeds, one considers it as though 
it were made of metal.

If the cross beam is curved, so that a small brick cannot rest on it, one 
considers it as though it were straight;n if it is round, one considers 
it as though it were square. The following principle was stated with 
regard to a round cross beam: Any beam with a circumference of three 
handbreadths is a handbreadth in width, i.e., in diameter. 

הָיָה ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ  נִינוּ: ״מִי שֶׁ ָ שּׁ אוֹתָהּ שֶׁ כְּ
אי  מַּ ית שַׁ יִת בֵּ תוֹךְ הַבַּ לְחָנוֹ בְּ ה וְשֻׁ סּוּכָּ בַּ
ית  ירִין. אָמְרוּ בֵּ ל מַכְשִׁ פּוֹסְלִין וּבֵית הִלֵּ
ה  אי: לאֹ כָךְ הָיָה מַעֲשֶׂ מַּ ל לְבֵית שַׁ הִלֵּ
ית  בֵּ וְזִקְנֵי  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ זִקְנֵי  הָלְכוּ  שֶׁ
ן הַחוֹרָנִית,  י יוֹחָנָן בֶּ ר אֶת רַבִּ ל לְבַקֵּ הִלֵּ
ה  סּוּכָּ בַּ וְרוּבּוֹ  ראֹשׁוֹ  ב  יוֹשֵׁ וּמְצָאוּהוּ 
ית  בֵּ לָהֶן  אָמְרוּ  יִת.  הַבַּ תוֹךְ  בְּ לְחָנוֹ  וְשֻׁ
הֵן אָמְרוּ  רְאָיָה?! אַף  ם  ָ מִשּׁ אי: אִי  מַּ שַׁ
ךְ הָיִיתָ נוֹהֵג לאֹ קִיַּימְתָּ מִצְוַת  לוֹ: אִם כָּ

ה מִיָּמֶיךָ״. סוּכָּ

דוֹשׁ  יל עַצְמוֹ – הַקָּ פִּ שְׁ ל הַמַּ כָּ דְךָ, שֶׁ לְלַמֶּ
יהַּ עַצְמוֹ –  גְבִּ יהוֹ, וְכָל הַמַּ רוּךְ הוּא מַגְבִּ בָּ
ל הַמְחַזֵּר  ילוֹ. כָּ פִּ רוּךְ הוּא מַשְׁ דוֹשׁ בָּ הַקָּ
נּוּ, וְכָל  ה בּוֹרַחַת מִמֶּ דוּלָּ ה – גְּ דוּלָּ עַל הַגְּ
מְחַזֶּרֶת  ה  דוּלָּ גְּ  – ה  דוּלָּ הַגְּ מִן  הַבּוֹרֵחַ 
עָה  עָה – שָׁ ָ אַחֲרָיו. וְכָל הַדּוֹחֵק אֶת הַשּׁ
עָה  עָה – שָׁ נֵי שָׁ דְחֶה מִפְּ דּוֹחַקְתּוֹ, וְכָל הַנִּ

עוֹמֶדֶת לוֹ.

ית  נִים וּמֶחֱצָה נֶחְלְקוּ בֵּ י שָׁ תֵּ נַן: שְׁ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
נוֹחַ  אוֹמְרִים:  לוּ  הַלָּ ל,  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  אי  מַּ שַׁ
בְרָא,  נִּ ֶ מִשּׁ יוֹתֵר  נִבְרָא  לּאֹ  שֶׁ לָאָדָם  לוֹ 
בְרָא  נִּ לוּ אוֹמְרִים: נוֹחַ לוֹ לָאָדָם שֶׁ וְהַלָּ
נוֹחַ  וְגָמְרוּ:  נִמְנוּ  נִבְרָא.  לּאֹ  ֶ מִשּׁ יוֹתֵר 
בְרָא,  נִּ ֶ מִשּׁ יוֹתֵר  נִבְרָא  לּאֹ  שֶׁ לָאָדָם  לוֹ 
יו.  מַעֲשָׂ בְּ שׁ  פֵּ יְפַשְׁ  – בְרָא  נִּ שֶׁ יו  עַכְשָׁ

יו. מַעֲשָׂ מֵשׁ בְּ וְאָמְרִי לָהּ: יְמַשְׁ

דֵי  כְּ רְחָבָה  אָמְרוּ –  שֶׁ הַקּוֹרָה  מתני׳ 
ל  שֶׁ לְבֵנָה  חֲצִי  וְאָרִיחַ  אָרִיחַ.  ל  לְקַבֵּ
הֵא  תְּ שֶׁ לַקּוֹרָה  יָּיה  דַּ טְפָחִים.  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ
ל אָרִיחַ לְרָחְבּוֹ. דֵי לְקַבֵּ רְחָבָה טֶפַח כְּ

דֵי  כְּ וּבְרִיאָה  אָרִיחַ,  ל  לְקַבֵּ דֵי  כְּ רְחָבָה 
י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: רְחָבָה  רַבִּ ל אָרִיחַ.  לְקַבֵּ
ל קַשׁ  רִיאָה. הָיְתָה שֶׁ אֵין בְּ י שֶׁ אַף עַל פִּ
הִיא  אִילּוּ  כְּ אוֹתָהּ  רוֹאִין   – קָנִים  ל  וְשֶׁ

כֶת. ל מַתֶּ שֶׁ

הִיא  אִילּוּ  כְּ אוֹתָהּ  רוֹאִין   – ה  עֲקוּמָּ
אִילּוּ  כְּ רוֹאִין אוֹתָהּ   – ה  עֲגוּלָּ שׁוּטָה,  פְּ
יפוֹ  הֵיקֵּ בְּ יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ ל  כָּ עַת.  מְרוּבַּ הִיא 
ה טְפָחִים – יֵשׁ בּוֹ רוֹחַב טֶפַח. לשָֹׁ שְׁ

NOTES
Purify the creeping animal – רֶץ ֶ הַשּׁ אֶת :מְטַהֵר See Tosafot’s comments 
on this statement. The plain sense of this idea is that excessive brilliance 
of this type, a trait listed among the qualities required of the Sages of 
the Sanhedrin, is a crucial characteristic of great Sages, enabling them 
to arrive at innovative conclusions. However, it is precisely for this rea-
son that outstanding scholars were regarded with a certain measure 
of suspicion. Others were unable to discern whether or not they were 
utilizing their great talents to prove ideas that they themselves did
not consider correct. 

Both these and those are the words of the living God – בְרֵי דִּ וָאֵלּוּ אֵלּוּ
חַיִּים :אֱלהִֹים Some commentaries refer to a midrash that appears in the
Jerusalem Talmud to resolve the difficulties raised by this statement:
When God gave the Torah to Moses, He gave it to him with forty-nine 
rationales for purity and forty-nine rationales for impurity, meaning
that the Torah itself, from the moment it was given, could be inter-
preted in either direction. Although the decisions with regard to the 
disputes were determined by the Sages throughout the generations, 
all the divergent opinions have their place in the Torah as it was given, 
and therefore: Both these and those are the words of the living God 
(Rabbeinu Nissim Gaon; Ritva). 

Agreeable and forbearing – נוֹחִין וַעֲלוּבִין: The early commentaries note 
that the fact that the Sages of Beit Hillel were easygoing and forbearing 
cannot serve as a rationale to rule in accordance with their opinion. In 
fact, the scholars of Beit Hillel comprised the majority of the Sages; and 
while the members of Beit Shammai were more brilliant than their col-
leagues in Beit Hillel, the halakha was decided in accordance with the 
majority opinion, as dictated by the Torah. It has also been suggested 
that since the scholars of Beit Hillel were easygoing and forbearing,
they would closely analyze the rulings of Beit Shammai, who did not 
do the same with the rulings of Beit Hillel. Therefore, wherever the
members of Beit Hillel disagreed, it is reasonable to assume that they 
had solid grounds for doing so. 

They were counted and concluded – ּוְגָמְרו :נִמְנוּ Some commentar-
ies explain that the question was whether or not the potential posi-
tive actions of a person are greater than his opportunities for failure. 
Ultimately, they counted the mitzvot and concluded that there are
more negative precepts than positive precepts, which means that the 
danger of transgressing negative commandments is greater than the 
possibility of fulfilling positive ones. Due to this danger, it would have 
been preferable had a person not been created (Maharsha).

Examine and scrutinize – ׁמֵש וִימַשְׁ שׁ פֵּ :יְפַשְׁ Some explain that a person 
should examine the actions that he has already performed and scruti-
nize the actions that he plans to undertake (Ritva). Others suggest that 
one should examine the totality of one’s actions and scrutinize each 
individual action (Mesillat Yesharim).

Enough to hold a small brick – ַאָרִיח ל בֵּ ַ לְ דֵי In the Jerusalem :כְּ
Talmud, it is explained that the cross beam must be sturdy enough to 
bear a complete row of bricks along its entire length, with the bricks 
laid out lengthwise or widthwise. The rationale is that otherwise the 
cross beam would look as though it were a small wooden plank not 
placed permanently in that spot. 

Curved…as though it were straight – ה וּמָּ אִילּוּ…עֲ כְּ הִיא שׁוּטָה  It is :פְּ
said in the Jerusalem Talmud that the entire latter section of the mishna 
is stated in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. According to 
most commentaries, that is not the understanding in the Babylonian 

Talmud, although some commentaries, including Rabbeinu Yehonatan, 
dispute this. 

HALAKHA
Writing a bill of divorce in her name – ּמָה לִשְׁ ט  גֵּ תִיבָת  A bill of :כְּ
divorce that was written in the name of one woman cannot be used 
in the divorce proceedings of another woman. This restriction applies 
even if the names of the women, their husbands, and their places of 
residence are the same, because a bill of divorce must be written in 
the name of a particular woman (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 131:2). 

Had I seen him from the front – ּיה מֵּ ַּ מִ חֲזִיתֵיהּ :אִילּוּ Students must 
sit before their teacher so that they can all see him (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 246:9).

Whose head and most of his body were in the sukka – ֹראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּו
ה סּוּכָּ  ,If one sits with his head and most of his body in the sukka :בַּ
but his table is inside the house, it is as though he were not sitting
in the sukka, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, with
whom Beit Hillel ultimately agreed on this matter (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 634:4).

The width of the cross beam – וֹרָה ּ הַ :רוֹחַב A cross beam must be 
at least a handbreadth wide to render an alleyway fit for one to carry 
within it on Shabbat (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:17).

The sturdiness of the cross beam – וֹרָה ּ הַ  A cross beam must be :חוֹזֶ
sturdy enough to support a small brick. In the Jerusalem Talmud, the 
criterion is that it be sturdy enough to support bricks lined up along 
its entire length, up to three handbreadths away from the two sides 
of the alleyway (Magen Avraham, based on Beit Yosef; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:17). 

BACKGROUND
A small brick and a large brick – וּלְבֵנָה  A large brick is usually :אָרִיחַ
a square of three by three handbreadths. A small brick, which is half 
a brick, is a rectangle three handbreadths long and one and a half
handbreadths wide.

Large brick and small brick

PERSONALITIES
Rabbi Meir – מֵאִיר י :רַבִּ One of the greatest tanna’im of the generation 
that preceded the redaction of the Mishna. There is no clear informa-
tion available concerning Rabbi Meir’s parents, though it is told that 
he descended from a family of converts from the house of the Roman 
emperors. 

His exceptional brilliance in Torah study was evident from a very
early age, and he was a student of the two greatest scholars of the
generation, Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. He was also the lone
Sage who continued to study with Elisha ben Avuya, despite the lat-
ter’s estrangement from Judaism. His primary teacher was Rabbi Akiva, 
who ordained him at a very young age, which is the reason that he was 
ordained a second time by Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava.

In recognition of his outstanding scholarship, Rabbi Meir was of-
ficially appointed ĥakham, literally, wise man, the third level below nasi, 
head of the Sanhedrin. The halakhic discussions between him and his 
colleagues Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Shimon, and Rabbi Elazar 
form one of the most important foundations of the Mishna.

Rabbi Meir’s greatest undertaking appears to have been a struc-
tured, oral redaction of the Oral Law, including establishing specific
formats for the halakhot. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi followed 
in Rabbi Meir’s footsteps and incorporated his work in the Mishna.
Consequently, it is a well-known principle that the author of an unat-
tributed statement in the Mishna is Rabbi Meir, as the assumption is 
that this was one of the mishnayot he formulated. 

Due to his involvement in the attempt to depose Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, the head of the Sanhedrin, he was punished by the latter, 
and for a long period his teachings were not cited in his name but were 
introduced with the words: Others say.

His private life was full of suffering. His two sons died during his
lifetime, and his extraordinary wife Beruria also died in painful circum-
stances. Nevertheless, it is known that a daughter of his survived. He 
was eventually forced into exile to Asia Minor, where he died, with
the order that his coffin be transferred to Eretz Yisrael and that he be 
temporarily interred on the shore of the sea whose waves reach the 
Holy Land.

Rabbi Meir was famous in his lifetime, not only for his sharp intel-
lect, which exceeded that of all his peers, but also for his personal
attributes, his efforts as a peacemaker, and his willingness to relinquish 
personal honor for the good of others. He was known as a magnificent 
public speaker. It is said that following his death, those who composed 
parables ceased. Several of his animal parables were repeated for many 
generations. He was also renowned as a miracle worker, and for many 
years a charity fund named after him, Rabbi Meir the Miracle Worker 
[Ba’al HaNes] served as the main source of funding for the Jews in
Eretz Yisrael.

Whose head and most of his body were in the 
sukka – ה סּוּכָּ בַּ  If one sits with his head :ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ 
and most of his body in the sukka, but his table is 
inside the house, it is as though he were not sitting 
in the sukka, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai, with whom Beit Hillel ultimately agreed 
on this matter (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 634:4).

The width of the cross beam – רוֹחַב הַקּוֹרָה: A cross 
beam must be at least a handbreadth wide to render 
an alleyway fit for one to carry within it on Shabbat 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:17).

The sturdiness of the cross beam – חוֹזֶק הַקּוֹרָה: A 
cross beam must be sturdy enough to support a 
small brick. In the Jerusalem Talmud, the criterion 
is that it be sturdy enough to support bricks lined 
up along its entire length, up to three handbreadths 
away from the two sides of the alleyway (Magen 
Avraham, based on Beit Yosef; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 363:17). 

halakha

They were counted and concluded – ּוְגָמְרו -Some com :נִמְנוּ 
mentaries explain that the question was whether or not the 
potential positive actions of a person are greater than his op-
portunities for failure. Ultimately, they counted the mitzvot and 
concluded that there are more negative precepts than positive 
precepts, which means that the danger of transgressing nega-
tive commandments is greater than the possibility of fulfilling 
positive ones. Due to this danger, it would have been preferable 
had a person not been created (Maharsha).

Examine and scrutinize – ׁמֵש שׁ וִימַשְׁ פֵּ  Some explain that :יְפַשְׁ

a person should examine the actions that he has already per-
formed and scrutinize the actions that he plans to undertake 
(Ritva). Others suggest that one should examine the totality 
of one’s actions and scrutinize each individual action (Mesillat 
Yesharim).

Enough to receive a small brick – ַל אָרִיח דֵי לְקַבֵּ -In the Jerusa :כְּ
lem Talmud, it is explained that the cross beam must be sturdy 
enough to bear a complete row of bricks along its entire length, 
with the bricks laid out lengthwise or widthwise. The rationale 

is that otherwise the cross beam would look as though it were 
a small wooden plank not placed permanently in that spot. 

Curved…as though it were straight – …ּאִילּו כְּ שׁוּטָה הִיא  פְּ
ה -It is said in the Jerusalem Talmud that the entire lat :עֲקוּמָּ
ter section of the mishna is stated in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. According to most commentar-
ies, that is not the understanding in the Babylonian Tal-
mud, although some commentaries, including Rabbeinu  
Yehonatan, dispute this. 

notes

A small brick and a large brick – וּלְבֵנָה  :אָרִיחַ 
A large brick is usually a square of three by three 
handbreadths. A small brick, which is half a brick, is 
a rectangle three handbreadths long and one and a 
half handbreadths wide.

Large brick and small brick
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Every person recites as he is – ל אָדָם  כָּ
דַרְכּוֹ כְּ  One may recite Shema while :קוֹרֵא 
walking, standing, reclining, or riding on 
an animal, but one may not do so while 
lying on his back. One who wishes to be 
stringent and who, when seated, stands in 
order to recite the Shema is called a trans-
gressor, in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Ke-
riat Shema 2:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
63:1–2).

halakha

One who marries a virgin – אֶת  הַכּוֹנֵס 
תוּלָה -One who marries a virgin is ex :הַבְּ
empt from reciting Shema for the first three 
days and four nights following his wedding 
(Magen Avraham) if he has not yet con-
summated the marriage. It was customary 
to exempt a groom from the recitation of 
Shema on his wedding night, but that is 
no longer the practice; see below (Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 4:1; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 70:3).

halakha

MISHNA Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disputed the prop-
er way to recite Shema. Beit Shammai say: One 

should recite Shema in the manner indicated in the text of Shema it-
self. Therefore, in the evening every person must recline on his side 
and recite Shema, in fulfillment of the verse: “When you lie down,” and 
in the morning he must stand and recite Shema, in fulfillment of the 
verse: When you rise, as it is stated: “When you lie down, and when 
you rise.”

And Beit Hillel say: Every person recites Shema as he is,h and he may 
do so in whatever position is most comfortable for him, both day and 
night, as it is stated: “And when you walk along the way,” when one is 
neither standing nor reclining (Me’iri).

If so, according to Beit Hillel, why was it stated: “When you lie down, 
and when you rise”? This is merely to denote time; at the time when 
people lie down and the time when people rise. 

With regard to this halakha, Rabbi Tarfon said: Once, I was coming 
on the road when I stopped and reclined to recite Shema in accor-
dance with the statement of Beit Shammai. Although Rabbi Tarfon 
was a disciple of Beit Hillel, he thought that fulfilling the mitzva in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai would be a more meticu-
lous fulfillment of the mitzva, acceptable to all opinions. Yet in so doing, 
I endangered myself due to the highwaymen [listim]l who accost 
travelers.

The Sages said to him: You deserved to be in a position where you were 
liable to pay with your life, as you transgressed the statement of Beit 
Hillel. This statement will be explained in the Gemara.

GEMARA The Gemara begins by clarifying the rationale 
for Beit Shammai’s opinion. Granted, Beit Hil-

lel explain the rationale for their opinion and the rationale for Beit 
Shammai’s opinion. Beit Hillel explain both the verse that ostensibly 
supports Beit Shammai’s opinion: When you lie down, at the time when 
people lie down, etc., and the verse that proves that their own explana-
tion is more reasonable: “And when you walk along the way.” However, 
what is the reason that Beit Shammai do not state their opinion in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel? 

The Gemara answers, Beit Shammai could have said to you: If so that 
the verse means only to denote the time for the recitation of Shema, as 
claimed by Beit Hillel, then let the verse say: “In the morning and in 
the evening.” What is the meaning of the ambiguous formulation: 

“When you lie down, and when you rise”? It must mean that at the 
time of lying down one must recite Shema while actually lying down, 
and at the time of arising one must recite Shema while actually risen.

The Gemara continues, asking: And what do Beit Shammai do with 
this verse: “And when you walk along the way,” which Beit Hillel use 
to prove that every person recites Shema as he is?

The Gemara answers: Beit Shammai need this verse in order to derive 
other halakhot, as it was taught in a baraita which interpreted this verse 
that the obligation to recite Shema applies when you sit in your home, 
to the exclusion of one who is engaged in performance of a mitzva, 
who is exempt from the recitation of Shema; and when you walk along 
the way, to the exclusion of a groom, who is also exempt from the 
recitation of Shema. The baraita adds that from here, from this inter-
pretation of the verses, they said: One who marries a virginh is exempt 
from the recitation of Shema on his wedding night, but one who mar-
ries a widow is obligated. 

ל אָדָם  עֶרֶב – כָּ אי אוֹמְרִים: בָּ מַּ ית שַׁ מתני׳ בֵּ
ךָ  כְבְּ ״וּבְשָׁ אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ יַעֲמוֹד,  וּבַבֹּקֶר  וְיִקְרָא,  ה  יַטֶּ

וּבְקוּמֶךָ״. 

דַרְכּוֹ,  כְּ קוֹרֵא  אָדָם  ל  כָּ אוֹמְרִים:  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית 
רֶךְ״.  ךָ בַדֶּ אֱמַר: ״וּבְלֶכְתְּ נֶּ שֶׁ

 – וּבְקוּמֶךָ״?  ךָ  כְבְּ ״וּבְשָׁ נֶאֱמַר:  ה  לָמָּ ן,  כֵּ אִם 
נֵי אָדָם  בְּ עָה שֶׁ נֵי אָדָם שׁוֹכְבִים וּבְשָׁ בְּ עָה שֶׁ שָׁ בְּ

עוֹמְדִים. 

תִי  וְהִטֵּ רֶךְ  דֶּ בַּ א  בָּ הָיִיתִי  אֲנִי  טַרְפוֹן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
נֵי  עַצְמִי מִפְּ י בְּ נְתִּ אי, וְסִכַּ מַּ דִבְרֵי בֵית שַׁ לִקְרוֹת כְּ

סְטִים.  הַלִּ

עָבַרְתָּ עַל  עַצְמְךָ, שֶׁ דַי הָיִיתָ לָחוֹב בְּ אָמְרוּ לוֹ: כְּ
ל. בְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ דִּ

יא.

Perek I
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טַעֲמַיְיהוּ  י  מְפָרְשִׁ קָא  ל  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ גמ׳ 
אי – מַאי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ א  אֶלָּ אי,  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  דְּ וְטַעְמָא 

ל?  בֵית הִלֵּ טַעְמָא לָא אָמְרִי כְּ

בֹּקֶר  ן, נֵימָא קְרָא ׳בַּ אי: אִם כֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ אָמְרִי לָךְ בֵּ
כִיבָה –  עַת שְׁ שְׁ ךָ וּבְקוּמֶךָ׳, בִּ כְבְּ שָׁ וּבָעֶרֶב׳, מַאי ׳בְּ
שׁ.  עַת קִימָה – קִימָה מַמָּ שׁ, וּבִשְׁ כִיבָה מַמָּ שְׁ

עֲבֵיד  מַאי  רֶךְ׳,  בַדֶּ ךָ  ׳וּבְלֶכְתְּ הַאי  אי,  מַּ שַׁ וּבֵית 
לְהוּ?

בֵיתֶךָ׳ –  ךָ בְּ בְתְּ שִׁ עֵי לְהוּ לְכִדְתַנְיָא: ב׳בְּ הַהוּא מִבָּ
רָט  פְּ  – רֶךְ׳  בַדֶּ ךָ  ׳וּבְלֶכְתְּ מִצְוָה,  בְּ לָעוֹסֵק  רָט  פְּ
טוּר,  תוּלָה – פָּ אן אָמְרוּ: הַכּוֹנֵס אֶת הַבְּ לְחָתָן, מִכָּ

וְאֶת הָאַלְמָנָה – חַיָּיב. 

Highwaymen [listim] – סְטִים  The source :לִּ
of the word is from the Greek λῃστής, 
meaning thief or robber. The word origi-
nated in a misspelling.

In rabbinic literature, when used in the 
singular it generally refers to an unarmed 
thief. However, when used in the plural it 
refers to gangs of armed robbers, who pri-
marily threaten travelers.

language

Brakhot 11A
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Rav Yeĥezkel – יְחֶזְקֵאל  Rav Yeĥezkel was a first :רַב 
generation Babylonian amora. Much is not known 
about Rav Yeĥezkel aside from certain details that 
were preserved primarily on account of his famous 
sons. He was apparently one of the Babylonian Sages 
who learned all of his Torah in Babylonia, and was 
not influenced by the Torah of Eretz Yisrael. Therefore 
he was well-versed in traditions transmitted by the 
Sages of Babylonia who preceded him. While Rav 
Yeĥezkel was not renowned for his Torah knowledge, 
he was acclaimed for his performance of mitzvot, 
and due to his piety, even Shmuel, one of the greatest 
amora’im of his generation, respected him greatly. 

Rav Yeĥezkel had two famous sons. One of them 
was Rav Yehuda ben Yeĥezkel, the Rav Yehuda fre-
quently cited, a student of Shmuel, and one of the 
outstanding Sages of the Talmud. His other son, Rami, 
Rav Ami bar Yeĥezkel, was one of the sharpest Sages 
of his generation, who occasionally is cited disagree-
ing with his famous brother.

Personalities The Sages taught in a baraita that Beit Hillel say: One may recite Shema 
in any situation: Standing and reciting, sitting and reciting, reclining 
and reciting, walking and reciting and even working and reciting. 
And in the Tosefta an incident is related where two tanna’im, Rabbi 
Yishmael and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, who were both disciples of 
Beit Hillel, were reclining at a meal in one place together with their 
students, and Rabbi Yishmael was reclined as was the customary din-
ing position, and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was upright. When the 
time to recite the evening Shema arrived, Rabbi Elazar reclined to 
recite Shema in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, while 
Rabbi Yishmael sat upright to recite Shema. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
appeared to take offense, and said to Rabbi Yishmael: Yishmael, my 
brother, I will tell you a parable to which this is similar. It is compa-
rable to a situation where one to whom people say as a compliment: 
Your beard is full and suits you. That man says to them: May it be 
against those who shave and destroy their beards, i.e., the only reason 
I grow my beard is to irritate those who cut their own (Rashba). You 
are the same. As long as I am upright, you are reclined, and now when 
I reclined lauding your conduct and emulating you, you sat upright as 
if to demonstrate that whatever I do, you do the opposite.

Rabbi Yishmael said to him: I acted in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel, according to whom one may recite Shema in any position, 
while you acted in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. I 
am the one who acted in accordance with the halakha. And further-
more, I was concerned lest the students see your conduct and estab-
lish the halakha for generations accordingly. It was therefore necessary 
for me to demonstrate that there is no obligation to do so.

The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: And furthermore? Why was 
it necessary for Rabbi Yishmael to add additional justification for his 
actions when the reason that he acted in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel was sufficient?

The Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to add this reason, as if 
you say: Beit Hillel also hold that one is permitted to recite Shema 
while reclining and Rabbi Yishmael could have remained reclining even 
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, but this only applies 
when one had already been reclining originally, in which case it is like 
any other position. However, here, since until now he had been up-
right, and now he is reclined, the students will say: Conclude from 
this, that they hold in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. 
Due to the concern that the students might see and establish the ha-
lakha for generations in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
it was necessary for Rabbi Yishmael to sit upright.

Rav Yeĥezkelp taught: One who acted in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai has acted appropriately and is not in violation of the 
halakha. One who acted in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel 
acted appropriately as well. According to this opinion, Beit Hillel and 
Beit Shammai agree that one who acted in accordance with the opinion 
of the other fulfilled his obligation. Although the halakha was ruled in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, Beit Hillel would agree that 
one who acted in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai fulfilled 
his obligation. 

However, Rav Yosef said: One who acts in accordance with the opin-
ion of Beit Shammai has done nothing and must repeat Shema in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, as we learned in the mishna 
with regard to the halakhot of a sukka: One who had his head and most 
of his body in the sukka, and his table upon which he was eating inside 
the house, Beit Shammai invalidate his action, as he is liable to be 
drawn after the table and end up eating outside the sukka. And Beit 
Hillel validate his action, since his head and most of his body remain 
inside the sukka. 

עוֹמְדִין  אוֹמְרִים:  ל  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ נַן,  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
וְקוֹרִין,  ין  וּמַטִּ וְקוֹרִין,  בִין  יוֹשְׁ וְקוֹרִין, 
ן  מְלַאכְתָּ ין בִּ רֶךְ וְקוֹרִין, עוֹשִׂ דֶּ הוֹלְכִין בַּ
י  וְרַבִּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בְּ ה  וּמַעֲשֶׂ וְקוֹרִין. 
מָקוֹם  ין בְּ הָיוּ מְסוּבִּ ן עֲזַרְיָה שֶׁ אֶלְעָזָר בֶּ
י  וְרַבִּ ה  מוּטֶּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ וְהָיָה  אֶחָד, 
יעַ זְמַן  הִגִּ יוָן שֶׁ ן עֲזַרְיָה זָקוּ.ף כֵּ אֶלְעָזָר בֶּ
י  י אֶלְעָזָר וְזָקַף רַבִּ ה רַבִּ מַע, הִטָּ קְרִיאַת שְׁ
ן עֲזַרְיָה  י אֶלְעָזָר בֶּ מָעֵאל. אָמַר לוֹ רַבִּ יִשְׁ
מָעֵאל אָחִי, אֶמְשׁוֹל  מָעֵאל: יִשְׁ י יִשְׁ לְרַבִּ
ל  מָשָׁ  – דּוֹמֶה?  בָר  הַדָּ לְמָה  ל,  מָשָׁ לְךָ 
ל, אָמַר  אוֹמְרִים לוֹ זְקָנְךָ מְגוּדָּ לְאֶחָד שֶׁ
ךְ  כָּ אַף  חִיתִים.  שְׁ הַמַּ נֶגֶד  כְּ יִהְיֶה  לָהֶם: 
ה,  ה מוּטֶּ אֲנִי זָקוּף – אַתָּ ל זְמַן שֶׁ ה, כָּ אַתָּ
 ! ה זָקַפְתָּ תִי – אַתָּ אֲנִי הִטֵּ שֶׁ יו כְּ עַכְשָׁ

ל,  הִלֵּ דִבְרֵי בֵית  כְּ יתִי  עָשִׂ אֲנִי  אָמַר לוֹ: 
וְלאֹ  אי;  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  דִבְרֵי  כְּ יתָ  עָשִׂ ה  וְאַתָּ
לְמִידִים  הַתַּ יִרְאוּ  א  מָּ שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ עוֹד 

עוּ הֲלָכָה לְדוֹרוֹת.  וְיִקְבְּ

מַאי ״וְלאֹ עוֹד״? 

לְהוּ  אִית  נַמִי  ל  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ ימָא,  תֵּ וְכִי 
רָא,  ה וַאֲתָא מֵעִיקָּ מַטֶּ י דְּ ין – הָנֵי מִילֵּ מַטִּ
הָוֵית  א  תָּ הָשְׁ עַד  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ  – הָכָא  אֲבָל 
הּ  מַע מִינָּ ה, אָמְרִי שְׁ א מוּטֶּ תָּ זָקוּף וְהָשְׁ
יִרְאוּ  א  מָּ שֶׁ לְהוּ,  סְבִירָא  אי  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  כְּ

עוּ הֲלָכָה לְדוֹרוֹת. לְמִידִים וְיִקְבְּ הַתַּ

בֵית  דִבְרֵי  כְּ ה  עָשָׂ יְחֶזְקֵאל:  רַב  נֵי  תָּ
 – ל  הִלֵּ בֵית  דִבְרֵי  כְּ ה,  עָשָׂ  – אי  מַּ שַׁ

ה.  עָשָׂ

בֵית  דִבְרֵי  כְּ ה  עָשָׂ אָמַר:  יוֹסֵף  רַב 
תְנַן:  דִּ כְלוּם,  וְלאֹ  ה  עָשָׂ לאֹ   – אי  מַּ שַׁ
לְחָנוֹ  ה וְשֻׁ סּוּכָּ הָיָה ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ בַּ מִי שֶׁ
אי פּוֹסְלִין, וּבֵית  מַּ יִת – בֵית שַׁ תוֹךְ הַבַּ בְּ

ירִין.  ל מַכְשִׁ הִלֵּ
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In the morning when reciting Shema one recites two blessings 
beforehand – יִם לְפָנֶיהָ וכו׳ תַּ חַר מְבָרֵךְ שְׁ ַ שּׁ  Two blessing are recited :בַּ
before the morning Shema and one thereafter. Two blessings are 
recited before the evening Shema and two thereafter, in accordance 
with the ruling in our mishna (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 1:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 59:1, 60:1–2, 66:10, 236:1).

Where the Sages said to recite a long blessing – ּאָמְרו  מָקוֹם שֶׁ
-One may not alter the formulas of blessings as for :לְהַאֲרִיךְ וכו׳

mulated by the Sages. For example, one may neither lengthen 
the formula of a short blessing nor shorten the formula of a long 
blessing. On this basis, some prohibit adding liturgy in the middle 
of these blessings (Tur, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 68) although others permit it 
(Rema). Similarly, one may neither begin nor conclude a blessing 
with barukh if the Sages did not include it in the original formula of 
the blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 1:7; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 68:1 and in the comments of the Rema).

halakha

Liable to receive the death penalty – חַיָּיב מִיתָה: 
Obviously, this is not to suggest that he would re-
ceive a court-imposed death penalty; rather, it is an 
expression that comes to underscore the severity of 
this matter. This stems from the fact that establish-
ment of the halakha in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel is one of the central determinations in 
the development of halakha. Once this determina-
tion was made after a harsh, protracted dispute, 
anyone who does not accept it undermines the very 
foundation of halakhic decision-making.

And two thereafter – ָיִם לְאַחֲרֶיה תַּ  The Jerusalem :וּשְׁ
Talmud explains that an additional blessing was 
instituted at night in order to render it parallel to 
the day. Since in Eretz Yisrael the custom was not 
to recite the portion of the ritual fringes at night, 
because the mitzva does not apply at night, the 
Sages instituted an additional blessing to replace 
that portion.

One long and one short – ה וְאַחַת קְצָרָה  :אַחַת אֲרוּכָּ
The question of how to understand this simple 
phrase, one long and one short, is the subject of 
a vigorous and unresolved debate between the 
commentaries. According to Rashi, one long and 
one short refers to the two blessings recited after 
the evening Shema. However, Rabbeinu Tam shows 
that although this is the most expedient based on 
the language of the mishna, it is difficult to accept 
for other reasons. Therefore, he suggested alterna-
tive possibilities. One possibility is that the phrase 
refers to the blessing of emet ve’emuna and states 
a general principle: Whether a blessing is long or 
short, one may not alter its formula.

notesBeit Hillel said to Beit Shammai as a proof: There was an incident 
where the elders of Beit Shammai and the elders of Beit Hillel went 
on Sukkot to visit Rabbi Yoĥanan ben HaĤoranit. They found him 
with his head and most of his body in the sukka and his table inside 
the house and they said nothing to him. In other words, even Beit 
Shammai did not object.

Beit Shammai said to them: And is there proof from there? That is 
not what happened, rather they said to him explicitly: If you have 
been accustomed to act in this manner, you have never in your life 
fulfilled the mitzva of sukka. We see that Beit Shammai held that 
anyone who did not act in accordance with their opinion, did not 
fulfill his obligation at all. Similarly, since Beit Hillel’s opinion was 
accepted as halakha, anyone who acts in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai fails to fulfill his obligation.

Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak stated an even more extreme opinion: One 
who acted in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai has 
acted so egregiously that he is liable to receive the death penalty,n as 
we learned in our mishna that Rabbi Tarfon said to his colleagues: 
Once, I was coming on the road when I stopped and reclined to 
recite Shema in accordance with the statement of Beit Shammai. Yet 
in so doing, I endangered myself due to the highwaymen who accost 
travelers. The Sages said to him: You deserved to be in a position 
where you were liable to pay with your life, as you transgressed the 
statement of Beit Hillel.

MISHNA From the laws of the recitation of Shema itself, 
the mishna proceeds to discuss the blessings 

recited in conjunction with Shema. Here, the order is established: In 
the morning when reciting Shema, one recites two blessings before-
hand,​h the first on the radiant lights and the second the blessing on 
the love of Torah, and one thereafter, which begins with: True and 
Firm [emet veyatziv]. And in the evening one recites two blessings 
beforehand, on the radiant lights and on the love of God, and two 
thereafter,n the blessing of redemption: True and Faithful [emet 
ve’emuna], and the blessing: Help us lie down. With regard to the 
blessing: True and Faithful, whether one recites it in its long for-
mula and whether one recites it in its short n formula, he fulfills his 
obligation (Tosafot).

However, the general principle is: Where the Sages said to recite a 
long blessing, one may not shorten it, and so too, wherever they said 
to recite a short blessing, one may not lengthen it.h Where the Sages 
said that a blessing must conclude with a second blessing at the end, 
he may not fail to conclude with that blessing. Similarly, if the Sages 
said that a blessing must not conclude with a second blessing, one 
may not conclude with a blessing. 

GEMARA The Gemara begins by determining the for-
mula of the two blessings preceding the 

morning Shema. The Gemara asks: What blessing does one recite? 

Rabbi Ya’akov said in the name of Rabbi Oshaya: The blessing fo-
cuses on the verse:

ה  אי: מַעֲשֶׂ מַּ ל לְבֵית שַׁ אָמְרוּ לָהֶם בֵית הִלֵּ
ל  הִלֵּ בֵית  וְזִקְנֵי  אי  מַּ שַׁ בֵית  זִקְנֵי  הָלְכוּ  שֶׁ
ן הַחוֹרָנִית. מְצָאוּהוּ  י יוֹחָנָן בֶּ ר אֶת רַבִּ לְבַקֵּ
תוֹךְ  לְחָנוֹ בְּ ה וְשֻׁ סּוּכָּ הָיָה ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ בַּ שֶׁ

לוּם.  יִת, וְלאֹ אָמְרוּ לוֹ כְּ הַבַּ

אָמְרוּ  הֵם  אַף  רְאָיָה?  ם  ָ ומִשּׁ לָהֶם:  אָמְרוּ 
מִצְוַת  קִיַּימְתָּ  לאֹ  נוֹהֵג,  הָיִיתָ  ן  כֵּ אִם  לוֹ: 

ה מִיָּמֶיךָ.  סוּכָּ

דִבְרֵי בֵית  ה כְּ ר יִצְחָק אָמַר: עָשָׂ רַב נַחְמָן בַּ
י טַרְפוֹן:  תְנַן אָמַר רַבִּ אי – חַיָּיב מִיתָה, דִּ מַּ שַׁ
דִבְרֵי  תִי לִקְרוֹת כְּ רֶךְ וְהִטֵּ דֶּ א בַּ אֲנִי הָיִיתִי בָּ
סְטִים.  נֵי הַלִּ עַצְמִי מִפְּ י בְּ נְתִּ אי, וְסִכַּ מַּ בֵית שַׁ
עַצְמְךָ,  בְּ לָחוֹב  הָיִיתָ  דַאי  כְּ לוֹ:  אָמְרוּ 

ל. בְרֵי בֵית הִלֵּ עָבַרְתָּ עַל דִּ שֶׁ

יִם לְפָנֶיהָ וְאַחַת תַּ חַר מְבָרֵךְ שְׁ ַ שּׁ מתני׳ בַּ
לְפָנֶיהָ  יִם  תַּ שְׁ מְבָרֵךְ  וּבָעֶרֶב  לְאַחֲרֶיהָ, 
וְאַחַת  ה  אֲרוּכָּ אַחַת  לְאַחֲרֶיהָ,  יִם  תַּ וּשְׁ

קְצָרָה. 

ר,  אי לְקַצֵּ ַ אָמְרוּ לְהַאֲרִיךְ – אֵינוֹ רַשּׁ מָקוֹם שֶׁ
 – לַחְתּוֹם  לְהַאֲרִיךְ,  אי  ַ רַשּׁ אֵינוֹ   – ר  לְקַצֵּ
לּאֹ לַחְתּוֹם –  לּאֹ לַחְתּוֹם, שֶׁ אי שֶׁ ַ אֵינוֹ רַשּׁ

אי לַחְתּוֹם. ַ אֵינוֹ רַשּׁ

גמ׳ מַאי מְבָרֵךְ?

עֲיָא: י אוֹשַׁ י יַעֲקבֹ אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ

elapi
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