Perek IX
Daf 46 Amud a
NOTES

But the Divine Spirit informs them – ּח ַה ּק ֶוֹד ׁש ֶא ָּלא רו
מ ַב ּ ַ ׂש ְר ָּתן:ְ The proof that this is not part of the priests’ statement is that they speak in the form of a request, saying: “Forgive, Lord, Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy 21:8), whereas
the last part of the verse states: “And it shall be forgiven,” as
a statement of fact. The verse is stating an assurance that if
the Elders and judges perform the ritual properly, they will
eventually find the killer and bring him to justice, which will
fully atone for the crime. The Targum Yonatan and several
midrashim explain similarly (Maharsha).
Which is disqualified by years – וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ ש ׁ ּ ָשנִים ּפ:
ֶ ׁ Rashi
writes that a heifer to be used in the ritual of breaking the
neck must be in its first year of life. However, the halakha
appears to be otherwise, as that is the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer (Para 1:1), but the Rabbis maintain that it is a heifer
until it is age two. The Rambam rules in accordance with
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rashash).
A bundle [uda] of sacks – עו ָּדה ׁ ֶשל ַ ׂש ִּקין: This translation
follows Rashi. According to the Rambam, it refers to a type
of sackcloth. The author of the Arukh asserts, citing the
ge’onim, that uda is a kind of rope that is tied over sacks
to prevent them from falling oﬀ an animal, as in the verse:
“The Lord upholds [me’oded] the humble” (Psalms 147:6). He
explains that Rabbi Yehuda is saying that not only does the
bundle itself disqualify the animal, but the rope does as well.
Rabbeinu Ĥananel similarly states that it refers to a kind of
decorative belt, like the word adi, meaning an ornament,
placed on the cow, in the manner of a donkey’s girth.
BACKGROUND

Yoke [ol] – עוֹל: A yoke is a bar, fashioned from wood or iron,
that is placed on the shoulders of oxen or cows and then
connected to a cart, a plowshare, or a threshing sledge.
An ol is for one animal, whereas a yoke for two animals is
called a tzemed. A yoke needs to be wide enough that it
will not break during the performance of labor. This is why
its width is important for commercial transactions, as the
Gemara notes.

יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ ָ״כ ּ ֵפר ְל ַﬠ ְּמך
ְ וְ ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים
ַּ :אוֹמ ִרים
ית ה' וְ ַאל ִּת ֵּתן דָּ ם נָ ִקי ְ ּב ֶק ֶרב
ָ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ּ ָפ ִד
לוֹמר
ַ יכין
ִ  ל ֹא ָהי ּו צְ ִר.ַﬠ ְּמךָ יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״
ּח ַה ּק ֶוֹד ׁש  ֶא ָּלא רו,״וְ נִ ַּכ ּ ֵפר ָל ֶהם ַהדָּ ם״
ימ ַתי ׁ ֶש ַּת ֲﬠשׂ ּו ָּכ ָכה – ַהדָּ ם
ָ  ֵא:ְמ ַב ּ ַ ׂש ְר ָּתן
.ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ָל ֶהם

And the priests recite: “Forgive, Lord, Your people Israel, whom
You have redeemed, and suﬀer not innocent blood to remain in
the midst of Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy : ). They did
not have to reciteH the conclusion of the verse: “And the blood
shall be forgiven for them,” as this is not part of the priests’ statement, but rather the Divine Spirit informs them:N When you shall
do so, the blood is forgiven for you.

וֹסל ְ ּב ֶﬠגְ ָלה ִמ ַ ּקל
ֵ יהא מוּם ּפ
ֵ ִגמ׳ ו
וֹסלוֹת
ְ חוֹמר! ו ַּמה ּ ָפ ָרה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ׁ ּ ָשנִים ּפ
ֶ ָו
 ֶﬠגְ ָלה ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָשנִים,וֹסל ָ ּב ּה
ֵ ָ ּב ּה – מוּם ּפ
וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא מוּם
ְ ּפ
: דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא,וֹסל ָ ּב ּה! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
ֵ ּפ
״ב ּה״ – מוּם
ּ ָ ,״א ׁ ֶשר ֵאין ָ ּב ּה מוּם״
ֲ
.וֹסל ְ ּב ֶﬠגְ ָלה
ֵ  וְ ֵאין מוּם ּפ,וֹסל
ֵ ּפ

With regard to the mishna’s statement that
the heifer is not disqualified by a blemish,
the Gemara suggests: And a blemish should disqualify in the case
of the heifer, by means of an a fortiori inference: And if in the case
of the red heifer, which is not disqualified by years,H as it may be
of any age, and yet a blemish disqualifies it,H then a heifer for
this ritual, which is disqualified by years,NH as it is valid only until
two years of age, is it not logical that a blemish should disqualify
it? The Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent there, in the case of the
red heifer, as the verse states: “Wherein [bah] has no blemish”
(Numbers : ). This serves as an exclusion and teaches that it is
only with regard to it [bah] that a blemish is disqualifying, but a
blemish is not disqualifying with regard to the heifer of the ritual
of the breaking of the neck.

gemara

 ל ֹא יְ ה ּו ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת, ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתהThe Gemara asks: However, if that is so, if the word “bah” precludes
!וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ  ּפa derivation by an a fortiori inference, then any other labor performed with the red heifer, apart from pulling a yoke, should not
disqualify it. While the verse disqualifies a red heifer only if it
pulled a yoke, as it states: “And upon which never came a yoke”
(Numbers : ), a similar a fortiori inference could be learned from
the heifer whose neck is to be broken to disqualify a red heifer that
has performed any labor. However, since the verse states with regard
to the heifer whose neck is to be broken: “That has not been worked
with [bah]” (Deuteronomy : ), this indicates that labor is disqualifying only for “bah,” a heifer whose neck is to be broken, but
not for a red heifer.
:ַא ָּל ָּמה ָא ַמר ַרב יְ ה ּו ָדה ָא ַמר ַרב
;יה עו ָּדה ׁ ֶשל ַ ׂש ִּקין – ּ ְפסו ָּלה
ָ ִיח ָﬠ ֶל ִה ּנ
,ו ְּב ֶﬠגְ ָלה – ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ִּת ְמ ׁשוֹךְ ! ׁ ָשאנֵי ּ ָפ ָרה
. ״עֹל״ ֵמ ֶﬠגְ ָלה,דְּ יָ ְל ִפינַן ״עֹל״

Why, then, does Rav Yehuda say that Rav says: If he placed a
bundle [uda]L of sacksN on a red heifer,H the heifer is immediately
disqualified from being used as the red heifer; and as for the heifer
whose neck is broken, it is not disqualified by such labor until it
pulls and moves the burden, as the verse states: “That has not pulled
a yoke” (Deuteronomy : ). Why does bearing the weight of the
bundle disqualify the red heifer? The Gemara explains: The halakha
with regard to the red heifer is diﬀerent, as we learn by a verbal
analogy between the word “yoke” used with regard to the red heifer
and the word “yoke”B used with regard to the heifer whose neck
is broken that any labor disqualifies the former.
HALAKHA

Two oxen with a single yoke
LANGUAGE

Bundle [uda] – עו ָּדה: The word seems to come from a root
that means tying or the bundling of things. There is a similar
word in Syriac and in Arabic, ﻋﺪة,‘uddah.

They did not have to recite, etc. – לוֹמר וכו׳
ַ יכין
ִ ל ֹא ָהי ּו צְ ִר: After
the heifer’s neck is broken, the priests recite: “Forgive, Lord,
Your people Israel whom You have redeemed, and suﬀer not
innocent blood to remain in the midst of Your people Israel”
(Deuteronomy 21:8). They omit the conclusion of that verse:
“And the blood shall be forgiven for them,” as this is a promise by
God that this ritual will serve to atone for them (Rambam Sefer
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:3).
The red heifer, which is not disqualified by years – ּ ָפ ָרה ׁ ֶש ֵאין
וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ ה ׁ ּ ָשנִים ּפ:ַ The red heifer should be three or four years
old, ab initio. It is valid even if it is older than this, but the priests
do not wait that long to perform the ritual, in case it becomes
disqualified by the growth of black hairs, as stated in tractate
Para (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:1).
A blemish disqualifies it – וֹסל ָ ּב ּה
ֵ מוּם ּפ: All blemishes that
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disqualify sacred oﬀerings disqualify the red heifer as well
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7).
A heifer for this ritual, which is disqualified by years – ֶﬠגְ ָלה
וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ ש ׁ ּ ָשנִים ּפ:
ֶ ׁ The heifer whose neck is broken may be up
to two years old. If it is two years and one day old it is disqualified, as stated here and in tractate Para (Rambam Sefer Nezikim,
Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 10:2).
If he placed a bundle on it, etc. – יה עו ָּדה וכו׳
ָ ִיח ָﬠ ֶל ה ּנ:ִ All types
of labor disqualify the red heifer. The halakha with regard to a
yoke is even more stringent. If a yoke is merely placed on an
animal it disqualifies it, even if the yoke was not pulled. However,
other forms of labor must actually be performed in order to
be disqualifying. If one placed a garment or sackcloth on the
animal, it is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para
Aduma 1:7).

 ״עֹל״ ִמ ּ ָפ ָרה! ָהא,יתי ״עֹל״
ֵ  ֶﬠגְ ָלה נַ ִמי ֵּתThe Gemara raises an objection: If there is a verbal analogy between
.״ב ּה״
ּ ָ יﬠט ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ֵ  ִמthe red heifer and the heifer that will have its neck broken, then the
halakha that a blemish should disqualify the heifer whose neck is
broken should also be derived from the usage of “yoke” with regard
to the heifer whose neck is broken and from the usage of “yoke”
with regard to the red heifer. The Gemara answers: The Merciful
One has excluded this possibility by placing in the verse the word
“bah,” which indicates that disqualification due to blemish applies
only to the red heifer and not to the heifer whose neck is broken.
ּ ָ ״ב ּה״! ַההוּא ִמ
ּ ָ ְ ּב ֶﬠגְ ָלה נַ ִמי ְּכ ִתיב
:יה
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
.בוֹדה
ָ ְל ַמעו ֵּטי ָק ָד ׁ ִשים דְּ ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ָלה ְ ּבה ּו ֲﬠ
חוֹמר
ֶ ָיתי ְ ּב ַקל ו
ֵ ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּת ְך ָא ִמינָ א ֵל
ֵ  ו ָּמה ֶﬠגְ ָלה ׁ ֶש ֵאין מוּם ּפ:ֵמ ֶﬠגְ ָלה
– וֹסל ָ ּב ּה
וֹס ֶלת
ֶ  ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ּמוּם ּפ,וֹס ֶלת ָ ּב ּה
ֶ בוֹדה ּפ
ָ ֲﬠ
ָ ָ ּב ֶהן – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ֲﬠ
.וֹס ֶלת ָ ּב ֶהן
ֶ בוֹדה ּפ

The Gemara counters this claim: In the verse concerning a heifer
whose neck is broken, the Torah also writes “bah”; it should be the
case that forms of labor other than pulling a yoke are disqualifying
only with regard to it and not with regard to the red heifer. The
Gemara answers: That word “bah” is required by Rav Yehuda in
order to exclude sacred oﬀerings, i.e., which are not disqualified
by labor,H and one may bring an animal that has been used for labor
as an oﬀering. It might enter your mind to say that this should be
derived by an a fortiori inference from a heifer whose neck is
broken, as follows: And if with regard to a heifer whose neck is
broken, which is not disqualified by a blemish, labor nevertheless
disqualifies it, then with regard to sacred oﬀerings, which are
disqualified by a blemish,H is it not right that labor should disqualify them? In order to counter this argument, the word “bah”
teaches us that a sacred oﬀering is not disqualified by labor.

 ַמה ְּל ֶﬠגְ ָלה ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ׁ ָשנִים:יפ ַר ְך
ְ יכא ְל ִמ
ָּ ִא
יכא דְּ ָפ ְס ִלי
ְ ּפ
ָּ וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה! ַא ּט ּו ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ִמי ֵל
יך ְק ָרא – ְל ָהנַ ְך
ְ ְ ּבה ּו ׁ ָשנִים? ִּכי ִאיצְ ְט ִר
.ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים דְּ ָפ ְס ָלה ְ ּבה ּו ׁ ָשנִים

With regard to this suggested a fortiori inference, the Gemara
observes that it can be refuted in the following manner: What
about the fact that a heifer whose neck is broken is disqualified by
years, as once it reaches two years of age it is no longer classified as
a heifer? As it is clear that the heifer whose neck is to be broken
carries some restrictions that do not apply to sacred oﬀerings, perhaps being disqualified by labor is another such restriction. The
Gemara refutes this argument: Is that to say that there are no
sacred oﬀerings that are disqualified by years? There are several
oﬀerings that may be brought only in their first or second year, and
where the verse is necessary to teach that sacred oﬀerings are not
disqualified by labor, it is with regard to those sacred oﬀerings that
are disqualified by years.

בוֹדה ֵמ ָה ָכא
ָ וְ ָק ָד ׁ ִשים דְּ ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ָלה ְ ּבה ּו ֲﬠ
״ﬠ ֶּו ֶרת אוֹ ׁ ָשבוּר
ַ :נָ ְפ ָקא? ֵמ ָה ָתם נָ ְפ ָקא
יַב ֶלת אוֹ ָ ּג ָרב אוֹ יַ ֶּל ֶפת ל ֹא
ּ ֶ אוֹ ָחרוּץ אוֹ
,ַת ְק ִריב ּו ֵא ֶּלה ַלה'״ – ֵא ֶּלה ִאי ַא ָּתה ַמ ְק ִריב
ֲא ָבל ַא ָּתה ַמ ְק ִריב ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ּנ ֶֶﬠ ְב ָדה ָ ּב ֶהן
 ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּת ְך ָא ִמינָ א,יך
ְ בוֹדה! ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ָ ֲﬠ
,יתר
ֵּ בוֹדת ֶה
ַ יכא ַ ּד ֲﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ֶהן ֲﬠ
ָ ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי ֵה
.ית ְסר ּו
ַּ ימא ִל
ָ יס ּור – ֵא
ּ בוֹדת ִא
ַ ֲא ָבל ֲﬠ
.יכא
ָ צְ ִר

The Gemara raises an objection: But is the halakha that sacred
oﬀerings are not disqualified by labor derived from this verse? It
is derived from elsewhere. The verse states with regard to sacred
oﬀerings: “Blind, or broken, or maimed, or having a wart, or
scabbed, or scurvy, you shall not oﬀer these to the Lord” (Leviticus : ). This verse serves to create an exclusion, teaching that it
is these that you may not sacrifice, but you may sacrifice sacred
animals that have been used for labor. The Gemara answers: It was
necessary to state the halakha twice. It might enter your mind to
say that this halakha, that one may sacrifice animals that have been
used for labor, applies only in a case where they were used for
permitted labor, but if they were used for prohibited labor, e.g., on
Shabbat, you might say that it is prohibited to bring them as oﬀerings. In order to refute this argument, it is necessary to state the
halakha again.

 ״ו ִּמיַּ ד ֶ ּבן נֵ ָכר ל ֹא:וְ ָהא נַ ִמי ֵמ ָה ָכא נָ ְפ ָקא
– יכם ִמ ָּכל ֵא ֶּלה״
ֶ ַת ְק ִריב ּו ֶאת ֶל ֶחם ֱאל ֵֹה
 ֲא ָבל ַא ָּתה ַמ ְק ִריב,״א ֶּלה״ ִאי ַא ָּתה ַמ ְק ִריב
ֵ
!בוֹדה
ָ ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ּנ ֶֶﬠ ְב ָדה ָ ּב ֶהן ֲﬠ

The Gemara poses another question: But this halakha that prohibited labor does not disqualify oﬀerings is also derived from here, a
verse with regard to the sacrifice of blemished animals: “And from
the hand of a stranger you shall not oﬀer the bread of your
God from any of these, because…there is a blemish in them”
(Leviticus : ). This verse emphasizes that it is only “these,” i.e.,
blemished animals, that you may not sacrifice, but you may sacrifice sacred animals that have been used for labor. Since this verse
is discussing the possibility of accepting oﬀerings from a gentile,
who presumably also performed prohibited labor with the animal,
this demonstrates that prohibited labor does not disqualify animals
from being sacrificed as oﬀerings.

HALAKHA

Sacred oﬀerings, which are not disqualified by
labor – בוֹדה
ָ ק ָד ׁ ִשים דְּ ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ָלה ְ ּבה ּו ֲﬠ:ָ Oﬀerings are not
disqualified by the performance of labor (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7).
Sacred oﬀerings, which are disqualified by a blemish – וֹס ֶלת ָ ּב ֶהן
ֶ ק ָד ׁ ִשים ׁ ֶש ּמוּם ּפ:ֳ It is a positive mitzva for
all oﬀerings to be unblemished and of good quality.
A blemished animal is disqualified from being used
as an oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei
Mizbe’aĥ 1:1).

. פרק ט׳ דף מו. sota . Perek IX . 46a

287

 ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּתךְ ָא ִמינָ א ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי, ְִאיצְ ְט ִריך
 ֲא ָבל,יכא דַּ ֲﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ֶהן ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ח ו ִּּלין
ָ ֵה
.ּית ְסרו
ַּ ימא ִל
ָ ֲﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ֶהן ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ֵא
.יכא
ָ צְ ִר

The Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach this halakha a third time.
It might enter your mind to say: This halakha, that labor does not disqualify oﬀerings, applies only where one performed labor with them
when they were non-sacred and afterward dedicated them as oﬀerings,
but if one performed labor with them when they were already sacred
animals, you might say that it is prohibited to bring them as oﬀerings. In
order to refute this argument, it is necessary to teach this halakha in three
separate places.

ִיח ָﬠ ֶל ָיה  ִה ּנ: ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב,ּגו ָּפא
 ו ְּב ֶﬠגְ ָלה – ַﬠד,עו ָּדה ׁ ֶשל ַ ׂש ִּקין – ּ ְפסו ָּלה
 ״עֹל״ – ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא:ית ֵיבי
ִ  ֵמ. ְׁ ֶש ִּת ְמ ׁשוֹך
עוֹל; ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ַקל
– וֹסל ָ ּב ּה
ֵ  ו ָּמה ֶﬠגְ ָלה ׁ ֶש ֵאין מוּם ּפ:חוֹמר
ֶ ָו
 ּ ָפ ָרה ׁ ֶש ּמוּם,וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ּפ
וֹסל ָ ּב ּה – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת
ֵ ּפ
.וֹס ִלין ָ ּב ּה
ְ ּפ

§ The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself: Rav Yehuda says that
Rav says: If one placed a bundle of sacks on a red heifer, it is disqualified.
And as for a heifer whose neck is broken, it is not disqualified until it pulls
a burden. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: It states with
regard to the red heifer: “That upon which never came a yoke” (Numbers
: ). I have derived only a yoke; from where do I derive that other types
of labor also disqualify the animal? You can say the following a fortiori
inference: And if with regard to a heifer whose neck is broken, which is
not disqualified by a blemish, other types of labor disqualify it, then
with regard to a red heifer, which is disqualified by a blemish, is it not
right that other types of labor should disqualify it?

נֶא ַמר
ֱ ְנֶא ַמר ָּכאן ״עֹל״ ו
ֱ – לוֹמר
ַ ָוְ ִאם נַ ְפ ׁ ְשך
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת:ְל ַה ָּלן ״עֹל״
 ַאף ָּכאן ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת,וֹסלוֹת ָ ּב ּה
ְ ּפ
.וֹסלוֹת
ְ ּפ

And if it is your wish to say that this a fortiori inference is unsound, you
can learn this halakha by a verbal analogy: It is stated here, with regard to
the red heifer, “yoke” (Numbers : ), and it is stated there, with regard
to the heifer whose neck is broken, “yoke” (Deuteronomy : ). Just as
there, other types of labor disqualify it, so too here, in the case of the
red heifer, other types of labor disqualify it.

יכא
ָ לוֹמר״? וְ ִכי ֵּת
ַ ָ״אם נַ ְפ ׁ ְשך
ִ ַמאי
ָּ  ִא,ימא
וֹסלוֹת
ְ  ַמה ְּל ֶﬠגְ ָלה ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ׁ ָשנִים ּפ: ְְל ִמ ְיפ ַרך
וֹסל
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ּמוּם ּפ,ּיוֹכיחו
ִ  ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים,ָ ּב ּה! ִאי נַ ִמי
!וֹס ֶלת ָ ּב ֶהן
ֶ בוֹדה ּפ
ָ ָ ּב ֶהן וְ ֵאין ֲﬠ

The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: If it is your wish to say?
What potential problem with the a fortiori inference necessitates the verbal
analogy? The Gemara explains: And perhaps you would say that the
a fortiori inference can be refuted in the following manner: What is
unique about a heifer whose neck is broken is that it is disqualified
by years, which is not the case for a red heifer. Alternatively, one could
suggest that sacred oﬀerings will prove that this inference should not be
made, as a blemish is disqualifying with regard to them, but labor is
not disqualifying with regard to them.

,נֶ ֱא ַמר ָּכאן ״עֹל״ וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ְל ַה ָּלן ״עֹל״
 ַאף ָּכאן ׁ ְש ָאר,ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ַﬠד:אתה
ָ  ו ִּמ ָּמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ָ ּב.ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת
! ְ ַאף ָּכאן ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ִּת ְמ ׁשוֹך, ְׁ ֶש ִּת ְמ ׁשוֹך

As the a fortiori inference can be refuted in either of these ways, there is a
need for the verbal analogy: It is stated here “yoke,” and it is stated
there “yoke.” Just as there, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken,
other types of labor disqualify it, so too, other types of labor disqualify
a red heifer. The Gemara raises an objection to this verbal analogy: And
from the place that you came you can oﬀer an alternative exposition: Just
as below, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, it is not disqualified
by carrying a burden until it pulls the yoke, so too here, a red heifer
should not be disqualified until it pulls the yoke, contrary to the statement
of Rav.

,יתי ָל ּה ֵמ ֶﬠגְ ָלה
ֵ ְיכא דְּ ַמי
ָּ  דְּ ִא, ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיאThe Gemara answers the objection to the statement of Rav from the
.יתי ָל ּה ִמגּ ו ָּפ ּה דְּ ָפ ָרה
ֵ ְיכא דְּ ַמי
ָּ  ִאbaraita: It is a dispute among tanna’im, as there are those who cite the
source of this halakha, that labor disqualifies a red heifer, by verbal analogy
from a heifer whose neck is broken, and therefore the red heifer is disqualified only if it pulls the burden. There are also those who cite the
source of this halakha from a red heifer itself, and consequently they
disqualify the red heifer even if it did not pull the yoke.
NOTES

At the time of performing labor – ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת
בוֹדה
ָ ﬠ:ֲ In other words, the animal is disqualified
only if the owner intended for the animal to do
the action for the sake of labor, but not if it was
done for any other reason. The Rambam writes,
as an example, that if one brought the animal
into the threshing area for a reason other than
threshing, the threshing it performs incidentally
while there does not disqualify the animal from
being the red heifer. With regard to the carrying
of a burden, however, it is disqualified even if
one placed the yoke on the animal without
intending it for work.
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 ״עֹל״ – ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא עוֹל; ׁ ְש ָאר:דְּ ַתנְיָא
״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא
ֲ :לוֹמר
ַ ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד
, ִמ ָּכל ָמקוֹם; ִאם ֵּכן,יה עֹל״
ָ ָﬠ ָלה ָﬠ ֶל
וֹסל ֵ ּבין
ֵ לוֹמר ״עֹל״? עוֹל ּפ
ַ ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד
,בוֹדה
ָ בוֹדה ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ֲﬠ
ָ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ֲﬠ
וֹסלוֹת ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת
ְ ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ֵאין ּפ
.בוֹדה
ָ ֲﬠ
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This is as it is taught in a baraita with regard to a red heifer: From the term
“yoke” I have derived only that a yoke disqualifies a red heifer; from where
do I derive the other types of labor? The verse states: “That upon which
never came a yoke” (Numbers : ). The verse could be read with a pause
after the word “came,” which would teach that it is disqualified in any case,
no matter what labor was performed with it. If so, what is the meaning
when the verse states “yoke,” if all forms of labor disqualify it? It teaches
us that a yoke placed on the animal disqualifies it whether the yoke was
on the animal at the time of performing labor or whether it was on the
animal not at the time of performing labor, i.e., it was merely placed on
the animal. However, other types of labor actions disqualify animals only
at the time of actually performing labor.N Rav ruled in accordance with
this opinion.

;יה״ – ְּכ ָלל
ָ ״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ָﬠ ָלה ָﬠ ֶל
ֲ :ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
״עֹל״ – ּ ְפ ָרט; ְּכ ָלל ו ְּפ ָרט ֵאין ַ ּב ְּכ ָלל ֶא ָּלא
–  ִמידֵּ י ַא ֲח ִרינָא, עוֹל – ִאין,ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ַ ּב ּ ְפ ָרט
.״א ׁ ֶשר״ – ִר ּבוּיָ א הוּא
ֲ !ָלא

The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a different exposition of the verse: “That upon which never came”
is a generalization that disqualifies the animal after any type of
labor, while “yoke” is a detail. There is a generalization and a
detail, and the principle of halakhic exposition in that case is that
there is nothing in the generalization other than what is in the
detail. Therefore, with regard to a yoke, yes, it will disqualify an
animal from being used as a red heifer; but with regard to anything else, no, it will not disqualify the animal. The Gemara
answers: “That upon which never came” is an amplification, and
the addition of this term results in this verse not belonging to the
category of generalizations and details.

:וְ ַתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֶﬠגְ ָלה ִּכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א
״עֹל״ – ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא עוֹל; ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת
״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ֻﬠ ַ ּבד
ֲ :לוֹמר
ַ ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד
 ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד, ִאם ֵּכן. ִמ ָּכל ָמקוֹם,ָ ּב ּה״
וֹסל ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת
ֵ לוֹמר ״עֹל״? עוֹל ּפ
ַ
 ׁ ְש ָאר,בוֹדה
ָ בוֹדה ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ֲﬠ
ָ ֲﬠ
וֹסלוֹת ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת
ְ ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ֵאין ּפ
.בוֹדה
ָ ֲﬠ

The Gemara comments: And a case like this is also taught in a
baraita with regard to a heifer whose neck is broken: From the
word “yoke” I have derived only that a yoke disqualifies; from
where do I derive the other types of labor? The same verse
states: “That has not been worked with” (Deuteronomy : ),
to teach that it is disqualified in any case, no matter what labor
was performed with it. If so, what is the meaning when the verse
states “yoke”? It serves to teach us that a yoke placed on the
animal disqualifies it whether the yoke was on the animal at the
time of performing labor or whether it was on the animal not
at the time of performing labor, i.e., it was merely placed on the
animal, whereas other types of labor actions disqualify animals
only at the time of actually performing labor.

;״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ֻﬠ ַ ּבד ָ ּב ּה״– ְּכ ָלל
ֲ :ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
״עֹל״ – ּ ְפ ָרט; ְּכ ָלל ו ְּפ ָרט ֵאין ַ ּב ְּכ ָלל ֶא ָּלא
–  ִמידֵּ י ַא ֲח ִרינָא, עוֹל – ִאין,ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ַ ּב ּ ְפ ָרט
.״א ׁ ֶשר״ – ִר ּבוּיָ א הוּא
ֲ !ָלא

The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a
diﬀerent exposition of the verse: “That has not been worked
with” is a generalization that disqualifies the animal after any
type of labor, while “yoke” is a detail. There is a generalization
and a detail, and the principle of halakhic exposition in that case
is that there is nothing in the generalization other than what
is in the detail, which means: With regard to a yoke, yes, it will
disqualify an animal, but with regard to anything else, no, it
will not disqualify it. The Gemara answers: The phrase “that has
not been worked with” is an amplification, and the addition of
this term results in this verse not belonging to the category of
generalizations and details.

:יוֹחנָן
ָ ֵיה ֵמ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ְ ּב ַﬠי ִמ ּינ,ָּא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו
 ִּכ ְמל ֹא:יכת עוֹל ְ ּב ַכ ָּמה? ֲא ַמר ִלי
ַ ְמ ׁ ִש
? ְל ָא ְר ּכוֹ אוֹ ְל ָר ְח ּבוֹ:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִא.עוֹל
ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַההוּא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן וְ ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֵיה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ְל ִד ִידי ִמ ּ ָפ ְר ׁ ָשא ִלי ִמ ּינ,יה
ּ ׁ ְש ֵמ
.יכת עוֹל ְל ָר ְח ּבוֹ ֶט ַפח
ַ  ְמ ׁ ִש:יוֹחנָן
ָ

Rabbi Abbahu said: I asked of Rabbi Yoĥanan: This pulling
of a yoke that disqualifies a heifer whose neck is broken, with
how much, i.e., how far, must the animal pull the yoke for it to
be disqualified? He said to me: Like the measure of the size of
a full yoke. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does this
mean according to its length or according to its width? One
of the Sages, and Rabbi Ya’akov was his name, said to them:
It was explained to me personally by Rabbi Yoĥanan himself:
The pulling of a yoke is according to its width, which is a
handbreadth.HB

,ימא ֶט ַפח! ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָל ן
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara poses a question: And since he stated a fixed mea ְל ַמאי נָ ְפ ָקא. ׁ ִשיעו ָּרא דְּ עוֹל ֶט ַפח ָהוֵ יsurement, let him merely state: A handbreadth. Why was it
necessary to add that this is the width of a yoke? The Gemara
.ִמ ָּינ ּה? ְל ִמ ָ ּקח ו ִּמ ְמ ָּכר
answers: This teaches us that the measure of a yoke along its
width is a handbreadth. What diﬀerence is there in knowing
this fact? This teaches that in the case of commercial transactions, a buyer may retract his purchase if the yoke he was given
is less than a handbreadth wide.
HALAKHA

Pulling of a yoke – יכת עוֹל
ַ מ ׁ ִש:ְ All types of labor disqualify
an animal from being the heifer whose neck is broken, similar
to the halakha concerning the red heifer. The specification of
an animal “that has not pulled a yoke” teaches that a yoke is

disqualifying even if no labor was performed but the yoke was
merely pulled a handbreadth (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot
Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 10:3).

BACKGROUND

Handbreadth – ט ַפח:ֶ A handbreadth is one of the measures
of length frequently used in the Talmud. According to some

modern halakhic opinions, the length of a handbreadth is
9.6 cm, and according to others it is 8 cm.
. פרק ט׳ דף מו. sota . Perek IX . 46a
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NOTES

That did not produce fruit – שלּ ֹא ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ּ ֵפירוֹת:
ֶ ׁ The Maharsha writes, based on the Rambam, that an important
aspect of the ritual of the breaking of the heifer’s neck is
the stimulation of public interest, as their involvement
may lead to the discovery of the killer. Therefore, a young
heifer is brought, in order to arouse the emotions of the
observers.

 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ָא ְמ ָרה:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ׁ ָשאוּל
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
דוֹש
ׁ ּת ָוֹרה ָה ֵביא ֶﬠגְ ָלה ְ ּבנַ ַחל? ָא ַמר ַה ָ ּק
 יָ בֹא דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ּ ֵפירוֹת:ָ ּברו ְּך הוּא
 וִ ַיכ ּ ֵפר ַﬠל,עוֹשה ּ ֵפירוֹת
ׂ ֶ וְ יֵ ָﬠ ֵרף ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵאין
? ַמאי ּ ֵפירוֹת.ִמי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִה ּנִיחוֹ ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת ּ ֵפירוֹת
ָ ִא ֵיל
 ַאזָּ ֵקן, ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה,ימא ּ ְפ ִריָּ ה ו ְּר ִביָּ ה
.וְ ַא ָּס ִריס ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָלא ָﬠ ְר ִפינַן! ֶא ָּלא ִמצְ וֹת

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Shaul says: For what reason did the Torah
say to bring a heifer whose neck is broken to a stream? The
Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Let something that did not
produce fruit,N i.e., a heifer that has not given birth, come and
have its neck be broken at a stream that flows forcefully, which is
a place that does not produce fruit, and atone for the murder
of one who was not given an opportunity to produce fruit.
The Gemara asks: What is this fruit that he was not given an
opportunity to produce? If we say it refers to being fruitful and
multiplying, i.e., that the killer prevented him from having more
children, but if that is so, in the case of an elderly person or a
eunuch, so too will you say that we do not break the heifer’s neck
because they could not have had any more children even had
they lived? Rather, the fruit are mitzvot, as the killer deprived
the victim of the opportunity to perform additional mitzvot.

יתן״
ָ ״א
ֵ .יתן״
ָ אוֹת ּה ֶאל נַ ַחל ֵא
ָ ּמוֹר ִידין
ִ  ״וThe mishna taught: And they bring it down to a stream that is
יתן
ָ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ֵא: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן. ְּכ ַמ ׁ ְש ָמעוֹ – ָק ׁ ֶשהeitan. Eitan in this context means as the word generally indicates,
forceful. The Sages taught: From where is it derived that eitan
:ׁ ֶשהוּא ָק ׁ ֶשה? ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
is forceful? It is as it is stated:

Perek IX
Daf 46 Amud b
NOTES

Eitan means old – יתן ׁ ֶשהוּא יָ ׁ ָשן
ָ א:
ֵ According to Rashi,
this means that they should not perform the ritual at a
place whose earth has been brought from elsewhere,
but at a place that has had the same soil from time
immemorial. Others, perhaps the Rambam among them,
explain that it means that the route in which the stream
flows has been consistent over time. The Jerusalem
Talmud states that the requirement of a hard stream is
a halakhic preference but it is not indispensable. If the
valley or stream is not hard, or even if there is no valley
or stream at all, the ritual may be performed in any hard
place (see Meiri).
Nor sown – ﬠ וְ ל ֹא יִ זָּ ֵר: The Sefer HaĤinnukh writes that
the place is left unsown in order that the murder not be
forgotten in the generations to come.
BACKGROUND

The bird brought as a sin-oﬀering – ח ַּטאת ָהעוֹף:ַ A
bird is brought as a sin-oﬀering in several situations.
For example, it is brought by a woman who has given
birth and by poor people in the case of a sliding-scale
oﬀering. When a bird is sacrificed as a sin-oﬀering it is
accompanied by a bird sacrificed as a burnt-oﬀering. The
bird sacrificed as a sin-oﬀering is killed by the priest with
his fingernail in a process called melika, or pinching.
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:אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ו,מוֹש ֶבךָ וְ ִ ׂשים ַ ּב ֶּס ַלע ִק ֶּנךָ ״
ָ ׁ יתן
ָ ״א
ֵ
יתנִים מ ְֹס ֵדי
ָ ״ש ְמע ּו ָה ִרים ֶאת ִריב ה' וְ ָה ֵא
ִׁ
יתן ׁ ֶשהוּא
ָ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ֵא:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ָא ֶרץ״; ֲא ֵח ִרים
עוֹלם
ָ  גּ וֹי ֵמ,יתן הוּא
ָ  ״גּ וֹי ֵא:יָ ׁ ָשן? ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
.הוּא״

“Firm [eitan] is your dwelling-place, and your nest is set in the
rock” (Numbers : ), and it states: “Hear, O you mountains,
the Lord’s controversy, and the enduring rocks [eitanim], the
foundations of the earth” (Micah : ). The use of the word in
these verses indicates that “eitan” means something hard, like a
rock or a mountain. Others say a diﬀerent explanation of the
word eitan: From where is it derived that eitan means old?N As
it is stated: “It is an ancient [eitan] nation, a nation from of old”
( Jeremiah : ).

 ַמאי.יה״
ָ חוֹר
ֶ קוֹפיץ ֵמ ֲא
ִ אוֹת ּה ְ ּב
ָ עוֹר ִפין
ְ ְ § ״וThe mishna taught: And they break the neck [orfin] of the
״ﬠ ִר ָיפה״ ֵמ ַח ַּטאת
ֲ ,״ﬠ ִר ָיפה״
ֲ  ַט ֲﬠ ָמא? ָ ּג ַמרheifer from behind with a cleaver. The Gemara explains: What
is the reason that the Sages understood that the heifer is killed in
.ָהעוֹף
this manner? They derive that the term arifa, which describes
what is done to the heifer, refers to breaking the back of the neck,
from the term arifa stated with regard to the bird brought as a
sin-oﬀering (see Leviticus : ).B
ָ רוֹﬠ ו ִּמ ֵּל
 ְקוֹמ ּה ָאסוּר ִמ ִּלז
ָ ״ו ְּמ
 ָּתנ ּו.יﬠ ֵבד״
– ﬠ״ ״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יֵ ָﬠ ֵבד ּבוֹ וְ ל ֹא יִ זָּ ֵר
ֲ :ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
:אוֹמר
ֵ ֹאשיָּ ה; ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן
ִ ׁ  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי י,ְל ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ַבר
.ְל ַה ָ ּבא

§ The mishna taught further: And with regard to its place, it is

, ְל ַה ָ ּבא – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י:ָר ָבא ֲא ַמר
: ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְל ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ַבר.ﬠ״  ״וְ ל ֹא יִ זָּ ֵר:דִּ ְכ ִתיב
? ִמי ְּכ ִתיב ״וְ ל ֹא יְ עו ַ ּּבד״:ֹאשיָּ ה ָס ַבר
ִ ׁ ַר ִ ּבי י
נֶﬠ ַבד״? וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֱ ״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא
ֲ  ִמי ְּכ ִתיב:וְ ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי.״א ׁ ֶשר״ – ְל ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ַבר ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ֲ :ֹאשיָּ ה
ִׁ י
.״א ׁ ֶשר״ – ִר ּבוּיָ א הוּא
ֲ :יוֹנָ ָתן

Rava said: As for the future, everyone agrees that it is prohibited
to sow or work the land, as it is written “neither worked nor
sown” in the future tense. When they disagree is with regard to
the past. Rabbi Yoshiya, who disqualifies a place that was sown
beforehand, holds: Does it state: And shall not be worked, in
the form of a future command? And Rabbi Yonatan responds:
Does it state: And was not worked, in the past tense? And Rabbi
Yoshiya answers: The term “which” indicates the past. And as
for Rabbi Yonatan, in his opinion the term “which” is a term of
amplification, as will be explained later in the Gemara, and it is
not referring to the past.

prohibited for that ground to be sown or to be worked. The
Sages taught: The verse: “Which may be neither worked nor
sown” (Deuteronomy : )N is referring to the past, that is, a
place which has not previously been worked or sown. This is the
statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. Rabbi Yonatan says: It speaks of
the future, meaning it is prohibited to sow or work the land from
that point onward.

.״וּמו ָּּתר ִל ְסרוֹק ׁ ָשם ּ ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן ו ְּלנַ ֵ ּקר ׁ ָשם ֲא ָבנִים״
ﬠ״ – ֵאין ״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יֵ ָﬠ ֵבד ּבוֹ וְ ל ֹא יִ זָּ ֵר
ֲ :ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠבוֹדוֹת ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד.יﬠה
ָ ִלי ֶא ָּלא זְ ִר
. ִמ ָּכל ָמקוֹם,״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יֵ ָﬠ ֵבד ּבוֹ״
ֲ :לוֹמר
ַ

§ The mishna taught: But it is permitted to comb flax there

H

or to cut stones there. The Sages taught: From the phrase
“which may be neither worked nor sown,” I have derived
only sowing; from where do I derive that other types of
labor are also prohibited? The verse states: “Which may be
neither worked,” indicating that it may not be worked in any
manner.

: ָלוֹמר ְלך
ַ ?ﬠ״ לוֹמר ״וְ ל ֹא יִ זָּ ֵר
ַ  ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד,ִאם ֵּכן
,יﬠה ְמיו ֶּח ֶדת ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְ ּבגו ָּפ ּה ׁ ֶשל ַק ְר ַקע
ָ ַמה זְּ ִר
 יָ צָ א ְס ִר ַיקת,ַאף ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ְ ּבגו ָּפ ּה ׁ ֶשל ַק ְר ַקע
ּ ְּ ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן ו
.נִיקוּר ֲא ָבנִים ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ְ ּבגו ָּפ ּה ׁ ֶשל ַק ְר ַקע

The baraita continues: If so, why does the verse also need to
state “nor sown”? It is in order to say to you: Just as sowing
is unique in that it is labor performed on the land itself, so
too, all labor that is performed on the land itself is prohibited.
This excludes combing flax and cutting stones, which are
not done on the land itself.

״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יֵ ָﬠ ֵבד ּבוֹ״ – ְּכ ָלל; ״וְ ל ֹא
ֲ :ימא
ָ וְ ֵא
ﬠ״ – ּ ְפ ָרט; ְּכ ָלל ו ְּפ ָרט ֵאין ַ ּב ְּכ ָלל ֶא ָּלא ַמה יִ זָּ ֵר
! ִמידֵּ י ַא ֲח ִרינָ א – ָלא,יﬠה – ִאין
ָ  זְ ִר,ׁ ּ ֶש ַ ּב ּ ְפ ָרט
.״א ׁ ֶשר״ – ִר ּבוּיָ א הוּא
ֲ

The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a
diﬀerent exposition: “Which may be neither worked” is a
generalization, and “nor sown” a detail. When the Torah
writes a generalization and a detail, there is nothing in the
generalization other than what is in the detail, i.e., the detail
serves to impose a limit on the generalization. Consequently,
the verse is teaching that with regard to sowing, yes, it is
prohibited, but with regard to anything else, no, it is not
prohibited. The Gemara again answers: The term “which” is
an amplification, and the addition of this term results in this
verse not belonging to the category of generalizations and
details.

 ״וְ כֹל: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן.'יהן״ כו
ֶ רוֹחצִ ין יְ ֵד
ֲ ״זִ ְקנֵי ָה ִﬠיר
זִ ְקנֵי ָה ִﬠיר ַה ִהיא ַה ְּקר ִֹבים ֶאל ֶה ָח ָלל יִ ְר ֲחצ ּו
יהם ַﬠל ָה ֶﬠגְ ָלה ָה ֲﬠרו ָּפה ַב ָּנ ַחל״ – ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ֶ ֶאת יְ ֵד
לוֹמר
ַ  ו ַּמה ַּת ְלמוּד.״ה ֲﬠרו ָּפה״
ָ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
.״ה ֲﬠרו ָּפה״? ַﬠל ְמקוֹם ֲﬠ ִר ָיפ ָת ּה ׁ ֶשל ֶﬠגְ ָלה
ָ

§ The mishna taught that the Elders of the city would then

״וְ ָא ְמר ּו יָ ֵדינ ּו ל ֹא ׁ ָש ְפכ ּו ֶאת ַהדָּ ם ַהזֶּ ה וְ ֵﬠינֵינ ּו
ל ֹא ָראוּ״ – וְ ִכי ַﬠל ִל ֵ ּבנ ּו ָﬠ ְל ָתה ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
 ל ֹא ָ ּבא ְליָ ֵדינ ּו ו ְּפ ַט ְרנוּה ּו,ׁש ְוֹפ ִכין דָּ ִמים? ֶא ָּלא
 וְ ל ֹא ְר ִאינוּה ּו וְ ִה ַּנ ְחנוּה ּו ְ ּבל ֹא,ְ ּבל ֹא ְמזוֹנוֹת
.ְלוָ יָ ה

HALAKHA

But it is permitted to comb…there, etc. – וּמו ָּּתר ִל ְסרוֹק
שם וכו׳:
ָ ׁ It is permanently prohibited to sow or work the
land on which the heifer’s neck was broken. This ruling
is accordance with Rabbi Yonatan, as the unattributed
mishna follows his opinion. Anyone who works the land
itself, e.g., by plowing, sowing, or planting, is liable to
receive lashes. However, it is permitted to comb flax or to
cut stones there, as all work that does not involve the land
itself is permitted (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ
UShmirat HaNefesh 10:9).

wash their hands.N The Sages taught: With regard to the
verse: “And all the Elders of that city, who are nearest to the
slain man, shall wash their hands over the heifer whose
neck was broken in the valley” (Deuteronomy : ), one
might have thought that there is no need for the verse to state:
“Whose neck was broken,” because there is no heifer mentioned other than the one whose neck was broken. And what
is the meaning when the verse states: “Whose neck was
broken”? It serves to teach us that they wash their hands over
the place where the heifer’s neck was broken.
The verse further states: “And they shall say: Our hands did
not spill this blood, nor did our eyes see” (Deuteronomy
: ). The mishna explains: But did it enter our minds that
the Elders of the court are spillers of blood, that they must
make such a declaration? Rather, they mean to declare: The
victim did not come to us and then we let him take his
leave without food,N and we did not see him and then
leave him alone to depart without accompaniment. They
therefore attest that they took care of all his needs and are
not responsible for his death even indirectly.

NOTES

Wash their hands – יהן
ֶ רוֹחצִ ין יְ ֵד:
ֲ This is to signify that their hands
are clean of any taint of the victim’s blood (Iyyun Ya’akov).
And we let him take his leave without food – ו ְּפ ַט ְרנוּה ּו ְ ּבל ֹא
מזוֹנוֹת:ְ A diﬀerent explanation of the mishna is stated in the
Jerusalem Talmud, that the Sages of Eretz Yisrael hold that the
Elders are referring to the killer rather than to the victim. In other

words, they did not knowingly allow the killer to escape; rather,
they were unaware of his identity. This explanation is supported
by a variant text of the mishna that reads: And we did not let
him take his leave, and did not leave him. It does not include the
phrases: Without food, or: Without accompaniment. It is written
in the Jerusalem Talmud that these phrases are a later addition
and not part of the text of the mishna.
: פרק ט׳ דף מו. sota . Perek IX . 46b
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HALAKHA

There is coercion with regard to accompaniment – ּכ ִוֹפין
ל ְלוָ יָ ה:ִ Just as the courts would compel the giving of charity they would enforce the duty of accompaniment, by
appointing messengers to accompany those traveling from
place to place. If the appointed messengers neglected their
duty, they are considered like spillers of blood (Rambam
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:3).
NOTES

One who accompanies by foot, etc. – עוֹשה ְלוָ יָ ה
ׂ ֶ ִמי ׁ ֶש
ב ַרגְ ָליו וכו׳:ּ ְ The Maharsha explains that although one who
provides verbal directions does assist the other, this does
not guarantee that he will not get lost. By contrast, one
who accompanies him by foot will lead him far enough to
prevent him from going astray.

, ּכ ִוֹפין ִל ְלוָ יָ ה:אוֹמר
ֵ  ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ַּתנְיָא
: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ׁ ֶש ּ ְ ׂש ַכר ַה ְּלוָ יָ ה ֵאין ָל ּה ׁ ִשיעוּר
ֹאמר ּו
ְ ״וַ יִּ ְרא ּו ַה ׁ ּש ְֹמ ִרים ִא ׁיש יוֹצֵ א ִמן ָה ִﬠיר וַ יּ
ָלוֹ ַה ְר ֵאנ ּו נָ א ֶאת ְמבוֹא ָה ִﬠיר וְ ָﬠ ִ ׂשינ ּו ִﬠ ְּמך
. ״וַ יַּ ְר ֵאם ֶאת ְמבוֹא ָה ִﬠיר״: ו ְּכ ִתיב,ָח ֶסד״
אוֹת ּה ָה ִﬠיר ָה ְרג ּו
ָ ו ַּמה ֶח ֶסד ָﬠשׂ ּו ִﬠ ּמוֹ? ׁ ֶש ָּכל
.ּ וְ אוֹתוֹ ָה ִא ׁיש ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפ ְח ּתוֹ ׁ ִש ְּלחו,ְל ִפי ֶח ֶרב

It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir would say: There is coercion with regard to accompaniment,H i.e., one who does not
want to accompany another is nevertheless required to do so,
as the reward for accompaniment is without measure. The
proof of the importance of accompaniment is from a verse, as
it is stated with regard to when the Jewish people laid siege to
the city of Bethel: “And the watchers saw a man come out of
the city, and they said to him: Show us, please, the entrance
into the city, and we will deal kindly with you” ( Judges : ),
and it is written: “And he showed them the entrance to the
city” ( Judges : ). And what kindness did they perform with
him? It is that they killed the entire city by the sword, but
that man and his family they sent free.

״וַ יֵּ ֶלךְ ָה ִא ׁיש ֶא ֶרץ ַה ִח ִּתים וַ יִּ ֶבן ִﬠיר וַ יִּ ְק ָרא
: ַּתנְיָא.ׁ ְש ָמ ּה לוּז הוּא ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ַﬠד ַהיּוֹם ַהזֶּ ה״
 ִהיא ל ּוז,ִהיא ל ּוז ׁ ֶש ּצ ְוֹב ִﬠין ָ ּב ּה ְּת ֵכ ֶלת
נֶצר
ּ ַ  נְ בו ַּכ ְד,ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַסנְ ֵח ִריב וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב ְל ְ ּב ָל ּה
 וְ ַאף ַמ ְל ַא ְך ַה ָּמוֶ ת ֵאין לוֹ,וְ ל ֹא ֶה ֱח ִר ָיב ּה
 ֶא ָּלא זְ ֵקנִים ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ּה ִ ּבזְ ַמן,ְר ׁשוּת ַל ֲﬠבוֹר ָ ּב ּה
חוֹמה
ָ יהן – יוֹצְ ִאין חוּץ ַל
ֶ ׁ ֶשדַּ ְﬠ ָּתן ָקצָ ה ֲﬠ ֵל
.וְ ֵהן ֵמ ִתים

The Gemara elaborates on the reward received in that story. The
next verse states: “And the man went to the land of the Hittites,
and he built a city, and he called its name Luz; that is its name
to this day” ( Judges : ). It is taught in a baraita: This is the
city Luz where sky blue wool is dyed. It is the same city Luz
where, although Sennacherib came and exiled many nations
from place to place, he did not disarrange and exile its inhabitants; Nebuchadnezzar, who conquered many lands, did not
destroy it; and even the angel of death has no permission to
pass through it. Rather, its Elders, when they have decided
that they have reached the end of life, go outside the city wall
and die.

,נַﬠנִי זֶ ה
ֲ  ו ַּמה ְּכ:חוֹמר
ֶ ָוַ ֲהל ֹא דְּ ָב ִרים ַקל ו
יבר ְ ּב ִפיו וְ ל ֹא ָה ַל ְך ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו – ָ ּג ַרם
ּ ֵ ִּׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ד
 ִמי,ַה ָ ּצ ָלה לוֹ ו ְּלזַ ְרעוֹ ַﬠד סוֹף ָּכל ַהדּ וֹרוֹת
עוֹשה ְלוָ יָ ה ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו – ַﬠל ַא ַחת ַּכ ָּמה
ׂ ֶ ׁ ֶש
.וְ ַכ ָּמה

Are these matters not inferred a fortiori: And if this Canaanite,
who did not speak with his mouth and explicitly tell them
where the city entrance was, and did not walk with them by
foot, but merely indicated the correct path to them, nevertheless caused himself to be rescued and also had the merit to
provide rescue for his descendants until the end of all generations, then with regard to one who accompanies another by
foot,N all the more so will his reward be great.

 ְ ּב ִפיו ִﬠ ֵ ּקם:ַ ּב ֶּמה ֶה ְר ָאה ָל ֶהם? ִחזְ ִקיָּ ה ָא ַמר
. ְ ּב ֶאצְ ָ ּבעוֹ ֶה ְר ָאה ָל ֶהם:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי,ָל ֶהם
נַﬠנִי זֶ ה
ֲ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶש ְּכ:יוֹחנָן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַּתנְיָא ְּכוָ ֵות
 ָ ּג ַרם ַה ָ ּצ ָלה לוֹ ו ְּלזַ ְרעוֹ ַﬠד,ֶה ְר ָאה ְ ּב ֶאצְ ָ ּבעוֹ
.סוֹף ָּכל ַהדּ וֹרוֹת

After stating that the man did not openly guide those watching
the city, the Gemara asks: How did that Canaanite show them
the entrance to the city? Ĥizkiyya says: He twisted his mouth
for them, i.e., he showed them the path to the city by moving
his lips. Rabbi Yoĥanan says: He showed them with his finger
alone. It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Because this Canaanite showed them with
his finger, he caused himself to be rescued and merited rescue
for his descendants as well, until the end of all generations.

 ַה ְמ ַה ֵּלךְ ַ ּבדֶּ ֶרךְ וְ ֵאין:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
״כי ִלוְ יַ ת
ִּ : ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,לוֹ ְלוָ יָ ה – יַ ֲﬠסוֹק ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
 וְ ָא ַמר.ֹאשךָ וַ ֲﬠנָ ִקים ְלגַ ְר ְ ּגר ֶֹתיךָ ״
ֶ ׁ ֵחן ֵהם ְלר
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ּ ְפ ִסיעוֹת:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
 ״וַ יְ צַ ו ָﬠ ָליו: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ׁ ֶש ִּל ָּוה ּ ַפ ְרעֹה ְל ַא ְב ָר ָהם
נִש ַּת ְﬠ ֵ ּבד ְ ּב ָבנָיו ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ְ ׁ ,'נָשים״ וגו
ִ ׁ ּ ַפ ְרעֹה ֲא
 ״וַ ֲﬠ ָבדוּם וְ ִﬠנּ ּו א ָֹתם: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ֵמאוֹת ׁ ָשנָ ה
 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר.ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֵמאוֹת ׁ ָשנָ ה״
 ָּכל ַה ְמ ַל ֶּוה ֶאת ֲח ֵבירוֹ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת:ַרב
 ָר ִבינָ א ַא ְלוִ יֵּ ּה ְל ָר ָבא.ָ ּב ִﬠיר – ֵאינוֹ נִיזּוֹק
יה
ּ  ְמ ָטא ִל ֵיד,ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת ָ ּב ִﬠיר
.יתצִ יל
ְ ֶהיזֵּ ָיקא וְ ִא

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: One who walks along the way
without having someone to accompany him should occupy
himself with words of Torah, as it is stated with regard to
words of Torah: “For they shall be a chaplet of grace to your
head, and chains around your neck” (Proverbs : ). And
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi further says: Due to four stepsN
that Pharaoh accompanied Abraham, as it is stated: “And
Pharaoh gave men charge concerning him, and they brought
him on the way, and his wife, and all that he had” (Genesis
: ), Pharaoh enslaved Abraham’s descendants for four
hundred years, as it is stated: “And shall serve them, and they
shall aﬄict them four hundred years” (Genesis : ). Rav
Yehuda says that Rav says: Anyone who accompanies his
friend four cubits in a city will come to no harm by accompanying him. The Gemara relates: Ravina accompanied Rava bar
Yitzĥak four cubits in a city. He came close to harm, but he
was saved.
NOTES

Due to four steps – ב ׁ ְש ִביל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ּ ְפ ִסיעוֹת:ּ ִ The idea is not that
these four steps caused the slavery, as Abraham was not liable to
punishment for being accompanied. The decree of slavery was
said to Abraham at the Covenant between the Pieces because
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he questioned God with regard to inheriting Eretz Yisrael. It was
not said then which nation would enslave Abraham’s descendants. Through his actions, Pharaoh earned the right to be the
one to rule over them (Maharsha).

יב ּו ָר ּה
ּ  ָה ַרב ְל ַת ְל ִמיד – ַﬠד ִﬠ:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
;ׁ ֶשל ִﬠיר; ָח ֵבר ְל ָח ֵבר – ַﬠד ְּתחוּם ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
 וְ ַכ ָּמה? ָא ַמר.ַּת ְל ִמיד ְל ַרב – ֵאין לוֹ ׁ ִשיעוּר
 וְ ָלא ֲא ָמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ַר ּבוֹ. ַﬠד ּ ַפ ְר ָסה:ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
 ֲא ָבל ַר ּבוֹ מו ְּב ָהק – ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה,ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ מו ְּב ָהק
.ּ ַפ ְר ָסאוֹת

The Sages taught: A teacher accompanies a studentH until the
outskirts of the city; a friend accompanies a friend until the
Shabbat boundary of that city, which is two thousand cubits;
and for a student who accompanies his teacher, there is no
measure to the distance he accompanies him. The Gemara
asks: And how far?N The student is certainly not required
to walk with him the entire way. Rav Sheshet says: Up to a
parasang [parsa],B which is four mil. The Gemara comments:
And we said this amount only with regard to one who is not
his most significant teacher, but he accompanies his most
significant teacher, who taught him most of his knowledge,
three parasangs.

ימי ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ִמ ּפוּם
ִ ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א ַא ְלוִ יֵּ ּה ְל ַרב ׁ ִש
, ִּכי ָמט ּו ָה ָתם.ינִיתא דְּ ָב ֶבל
ָ ִנַ ֲה ָרא ַﬠד ֵ ּבי צ
ינִיתא
ָ ִ ָהנֵי צ:ּ וַ דַּ אי דְּ ָא ְמ ִריתו:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
?ּיתנְ הו
ְ אשוֹן ִא
ׁ דְּ ָב ֶבל ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ָא ָדם ָה ִר

The Gemara relates a story about accompaniment: Rav Kahana
accompanied Rav Shimi bar Ashi from the town of Pum
Nahara to the palm grove in Babylonia.L When they arrived
there, Rav Kahana said to Rav Shimi bar Ashi: Is it true that
you say that these palm trees of Babylonia have been in this
place since the years of Adam the first man?

יוֹסי
ֵ  דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ַא ְד ַּכ ְר ָּתן ִמ ְּל ָתא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
״ב ֶא ֶרץ ל ֹא ָﬠ ַבר
ּ ְ : ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
ָ ּב ּה ִא ׁיש וְ ל ֹא יָ ׁ ַשב ָא ָדם ׁ ָשם״? וְ ִכי ֵמ ַא ַחר
ָ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָﬠ ַבר ֵה
יכן יָ ׁ ַשב? )ו ֵּמ ַא ַחר ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יָ ׁ ַשב
יה ָא ָדם
ָ  ֶא ֶרץ ׁ ֶש ָ ּגזַ ר ָﬠ ֶל,יכן ָﬠ ַבר?( ֶא ָּלא
ָ ֵה
ׁ ָה ִר
 ֶא ֶרץ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּגזַ ר,אשוֹן ְליִ ׁ ּשוּב – נִ ְתיַ ׁ ּ ְש ָבה
.אשוֹן – ל ֹא נִ ְתיַ ׁ ּ ְש ָבה
ׁ יה ָא ָדם ָה ִר
ָ ָﬠ ֶל

Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to him: By mentioning Adam the first
man you reminded me of something that Rabbi Yosei, son
of Rabbi Ĥanina, says: What is the meaning of that which is
written: “Through a land that no man passed through, and
where no person [adam] dwelt”? ( Jeremiah : ). This verse
is diﬃcult: Since it is a land through which no man has passed,
where would he dwell? And if he did not dwell, where did
he pass? Why does the verse add that no person has dwelled
there? Rather, this is the meaning: Any land concerning which
Adam the first man decreedN that it would be a settled area,
was settled; but a land concerning which Adam the first man
did not decree that it should be settled, was not settled.

 ַרב ָמ ְרדְּ ַכי ַא ְלוִ יֵּ ּה ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ֵמ ַהגְ רוֹנְיָא וְ ַﬠדThe Gemara also relates that Rav Mordekhai accompanied
. וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה ַﬠד ֵ ּבי דּ ו ָּרא, ֵ ּבי ֵּכ ֵיפיRav Ashi from the town of Hagronya until Bei Keifei, and
some say that he accompanied him until Bei Dura.
 ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ:יוֹחנָן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ְמ ַל ֶּוה ּו ִמ ְת ַל ֶּוה – ְּכ ִא
,וֹפ ְך דָּ ִמים
ֵ יל ּו ׁש
ישע ל ֹא
ָ ׁ נְשי יְ ִריחוֹ ֶל ֱא ִל
ֵ ׁ ׁ ֶש ִא ְיל ָמ ֵלי ִלי ּווּה ּו ַא
 ״וַ יַּ ַﬠל ִמ ׁ ּ ָשם: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ֵ ּג ָירה דּ ו ִ ּּבים ַל ִּתינוֹקוֹת
ּנְﬠ ִרים ְק ַט ּנִים
ָ ֵ ּבית ֵאל וְ הוּא ע ֶֹלה ַבדֶּ ֶר ְך ו
ֹאמר ּו לוֹ ֲﬠ ֵלה
ְ יָ צְ א ּו ִמן ָה ִﬠיר וַ יִּ ְת ַק ְּלס ּו בוֹ וַ יּ
.ח״ ח ֲﬠ ֵלה ֵק ֵר ֵק ֵר

The Gemara continues to discuss the importance of accompaniment. Rabbi Yoĥanan says in the name of Rabbi Meir:
Whoever does not accompany another or will not allow
himself to be accompanied is like a spiller of blood and is
held responsible for any deaths that occur as a result of his
inaction. The proof for this is that had the inhabitants of
Jericho accompanied Elisha, he would not have incited the
bears to attack the children, as it is stated: “And he went up
from there to Bethel, and as he was going up by the way,
there came forth young lads out of the city and mocked
him, and said to him: Go up, baldhead; go up, baldhead”
( Kings : ). Had the residents of Jericho accompanied him,
they would have sent away those youths and prevented what
occurred next.

. ֲﬠ ֵלה ׁ ֶש ִה ְק ַר ְח ָּת ָﬠ ֵלינ ּו ֶאת ַה ָּמקוֹם:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
:ּנְﬠ ִרים ְק ַט ּנִים״? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ָ ַמאי ״ו
״ק ַט ּנִים״ – ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו
ְ ;נוֹﬠ ִרים ִמן ַה ִּמצְ וֹת
ָ ׁ ֶש ְּמ
זְבז ּו ַﬠצְ ָמן
ּ ְ  ו ִּב,ּנְﬠ ִרים ָהיו
ָ : ָּתנָ א.ִמ ְּק ַט ּנֵי ֲא ָמנָ ה
.ִּכ ְק ַט ּנִים

The Gemara proceeds to discuss this episode in detail, beginning with the meaning of the youths’ taunt. They said to him:
Go up, away from here, for you have made the place bald,
i.e., bare, for us. They had previously earned their living by
providing the city of Jericho with water. Elisha sweetened the
city’s own water, rendering their services unnecessary. The
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: “Young lads [ne’arim
ketannim]”? One would have expected the verse to state
either “young” or “lads,” but not both. Rabbi Elazar says: The
word “lads [ne’arim]” means that they were shaken empty
[meno’arim] of the mitzvot; the word “young [ketannim]”
means that they were of little faith [ketannei amana], as they
had no trust that they would be able to earn their livelihood
by any other means. The Sages taught: They were lads, that
is, already of age, but they disgraced themselves like young
children.

HALAKHA

A teacher accompanies a student, etc. – ה ַרב ְל ַת ְל ִמיד וכו׳:ָ
A teacher is obligated to accompany his student until the
outskirts of the city. A friend is accompanied to the Shabbat
boundary of the city. A student accompanies his teacher
for the distance of a parasang, or three parasangs in the
case of his most significant teacher. The Likkutei Halakhot
comments that the custom nowadays is to accompany
guests a minimum of four cubits, as the assumption is that
the visitor relinquishes his right to the strict requirement of
accompaniment (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:3).
NOTES

There is no measure, and how far –  וְ ַכ ָּמה.אין לוֹ ׁ ִשיעוּר:ֵ This
is puzzling, as if there is no measure, how can the Gemara
inquire into how much it is? One suggestion is that the
phrase: No measure, means no upper limit, i.e., he may
accompany him as far as he wishes; there is, however, a
minimum requirement of a parasang (Eshel Avraham). Others explain that when the Gemara states that the student’s
accompaniment has no measure, this means that there is
no measure within the Shabbat boundaries of the city and
one accompanies his teacher out of the city. The Gemara
then questions how far out of the city he accompanies him
and answers that he accompanies him to the distance of
a parasang beyond the city’s borders (Shevut Ya’akov; see
Meromei Sadeh).
Any land…decreed, etc. – א ֶרץ ׁ ֶש ָ ּגזַ ר וכו׳:
ֶ Rav Shimi bar
Ashi’s explanation was therefore that when Rabbi Yosei said
that those dates are from the time of Adam the first man,
this was not to be taken literally. Rather, it meant that the
place was designated for palm trees since the days of Adam
the first man.
BACKGROUND

Parasang – פ ְר ָסה:ַ ּ One parasang is equal to four mil. This
equals 3.86 km according to Rav Ĥayyim Na’e and 4.63 km
according to the Ĥazon Ish.
LANGUAGE

Palm grove [bei tzinita] in Babylonia – ינִיתא דְּ ָב ֶבל
ָ ִבי צ:ּ ֵ The
word tzinita, in its various forms, can also be found in the
Mishna. It is the name of a particular subspecies of palm tree.
Here, it refers to a large forest of date-palms that grew near
the ancient city of Babylonia.
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BACKGROUND

Ne’oran – נְעוֹרן:
ָ
Also known today as Na’aran, this was a
small city located near Jericho. In talmudic times, it was
inhabited entirely by Jews, in contrast to Jericho, which
had a mixed population. This city is now in ruins, though
there are the remains of a beautiful synagogue there.
Plaited locks – לוֹרית
ִ ב:
ּ ְ Many explanations have been
suggested for the source of this term, mostly from Latin
or Greek, yet none is entirely convincing. This hairstyle
involved letting the hair on the sides and back of the head
grow while tying and braiding them in diﬀerent ways. The
hair was later shaved in an idolatrous ritual.

!קוֹמן
ָ  וְ ִד ְל ָמא ַﬠל ׁ ֵשם ְמ:יוֹסף
ֵ ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב
 ״וַ ֲא ָרם יָ צְ א ּו ְ ּגדו ִּדים וַ יִּ ׁ ְש ּב ּו:ִמי ָלא ְּכ ִתיב
: וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ָלן,נַﬠ ָרה ְק ַט ָּנה״
ֲ ֵמ ֶא ֶרץ יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
 ְק ַט ָּנה דְּ ִמן:נַﬠ ָרה ו ְּק ַט ָּנה! וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ּ ְפ ָדת
ֲ
 ָה ָכא,קוֹמ ּה
ָ עוֹרן! ָה ָתם ָלא ְמ ָפ ַר ׁש ְמ
ָ ְנ
.קוֹמן
ָ פוֹר ׁש ְמ
ָ ְמ

Rav Yosef objects to this interpretation: And perhaps they
were called ne’arim after their place of origin? Isn’t it written:
“And the Arameans had gone out in bands, and had brought
away captive from Eretz Yisrael a minor young woman [na’ara
ketana]” ( Kings : ), and this verse raised a diﬃculty to us: A
minor and a young woman; how could she be both of these?
And Rabbi Pedat says it means a minor girl from the town of
Ne’oran.B This verse concerning the lads can be explained in a
similar manner: They were young children from Ne’oran. The
Gemara answers: These two cases are not comparable. There
the verse does not specify her place of origin, so “na’ara” could
mean from the town of Ne’oran; but here the verse specifies their
place of origin, namely Jericho.

– ״וַ יִּ ֶפן ַא ֲח ָריו וַ יִּ ְר ֵאם וַ יְ ַק ְל ֵלם ְ ּב ׁ ֵשם ה'״
, ִּכ ְד ַתנְיָא, ָר ָאה ַמ ָּמ ׁש:ָמה ָר ָאה? ָא ַמר ַרב
 ָּכל ָמקוֹם:אוֹמר
ֵ יאל
ֵ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
;ינֵיהם – אוֹ ִמ ָיתה אוֹ עוֹנִי
ֶ ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְתנ ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ֵﬠ
 ָר ָאה ׁ ֶש ּכו ָּּלן נִ ְת ַﬠ ְ ּב ָרה ָ ּב ֶהן:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
;ִא ָּמן ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּיפו ִּרים

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

לוֹרית ָר ָאה ָל ֶהן
ִ  ְ ּב:וְ ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא ָא ַמר
 ָר ָאה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָהיְ ָתה:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ ְּכגוֹיִ ים; וְ ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ִד ְל ָמא ְ ּבזַ ְר ַﬠיְ יה ּו.ָ ּב ֶהן ַל ְחלו ִּחית ׁ ֶשל ִמצְ וָ ה
 ל ֹא ָ ּבם וְ ל ֹא:נִיהוָ ה ֲהוָ ה! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ֲ
.ְ ּבזַ ְר ָﬠם ַﬠד סוֹף ָּכל ַהדּ וֹרוֹת

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

NOTES

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

 ״וַ ֵּתצֶ אנָ ה ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם דֻּ ִ ּבים ִמן ַהיַּ ַﬠר וַ ְּת ַב ַ ּק ְﬠנָ הThe verse states: “And two she-bears came out of the forest and
״. ֵמ ֶהם ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים ו ׁ ְּשנֵי יְ ָל ִדיםtore forty-two children from them” ( Kings : ).

Perek IX
Daf 47 Amud a
NOTES

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

 נֵס: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר, נֵס: ַחד ָא ַמר,ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל
 דּ ו ִ ּּבים, ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר נֵס – יַ ַﬠר ֲהוָ ה.ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֵס
ָלא ָהווּ; ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר נֵס ְ ּבתוֹךְ נֵס – ָלא יַ ַﬠר
יהוֵ י דּ ו ִ ּּבים וְ ָלא
ֱ  וְ ֶל.ֲּהוָ ה וְ ָלא דּ ו ִ ּּבים ָהוו
.יתי
ִ יהוֵ י יַ ַﬠר! דִּ ְב ִﬠ
ֱ ֶל

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

Are frightened – דִּ ְב ִﬠ ִיתי: Despite the fact that bears are large,
strong animals that are quite capable of killing people, it is not
common for bears, especially the species that were found in
Eretz Yisrael, to attack human beings. Generally, when a bear
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encounters a person it will turn aside and try to avoid confrontation. When a person enters the territory of the bear, especially
the territory of a female bear protecting her young, the bear will
overcome its fear of humans and will attack.

