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And the priests recite: “Forgive, Lord, Your people Israel, whom 
You have redeemed, and suff er not innocent blood to remain in 
the midst of Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:Ƭ). Th ey 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’ state-
ment, but rather the Divine Spirit informs them:N  When you shall 
do so, the blood is forgiven for you.

gemara With regard to the mishna’s statement that 
the heifer is not disqualifi ed 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 disqualifi ed by years,H  as it may be 
of any age, and yet a blemish disqualifi es it,H  then a heifer for 
this ritual, which is disqualifi ed by years,N H  as it is valid only until 
two years of age, is it not logical that a blemish should disqualify 
it? Th e Gemara answers: It is diff erent there, in the case of the 
red heifer, as the verse states: “Wherein [bah] has no blemish” 
(Numbers ƥƭ:Ʀ). Th is 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.

Th e Gemara asks: However, if that is so, if the word “bah” precludes 
a derivation by an a fortiori inference, then any other labor per-
formed with the red heifer, apart from pulling a yoke, should not 
disqualify it. While the verse disqualifi es a red heifer only if it 
pulled a yoke, as it states: “And upon which never came a yoke” 
(Numbers ƥƭ:Ʀ), 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: “Th at has not been worked 
with [bah]” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:Ƨ), this indicates that labor is dis-
qualifying only for “bah,” a heifer whose neck is to be broken, but 
not for a red heifer.

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 
disqualifi ed from being used as the red heifer; and as for the heifer 
whose neck is broken, it is not disqualifi ed by such labor until it 
pulls and moves the burden, as the verse states: “Th at has not pulled 
a yoke” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:Ƨ). Why does bearing the weight of the 
bundle disqualify the red heifer? Th e Gemara explains: Th e halakha 
with regard to the red heifer is diff erent, 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 disqualifi es the former.

Perek IX
Daf 46 Amud a

רָאֵל  ךָ יִשְׂ ר לְעַמְּ פֵּ וְהַכּהֲֹנִים אוֹמְרִים: ״כַּ
קֶרֶב  ם נָקִי בְּ ן דָּ תֵּ דִיתָ ה' וְאַל תִּ ר פָּ אֲשֶׁ
לוֹמַר  צְרִיכִין  הָיוּ  לאֹ  רָאֵל״.  יִשְׂ ךָ  עַמְּ
א רוּח הַקּוֹדֶשׁ  ם״, אֶלָּ ר לָהֶם הַדָּ פֵּ ״וְנִכַּ
ם  כָה – הַדָּ עֲשׂוּ כָּ תַּ ן: אֵימָתַי שֶׁ רְתָּ מְבַשַּׂ

ר לָהֶם. פֵּ מִתְכַּ

ל  מִקַּ עֶגְלָה  בְּ פּוֹסֵל  מוּם  וִיהֵא  גמ׳ 
נִים פּוֹסְלוֹת  ָ אֵין הַשּׁ רָה שֶׁ וָחוֹמֶר! וּמַה פָּ
נִים  ָ שּׁ שֶׁ עֶגְלָה  הּ,  בָּ פּוֹסֵל  מוּם   – הּ  בָּ
מוּם  יְּהֵא  שֶׁ ין  דִּ אֵינוֹ   – הּ  בָּ פּוֹסְלוֹת 
קְרָא:  אָמַר  דְּ הָתָם,  אנֵי  שָׁ הּ!  בָּ פּוֹסֵל 
מוּם   – הּ״  ״בָּ מוּם״,  הּ  בָּ אֵין  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ

עֶגְלָה. פּוֹסֵל, וְאֵין מוּם פּוֹסֵל בְּ

עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ יְהוּ  לאֹ  ה,  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ
הּ! פּוֹסְלוֹת בָּ

רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  ה  מָּ אַלָּ
סוּלָה;  ין – פְּ קִּ ל שַׂ יח עָלֶיהָ עוּדָה שֶׁ הִנִּ
רָה,  פָּ אנֵי  שָׁ מְשׁוֹךְ!  תִּ שֶׁ עַד   – וּבְעֶגְלָה 

יָלְפִינַן ״עֹל״, ״עֹל״ מֵעֶגְלָה. דְּ

 But the Divine Spirit informs them – ׁהַקּוֹדֶש  רוּח א   אֶלָּ
ן רְתָּ -The proof that this is not part of the priests’ state :מְבַשַּׂ
ment is that they speak in the form of a request, saying: “For-
give, 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 – ּה נִים פּוֹסְלוֹת בָּ ָ שּׁ  Rashi :שֶׁ
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 – ין קִּ שַׂ ל  שֶׁ  This translation :עוּדָה 
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.

NOTES

 They did not have to recite, etc. – לאֹ הָיוּ צְרִיכִין לוֹמַר וכו׳: 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 – אֵין רָה שֶׁ  פָּ
הּ בָּ פּוֹסְלוֹת  נִים  ָ  The red heifer should be three or four years :הַשּׁ
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 – ּה בָּ פּוֹסֵל   All blemishes that :מוּם 

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 – עֶגְלָה 
הּ נִים פּוֹסְלוֹת בָּ ָ שּׁ  The heifer whose neck is broken may be up :שֶׁ
to two years old. If it is two years and one day old it is disquali-
fied, 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. – עָלֶיהָ עוּדָה וכו׳ יח  All types :הִנִּ
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).

HALAKHA

 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.

Two oxen with a single yoke

BACKGROUND

 Bundle [uda] – עוּדָה: 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.

LANGUAGE
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Th e Gemara raises an objection: If there is a verbal analogy between 
the 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. Th e Gemara answers: Th e Merciful 
One has excluded this possibility by placing in the verse the word 

“bah,” which indicates that disqualifi cation due to blemish applies 
only to the red heifer and not to the heifer whose neck is broken.

Th e 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. Th e 
Gemara answers: Th at word “bah” is required by Rav Yehuda in 
order to exclude sacred off erings, i.e., which are not disqualifi ed 
by labor,H  and one may bring an animal that has been used for labor 
as an off ering. 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 disqualifi ed by a blemish, labor nevertheless 
disqualifi es it, then with regard to sacred off erings, which are 
disqualifi ed by a blemish,H  is it not right that labor should dis-
qualify them? In order to counter this argument, the word “bah” 
teaches us that a sacred off ering is not disqualifi ed by labor.

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 disqualifi ed by 
years, as once it reaches two years of age it is no longer classifi ed 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 off erings, per-
haps being disqualifi ed by labor is another such restriction. Th e 
Gemara refutes this argument: Is that to say that there are no 
sacred off erings that are disqualifi ed by years? Th ere are several 
off erings that may be brought only in their fi rst or second year, and 
where the verse is necessary to teach that sacred off erings are not 
disqualifi ed by labor, it is with regard to those sacred off erings that 
are disqualifi ed by years.

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

Th e Gemara poses another question: But this halakha that prohib-
ited labor does not disqualify off erings is also derived from here, a 
verse with regard to the sacrifi ce of blemished animals: “And from 
the hand of a stranger you shall not off er the bread of your 
God from any of these, because…there is a blemish in them” 
(Leviticus ƦƦ:ƦƩ). Th is verse emphasizes that it is only “these,” i.e., 
blemished animals, that you may not sacrifi ce, but you may sacri-
fi ce sacred animals that have been used for labor. Since this verse 
is discussing the possibility of accepting off erings from a gentile, 
who presum ably also performed prohibited labor with the animal, 
this demon strates that prohibited labor does not disqualify animals 
from being sacrifi ced as off erings.

הָא  רָה!  מִפָּ ״עֹל״  ״עֹל״,  יתֵי  תֵּ נַמִי  עֶגְלָה 
הּ״. מִיעֵט רַחֲמָנָא ״בָּ

עֵי לֵיהּ:  הּ״! הַהוּא מִיבָּ תִיב ״בָּ עֶגְלָה נַמִי כְּ בְּ
הוּ עֲבוֹדָה.  סְלָה בְּ לָא פָּ ים דְּ לְמַעוּטֵי קָדָשִׁ
וָחוֹמֶר  קַל  בְּ לֵיתֵי  אָמִינָא  ךְ  עְתָּ דַּ סָלְקָא 
הּ –  אֵין מוּם פּוֹסֵל בָּ מֵעֶגְלָה: וּמָה עֶגְלָה שֶׁ
מּוּם פּוֹסֶלֶת  ים שֶׁ הּ, קֳדָשִׁ עֲבוֹדָה פּוֹסֶלֶת בָּ

הֶן. עֲבוֹדָה פּוֹסֶלֶת בָּ ין שֶׁ הֶן – אֵינוֹ דִּ בָּ

נִים  שָׁ ן  כֵּ שֶׁ עֶגְלָה  לְּ מַה  לְמִיפְרַךְ:  א  אִיכָּ
פָסְלִי  א דְּ ים מִי לֵיכָּ הּ! אַטּוּ קֳדָשִׁ פּוֹסְלוֹת בָּ
לְהָנַךְ   – קְרָא  אִיצְטְרִיךְ  י  כִּ נִים?  שָׁ הוּ  בְּ

נִים. הוּ שָׁ פָסְלָה בְּ ים דְּ קֳדָשִׁ

מֵהָכָא  עֲבוֹדָה  הוּ  בְּ סְלָה  פָּ לָא  דְּ ים  וְקָדָשִׁ
בוּר  שָׁ אוֹ  רֶת  ״עַוֶּ נָפְקָא:  מֵהָתָם  נָפְקָא? 
לאֹ  פֶת  יַלֶּ אוֹ  רָב  גָּ אוֹ  לֶת  יַבֶּ אוֹ  חָרוּץ  אוֹ 
ה מַקְרִיב,  ה אִי אַתָּ ה לַה'״ – אֵלֶּ תַקְרִיבוּ אֵלֶּ
הֶן  עֶבְדָה בָּ נֶּ ים שֶׁ ה מַקְרִיב קֳדָשִׁ אֲבָל אַתָּ
אָמִינָא  ךְ  עְתָּ דַּ סָלְקָא  אִיצְטְרִיךְ,  עֲבוֹדָה! 
ר,  הֶן עֲבוֹדַת הֶיתֵּ עֲבַד בָּ י הֵיכָא דַּ הָנֵי מִילֵּ
סְרוּ.  לִיתַּ אֵימָא   – אִיסּוּר  עֲבוֹדַת  אֲבָל 

צְרִיכָא.

לאֹ  נֵכָר  ן  בֶּ ״וּמִיַּד  נָפְקָא:  מֵהָכָא  נַמִי  וְהָא 
ה״ –  ל אֵלֶּ תַקְרִיבוּ אֶת לֶחֶם אֱלהֵֹיכֶם מִכָּ
ה מַקְרִיב  ה מַקְרִיב, אֲבָל אַתָּ ה״ אִי אַתָּ ״אֵלֶּ

הֶן עֲבוֹדָה! עֶבְדָה בָּ נֶּ ים שֶׁ קֳדָשִׁ

 Sacred offerings, which are not disqualified by 
labor – הוּ עֲבוֹדָה סְלָה בְּ לָא פָּ ים דְּ  Offerings are not :קָדָשִׁ
disqualified by the performance of labor (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7).

 Sacred offerings, which are disqualified by a blem-
ish – הֶן מּוּם פּוֹסֶלֶת בָּ ים שֶׁ  It is a positive mitzva for :קֳדָשִׁ
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).

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

§ Th e Gemara returns to discuss the matt er itself: Rav Yehuda says that 
Rav says: If one placed a bundle of sacks on a red heifer, it is disqualifi ed. 
And as for a heifer whose neck is broken, it is not disqualifi ed until it pulls 
a burden. Th e Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: It states with 
regard to the red heifer: “Th at upon which never came a yoke” (Numbers 
ƥƭ:Ʀ). 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 disqualifi ed by a blemish, other types of labor disqualify it, then 
with regard to a red heifer, which is disqualifi ed by a blemish, is it not 
right that other types of labor should disqualify it?

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 ƥƭ:Ʀ), and it is stated there, with regard 
to the heifer whose neck is broken, “yoke” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:Ƨ). 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.

Th e 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? Th e 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 disqualifi ed 
by years, which is not the case for a red heifer. Alternatively, one could 
suggest that sacred off erings 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.

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. Th e Gemara raises an objection to this verbal analogy: And 
from the place that you came you can off er an alternative exposition: Just 
as below, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, it is not disqualifi ed 
by carrying a burden until it pulls the yoke, so too here, a red heifer 
should not be disqualifi ed until it pulls the yoke, contrary to the statement 
of Rav.

Th e Gemara answers the objection to the statement of Rav from the 
baraita: It is a dispute among tanna’im, as there are those who cite the 
source of this halakha, that labor disqualifi es a red heifer, by verbal analogy 
from a heifer whose neck is broken, and therefore the red heifer is dis-
qualifi ed only if it pulls the burden. Th ere 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.

Th is 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 disqualifi es a red heifer; from where 
do I derive the other types of labor? Th e verse states: “Th at upon which 
never came a yoke” (Numbers ƥƭ:Ʀ). Th e verse could be read with a pause 
aft er the word “came,” which would teach that it is disqualifi ed in any case, 
no matt er 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 disqualifi es 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.

י  ךְ אָמִינָא הָנֵי מִילֵּ עְתָּ אִיצְטְרִיךְ, סָלְקָא דַּ
אֲבָל  ין,  חוּלִּ הֵן  שֶׁ כְּ הֶן  בָּ עֲבַד  דַּ הֵיכָא 
סְרוּ.  לִיתַּ אֵימָא  ים  קֳדָשִׁ הֵן  שֶׁ כְּ הֶן  בָּ עֲבַד 

צְרִיכָא.

יח עָלֶיהָ  גּוּפָא, אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר רַב: הִנִּ
סוּלָה, וּבְעֶגְלָה – עַד  ין – פְּ קִּ ל שַׂ עוּדָה שֶׁ
א  אֶלָּ לִי  אֵין   – ״עֹל״  מֵיתִיבֵי:  מְשׁוֹךְ.  תִּ שֶׁ
קַל  אָמַרְתָּ  יִן?  מִנַּ עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ עוֹל; 
הּ –  אֵין מוּם פּוֹסֵל בָּ וָחוֹמֶר: וּמָה עֶגְלָה שֶׁ
מּוּם  שֶׁ רָה  פָּ הּ,  בָּ פּוֹסְלוֹת  עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ
עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  ְ שּׁ שֶׁ ין  דִּ אֵינוֹ   – הּ  בָּ פּוֹסֵל 

הּ. פּוֹסְלִין בָּ

אן ״עלֹ״ וְנֶאֱמַר  ךָ לוֹמַר – נֶאֱמַר כָּ וְאִם נַפְשְׁ
עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ ן  הַלָּ לְּ מַה  ״עֹל״:  ן  לְהַלָּ
עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ אן  כָּ אַף  הּ,  בָּ פּוֹסְלוֹת 

פּוֹסְלוֹת.

א  ימָא, אִיכָּ ךָ לוֹמַר״? וְכִי תֵּ מַאי ״אִם נַפְשְׁ
פּוֹסְלוֹת  נִים  שָׁ ן  כֵּ שֶׁ עֶגְלָה  לְּ מַה  לְמִיפְרַךְ: 
מּוּם פּוֹסֵל  ים יוֹכִיחוּ, שֶׁ הּ! אִי נַמִי, קֳדָשִׁ בָּ

הֶן! הֶן וְאֵין עֲבוֹדָה פּוֹסֶלֶת בָּ בָּ

״עֹל״,  ן  לְהַלָּ וְנֶאֱמַר  ״עֹל״  אן  כָּ נֶאֱמַר 
אָר  שְׁ אן  כָּ אַף  עֲבוֹדוֹת,  אָר  שְׁ ן  הַלָּ לְּ מַה 
ן עַד  הַלָּ אתָה: מַה לְּ בָּ קוֹם שֶׁ עֲבוֹדוֹת. וּמִמָּ

מְשׁוֹךְ! תִּ אן עַד שֶׁ מְשׁוֹךְ, אַף כָּ תִּ שֶׁ

מֵעֶגְלָה,  לָהּ  מַיְיתֵי  דְּ א  אִיכָּ דְּ הִיא,  אֵי  נָּ תַּ
פָרָה. מַיְיתֵי לָהּ מִגּוּפָהּ דְּ א דְּ אִיכָּ

אָר  שְׁ עוֹל;  א  אֶלָּ לִי  אֵין   – ״עֹל״  תַנְיָא:  דְּ
לאֹ  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ יִן?  מִנַּ עֲבוֹדוֹת 
ן,  כֵּ אִם  מָקוֹם;  ל  מִכָּ עֹל״,  עָלֶיהָ  עָלָה 
ין  בֵּ פּוֹסֵל  עוֹל  ״עֹל״?  לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  תַּ מַה 
עַת עֲבוֹדָה,  שְׁ לּאֹ בִּ ין שֶׁ עַת עֲבוֹדָה בֵּ שְׁ בִּ
עַת  שְׁ א בִּ אָר עֲבוֹדוֹת אֵין פּוֹסְלוֹת אֶלָּ שְׁ

עֲבוֹדָה.

 At the time of performing labor – עַת שְׁ  בִּ
 In other words, the animal is disqualified :עֲבוֹדָה
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.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a dif-
ferent exposition of the verse: “Th at upon which never came” 
is a generalization that disqualifi es the animal aft er any type of 
labor, while “yoke” is a detail. Th ere 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. Th erefore, with regard to a yoke, yes, it will disqualify an 
animal from being used as a red heifer; but with regard to any-
thing else, no, it will not disqualify the animal. Th e Gemara 
answers: “Th at upon which never came” is an amplifi cation, and 
the addition of this term results in this verse not belonging to the 
category of generalizations and details.

Th e 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 disqualifi es; from 
where do I derive the other types of labor? Th e same verse 
states: “Th at has not been worked with” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:Ƨ), 
to teach that it is disqualifi ed in any case, no matt er 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 disqualifi es 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.

Th e Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a 
diff erent exposition of the verse: “Th at has not been worked 
with” is a generalization that disqualifi es the animal aft er any 
type of labor, while “yoke” is a detail. Th ere 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. Th e Gemara answers: Th e phrase “that has 
not been worked with” is an amplifi cation, and the addition of 
this term results in this verse not belonging to the category of 
generalizations and details.

Rabbi Abbahu said: I asked of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Th is pulling 
of a yoke that disqualifi es a heifer whose neck is broken, with 
how much, i.e., how far, must the animal pull the yoke for it to 
be disqualifi ed? 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 him self: 
Th e pulling of a yoke is according to its width, which is a 
handbreadth.H B 

Th e Gemara poses a question: And since he stated a fi xed mea-
surement, let him merely state: A handbreadth. Why was it 
necessary to add that this is the width of a yoke? Th e Gemara 
answers: Th is teaches us that the measure of a yoke along its 
width is a handbreadth. What diff erence is there in knowing 
this fact? Th is teaches that in the case of commercial trans-
actions, a buyer may retract his purchase if the yoke he was given 
is less than a handbreadth wide.

לָל;  ר לאֹ עָלָה עָלֶיהָ״ – כְּ וְאֵימָא: ״אֲשֶׁ
א  לָל אֶלָּ כְּ לָל וּפְרָט אֵין בַּ רָט; כְּ ״עלֹ״ – פְּ
י אַחֲרִינָא –  רָט, עוֹל – אִין, מִידֵּ פְּ בַּ ֶ מַה שּׁ

ר״ – רִבּוּיָא הוּא. לָא! ״אֲשֶׁ

וְונָא:  גַּ הַאי  י  כִּ עֶגְלָה  י  בֵּ גַּ נַמִי  וְתַנְיָא 
אָר עֲבוֹדוֹת  א עוֹל; שְׁ ״עלֹ״ – אֵין לִי אֶלָּ
ד  עֻבַּ לאֹ  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ יִן?  מִנַּ
לְמוּד  תַּ מַה  ן,  כֵּ אִם  מָקוֹם.  ל  מִכָּ הּ״,  בָּ
עַת  שְׁ בִּ ין  בֵּ פּוֹסֵל  עוֹל  ״עֹל״?  לוֹמַר 
אָר  עַת עֲבוֹדָה, שְׁ שְׁ לּאֹ בִּ ין שֶׁ עֲבוֹדָה בֵּ
עַת  שְׁ בִּ א  אֶלָּ פּוֹסְלוֹת  אֵין  עֲבוֹדוֹת 

עֲבוֹדָה.

לָל;  כְּ הּ״–  בָּ ד  עֻבַּ לאֹ  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ וְאֵימָא: 
א  לָל אֶלָּ כְּ לָל וּפְרָט אֵין בַּ רָט; כְּ ״עלֹ״ – פְּ
י אַחֲרִינָא –  רָט, עוֹל – אִין, מִידֵּ פְּ בַּ ֶ מַה שּׁ

ר״ – רִבּוּיָא הוּא. לָא! ״אֲשֶׁ

י יוֹחָנָן:  יהּ מֵרַבִּ עַי מִינֵּ הוּ, בְּ י אַבָּ אָמַר רַבִּ
מְלאֹ  כִּ לִי:  אֲמַר  ה?  כַמָּ בְּ עוֹל  יכַת  מְשִׁ
עֲיָא לְהוּ: לְאָרְכּוֹ אוֹ לְרָחְבּוֹ?  עוֹל. אִיבַּ
יַעֲקבֹ  י  וְרַבִּ נַן  מֵרַבָּ הַהוּא  לְהוּ  אֲמַר 
י  רַבִּ דְּ יהּ  מִינֵּ לִי  א  רְשָׁ מִפָּ לְדִידִי  מֵיהּ,  שְׁ

יכַת עוֹל לְרָחְבּוֹ טֶפַח. יוֹחָנָן: מְשִׁ

לָן,  מַע  מַשְׁ קָא  הָא  טֶפַח!  וְלֵימָא 
נָפְקָא  לְמַאי  הָוֵי.  טֶפַח  עוֹל  דְּ יעוּרָא  שִׁ

ר. ח וּמִמְכָּ הּ? לְמִקָּ מִינָּ

 Pulling of a yoke – עוֹל יכַת   All types of labor disqualify :מְשִׁ
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).

HALAKHA

 Handbreadth – טֶפַח: 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.

BACKGROUND
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Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Shaul says: For what reason did the Torah 
say to bring a heifer whose neck is broken to a stream? Th e 
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 fl ows 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. 
Th e 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.

Th e mishna taught: And they bring it down to a stream that is 
eitan. Eitan in this context means as the word generally indicates, 
forceful. Th e Sages taught: From where is it derived that eitan 
is forceful? It is as it is stated: 

 “Firm [eitan] is your dwelling-place, and your nest is set in the 
rock” (Numbers Ʀƨ:Ʀƥ), and it states: “Hear, O you mountains, 
the Lord’s controversy, and the enduring rocks [eitanim], the 
foundations of the earth” (Micah ƪ:Ʀ). Th e use of the word in 
these verses indicates that “eitan” means something hard, like a 
rock or a mountain. Others say a diff erent 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 Ʃ:ƥƩ).

§ Th e mishna taught: And they break the neck [orfi n] of the 
heifer from behind with a cleaver. Th e Gemara explains: What 
is the reason that the Sages understood that the heifer is killed in 
this manner? Th ey 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-off ering (see Leviticus Ʃ:Ƭ).B 

§ Th e mishna taught further: And with regard to its place, it is 
prohibited for that ground to be sown or to be worked. Th e 
Sages taught: Th e verse: “Which may be neither worked nor 
sown” (Deuteronomy Ʀƥ:ƨ)N  is referring to the past, that is, a 
place which has not previously been worked or sown. Th is 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.

Rava said: As for the future, everyone agrees that it is prohibited 
to sow or work the land, as it is writt en “neither worked nor 
sown” in the future tense. When they disagree is with regard to 
the past. Rabbi Yoshiya, who disqualifi es 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: Th e term “which” indicates the past. And as 
for Rabbi Yonatan, in his opinion the term “which” is a term of 
amplifi cation, as will be explained later in the Gemara, and it is 
not referring to the past.

אָמְרָה  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ אוּל:  שָׁ ן  בֶּ יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ אָמַר  נַחַל?  בְּ עֶגְלָה  הָבֵיא  תּוֹרָה 
ירוֹת  פֵּ ה  עָשָׂ לּאֹ  שֶׁ בָר  דָּ יָבאֹ  הוּא:  רוּךְ  בָּ
ר עַל  ירוֹת, וִיכַפֵּ ה פֵּ אֵין עוֹשֶׂ מָקוֹם שֶׁ וְיֵעָרֵף בְּ
ירוֹת?  ירוֹת. מַאי פֵּ יחוֹ לַעֲשׂוֹת פֵּ לּאֹ הִנִּ מִי שֶׁ
אַזָּקֵן  ה,  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ וּרְבִיָּה,  רִיָּה  פְּ אִילֵימָא 

א מִצְותֹ. לָא עָרְפִינַן! אֶלָּ רִיס הָכִי נַמִי דְּ וְאַסָּ

״אֵיתָן״  אֵיתָן״.  נַחַל  אֶל  אוֹתָהּ  ״וּמוֹרִידִין 
לְאֵיתָן  יִן  מִנַּ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ ה.  קָשֶׁ  – מָעוֹ  מַשְׁ כְּ

אֱמַר: נֶּ ה? שֶׁ הוּא קָשֶׁ שֶׁ

Perek IX
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וְאוֹמֵר:  ךָ״,  קִנֶּ לַע  סֶּ בַּ ים  וְשִׂ בֶךָ  מוֹשָׁ ״אֵיתָן 
מְעוּ הָרִים אֶת רִיב ה' וְהָאֵיתָנִים מסְֹדֵי  ״שִׁ
הוּא  יִן לְאֵיתָן שֶׁ אָרֶץ״; אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים: מִנַּ
מֵעוֹלָם  גּוֹי  הוּא,  אֵיתָן  ״גּוֹי  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ ן?  יָשָׁ

הוּא״.

מַאי  מֵאֲחוֹרֶיהָ״.  קוֹפִיץ  בְּ אוֹתָהּ  ״וְעוֹרְפִין 
את  מֵחַטַּ ״עֲרִיפָה״  ״עֲרִיפָה״,  מַר  גָּ טַעֲמָא? 

הָעוֹף.

נוּ  תָּ יעָבֵד״.  וּמִלֵּ  זְרוֹע מִלִּ אָסוּר  ״וּמְקוֹמָהּ 
 – ״  יִזָּרֵע וְלאֹ  בּוֹ  יֵעָבֵד  לאֹ  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ נַן:  רַבָּ
י יוֹנָתָן אוֹמֵר:  יָּה; רַבִּ י יאֹשִׁ בְרֵי רַבִּ עָבַר, דִּ לְשֶׁ

א. לְהַבָּ

לִיגִי,  י עָלְמָא לָא פְּ כוּלֵּ א – דְּ רָבָא אֲמַר: לְהַבָּ
עָבַר:  לְשֶׁ  – לִיגִי  פְּ י  כִּ ״.  יִזָּרֵע ״וְלאֹ  כְתִיב:  דִּ
ד״?  יְעוּבַּ ״וְלאֹ  תִיב  כְּ מִי  סָבַר:  יָּה  יאֹשִׁ י  רַבִּ
י  ר לאֹ נֶעֱבַד״? וְרַבִּ תִיב ״אֲשֶׁ י יוֹנָתָן: מִי כְּ וְרַבִּ
י  וְרַבִּ מַע.  מַשְׁ עָבַר  לְשֶׁ  – ר״  ״אֲשֶׁ יָּה:  יאֹשִׁ

ר״ – רִבּוּיָא הוּא. יוֹנָתָן: ״אֲשֶׁ

 That did not produce fruit – ירוֹת ה פֵּ לּאֹ עָשָׂ -The Mahar :שֶׁ
sha 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.

NOTES

 Eitan means old – ן יָשָׁ הוּא  שֶׁ  ,According to Rashi :אֵיתָן 
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 – יִזָּרֵע  The Sefer HaĤinnukh writes that : וְלאֹ 
the place is left unsown in order that the murder not be 
forgotten in the generations to come.

NOTES

 The bird brought as a sin-offering – הָעוֹף את   A :חַטַּ
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.

BACKGROUND
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§ Th e mishna taught: But it is permitt ed to comb fl ax thereH  
or to cut stones there. Th e 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? Th e verse states: “Which may be 
neither worked,” indicating that it may not be worked in any 
manner.

Th e 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. 
Th is excludes combing fl ax and cutt ing stones, which are 
not done on the land itself.

Th e Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a 
diff erent 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. Th e Gemara again answers: Th e term “which” is 
an amplifi cation, and the addition of this term results in this 
verse not belonging to the category of generalizations and 
details.

§ Th e mishna taught that the Elders of the city would then 
wash their hands.N  Th e 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 Ʀƥ:ƪ), one 
might have thought that there is no need for the verse to state: 

“Whose neck was broken,” because there is no heifer men-
tioned 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.

Th e verse further states: “And they shall say: Our hands did 
not spill this blood, nor did our eyes see” (Deuteronomy 
Ʀƥ:ƫ). Th e 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: Th e 
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. Th ey 
therefore att est that they took care of all his needs and are 
not responsible for his death even indirectly.

ם אֲבָנִים״.  ר שָׁ ן וּלְנַקֵּ תָּ שְׁ ם פִּ ר לִסְרוֹק שָׁ ״וּמוּתָּ
״ – אֵין  ר לאֹ יֵעָבֵד בּוֹ וְלאֹ יִזָּרֵע נַן: ״אֲשֶׁ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
לְמוּד  תַּ יִן?  מִנַּ עֲבוֹדוֹת  אָר  שְׁ זְרִיעָה.  א  אֶלָּ לִי 

ל מָקוֹם. ר לאֹ יֵעָבֵד בּוֹ״, מִכָּ לוֹמַר: ״אֲשֶׁ

״? לוֹמַר לְךָ:  לְמוּד לוֹמַר ״וְלאֹ יִזָּרֵע ן, מַה תַּ אִם כֵּ
ל קַרְקַע,  שֶׁ גוּפָהּ  הִיא בְּ מַה זְּרִיעָה מְיוּחֶדֶת שֶׁ
ל קַרְקַע, יָצָא סְרִיקַת  גוּפָהּ שֶׁ הוּא בְּ ל שֶׁ אַף כָּ

ל קַרְקַע. גוּפָהּ שֶׁ אֵינָן בְּ ן וְנִיקּוּר אֲבָנִים שֶׁ תָּ שְׁ פִּ

״וְלאֹ  לָל;  כְּ  – בּוֹ״  יֵעָבֵד  לאֹ  ר  ״אֲשֶׁ וְאֵימָא: 
מַה  א  אֶלָּ לָל  כְּ בַּ אֵין  וּפְרָט  לָל  כְּ רָט;  פְּ ״ –  יִזָּרֵע
לָא!   – אַחֲרִינָא  י  מִידֵּ אִין,   – זְרִיעָה  רָט,  פְּ בַּ ֶ שּׁ

ר״ – רִבּוּיָא הוּא. ״אֲשֶׁ

נַן: ״וְכלֹ  נוּ רַבָּ ״זִקְנֵי הָעִיר רוֹחֲצִין יְדֵיהֶן״ כו'. תָּ
יִרְחֲצוּ  הֶחָלָל  אֶל  רבִֹים  הַקְּ הַהִיא  הָעִיר  זִקְנֵי 
אֵין  חַל״ – שֶׁ אֶת יְדֵיהֶם עַל הָעֶגְלָה הָעֲרוּפָה בַנָּ
לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  תַּ וּמַה  ״הָעֲרוּפָה״.  לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  תַּ

ל עֶגְלָה. ״הָעֲרוּפָה״? עַל מְקוֹם עֲרִיפָתָהּ שֶׁ

ם הַזֶּה וְעֵינֵינוּ  פְכוּ אֶת הַדָּ ״וְאָמְרוּ יָדֵינוּ לאֹ שָׁ
ין  דִּ ית  בֵּ שֶׁ עָלְתָה  נוּ  לִבֵּ עַל  וְכִי   – רָאוּ״  לאֹ 
א לְיָדֵינוּ וּפְטַרְנוּהוּ  א, לאֹ בָּ מִים? אֶלָּ שׁוֹפְכִין דָּ
לאֹ  בְּ חְנוּהוּ  וְהִנַּ רְאִינוּהוּ  וְלאֹ  מְזוֹנוֹת,  לאֹ  בְּ

לְוָיָה.

 But it is permitted to comb…there, etc. – ר לִסְרוֹק  וּמוּתָּ
ם וכו׳  It is permanently prohibited to sow or work the :שָׁ
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).

HALAKHA

 Wash their hands – רוֹחֲצִין יְדֵיהֶן: 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 – ֹלא בְּ  וּפְטַרְנוּהוּ 
 A different explanation of the mishna is stated in the :מְזוֹנוֹת
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.

NOTES
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It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir would say: Th ere is coer-
cion 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. Th e 
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 ƥ:Ʀƨ), 
and it is writt en: “And he showed them the entrance to the 
city” ( Judges ƥ:ƦƩ). 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.

Th e Gemara elaborates on the reward received in that story. Th e 
next verse states: “And the man went to the land of the Hitt ites, 
and he built a city, and he called its name Luz; that is its name 
to this day” ( Judges ƥ:Ʀƪ). It is taught in a baraita: Th is 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 inhabit-
ants; 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.

Are these matt ers 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, neverthe-
less caused himself to be rescued and also had the merit to 
provide rescue for his descendants until the end of all genera-
tions, then with regard to one who accompanies another by 
foot,N  all the more so will his reward be great.

Aft er 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 fi nger 
alone. It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Because this Canaanite showed them with 
his fi nger, he caused himself to be rescued and merited rescue 
for his descendants as well, until the end of all generations.

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 ƥ:ƭ). 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 
ƥƦ:ƦƤ), Pharaoh enslaved Abraham’s descendants for four 
hundred years, as it is stated: “And shall serve them, and they 
shall affl  ict them four hundred years” (Genesis ƥƩ:ƥƧ). Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: Anyone who accompanies his 
friend four cubits in a city will come to no harm by accompa-
nying him. Th e Gemara relates: Ravina accompanied Rava bar 
Yitzĥak four cubits in a city. He came close to harm, but he 
was saved.

לִלְוָיָה,  כּוֹפִין  אוֹמֵר:  מֵאִיר  י  רַבִּ הָיָה  נְיָא,  תַּ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ יעוּר,  שִׁ לָהּ  אֵין  וָיָה  הַלְּ כַר  שְּׂ שֶׁ
מְֹרִים אִישׁ יוֹצֵא מִן הָעִיר וַיּאֹמְרוּ  ״וַיִּרְאוּ הַשּׁ
ךָ  ינוּ עִמְּ לוֹ הַרְאֵנוּ נָא אֶת מְבוֹא הָעִיר וְעָשִׂ
הָעִיר״.  מְבוֹא  אֶת  ״וַיַּרְאֵם  וּכְתִיב:  חָסֶד״, 
ל אוֹתָהּ הָעִיר הָרְגוּ  כָּ וּמַה חֶסֶד עָשׂוּ עִמּוֹ? שֶׁ

חוּ. לְּ חְתּוֹ שִׁ פַּ לְפִי חֶרֶב, וְאוֹתוֹ הָאִישׁ וּמִשְׁ

ים וַיִּבֶן עִיר וַיִּקְרָא  ״וַיֵּלֶךְ הָאִישׁ אֶרֶץ הַחִתִּ
נְיָא:  מָהּ עַד הַיּוֹם הַזֶּה״. תַּ מָהּ לוּז הוּא שְׁ שְׁ
לוּז  הִיא  כֵלֶת,  תְּ הּ  בָּ צּוֹבְעִין  שֶׁ לוּז  הִיא 
ר  נְבוּכַדְנֶצַּ לָהּ,  לְבְּ בִּ וְלאֹ  סַנְחֵרִיב  א  בָּ שֶׁ
לוֹ  אֵין  וֶת  הַמָּ מַלְאַךְ  וְאַף  הֶחֱרִיבָהּ,  וְלאֹ 
זְמַן  בִּ הּ  בָּ שֶׁ זְקֵנִים  א  אֶלָּ הּ,  בָּ לַעֲבוֹר  רְשׁוּת 
ן קָצָה עֲלֵיהֶן – יוֹצְאִין חוּץ לַחוֹמָה  עְתָּ דַּ שֶׁ

וְהֵן מֵתִים.

זֶה,  נַעֲנִי  כְּ וּמַה  וָחוֹמֶר:  קַל  בָרִים  דְּ וַהֲלאֹ 
רַם  גָּ  – רַגְלָיו  בְּ הָלַךְ  וְלאֹ  פִיו  בְּ ר  יבֵּ דִּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ
מִי  הַדּוֹרוֹת,  ל  כָּ סוֹף  עַד  וּלְזַרְעוֹ  לוֹ  לָה  הַצָּ
ה  מָּ כַּ אַחַת  עַל   – רַגְלָיו  בְּ לְוָיָה  ה  עוֹשֶׂ שֶׁ

ה. וְכַמָּ

ם  פִיו עִקֵּ ה הֶרְאָה לָהֶם? חִזְקִיָּה אָמַר: בְּ מֶּ בַּ
עוֹ הֶרְאָה לָהֶם.  אֶצְבָּ י יוֹחָנָן אָמַר: בְּ לָהֶם, רַבִּ
נַעֲנִי זֶה  כְּ בִיל שֶׁ שְׁ י יוֹחָנָן: בִּ רַבִּ וָותֵיהּ דְּ נְיָא כְּ תַּ
לָה לוֹ וּלְזַרְעוֹ עַד  רַם הַצָּ עוֹ, גָּ אֶצְבָּ הֶרְאָה בְּ

ל הַדּוֹרוֹת. סוֹף כָּ

רֶךְ וְאֵין  דֶּ ךְ בַּ ן לֵוִי: הַמְהַלֵּ ע בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
י לִוְיַת  אֱמַר: ״כִּ נֶּ תּוֹרָה, שֶׁ לוֹ לְוָיָה – יַעֲסוֹק בַּ
וְאָמַר  רתֶֹיךָ״.  לְגַרְגְּ וַעֲנָקִים  ךָ  לְראֹשֶׁ הֵם  חֵן 
סִיעוֹת  עָה פְּ בִיל אַרְבָּ שְׁ ן לֵוִי: בִּ ע בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ
אֱמַר: ״וַיְצַו עָלָיו  נֶּ רְעהֹ לְאַבְרָהָם, שֶׁ ה פַּ וָּ לִּ שֶׁ
ע  בָנָיו אַרְבַּ ד בְּ עְבֵּ תַּ ים״ וגו', נִשְׁ רְעהֹ אֲנָשִׁ פַּ
אֱמַר: ״וַעֲבָדוּם וְעִנּוּ אתָֹם  נֶּ נָה, שֶׁ מֵאוֹת שָׁ
אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  נָה״.  שָׁ מֵאוֹת  ע  אַרְבַּ
אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבַּ חֲבֵירוֹ  אֶת  ה  הַמְלַוֶּ ל  כָּ רַב: 
לְרָבָא  אַלְוִיֵּהּ  רָבִינָא  נִיזּוֹק.  אֵינוֹ   – עִיר  בָּ
עִיר, מְטָא לִידֵיהּ  ע אַמּוֹת בָּ ר יִצְחָק אַרְבַּ בַּ

הֶיזֵּיקָא וְאִיתְצִיל.

 There is coercion with regard to accompaniment – כּוֹפִין 
-Just as the courts would compel the giving of char :לִלְוָיָה
ity 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).

HALAKHA

 Due to four steps – סִיעוֹת עָה פְּ בִיל אַרְבָּ שְׁ  The idea is not that :בִּ
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 

he questioned God with regard to inheriting Eretz Yisrael. It was 
not said then which nation would enslave Abraham’s descen-
dants. Through his actions, Pharaoh earned the right to be the 
one to rule over them (Maharsha).

NOTES

 One who accompanies by foot, etc. – לְוָיָה ה  עוֹשֶׂ שֶׁ  מִי 
רַגְלָיו וכו׳  The Maharsha explains that although one who :בְּ
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.

NOTES
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Th e 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. Th e Gemara 
asks: And how far?N  Th e 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. Th e Gemara comments: 
And we said this amount only with regard to one who is not 
his most signifi cant teacher, but he accompanies his most 
signifi cant teacher, who taught him most of his knowledge, 
three parasangs.

Th e 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 fi rst man?

Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to him: By mentioning Adam the fi rst 
man you reminded me of something that Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Ĥanina, says: What is the meaning of that which is 
writt en: “Th rough a land that no man passed through, and 
where no person [adam] dwelt”? ( Jeremiah Ʀ:ƪ). Th is verse 
is diffi  cult: 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 fi rst man decreedN  that it would be a sett led area, 
was sett led; but a land concerning which Adam the fi rst man 
did not decree that it should be sett led, was not sett led.

Th e Gemara also relates that Rav Mordekhai accompanied 
Rav Ashi from the town of Hagronya until Bei Keifei, and 
some say that he accompanied him until Bei Dura.

Th e Gemara continues to discuss the importance of accompa-
niment. 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. Th e proof for this is that had the inhabitants of 
Jericho accompanied Elisha, he would not have incited the 
bears to att ack 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” 
 ,Had the residents of Jericho accompanied him .(Kings Ʀ:ƦƧ ࢗࢗ)
they would have sent away those youths and prevented what 
occurred next.

Th e Gemara proceeds to discuss this episode in detail, begin-
ning with the meaning of the youths’ taunt. Th ey said to him: 
Go up, away from here, for you have made the place bald, 
i.e., bare, for us. Th ey had previously earned their living by 
providing the city of Jericho with water. Elisha sweetened the 
city’s own water, rendering their services unnecessary. Th e 
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: Th e 
word “lads [ne’arim]” means that they were shaken empty 
[meno’arim] of the mitzvot; the word “young [ketannim]” 
means that they were of litt le faith [ketannei amana], as they 
had no trust that they would be able to earn their livelihood 
by any other means. Th e Sages taught: Th ey were lads, that 
is, already of age, but they disgraced themselves like young 
children.

עִיבּוּרָהּ  עַד   – לְתַלְמִיד  הָרַב  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ת;  בָּ שַׁ חוּם  תְּ עַד   – לְחָבֵר  חָבֵר  עִיר;  ל  שֶׁ
ה? אָמַר  יעוּר. וְכַמָּ לְמִיד לְרַב – אֵין לוֹ שִׁ תַּ
א רַבּוֹ  רְסָה. וְלָא אֲמָרַן אֶלָּ ת: עַד פַּ שֶׁ רַב שֵׁ
ה  לשָֹׁ אֵינוֹ מוּבְהָק, אֲבָל רַבּוֹ מוּבְהָק – שְׁ שֶׁ

רְסָאוֹת. פַּ

י מִפּוּם  ר אַשִׁ ימִי בַּ הֲנָא אַלְוִיֵּהּ לְרַב שִׁ רַב כָּ
י מָטוּ הָתָם,  בָבֶל. כִּ י צִינִיתָא דְּ נַהֲרָא עַד בֵּ
צִינִיתָא  הָנֵי  אָמְרִיתוּ:  דְּ אי  וַדַּ לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר 

נֵי אָדָם הָרִאשׁוֹן אִיתְנְהוּ? ְ בָבֶל מִשּׁ דְּ

י יוֹסֵי  אָמַר רַבִּ תָא, דְּ ן מִלְּ רְתָּ אֲמַר לֵיהּ: אַדְכַּ
אֶרֶץ לאֹ עָבַר  כְתִיב: ״בְּ י חֲנִינָא, מַאי דִּ רַבִּ בְּ
מֵאַחַר  וְכִי  ם״?  שָׁ אָדָם  ב  יָשַׁ וְלאֹ  אִישׁ  הּ  בָּ
ב  לּאֹ יָשַׁ ב? (וּמֵאַחַר שֶׁ לּאֹ עָבַר הֵיכָן יָשַׁ שֶׁ
אָדָם  עָלֶיהָ  זַר  גָּ שֶׁ אֶרֶץ  א,  אֶלָּ עָבַר?)  הֵיכָן 
זַר  לּאֹ גָּ בָה, אֶרֶץ שֶׁ ְ וּב – נִתְיַשּׁ הָרִאשׁוֹן לְיִשּׁ

בָה. ְ עָלֶיהָ אָדָם הָרִאשׁוֹן – לאֹ נִתְיַשּׁ

י מֵהַגְרוֹנְיָא וְעַד  כַי אַלְוִיֵּהּ לְרַב אַשִׁ רַב מָרְדְּ
י דּוּרָא. יפֵי, וְאָמְרִי לָהּ עַד בֵּ י כֵּ בֵּ

אֵינוֹ  ל שֶׁ י מֵאִיר: כָּ וּם רַבִּ י יוֹחָנָן מִשּׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
מִים,  דָּ שׁוֹפֵךְ  אִילּוּ  כְּ  – ה  וּמִתְלַוֶּ ה  מְלַוֶּ
ע לאֹ  י יְרִיחוֹ לֶאֱלִישָׁ אִילְמָלֵי לִיוּוּהוּ אַנְשֵׁ שֶׁ
ם  ָ אֱמַר: ״וַיַּעַל מִשּׁ נֶּ ינוֹקוֹת, שֶׁ ים לַתִּ ירָה דּוּבִּ גֵּ
ים  קְטַנִּ וּנְעָרִים  רֶךְ  בַדֶּ עֹלֶה  וְהוּא  אֵל  ית  בֵּ
סוּ בוֹ וַיּאֹמְרוּ לוֹ עֲלֵה  יָצְאוּ מִן הָעִיר וַיִּתְקַלְּ

״. עֲלֵה קֵרֵח קֵרֵח

קוֹם.  הִקְרַחְתָּ עָלֵינוּ אֶת הַמָּ אָמְרוּ לוֹ: עֲלֵה שֶׁ
אֶלְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ים״?  קְטַנִּ ״וּנְעָרִים  מַאי 
הָיוּ  שֶׁ  – ים״  ״קְטַנִּ צְותֹ;  הַמִּ מִן  נוֹעָרִים  מְּ שֶׁ
זוּ עַצְמָן  נָא: נְעָרִים הָיוּ, וּבִזְבְּ י אֲמָנָה. תָּ טַנֵּ מִקְּ

ים. קְטַנִּ כִּ

 A teacher accompanies a student, etc. – הָרַב לְתַלְמִיד 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).

HALAKHA

 There is no measure, and how far – ה יעוּר. וְכַמָּ  This :אֵין לוֹ שִׁ
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). Oth-
ers 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. – וכו׳ זַר  גָּ שֶׁ  Rav Shimi bar :אֶרֶץ 
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.

NOTES

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

BACKGROUND

 Palm grove [bei tzinita] in Babylonia – בָבֶל י צִינִיתָא דְּ  The :בֵּ
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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

ם מְקוֹמָן!  מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב יוֹסֵף: וְדִלְמָא עַל שֵׁ
בּוּ  וַיִּשְׁ דוּדִים  גְּ יָצְאוּ  ״וַאֲרָם  תִיב:  כְּ לָא  מִי 
לָן:  יָא  וְקַשְׁ ה״,  קְטַנָּ נַעֲרָה  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ מֵאֶרֶץ 
מִן  דְּ ה  קְטַנָּ דָת:  פְּ י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר  ה!  וּקְטַנָּ נַעֲרָה 
הָכָא  מְקוֹמָהּ,  מְפָרַשׁ  לָא  הָתָם  נְעוֹרָן! 

מְפוֹרָשׁ מְקוֹמָן.

 – ה'״  ם  שֵׁ בְּ וַיְקַלְלֵם  וַיִּרְאֵם  אַחֲרָיו  ״וַיִּפֶן 
דְתַנְיָא,  כִּ שׁ,  מַמָּ רָאָה  רַב:  אָמַר  רָאָה?  מָה 
מָקוֹם  ל  כָּ אוֹמֵר:  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ
תְנוּ חֲכָמִים עֵינֵיהֶם – אוֹ מִיתָה אוֹ עוֹנִי;  נָּ שֶׁ
הֶן  רָה בָּ ן נִתְעַבְּ כּוּלָּ מוּאֵל אָמַר: רָאָה שֶׁ וּשְׁ

יפּוּרִים; יוֹם הַכִּ ן בְּ אִמָּ

לוֹרִית רָאָה לָהֶן  חָא אָמַר: בְּ י יִצְחָק נַפָּ וְרַבִּ
לּאֹ הָיְתָה  י יוֹחָנָן אָמַר: רָאָה שֶׁ גוֹיִים; וְרַבִּ כְּ
זַרְעַיְיהוּ  ל מִצְוָה. וְדִלְמָא בְּ הֶן לַחְלוּחִית שֶׁ בָּ
ם וְלאֹ  י אֶלְעָזָר: לאֹ בָּ נִיהֲוָה הֲוָה! אָמַר רַבִּ

ל הַדּוֹרוֹת. זַרְעָם עַד סוֹף כָּ בְּ

עְנָה  בַקַּ ים מִן הַיַּעַר וַתְּ בִּ יִם דֻּ תַּ צֶאנָה שְׁ ״וַתֵּ
נֵי יְלָדִים.״ עִים וּשְׁ מֵהֶם אַרְבָּ
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נֵס  אָמַר:  וְחַד  נֵס,  אָמַר:  חַד  מוּאֵל,  וּשְׁ רַב 
ים  אָמַר נֵס – יַעַר הֲוָה, דּוּבִּ תוֹךְ נֵס. מַאן דְּ בְּ
תוֹךְ נֵס – לָא יַעַר  אָמַר נֵס בְּ לָא הָווּ; מַאן דְּ
וְלָא  ים  דּוּבִּ וְלֶיהֱוֵי  הָווּ.  ים  דּוּבִּ וְלָא  הֲוָה 

בְעִיתִי. לֶיהֱוֵי יַעַר! דִּ

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

BACKGROUND

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

NOTES

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

NOTES

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

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

BACKGROUND




