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and then there shall be an extension to your tranquility” (Daniel 
ƨ:Ʀƨ). And it is writt en: “All this came upon King Nebuchad-
nezzar” (Daniel ƨ:ƦƩ), and it is writt en in the following verse that 
this occurred: “At the end of twelve months” (Daniel ƨ:Ʀƪ). None 
of the opinions in the baraita are in accordance with the mishna’s 
statement that merit can delay punishment for up to three years.

Th e Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who states that merit delays pun-
ishment for one year, and he found a verse which states and 
repeats the possibility that punishment can be delayed, indicating 
that merit can delay punishment up to three times, as it is writt en: 

“Th us says the Lord: For three transgressions of Edom, yes, but 
for four, I will not reverse it” (Amos ƥ:ƥƥ). Punishment can therefore 
be delayed for three consecutive periods of one year.

Th e Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yishmael mean by stating: 
Although there is no explicit proof for the concept of merit 
delaying punishment for twelve months, there is an allusion to 
the concept? Th e verses he cites state explicitly that punishment 
can be delayed for twelve months. Th e Gemara answers: Th e proof 
is not explicit, as perhaps gentiles are diff erent, as swift  judgment 
is not administered upon them as readily as it is upon the Jewish 
people, with whom God is more precise in executing judgment.

§ Th e mishna states: And there is a merit that delays punishment 
for three years. Th e Gemara asks: Which merit can delay the pun-
ishment of a sota? If we say it is the merit of the Torah that she has 
studied; but a woman who studies Torah is one who is not com-
manded to do so and performs a mitzva,H  whose reward is less than 
that of one who is obligated? Th erefore, it would be insuffi  cient to 
suspend her punishment. Rather, perhaps it is the merit of a mitzva 
that she performed.

Th e Gemara asks: Does the merit of a mitzva protect one so much 
as to delay her punishment? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Menaĥem bar Yosei interpreted this verse homiletically: “For the 
mitzva is a lamp and the Torah is light” (Proverbs ƪ:ƦƧ). Th e verse 
associates the mitzva with a lamp and the Torah with the light 
of the sun. Th e mitzva is associated with a lamp in order to say 
to you: Just as a lamp does not protect one by its light extensively 
but only temporarily, while the lamp is in one’s hand, so too, a 
mitzva protects one only temporarily, i.e., while one is performing 
the mitzva.

And the Torah is associated with light in order to say to you: Just 
as the light of the sun protects one forever, so too, the Torah one 
studies protects one forever; and it states in the previous verse 
with regard to the Torah: “When you walk, it shall lead you; when 
you lie down, it shall watch over you; and when you awake, it shall 
talk with you” (Proverbs ƪ:ƦƦ). Th e Gemara explains: “When you 
walk, it shall lead you”; this is referring to when one is in this 
world. “When you lie down, it shall watch over you”; this is 
referring to the time of death,N  when one lies in his grave. “And 
when you awake, it shall talk with you”; this is referring to the 
time to come aft er the resurrection of the dead. Th e Torah that 
one studies protects and guides him both in this world and in the 
next world.

Th is can be illustrated by a parable, as it is comparable to a man 
who is walking in the blackness of night and the darkness, and 
he is afraid of the thorns, and of the pits,N  and of the thistles, 
which he cannot see due to the darkness. And he is also afraid of 
the wild animals and of the bandits that lurk at night, and he does 
not know which way he is walking.
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א  ״כּלָֹּ וּכְתִיב:  לֵוְתָךְ״,  לִשְׁ אַרְכָא  הֱוֵי  תֶּ הֵן 
א״, וּכְתִיב: ״לִקְצָת  ר מַלְכָּ מְטָא עַל נְבוּכַדְנֶצַּ

ר״! רֵי עֲשַׂ יַרְחִין תְּ

אָמַר  ח קְרָא דְּ כַּ מָעֵאל, וְאַשְׁ י יִשְׁ לְעוֹלָם רַבִּ
עֵי  שְׁ ה פִּ לשָֹׁ כְתִיב: ״כּהֹ אָמַר ה' עַל שְׁ וְתָנֵי, דִּ

אֱדוֹם״.

זֵכֶר  בָר  לַדָּ רְאָיָה  אֵין  שֶׁ י  פִּ עַל  אַף  וּמַאי 
יד  מְפַקֵּ לָא  דְּ גּוֹיִם,  אנֵי  שָׁ לְמָא  דִּ בָר?  לַדָּ

ינָא עֲלַיְיהוּ. דִּ

זְכוּת  כו'.  נִים״  שָׁ לשֹׁ  שָׁ תּוֹלָה  זְכוּת  ״וְיֵשׁ 
אֵינָהּ  הָא   – תוֹרָה  דְּ זְכוּת  אִילֵימָא  מַאי?  דְּ

מִצְוָה, א זְכוּת דְּ ה הִיא! אֶלָּ ה וְעוֹשָׂ מְצוּוָּ

י הַאי? וְהָתַנְיָא,  מִצְוָה מִי מַגְנָא כּוּלֵּ זְכוּת דְּ
י נֵר מִצְוָה  ר יוֹסֵי: ״כִּ י מְנַחֵם בַּ רַשׁ רַבִּ אֶת זוֹ דָּ
נֵר  צְוָה בְּ תוּב אֶת הַמִּ לָה הַכָּ וְתוֹרָה אוֹר״ – תָּ
נֵר, לוֹמַר  צְוָה בְּ אוֹר. אֶת הַמִּ וְאֶת הַתּוֹרָה בְּ
עָה, אַף  א לְפִי שָׁ ה אֶלָּ ר אֵינָהּ מְגִינָּ לְךָ: מַה נֵּ

עָה. א לְפִי שָׁ ה אֶלָּ מִצְוָה אֵינָהּ מְגִינָּ

אוֹר, לוֹמַר לְךָ: מָה אוֹר מֵגֵין  וְאֶת הַתּוֹרָה בְּ
וְאוֹמֵר:  לְעוֹלָם.  ה  מְגִינָּ תּוֹרָה  אַף  לְעוֹלָם, 
כְךָ  הִתְהַלֶּ נְחֶה אתָֹךְ״ וגו'. ״בְּ כְךָ תַּ הִתְהַלֶּ ״בְּ
ךָ  כְבְּ שָׁ ״בְּ הַזֶּה;  הָעוֹלָם  זֶה   – אתָֹךְ״  נְחֶה  תַּ
הִיא  ״וַהֲקִיצוֹתָ  מִיתָה;  זוֹ  עָלֶיךָ״ –  מוֹר  שְׂ תִּ

יחֶךָ״ – לֶעָתִיד לָבאֹ. תְשִׂ

לַיְלָה  אִישׁוֹן  בְּ ךְ  מְהַלֵּ הָיָה  שֶׁ לְאָדָם  ל  מָשָׁ
חָתִים  וַאֲפֵילָה, וּמִתְיָירֵא מִן הַקּוֹצִים וּמִן הַפְּ
סְטִין, וְאֵינוֹ  רְקָנִים וּמֵחַיָּה רָעָה וּמִן הַלִּ וּמִן הַבַּ

ךְ. רֶךְ מְהַלֵּ אֵיזֶה דֶּ יוֹדֵע בְּ

 One who is not commanded to do so and performs 
a mitzva – ה וְעוֹשָׂ ה  מְצוּוָּ -A woman is not com :אֵינָהּ 
manded to learn Torah. However, if she does learn 
Torah, she is rewarded as one who performs a 
mitzva in which one is not obligated (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:1, 13; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 246:6).

HALAKHA

 This is referring to the time of death – זוֹ מִיתָה: Some 
commentaries explain that the Torah one learns pro-
tects one from a painful death. Others explain that 
it protects one from punishment in the grave. The 
Meiri explains that the Torah watches over one’s soul 
in heaven between death and the time to come after 
the resurrection of the dead.

 Of the thorns and of the pits, etc. – וּמִן הַקּוֹצִים   מִן 
וכו׳ חָתִים   These represent three types of spiritual :הַפְּ
dangers that one encounters during one’s lifetime. 
Thorns, pits, and thistles are obstacles one encounters 
while walking; they allude to worldly temptations that 
do not entice one unless one engages in them of his 
own accord. Thieves and wild animals represent dan-
gers that creep up on a person; they allude to wicked 
individuals who might persuade one to follow evil 
paths. The third danger, losing one’s way, alludes to 
the fundamental question of whether one is following 
the right path in life (Rabbi David Luria).

NOTES
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If a torch of fi re comes his way, which is analogous to a mitzva, 
he is safe from the thorns and from the pits and from the this-
tles, but he is still afraid of the wild animals and of the bandits, 
and still does not know which way he is walking. Once the light 
of dawn rises, which is analogous to Torah study, he is safe from 
the wild animals and from the bandits, which no longer roam 
the roads, but he still does not know which way he is walking. If 
he arrives at a crossroads and recognizes the way, he is saved 
from all of them.

Alternatively, the verse associates the mitzva with a lamp and the 
Torah with the light of the sun in order to teach that a transgres-
sion extinguishes the merit of a mitzvaN  one performed, but a 
transgression does not extinguish the merit of the Torah one 
studied, as it is stated: “Many waters cannot extinguish the love, 
neither can the fl oods drown it” (Song of Songs Ƭ:ƫ). Th e Torah 
is compared to love several times in the Song of Songs. One can 
conclude from the baraita that the merit of performing a mitzva 
is insuffi  cient to suspend punishment.

Rav Yosef said that with regard to a mitzva, at the time when one 
is engaged in its performance it protects one from misfortune 
and saves one from the evil inclination; at the time when one is 
not engaged in its performance, it protects one from misfortune 
but it does not save one from the evil inclination. With regard to 
Torah study, both at the time when one is engaged in it and at 
the time when one is not engaged in it, it protects one from 
misfortune and saves one from the evil inclination. Th erefore, the 
merit of the woman’s mitzvot does protect her from misfortune 
and delay her punishment.

Rabba objects to this explanation: If that is so, then with regard 
to Doeg (see ࢗ Samuel, chapters Ʀƥ–ƦƦ) and Ahithophel (see 
 Samuel, chapter ƥƪ), who were both wise scholars despite their ࢗࢗ
wickedness, did they not engage in the study of Torah?N  Why did 
it not protect them from sinning? Rather, Rava said: With regard 
to Torah study, at the time when one is engaged in it, it protects 
and saves; at the time when one is not engaged in it, it protects 
one from misfortune but it does not save one from the evil inclina-
tion. With regard to a mitzva, both at the time when one is 
engaged in its performance and at the time when one is not 
engaged in its performance, it protects one from misfortune but 
it does not save one from the evil inclination.

Ravina said: Actually, the merit that delays the punishment of 
the sota is the merit of Torah study, and with regard to that 
which you say, i.e., that she is not commanded to do so and 
performs a mitzva, the mishna is not referring to the merit of 
her own Torah study. Granted, she is not commanded to study 
Torah herself;H  however, in reward for causing their sons to 
read the Writt en Torah and to learn the Mishna,N  and for waiting 
for their husbands until they come home from the study 
hall, don’t they share the reward with their sons and husbands? 
Th erefore, if the sota enabled her sons and husband to study 
Torah, the merit of their Torah study can protect her and delay 
her punishment.

With regard to the aforementioned parable, the Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of the crossroads, which provide clarity? 
Rav Ĥisda says: Th is is referring to a Torah scholar and his day 
of death. Due to his continued commitment to the Torah, when 
the time comes for him to die, it is clear to him that he will go to 
the place of his eternal reward. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak says: 
Th is is a Torah scholar who has also acquired fear of sin, as his 
fear of sin guides him to the correct understanding of the Torah. 
Mar Zutra says: Th is is a Torah scholar who reaches conclusions 
from his discussion in accordance with the halakha, as that is an 
indication that he is following the right path.

ל מִן הַקּוֹצִים  ל אוּר, נִיצַּ נָה לוֹ אֲבוּקָה שֶׁ מְּ נִזְדַּ
רְקָנִים, וַעֲדַיִין מִתְיָירֵא  חָתִים וּמִן הַבַּ וּמִן הַפְּ
אֵיזֶה  יסְטִין וְאֵינוֹ יוֹדֵע בְּ מֵחַיָּה רָעָה וּמִן הַלִּ
ל  נִיצַּ חַר  ַ הַשּׁ עַמּוּד  עָלָה  שֶׁ יוָן  כֵּ ךְ.  מְהַלֵּ רֶךְ  דֶּ
 יוֹדֵע אֵינוֹ  וַעֲדַיִין  יסְטִין,  הַלִּ וּמִן  רָעָה  מֵחַיָּה 
רָכִים  דְּ ת  לְפָרָשַׁ  יע הִגִּ ךְ.  מְהַלֵּ רֶךְ  דֶּ אֵיזֶה  בְּ

ם. ל מִכּוּלָּ נִיצַּ

ה מִצְוָה, וְאֵין עֲבֵירָה  בָר אַחֵר: עֲבֵירָה מְכַבָּ דָּ
ים לאֹ יוּכְלוּ  אֱמַר: ״מַיִם רַבִּ נֶּ ה תּוֹרָה, שֶׁ מְכַבָּ

לְכַבּוֹת אֶת הָאַהֲבָה״!

הּ –  עָסֵיק בָּ נָא דְּ עִידָּ אֲמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: מִצְוָה, בְּ
 – הּ  בָּ עָסֵיק  לָא  דְּ נָא  עִידָּ בְּ וּמַצְלָא;  מַגְנָא 
ין  בֵּ תּוֹרָה,  מַצְלָא.  לָא  אַצּוּלֵי  מַגְנָא,  אַגּוּנֵי 
לָא עָסֵיק  נָא דְּ עִידָּ הּ וּבֵין בְּ עָסֵיק בָּ נָא דְּ עִידָּ בְּ

הּ – מַגְנָא וּמַצְלָא. בָּ

דּוֹאֵג  ה,  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ ה:  רַבָּ לָהּ  מַתְקִיף 
אי  אַמַּ תּוֹרָה?  בַּ עָסְקֵי  לָא  מִי  וַאֲחִיתוֹפֶל 
א אֲמַר רָבָא: תּוֹרָה,  לָא הֵגֵינָה עֲלַיְיהוּ? אֶלָּ
נָא  עִידָּ הּ – מַגְנָא וּמַצְלָא, בְּ עָסֵיק בָּ נָא דְּ עִידָּ בְּ
לָא  אַצּוּלֵי  מַגְנָא,  אַגּוּנֵי   – הּ  בָּ עָסֵיק  לָא  דְּ
ין  בֵּ הּ  בָּ עָסֵיק  דְּ נָא  עִידָּ בְּ ין  בֵּ מִצְוָה,  מַצְלָא. 
הּ – אַגּוּנֵי מַגְנָא, אַצּוּלֵי  לָא עָסֵיק בָּ נָא דְּ עִידָּ בְּ

לָא מַצְלָא.

רָבִינָא אֲמַר: לְעוֹלָם זְכוּת תּוֹרָה, וּדְקָאָמְרַתְ 
לָא  פְקוּדֵי  דִּ נְהִי  ה,  וְעוֹשָׂ ה  מְצוּוָּ אֵינָהּ 
נַיְיהוּ  בְּ וּמַתְנַיָּין  מַקְרַיָּן  דְּ אַגְרָא  בְּ דָא,  קְּ מִפַּ
א,  י מִדְרָשָׁ אָתוּ מִבֵּ וְנָטְרָן לְהוּ לְגַבְרַיְיהוּ עַד דְּ

הֲדַיְיהוּ? אן בַּ לְגָּ מִי לָא פַּ

זֶה  א:  חִסְדָּ רַב  אָמַר  רָכִים?  דְּ ת  רָשַׁ פָּ מַאי 
ר יִצְחָק  לְמִיד חָכָם וְיוֹם מִיתָה. רַב נַחְמָן בַּ תַּ
מָר  חֵטְא.  וְיִרְאַת  חָכָם  לְמִיד  תַּ זֶה  אָמַר: 
לֵיהּ  סַלְקָא  דְּ חָכָם  לְמִיד  תַּ זֶה  אָמַר:  זוּטְרָא 

הִלְכְתָא. א דְּ יבָּ תָא אַלִּ מַעְתְּ שְׁ

 A transgression extinguishes the merit of a mitzva – 
ה מִצְוָה -This does not mean that one's mitz :עֲבֵירָה מְכַבָּ
vot are offset by one’s transgressions, as the reward for 
one’s mitzvot always remains. Rather, it means that 
one’s mitzvot will not be sufficient to protect one from 
punishment, due to the punishment one deserves for 
his transgressions (Meiri).

 Doeg and Ahithophel, did they not engage in the 
study of Torah – תּוֹרָה בַּ עָסְקֵי  לָא  מִי  וַאֲחִיתוֹפֶל   :דּוֹאֵג 
Ahithophel’s wisdom is mentioned explicitly in the 
Bible, while the description of Doeg as: “The chief of 
the herdsman of Saul” (I Samuel 21:8), is interpreted by 
the Sages as referring to the fact that he was head of 
the Sanhedrin. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 106b) describes 
his vast wisdom and Torah knowledge. Although the 
Gemara concludes that Torah study protects one from 
misfortune even when one is not engaged in it, the 
Maharsha explains that Doeg and Ahithophel were not 
saved from an untimely death, as the Torah protects 
one only from suffering but not from death. Some 
commentaries add that the merit of their Torah study 
did not extend their life, as an early death is beneficial 
to the wicked because it saves them from further sin 
(Torat HaKenaot).

 Causing their sons to read the Written Torah and to 
learn the Mishna – ּנַיְיהו מַקְרַיָּן וּמַתְנַיָּין בְּ  The Gemara :דְּ
refers to the mothers causing their sons to study Torah 
and Mishna, but not to studying Talmud. The reason 
for this is that when the children are young, it is the 
mother who persuades and entices them to go and 
study even when they are reluctant to go. However, 
once they are older and reach the age of studying 
Talmud, it is the father who generally uses his authority 
to ensure that they continue learning (Iyyun Ya’akov).

NOTES

 Granted, she is not commanded to study Torah 
herself, etc. – וכו׳ דָא  קְּ מִפַּ לָא  פְקוּדֵי  דִּ  If a sota has :נְהִי 
the merit of Torah study, even though she is not com-
manded to study, this merit delays her punishment and 
she does not die immediately. The Arukh HaShulĥan 
explains that the Rambam is referring to the merit of 
Torah that she acquired by assisting her sons and her 
husband to study, as explained by Ravina (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:20; Arukh HaShulĥan, Even 
HaEzer 178:66).

HALAKHA
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Th e baraita states: Alternatively: A transgression extinguishes 
the merit of a mitzva, but a transgression does not extinguish 
the merit of the Torah. Rav Yosef says: Rabbi Menaĥem bar Yosei 
interpreted this verse as it was given on Mount Sinai, and had 
Doeg and Ahithophel only interpreted it in this way they would 
not have pursued David,N  as it is writt en: “For my enemies speak 
concerning me…saying, God has forsaken him; pursue and take 
him, for there is none to deliver” (Psalms ƫƥ:ƥƤ–ƥƥ). Doeg and 
Ahithophel incorrectly thought that since David had sinned, his 
sins had extinguished his merits and God had forsaken him.

Th e Gemara asks: What verse did Doeg and Ahithophel interpret 
incorrectly, causing them to err? Th ey interpreted this verse: “For 
the Lord your God walks in the midst of your camp…to give up 
your enemies before you…that He see no licentious matt er 
in you, and turn away from you” (Deuteronomy ƦƧ:ƥƩ), to indicate 
that God turns away from one who engaged in forbidden relations, 
and since David had sinned with Bathsheba God must have turned 
away from him. But they did not know that a transgression 
extinguishes the merit of a mitzva, but a transgression does 
not extinguish the merit of the Torah.

Th e Gemara interprets the continuation of the verse cited by the 
baraita with regard to Torah study: What is the meaning of: “Many 
waters cannot extinguish the love…if a man would give all the 
fortune of his house for love, he would utt erly be condemned” 
(Song of Songs Ƭ:ƫ)? Th e Torah is compared to love several times 
in the Song of Songs. Th erefore, the verse indicates that one cannot 
acquire a share in the reward for Torah study with money. Ulla 
says: Th e verse is not speaking of individuals like Shimon, brother 
of Azarya,P  whose brother Azarya supported him and enabled him 
to study Torah. And it is not speaking of individuals like Rabbi 
Yoĥanan of the house of the Nasi,P  whom the Nasi supported so 
that he could study Torah.

Rather, it is speaking of individuals like Hillel and Shevna,N  as 
when Rav Dimi cameB  to Babylonia he said: Hillel and Shevna 
were brothers; Hillel engaged in Torah study and remained 
impoverished, whereas Shevna entered into a business venture 
and became wealthy. In the end, Shevna said to Hillel: Come, let 
us join our wealth together and divide it between us; I will give 
you half of my money and you will give me half of the reward for 
your Torah study. In response to this request a Divine Voice issued 
forth and said: “If a man would give all the fortune of his houseN  
for love, he would utt erly be condemned” (Song of Songs Ƭ:ƫ). 

§ Th e mishna states: From here ben Azzai states: A person is 
obligated to teach his daughter Torah, so that if she drinks and 
does not die immediately, she will know that some merit of hers 
has delayed her punishment. Rabbi Eliezer says: Anyone who 
teaches his daughter Torah is teaching her promiscuity. Th e 
Gemara asks: Could it enter your mind to say that teaching one’s 
daughter Torah is actually teaching her promiscuity? Rather, say: 
It is considered as if he taught her promiscuity.

וְאֵין  מִצְוָה,  ה  מְכַבָּ עֲבֵירָה  אַחֵר:  בָר  דָּ
יוֹסֵף:  רַב  אָמַר  תּוֹרָה.  ה  מְכַבָּ עֲבֵירָה 
י  ר יוֹסֵי לְהַאי קְרָא כִּ י מְנַחֵם בַּ יהּ רַבִּ רָשֵׁ דְּ
רָשׁוּהָ דּוֹאֵג וַאֲחִיתוֹפֶל  סִינַי, וְאִילְמָלֵא דְּ
כְתִיב: ״לֵאמרֹ  וִד, דִּ תַר דָּ הָכִי, לָא רָדְפוּ בָּ

אֱלהִֹים עֲזָבוֹ״ וגו'.

בָר״  רוּשׁ? ״וְלאֹ יִרְאֶה בְךָ עֶרְוַת דָּ מַאי דְּ
ה  מְכַבָּ עֲבֵירָה  שֶׁ יוֹדְעִין,  אֵינָן  וְהֵן  וגו', 

ה תּוֹרָה. מִצְוָה וְאֵין עֲבֵירָה מְכַבָּ

לאֹ  א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר  לוֹ״?  יָבוּזוּ  ״בּוֹז  מַאי 
יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ כְּ וְלאֹ  עֲזַרְיָה,  אֲחִי  מְעוֹן  שִׁ כְּ

יאָה, בֵי נְשִׂ דְּ

ימִי  כִי אֲתָא רַב דִּ בְנָא. דְּ ל וְשֶׁ הִלֵּ א כְּ אֶלָּ
ל עָסַק  בְנָא אַחֵי הָווּ. הִלֵּ ל וְשֶׁ אֲמַר: הִלֵּ
לְסוֹף  עִיסְקָא.  עֲבַד  בְנָא  שֶׁ תּוֹרָה,  בַּ
יָצְתָה  וְלִיפְלוֹג.  נַעֲרוֹב  א  תָּ לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר 
ל  ן אִישׁ אֶת כָּ ת קוֹל וְאָמְרָה: ״אִם יִתֵּ בַּ

יתוֹ״ וגו'. הוֹן בֵּ
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אֶת  ד  לְלַמֵּ אָדָם  חַיָּיב  עַזַּאי:  ן  בֶּ ״אוֹמֵר 
ד אֶת  ל הַמְלַמֵּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר: כָּ וכו׳. רַבִּ
יפְלוּת  תִּ יפְלוּת״.  תִּ דָהּ  מְלַמְּ תּוֹרָה  תּוֹ  בִּ
אִילּוּ  כְּ אֵימָא:  א  אֶלָּ ךְ?  עְתָּ דַּ סָלְקָא 

יפְלוּת. דָהּ תִּ לִמְּ

 They would not have pursued David – וִד תַר דָּ  :לָא רָדְפוּ בָּ
The Rosh notes that actually, the Gemara’s statement 
applies only to Ahithophel. Doeg’s name should not appear 
here, since according to the Gemara elsewhere, Doeg was 
no longer alive at the time that the incident involving David 
and Bathsheba occurred. Ahithophel was still alive at the 
time, and in fact Bathsheba was his granddaughter (Tosefot 
HaRosh).

 Shevna – בְנָא  Tosefot HaRash cites Rabbeinu Tam, who :שֶׁ
says that the name here should actually read: Shekhna, 
as the Shevna mentioned in the Bible was wicked, and 
it is improper to name one’s child after a wicked person. 
Others disagree, noting that there were two individuals 
by the name of Shevna, and one of them was not wicked. 
Therefore, the name may be used in naming the child after 
the other Shevna.

 If a man would give all the fortune of his house – ן  אִם יִתֵּ
יתוֹ בֵּ הוֹן  ל  כָּ אֶת   The Gemara distinguishes between :אִישׁ 
one who financially assists another to learn Torah, and 
one who wishes to acquire the reward for the Torah that 
another already studied under difficult financial conditions. 
One who assists another to learn does share in the merit of 
his Torah study; by contrast, after one has already learned 
Torah without assistance, his merit cannot be bought, and 
even entertaining the thought that it could be bought is 
worthy of condemnation (Iyyun Ya’akov).

NOTES

 Shimon brother of Azarya – עֲזַרְיָה אֲחִי  מְעוֹן   ,Shimon :שִׁ
brother of Azarya, was a tanna who lived at the time of 
the destruction of the Temple, and he is mentioned several 
times in the Mishna. According to the Rambam, the Azariah 
mentioned here was the father of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. 
Azarya was a Torah scholar, but he was also very wealthy, 
and he supported his brother Shimon, who was a greater 
Torah scholar. Despite the fact that Shimon was a greater 
scholar, he is known as the brother of Azarya because 
Azarya supported him (see Vayikra Rabba 25:1).

 Rabbi Yoĥanan of the house of the Nasi – בֵי דְּ יוֹחָנָן  י   רַבִּ
יאָה  Apparently, this is referring to a poverty-stricken :נְשִׂ
scholar unknown to us, who was known by this appellation 
because the house of the Nasi supported him and enabled 
him to learn Torah. It is unlikely that this is referring to the 
great amora Rabbi Yoĥanan, as he sold all his vast pos-
sessions in order to devote himself to Torah study. In fact, 
the Pesikta DeRav Kahana (27:1) cites the verse mentioned 
here: “If a man would give all the fortune of his house for 
love” (Song of Songs 8:7), in reference to Rabbi Yoĥanan.

PERSONALITIES

 When Rav Dimi came – ימִי י אֲתָא רַב דִּ  Rav Dimi was one of :כִּ
the Sages of Eretz Yisrael who would often travel to Babylonia, 
primarily in order to transmit the Torah learned in the study halls 
of Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although 
occasionally he traveled on business as well. Many questions, 

particularly those concerning the opinions of the Sages of 
Eretz Yisrael, remained unresolved in Babylonia until one of 
these messengers from Eretz Yisrael arrived and elucidated the 
halakha, explained a novel expression, or clarified the unique 
circumstances pertaining to a particular statement.

BACKGROUND
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Rabbi Abbahu says: What is the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s 
statement? It is as it is writt en: “I, wisdom, dwell with cunning” 
(Proverbs Ƭ:ƥƦ), which indicates that once wisdom enters into a 
person, cunning enters with it.N  Rabbi Eliezer fears that the 
woman will use the cunning she achieves by learning the wisdom 
of the Torah to engage in promiscuous behavior.

Th e Gemara asks: And the Rabbis who disagree with him, what 
do they do with this verse: “I, wisdom, dwell with cunning 
[orma]”; how do they interpret it? Th e Gemara responds: He 
requires that verse for that which Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Ĥanina, states, interpreting the word “orma” as nakedness rather 
than cunningness, as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, says: 
Th e matt ers of Torah do not endure except in one who stands 
naked for them,N  as it is stated: “I, wisdom, dwell with naked-
ness [orma]” (Proverbs Ƭ:ƥƦ). Th is means that wisdom dwells 
only in one who is prepared to give away all of his possessions 
for the sake of Torah study. Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th e matt ers 
of Torah do not endure except in one who considers himself 
as one who does not exist, as it is stated: “But wisdom, it can 
be found in nothingness” ( Job ƦƬ:ƥƦ).

§ Th e mishna states that Rabbi Yehoshua says: A woman desires 
to receive the amount of a kav of food and a sexual relation -
ship rather than to receive nine kav of food and abstinence. Th e 
Gemara asks: What is he saying? Th is is what Rabbi Yehoshua 
is saying: A woman desires to receive the amount of a kav of 
food and with it a sexual relationship,N  i.e., her husband’s avail-
ability to fulfi ll her sexual desires, rather than nine kav of food 
and with it abstinence, and since her desires are of a sexual nature, 
it is undesirable for her to study Torah.

§ Th e mishna continues: He, Rabbi Yehoshua, would say: A 
foolish man of piety,N  and a conniving wicked person, and an 
abstinent woman, and those who injure themselves out of false 
abstinence; all these are people who erode the world. Th e Gemara 
asks: Who is considered a foolish man of piety? For example, 
it is one who sees that a woman is drowningN  in a river, and 
he says: It is not proper conduct to look at her while she is 
undressed and save her.

י  רַבִּ דְּ טַעְמָא  מַאי  הוּ:  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
י  כַנְתִּ שָׁ חָכְמָה  ״אֲנִי  כְתִיב:  דִּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר? 
אָדָם,  כְנְסָה חָכְמָה בְּ נִּ יוָן שֶׁ עָרְמָה״ – כֵּ

נִכְנְסָה עִמּוֹ עַרְמוּמִית.

עָבְדֵי  מַאי  חָכְמָה״  ״אֲנִי  הַאי  נַן,  וְרַבָּ
י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  לְכִדְרַבִּ לֵיהּ  עֵי  מִיבָּ לֵיהּ? 
חֲנִינָא:  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ חֲנִינָא, 
מִי  בְּ א  אֶלָּ מִתְקַיְּימִין  תוֹרָה  בְרֵי  דִּ אֵין 
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ עֲלֵיהֶן,  עָרוּם  עַצְמוֹ  עֲמִיד  מַּ שֶׁ
אָמַר  עָרְמָה״.  י  כַנְתִּ שָׁ חָכְמָה  ״אֲנִי 
מִתְקַיְּימִין  תוֹרָה  בְרֵי  דִּ אֵין  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ
אֵינוֹ,  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ עַצְמוֹ  ים  שִׂ מֵּ שֶׁ מִי  בְּ א  אֶלָּ

צֵא״. מָּ אֱמַר: ״וְהַחָכְמָה מֵאַיִן תִּ נֶּ שֶׁ

וכו׳.  ה״  ָ אִשּׁ רוֹצָה  אוֹמֵר:   ע יְהוֹשֻׁ י  ״רַבִּ
ה  ָ אִשּׁ רוֹצָה  קָאָמַר:  הָכִי  קָאָמַר?  מַאי 
ין  קַבִּ עַת  שְׁ מִתִּ עִמּוֹ,  וְתִיפְלוּת  קַב  בְּ

וּפְרִישׁוּת.

כו'.  שׁוֹטֶה״  חָסִיד  אוֹמֵר:  הָיָה  ״הוּא 
קָא  דְּ גוֹן  כְּ שׁוֹטֶה?  חָסִיד  מֵי  דָּ הֵיכִי 
לָאו  וְאָמַר:  נַהֲרָא,  בְּ תָא  אִיתְּ טָבְעָה 

הּ וַאֲצוּלָהּ. כּוּלֵי בָּ אוֹרַח אַרְעָא לְאִיסְתַּ

 Cunning enters with it – עַרְמוּמִית עִמּוֹ   According to :נִכְנְסָה 
Rashi, who explains the term tiflut as referring to licentious 
behavior, the connection between cunning and tiflut is that a 
woman might use the ingenuity she achieves by learning Torah 
in order to hide her immorality. The Meiri, who explains tiflut as 
meaning worthless matters, interprets the connection differ-
ently. Although she attains a little wisdom by learning Torah, 
she comprehends her studies only partially. Yet she believes 
herself to have understood fully, and attempts to show off her 
wisdom to all.

 One who stands naked for them – עֲמִיד עַצְמוֹ עָרוּם עֲלֵיהֶן מַּ  :מִי שֶׁ
Rashi, in his first interpretation, explains that this statement 
refers to one who relinquishes all his possessions in order to 
acquire wisdom. The Meiri adds that only when one does not 
care at all about physical possessions can he be sure that noth-
ing will prevent him from learning. In his second interpretation, 
Rashi explains that in order to attain the wisdom of the Torah, 
one must view himself as bare and devoid of all knowledge, 
as this enables him to learn from everyone, even from those 
of lesser stature. The Meiri offers an alternative explanation as 
well, suggesting that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ĥanina, also 
interprets orma in the sense of cunning and states that the mat-
ters of Torah do not endure except in one who renders himself 
cunning for them. One must use cunning in order to discover 
the methods and techniques of learning that best suit him. For 
example, some memorize their learning through repetition, 
but there are others who find other methods more efficient.

 The amount of a kav of food and with it a sexual relationship, 

etc. – קַב וְתִיפְלוּת עִמּוֹ וכו׳ -Women generally prefer a less luxuri :בְּ
ous lifestyle that involves more sexual intercourse to a life of 
greater luxury that involves a lack of sexual intercourse, possibly 
due to a husband’s extended absences from home for work. 
Tosafot cite Rabbeinu Ĥananel, who illustrates this concept by 
means of a halakhic ruling. The Gemara states elsewhere that 
a donkey driver may not become a camel driver without his 
wife’s consent, since although a camel driver earns more than a 
donkey driver, he arrives home less frequently. Alternatively, the 
Meiri explains that a woman generally prefers that her husband 
attain only minimal knowledge of Torah and be at home with 
her, rather than attain great wisdom but be distant from her.

 A foolish man of piety – חָסִיד שׁוֹטֶה: Also included in this cat-
egory are those whose concepts of piety cause them to neglect 
mitzvot that are incumbent upon them, and those who behave 
with exaggerated piety, e.g., one who fasts every single day 
(Rambam; Meiri).

 One who sees that a woman is drowning, etc. – קָא טָבְעָה  דְּ
תָא וכו׳  Some of the commentaries raise the question that :אִיתְּ
this behavior is not merely foolish but wicked, as the Torah 
explicitly obligates one to save those whose lives are in danger, 
as stated in the verse: “You shall not stand idly by the blood of 
your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:16). The commentaries therefore 
explain that the Gemara is referring to a case where there are 
others present who can perform the rescue but he, due to his 
misplaced piety, does not hasten to perform this mitzva (Minĥa 
Ĥareva; see Eshel Avraham).

NOTES
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Th e Gemara asks: Who is considered a conniving wicked 
person? Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th is is one who presents his 
statement to the judgeN H  before the other litigant comes and 
thereby prejudices the judge in his favor. Rabbi Abbahu says: 
Th is is referring to one who gives a dinar to a poor man in order 
to complete the sum of two hundred dinars for him, so that 
he will no longer be entitled to receive charity, as we learned in 
a mishna (Pe’a Ƭ:Ƭ): One who has two hundredH  dinars may 
not collect gleanings,B  forgott en sheaves,B  pe’a,B  and the poor 
man’s tithe,B  since he is not defi ned as poor. However, if he has 
two hundred less one dinar, even if he is given one thousand 
dinars at once, he may collect.

Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yoĥanan says: A conniving wicked 
person is one who provides advice to male orphans to sell from 
the small quantity of property left  to them by their father, before 
it is appropriated by the court for the purpose of providing for the 
daughters, who do not inherit property. Th is causes the daughters 
to lose their right to sustenance, because although it is improper 
to do so, the sale is valid, as Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yoĥanan 
says: With regard to male orphans who preemptively soldH  the 
property from a small estate, that which they sold, they sold, 
and the sons retain the money.

Abaye says: A conniving wicked person is one who provides 
advice to sell propertyH  in accordance with the ruling of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as it is taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who said: My property is given to you, and aft er 
you die, to so-and-so, and the fi rst benefi ciary entered the prop-
erty and sold it and consumed the profi ts, the second benefi ciary 
repossesses the property from the purchasers, as the property 
belongs to him aft er the death of the fi rst benefi ciary; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: Th e second benefi ciary receives only that which 
the fi rst benefi ciary left , since his sale is valid. However, it is not 
permitt ed to sell the property ab initio, since the giver intended 
for the second benefi ciary to receive the property.

Rav Yosef bar Ĥama says that Rav Sheshet says: A conniving 
wicked person is one who persuades others with his ways,N  
convincing others to mimic his seemingly righteous behavior, in 
order to hide his faults. Rabbi Zerika says that Rav Huna says: A 
conniving wicked person is one who is lenient in the halakha 
for himself and strict for others. Ulla says: Th is

י יוֹחָנָן: זֶה  ע עָרוּם? אָמַר רַבִּ מֵי רָשָׁ הֵיכִי דָּ
עַל  בַּ יָּבאֹ  שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  יָּין  לַדַּ בָרָיו  דְּ טְעִים  הַמַּ
ינָר  הוּ אוֹמֵר: זֶה הַנּוֹתֵן דִּ י אַבָּ ין חֲבֵרוֹ. רַבִּ דִּ
מִי  תְנַן:  דִּ זוּז,  מָאתַיִם  לוֹ  לִים  לְהַשְׁ לְעָנִי 
כְחָה  יֵּשׁ לוֹ מָאתַיִם זוּז – לאֹ יִטּוֹל לֶקֶט שִׁ שֶׁ
חָסֵר  מָאתַיִם  לוֹ  הָיָה  עָנִי.  ר  וּמַעֲשֵׂ וּפֵאָה 
הֲרֵי  אַחַת  כְּ לוֹ  נוֹתְנִין  אֶלֶף  אֲפִילּוּ  ינָר –  דִּ

זֶה יִטּוֹל.

יא עֵצָה  שִּׂ י יוֹחָנָן: זֶה הַמַּ י אַסִי אָמַר רַבִּ רַבִּ
אַסִי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ מוּעָטִין,  נְכָסִים  בִּ לִמְכּוֹר 
וּמָכְרוּ  דְמוּ  קָּ שֶׁ יְתוֹמִים  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 

כְרוּ. כְרוּ מִָ מָּ ֶ נְכָסִים מוּעָטִין, מַה שּׁ בִּ

לִמְכּוֹר  עֵצָה  יא  שִּׂ הַמַּ זֶה  אָמַר:  יֵי  אַבַּ
תַנְיָא:  מְלִיאֵל, דְּ ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ רַבָּ נְכָסִים כְּ בִּ
״נְכָסַי לְךָ וְאַחֲרֶיךָ לִפְלוֹנִי״, וְיָרַד הָרִאשׁוֹן 
קוֹחוֹת,  נִי מוֹצִיא מִיַּד הַלָּ ֵ וּמָכַר וְאָכַל – הַשּׁ
אוֹמֵר:  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ י.  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ

יֵּיר רִאשׁוֹן. ִ שּׁ ֶ א מַה שּׁ נִי אֶלָּ ֵ אֵין לַשּׁ

זֶה  ת:  שֶׁ שֵׁ רַב  אָמַר  חָמָא  ר  בַּ יוֹסֵף  רַב 
זְרִיקָא  י  רַבִּ אוֹרְחוֹתָיו.  בְּ אֲחֵרִים   כְרִיע הַמַּ
יקֵל לְעַצְמוֹ וּמַחֲמִיר  אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: זֶה הַמֵּ

א אָמַר: זֶה לַאֲחֵרִים. עוּלָּ

 One who presents his statement to the judge, etc. – 
וכו׳ יָּין  לַדַּ בָרָיו  דְּ טְעִים   A judge who hears one litigant :הַמַּ
when the other litigant is not present transgresses the 
prohibition: “Do not accept a false report” (Exodus 23:1). 
The Sages expound this verse to apply to the litigant as 
well, prohibiting him from presenting his case when the 
other litigant is not present. The rationale behind this 
prohibition is that once a judge has heard the argument 
of one side while the other side is not present, the impres-
sion created is likely to remain fixed in his mind, making it 
difficult for him to accept the arguments of the other side 
(Rashi). Ben Yehoyada adds that the Gemara is not refer-
ring to an individual who openly states his case before the 
judge in this manner, as the judge will not be prepared 
to listen to him; rather, it refers to one who discusses the 
particulars of his case with the judge incidentally, or in the 
course of a Torah discussion.

 One who persuades others with his ways – כְרִיע  הַמַּ
אוֹרְחוֹתָיו בְּ  The Maharsha explains that this refers :אֲחֵרִים 
to one who gives advice to others, surreptitiously advis-
ing them to perform actions that benefit him and cause 
loss to others.

NOTES

 One who presents his statement to the judge, etc. – טְעִים  הַמַּ
יָּין וכו׳ בָרָיו לַדַּ  It is prohibited for a judge to hear the arguments :דְּ
of one litigant when the other litigant is not present. The litigants 
are also prohibited from presenting their claims in this manner 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 21:7; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Ĥoshen Mishpat 17:5).

 One who has two hundred, etc. – וכו׳ מָאתַיִם  לוֹ  יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ  One :מִי 
who has two hundred dinars may not collect gleanings, forgot-
ten sheaves, pe’a, or the poor man’s tithe. If he has two hundred 
dinars less one, even if he is given one thousand dinars at once, 
he may collect. The same applies with regard to receiving charity. 
Some authorities say that these specific amounts applied only in 
the past; nowadays one may collect charity if one does not have 
sufficient funds to be able to earn a living from the profits thereof 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 9:13; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 253:1–2).

 Orphans who preemptively sold, etc. – דְמוּ וּמָכְרוּ וכו׳ קָּ  :יְתוֹמִים שֶׁ
If one dies and leaves insufficient property for his children to 
sustain themselves until his daughters reach the age of majority, 

the court first appropriates funds to provide for the daughters 
and then gives the remainder to the sons. If the estate is sufficient 
only to provide for the daughters, the entire estate is given to the 
daughters. However, if the sons preemptively sold the property 
from a small estate, the sale is valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. The Rema, citing the Rosh, holds that 
the sale is valid only if it took place prior to the court’s appropriat-
ing the daughters’ sustenance from the estate (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 19:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 112:11, 14).

 One who provides advice to sell property – יא עֵצָה לִמְכּוֹר שִּׂ  הַמַּ
נְכָסִים  If one says: My property is given to you, and after you :בִּ
die, to so-and-so, the second beneficiary receives only that which 
the first beneficiary left. Although it is prohibited for the first 
beneficiary to sell or give away the property, if he does so, the 
second beneficiary does not repossess the property from the 
purchasers, in accordance with the ruling of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. One who advises the first beneficiary to sell the 
property is considered wicked (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Zekhiya UMattana 12:8–9; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 248:3).

HALAKHA

 Gleanings – לֶקֶט: The Torah prohibits the owner of a field 
from gathering individual stalks that fell during the har-
vest (Leviticus 19:9). Less than three stalks that fell in one 
place are considered gleanings and belong to the poor.

 Forgotten sheaves – כְחָה  If one forgot a sheaf in the :שִׁ
field while harvesting, he may not return to collect it, as it 
must be left for the poor (Deuteronomy 24:19).

 Pe’a – אָה  The Torah states that one is prohibited from :פֵּ
harvesting the produce in the corner of his field; rather, 
one must allow the poor to collect this produce them-
selves. The Sages decreed that the area of the corner must 
be at least one-sixtieth of the field. This mitzva is stated 
in the Torah (Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), and the details of the 
mitzva are explained in tractate Pe’a.

 The poor man’s tithe – עָנִי ר   During the third and :מַעֲשֵׂ
sixth years of the Sabbatical cycle, after one separates 
teruma from his produce, which is given to the priests, 
and first tithe, which is given to the Levites, one-tenth of 
the remaining produce is distributed to the poor. During 
the other years of the Sabbatical cycle, second tithe is 
separated instead of the poor man’s tithe.

BACKGROUND




