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CHAPTER ONE

FOLIOS 2A-41A

1:1
A. A woman is acquired [as a wife] in three ways, and acquires [freedom for]

herself [to be a free agent] in two ways.
B. She is acquired through money, a writ, or sexual intercourse.
C. Through money:
D. The House of Shammai say, “For a denar or what is worth a denar.”
E. And the House of Hillel say, “For a perutah or what is worth a perutah.”
F. And how much is a perutah?
G. One eighth of an Italian issar.
H. And she acquires herself through a writ of divorce or through the

husband’s death.
I. The deceased childless brother’s widow is acquired through an act of

sexual relations.
J. And acquires [freedom for] herself through a rite of removing the shoe or

through the levir’s death.
I.1 A. A woman is acquired [as a wife]:

B. What differentiates the present passage, in which case the Tannaite formula
commences, A woman is acquired [as a wife], from the passage to come, in
which case the Tannaite formula uses the language, A man effects betrothal



[lit.: consecrates] on his own or through his agent [M. 2:1A]? [Why not
say, a woman is betrothed, rather than, is acquired?]

C. Since the Tannaite framer of the Mishnah passage planned to introduce the
matter of acquiring through money [he used language appropriate to a
monetary transaction]. For how do we know that a monetary token serves to
effect betrothal? The fact derives from the verbal analogy established by the
use of the word “purchase” [or take] with reference to the field of Ephron.
Here we have, “if any man take a wife” (Deu. 22:13), and there, “I will give
you money for the field, take it from me” (Gen. 23:13). [Freedman: Just as
“take” in the latter verse refers to money, so in the former, too, the wife is
taken, betrothed, by money.] And “taking” is referred to as acquisition, in
line with the verse, “The field that Abraham acquired” (Gen. 49:30). Or, also,
“Men shall acquire fields for money” (Jer. 32:44). Therefore the framer of the
Mishnah passage has used the word choice: A woman is acquired [as a wife].

D. Well, then, why not use the same word choice in that other passage [at M.
2:1A], namely, a man acquires...?

E. To begin with the Tannaite framer of the whole makes uses of the language of
the Torah, and then, the language of rabbis.

F. And what is the meaning of the rabbinical word choice?
G. Through the act of betrothal the husband forbids the woman to everyone else

in the world as that which has been consecrated is forbidden to everyone else
in the world [but the Temple].

H. And why not use the Tannaite formulation here, a man acquires [just as M. 2:1
uses the language, a man acquires]?

I. The reason is that the framer of the passage planned at the end to present as
the Tannaite formulation the rule, And she acquires herself through a writ
of divorce and through the husband’s death. Now this refers to her, so the
Tannaite framer likewise refers in the opening clause to her.

J. Well, then, why not commence, a man acquires and also transfers ownership
[of the woman to herself]?

K. The reason is that there also is the matter of the death of the husband, which
restores the woman’s title to herself, and that is not a transfer of title that the
husband carries out! That is a transfer of title that is carried out by Heaven.

L. And if you prefer, I shall say, had the Tannaite framer used the language, [the
man] acquires, I might have supposed that that is even against the woman’s



will. In using the Tannaite formulation, A woman is acquired, he has
implied, that is only with her knowledge and consent, but otherwise, not.

I.2 A. And how come the Tannaite framer of the passage uses the feminine form of
the word three, rather than the masculine form?

B. The reason is that he will use the word “way,” which is feminine, too, in the
following verse of Scripture: “And you shall show them the way wherein they
must walk” (Exo. 18:20).

C. Well, what about that which is taught on Tannaite authority, where the word
“three” is used in the masculine form: In seven ways do they examine the
Zab before he is confirmed as to flux [M. Zab. 2:2A]? Why not use the
feminine form?

D. The reason is that he proposes to speak of way, which appears in the
masculine form in the following verse: “They shall come out against you in
one way and flee before you in seven ways” (Deu. 28:27).

E. Well, then, the two verses prove contradictory, and the Mishnah passages are
likewise contradictory!

F. The two verses are not contradictory. Where we find the feminine form, the
reference point is the Torah, which is feminine in the verse, “The Torah of the
Lord is perfect, restoring the soul” (Psa. 19: 8), and hence the feminine form is
employed. There, the reference is to war making, which men, not women, do,
so the masculine form is used. The Mishnah passages are not contradictory:
Since the reference here is to a woman, the word is given the feminine form;
the reference in the intersecting passage is to a man, for a man is examined,
but a woman isn’t; a woman contracts that form of uncleanness even though
there is no external cause [so no examination is necessary]. Hence the
masculine form is used.
I.3 A. Well, then, the Tannaite formulation uses three? It is because the

word “ways” is to be used in the feminine? Then let the Tannaite
formulation make reference to “things,” which is a masculine noun,
and use the masculine form of the word for three?
B. The reason is that the framer of the passage wanted to formulate
the Tannaite rule with reference to sexual relations, and sexual
relations is called “way,” in the verse, “And the way of a man with a
maid...such is the way of an adulterous woman” (Pro. 30:19-20).



I.4 A. So there is no problem with respect to betrothal through
sexual relations. What is to be said about betrothal through a
monetary token or a document of betrothal?
B. They are formulated as they are in conjunction with the
formulation on sexual relations.
C. And will two items be so formulated because of one?
D. These, too, are preliminaries to the sex act.
E. And if you like, I shall say, who is the authority behind the
unattributed passage? It is R. Simeon, as has been taught on
Tannaite authority:
F. R. Simeon says, “How come the Torah has said, ‘If a man
take a wife’ (Deu. 22:13), and not, ‘when a woman is taken by
a man’? It is because it is the way of a man to go looking for a
woman, but it is not the way of a woman to go looking for a
man. The matter may be compared to the case of someone
who has lost something: Who looks for whom? The owner of
the lost object looks for what he has lost.”
G. Well, then, we have learned in the Mishnah: In seven ways
do they examine the Zab before he is confirmed as to flux
[M. Zab. 2:2A]. Why not use the language, things, there?
H. In using the language they do there, we are informed that it
is the way of gluttony to cause a flux, and it is the way of
drunkenness to cause a flux.
I. But lo, we have learned in the Mishnah: A citron [tree] is
like a tree in three ways, and like a vegetable in one way
[M. Bik. 2:6A]. Why not use the language, things, there?
J. It is because he wants to go onward, and like a vegetable
in one way.
K. Big deal – so use the language, things, there too!
L. [3A] There we are informed that it is the way of a citron to
be like that of vegetables. Specifically, just as it is the way of
vegetables to grow through any sort of water [even artificial
irrigation, which cannot be done for wheat and vines], and
when it is picked it is to be tithed, so it is the way of the citron
to grow through any sort of water [even artificial irrigation,



which cannot be done for wheat and vines], and when it is
picked it is to be tithed.
M. And lo, as we have learned in the Mishnah [using the
word “way” rather than “thing” or “aspect”]: A koy [a
beast that falls into the taxon of a wild beast and also into
that of a domesticated beast] – There are ways in which it
is like a wild animal, and there are ways in which it is like
a domesticated animal; and there are ways in which it is
like [both] a domesticated animal and a wild animal; and
there are ways in which it is like neither a domesticated
animal nor a wild animal [M. Bik. 2:8]. Why not use the
word “thing” here too? And furthermore we have learned in
the Mishnah [using the word “way” rather than “thing” or
“aspect”]: This is one of the ways in which writs of divorce
for women and writs [M. Git. 1:4C]. Why not use the word
“thing” here too? Rather, in any passage in which there is a
point of differentiation, the word “ways” is used as the
Tannaite formulation, and in any passage in which there is no
point of differentiation, the word “things” is used. The
formulation of the Mishnah, closely examined, sustained that
view: R. Eliezer says, “It is like a tree in every thing” [M.
Bik. 2:6E].

I.5 A. What exclusionary purpose – three, no more – is served by specifying the
number at the opening clause and at the consequent one?

B. The exclusionary purpose of specifying the number at the opening clause
serves to eliminate as a means of betrothal the marriage canopy [and its rite
of consummating the marriage] itself.

C. Well, then, from the perspective of R. Huna, who has said, “The marriage
canopy effects acquisition of title to the woman, on the strength of an
argument a fortiori,” what is eliminated by the specification of the number of
modes of betrothal?

D. It serves to exclude the possibility of barter [trading the betrothal of a woman
in exchange for an object]. It might have entered your mind to say, since we
have derived the use of the word “take” from the use of the word “take” in
connection with the field of Ephron, just as the title of a field may be acquired



through barter, so title to a woman may be acquired through barter. Thus we
are informed that that is not the case.

E. Yeah, so maybe it is the case?
F. There is the possibility of an act of barter of something worth less than a

penny, but through something worth less than a penny [3B] a woman cannot
be acquired.

I.6 A. The exclusionary purpose of specifying the number at the concluding clause
serves to eliminate the rite of removing the shoe. For it might have entered
your mind to suppose that the possibility of the rite of removing the shoe
should derive by an argument a fortiori from the case of the levirate wife. If a
levirate wife, who is not freed by a divorce, is freed by the rite of removing the
shoe, then this one [the levirate wife] who is freed by divorce surely should be
freed by a rite of removing the shoe. Thus we are informed that that is not the
case.

B. Yeah, so maybe it is the case?
C. Scripture is explicit: “Then he shall write her a writ of divorce” (Deu. 24: 1) –

through a writ he divorces her, but he doesn’t divorce her in any other way.
II.1 A. She is acquired through money:

B. What is the scriptural source of this rule?
C. And furthermore, we have learned in the Mishnah: The father retains control

of his daughter [younger than twelve and a half] as to effecting any of the
tokens of betrothal: money, document, or sexual intercourse [M.
Ket. 4:4A] – how on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?

D. Said R. Judah said Rab, “Said Scripture, ‘Then shall she [the Hebrew slave
girl] go out for nothing, without money’ (Exo. 21:11). No money is paid to
this master, but money is paid to another master, and who would that be? It is
the father.”

E. But might one say that it goes to her?
F. But how can you suppose so? Since the father has the power to contract her

betrothal, as it is written, “I gave my daughter to this man” (Deu. 22:16), can
she collect the money? [Obviously she cannot, so the father gets the money.]

G. But maybe that is the case only for a minor, who has no domain [“hand,”
with which to effect acquisition], but in the case of a girl, who has a domain
for the stated purpose, she may contract the betrothal and also get the money
paid for the betrothal?



H. Said Scripture, “Being in her youth, in her father’s house” (Num. 30:17) –
every advantage accruing to her in her youth belongs to her father.

I. Then what about what R. Huna said Rab said, “How on the basis of Scripture
do we know that the proceeds of a daughter’s labor go to the father? ‘And if a
man sell his daughter to be a maidservant’ (Exo. 21: 7) – just as the proceeds
of the labor of a maidservant go to the master, so the proceeds of the labor of a
daughter go to the father”? What need do I have for such a proof, when the
same proposition may be deduced from the phrase, “Being in her youth, in her
father’s house” (Num. 30:17)?

J. Rather, that verse refers to releasing her vows [and not to the matter at hand,
as the context at Num. 30:17 makes clear].

K. And, furthermore, should you say, so let us derive the rule covering money
from the rule covering other propositions, in fact, we do not ever derive the
rule covering money from the rule covering other propositions!

L. And, furthermore, should you propose, so let us derive the rule governing the
disposition of monetary payments from the rule governing fines, it is the
simple fact that the rule governing monetary payments is not to be derived
from the rule governing the disposition of fines.

M. Then here is the reason that compensation for humiliation and damages is
assigned to the father: [add: if he wanted, he could hand her over [for
marriage] to an ugly man or to a man afflicted with boils]. [Since he himself
could subject her to indignity and benefit from it, he gets the compensation
from someone who does that to her (Slotki).]

N. Rather, it is more reasonable that, when the All-Merciful excluded another
“exodus” [from the household], [4A] it was meant to be like the original.
[Slotki: As in the original, it is the master, not the slave girl, who would have
received the money for her redemption, but a specific text states to the
contrary, so in the implication it must be the father, corresponding to the
master, who gets the money when she leaves his control at betrothal.]

O. Yes, but the one “exodus” is not really comparable to the other. For in the
case of the master, the slave girl entirely exits from his control, while in the
exodus from the domain of the father, the exit to the bridal canopy has not yet
been completed.

P. Nonetheless, so far as it concerns his power to remit her vows, she does
entirely exit his domain, for we have learned in the Mishnah: A betrothed
girl – her father and her husband annul her vows [M. Ned. 10:1A-B].



II.2 A. But does the verse, “She shall go out for nothing” serve the
present purpose? Surely it is required in line with that which is
taught on Tannaite authority, as follows:
B. “And she shall go out for nothing” – this refers to the days of her
puberty; “without money” refers to the days just prior to puberty.
[Freedman: Thus the verse merely teaches that something else, not
money, frees her, but implies no other conclusion.]
C. Said Rabina, “If so, Scripture ought to have said, ‘no money.’
Why formulate matters as ‘without money’? It is to indicate, ‘No
money is paid to this master, but money is paid to another master, and
who would that be? It is the father.’”
D. And on what basis do we perform such an exegesis? It is as has
been taught on Tannaite authority:
E. “And have no children” (Lev. 22:13) – I know only that that
pertains to her own child; what about her grandchild? Scripture says,
“And have no child,” meaning, any child whatsoever.
F. So far I know that that is the case only of a valid offspring; what
about an invalid one?
G. Scripture says, “And have no child,” meaning, “hold an inquiry
concerning her.”
H. But lo, that clause has yielded the deduction concerning the
grandchild!
I. In point of fact it is not necessary to present a verse of Scripture to
prove that grandchildren are in the status of children. Where a verse
of Scripture is required is to deal with invalid offspring.
J. And how does the Tannaite authority himself know that such an
exegesis is undertaken?
K. Say: It is written, “Balaam refuses” and “my husband’s brother
refuses” (Num. 22:14, Deu. 25: 7). In these instances, the words are
written without the Y that they could have had. Now here in the
verses treated above, the Y is used, which proves that the Y, which is
dispensable, is included for exegetical purposes.
II.3 A. And it was necessary to provide a verse of Scripture to

indicate that the minor daughter’s token of betrothal is
assigned to her father, and it also was necessary to find a



verse of Scripture to indicate that her wages are assigned to
her father. For if the All-Merciful had made reference to the
assignment of the token of betrothal to her father, I might
have supposed that that was because she has not labored for
that item, but as to her wages, for which she has labored, I
might have said that they are assigned to her. And if we had
been informed of the matter of her wages, in which matter,
after all, she is provided for by him, [I might have supposed
that since he supports her, she gets her wages], but as to the
matter of tokens of betrothal given to her from a third party, I
might have supposed that these go to her. So both proofs were
required.

II.4 A. Reverting to the body of the foregoing: “And she shall go
out for nothing” – this refers to the days of her puberty;
“without money” refers to the prepubescent time [days just
prior to puberty].
B. But why should the All-Merciful simply make reference to
the prepubescent time [days just prior to puberty], and it
would not have been necessary to make reference to the time
of her puberty?
C. Said Rabbah, “The one comes along to impart meaning to
the other. It may be comparable to the case of the words, a
sojourner or a hired servant [Lev. 22:10: toshab, sakir] as has
been taught on Tannaite authority:
D. “‘One word refers to a Hebrew slave acquired permanently,
the other to one purchased for six years [at Lev. 22:10: “a
slave purchased in perpetuity belonging to a priest or a slave
purchased for six years shall not eat of the Holy Things”]. If
Scripture had referred to the former and not the latter, I would
reason, if a slave acquired permanently may not eat Holy
Things, how much more so is one acquired only for six years
forbidden to do so! And if that were so, I would say, the
former word refers to a slave purchased for a limited period,
but one acquired in perpetuity may eat. So the word that
refers to the slave purchased for a period of six years comes
along and illuminates the meaning of the word for the one



purchased in perpetuity, by contrast to the one purchased for a
period of six years – and neither one may eat.’”
E. Said to him Abbayye, “But are the cases truly parallel? In
that case, they are two distinct classes of persons, so that,
even if Scripture had made explicit reference to a sojourner
whose ear had been pierced’s not eating, and then made
explicit reference to the other, then the hired hand might have
been derived by an argument a fortiori. Such matters
Scripture does take the trouble to spell out. But here, by
contrast, the maidservant is one and the same person. Once
she has left the prepubescent period, what business does she
have to do with him when she becomes pubescent?”
F. Rather, said Abbayye, “It was necessary to make this point
only to deal with the case of a woman who exhibits no signs of
puberty even after she has reached the age of twenty years. It
might have entered your mind to suppose that when she
reaches pubescence, she goes free, but not merely by reaching
her majority. So we are informed to the contrary.”
G. Objected Mar bar R. Ashi to this proposition: “But is this
not attainable through an argument a fortiori? If the
appearance of puberty signs, which do not remove the girl
from the domain of the father, do remove the girl from the
domain of the master, reaching maturity, which does remove
her from the domain of the father, surely should remove her
from the domain of the master!”
H. Rather, said Mar bar R. Ashi, “The proof is required only
to deal with the matter of the sale of a barren woman
[Freedman: a minor who shows symptoms of constitutional
barrenness]. It might have entered your mind to suppose that
with one who will later on produce puberty signs, the sale is
valid, but with one who won’t, the sale is null. [4B] So we are
informed by the verse, ‘and she shall go out for nothing’ that
that is not the case.”

I. But to Mar bar R. Ashi, who has said, “But is this
not attainable through an argument a fortiori?” haven’t
we established the fact that something that can be



proved through an argument a fortiori Scripture will
nonetheless trouble to make explicit?
J. Well, that’s true enough where there is no other
possible reply, but if there is, we give that possible
reply [making the verse pertain to some other matter
than the one under discussion (Freedman)].

II.5 A. [That she is acquired through money] is derived by the following Tannaite
authority on a different basis, as has been taught on Tannaite authority:

B. “When a man takes a wife and has sexual relations with her, then it shall
be, if she find no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly
thing in her” (Deu. 24: 1) – the sense of “take” refers only to acquisition
through a payment of money, in line with the verse, “I will give the
money for the field; take it from me” (Gen. 23:13).

C. But cannot the same be proven by an argument a fortiori: If a Hebrew
slave girl, who cannot be acquired by an act of sexual relations, can be
acquired by money, a wife, who may be acquired in marriage by an act of
sexual relations, surely can be acquired by money!

D. A levirate wife proves the contrary, since she may be acquired by sexual
relations but not by a money payment.

E. But what distinguishes the levirate wife is that she cannot be acquired by
a deed, and can you say the same of an ordinary wife, who can be
acquired by a deed? So it is necessary for Scripture to teach, “When a
man takes a wife and has sexual relations with her, then it shall be, if she
find no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly thing in
her” (Deu. 24: 1) – the sense of “take” refers only to acquisition through a
payment of money, in line with the verse, “I will give the money for the
field; take it from me” (Gen. 23:13) [Sifré Deu. CCLXVIII.I.1].

F. But what need do I have for a verse of Scripture, since it has been
yielded by the argument a fortiori [the case of the levirate wife
having been refuted]?
G. Said R. Ashi, “It is because one may raise the following
disqualifying argument to begin with: Whence have you derived proof
for the matter? From the case of the Hebrew slave girl? But what
distinguishes the Hebrew slave girl is that she goes out from bondage
with a money payment. Will you say the same in this case, in which
she does not go forth through a money payment? So it is necessary



for Scripture to teach, ‘When a man takes a wife and has sexual
relations with her, then it shall be, if she find no favor in his eyes,
because he has found some unseemly thing in her’ (Deu. 24: 1) – the
sense of ‘take’ refers only to acquisition through a payment of money,
in line with the verse, ‘I will give the money for the field; take it from
me’ (Gen. 23:13).”

H. And it was necessary for Scripture to deal with the case,
“and she shall go out for nothing” and also “when a man
takes.” For had Scripture made reference to “when a man
takes,” I might have thought, the token of betrothal that the
husband gives to her is her own; therefore Scripture states,
“and she shall go out for nothing.” And if Scripture had said
only, “and she shall go out for nothing,” I might have
supposed, if the wife gives him the money and betroths him, it
is a valid act of betrothal. Therefore Scripture stated, “when
a man takes,” but not, “when a woman takes.”
II.6 A. “…And possesses her [has sexual relations with

her]”:
B. This teaches that a woman is acquired through
an act of sexual relations.
C. One might have reasoned as follows:
D. If a deceased childless brother’s widow, who may
not be acquired through a money payment, may be
acquired through an act of sexual relations, a
woman, who may be acquired through a money
payment, logically should be available for
acquisition through an act of sexual relations.
E. But a Hebrew slave girl will prove the contrary,
for she may be acquired through a money payment,
but she is not acquired through an act of sexual
relations. [On that account, you should not find it
surprising for an ordinary woman, who, even
though she may be acquired through a money
payment, may not be acquired through an act of
sexual relations] [Sifré Deu. CCLXVIII.I.2].



F. What characterizes the Hebrew slave girl is
that she is not acquired for a wife. But will you
say the same in this case, in which the woman is
acquired for a wife?
G. So Scripture states, “…and possesses her
[has sexual relations with her].”

H. But then why do I need a verse of
Scripture [in light of F]? Lo, the matter
has been proven without it!
I. Said R. Ashi, “Because there is the
possibility of stating that at the
foundations of the logical argument
there is a flaw, namely, from whence do
you derive the case? From the
deceased childless brother’s widow.
But what characterizes the levirate
widow is that she is already subject to a
relationship to the levir, but can you say
the same in this instance, where the
woman hardly is subject to any
relationship whatever to this unrelated
man? So it is necessary to state: ‘…And
possesses her [has sexual relations with
her]’ – This teaches that a woman is
acquired through an act of sexual
relations.”

III.1 A. [5A] [A writ:] And how on the basis of Scripture do we know that a
woman may be acquired by a deed?

B. It is a matter of logic.
C. If a payment of money, which does not serve to remove a woman from a

man’s domain [as does a writ of divorce], lo, it has the power of effecting
acquisition,

D. a deed [namely, a writ of marriage or a marriage contract], which does
[in the form of a writ of divorce] have the power to remove a woman from
the domain of a man, surely should have the power of effecting
acquisition.



E. No, if you have made that statement concerning the payment of money,
which does have the power of effecting acquisition of things that have
been designated as Holy and of produce in the status of second tithe
[there being an exchange of money for such objects, by which the objects
become secular and the money becomes consecrated], will you make the
same statement concerning a writ, which does not have the power of
effecting acquisitions of Holy Things and produce in the status of second
tithe, for it is written, “And if he who sanctifies the field will in any
manner redeem it, then he shall add the fifth part of the money of your
estimation, and it shall be assigned to him” (Lev. 27:19)?

F. Scripture says, “and he writes her a bill of divorcement, hands it to her,
and sends her away from his house; she leaves his household and becomes
the wife of another man.”

G. Her relationship to the latter is comparable to her leaving the former.
Just as her leaving the former is effected through a writ, so her becoming
wife to the latter may be effected through a writ [Sifré
Deu. CCLXVIII.I.3].

H. Well, why not draw the comparison in the opposite direction,
namely, the going forth from the marriage to the establishment of the
marriage: Just as the establishment of the marriage is through money,
so the going forth from the marriage is through money?
I. Said Abbayye, “People will say, money brings the woman into the
marriage and money takes her out of it? Then will the defense
attorney turn into the prosecutor?”
J. If we accept that argument, then the deed of betrothal likewise will
be subject to the saying, a writ removes her from the marriage, and a
writ brings her into it? So will the prosecutor turn into the defense
attorney?
K. Yes, but the substance of this document is distinct from the
substance of that document.
L. Yeah, well, then, the purpose of this money payment is different
from the purpose of that money payment!
M. Nonetheless, all coins have the same mint mark! [So who
knows the difference? But the documents contain different wordings.]



III.2 A. Raba said, “Said Scripture, ‘And he shall write for her’ (Deu. 24: 1) – through
what is in writing a woman is divorced, and she is not divorced through a
money payment.”

B. Why not say: Through writing a woman is divorced, but she is not
betrothed through what is in writing?
C. Lo, it is written, “And when she goes forth, then she may marry” so
comparing divorce to marriage.
D. Why choose that reading rather than the contrary one [excluding
money for divorce and but accept a deed for marriage? Why not
reverse it?]
E. It stands to reason that when we deal with divorce, we exclude a
conceivable means for effecting divorce; when dealing with divorce
should we exclude what is a means of effecting a betrothal?

F. Now how, for his part, does R. Yosé the Galilean attain that
same principle, [since he interprets the language of the verse
at hand for another purpose], how does he know that a woman
is not divorced through a money payment?
G. He derives that lesson from the language, “a writ of
divorce,” meaning, “A writ is what cuts the relationship,” and
no other consideration cuts the relationship.
H. And rabbis – how do they deal with the language, “a writ
of divorce”?
I. That formulation is required to indicate that the
relationship is broken off through something that effectively
severs the tie between him and her. For it has been taught on
Tannaite authority: [If the husband said], “Lo, here is your
writ of divorce, on the condition that you not drink wine, that
you not go to your father’s house for ever,” this is not an act
of totally severing the relationship. [If he said,] “... for thirty
days...,” lo, this is an act of severing the relationship. [The
husband cannot impose a permanent condition, for if he could
do so, then the relationship will not have been completely and
finally severed.]
J. And R. Yosé?
K. He derives the same lesson from the use of the language,
“total cutting off” as against merely “cutting off.”



L. And rabbis?
M. The rabbis do not derive any lesson from the variation
in the language at hand.
III.3 A. While it is not possible to derive the rule governing

one mode of acquisition from another [the various
arguments having failed], maybe it’s possible to infer
one from two others [so that if we can show that it is
possible to effect acquisition through two modes that
work elsewhere and also that work in respect to a
betrothal, then a third, that works elsewhere, can work
in this case too]?
B. Which two?
C. Perhaps the All-Merciful should not make reference
in Scripture to a deed, and that might be derived from
the other two modes of acquisition [sexual relations,
money payment]? But then one might argue that what
characterizes these other two modes of acquisition is
that a good deal of benefit derives from them, which is
not the case for a mere piece of paper.
D. Then perhaps Scripture should not make written
reference to the mode of sexual relations, and that
might be derived from the other two? But then one
might argue that what is characteristic of the other two
is that they serve to effect acquisition in a wide variety
of matters, while that is not so in the instance of sexual
relations!
E. Then let Scripture not make reference to the matter
of money, and let that derive from the other two? But
what characterizes the other two is that they take effect
even contrary to the woman’s will, which is not the
case of money [she must be willing to accept it]. And
should you say that money, too, may take effect willy-
nilly in the case of a Hebrew slave girl, nonetheless, in
the matter of effecting a marriage, we find no such
instance.



III.4 A. Said R. Huna, “The marriage canopy effects
acquisition of title to the woman, on the strength of an
argument a fortiori: If a money payment, which on its
own does not confer the right to eat priestly rations,
effects transfer of title to the husband over the woman,
the marriage canopy, which does confer the right to eat
priestly rations, surely should effect the transfer of
title.”
B. But doesn’t acquisition through a money payment
confer the right to eat priestly rations? And hasn’t Ulla
said, “By the law of the Torah, a girl of Israelite caste
who was betrothed to a priest is permitted to eat
priestly rations: ‘But if a priest buy any soul, the
purchase of his money...’ (Lev. 22:11) – and this one
also falls into the class of ‘purchased of his money.’
And what is the reason that they have said that she may
not eat priestly rations? Lest a cup of wine in the status
of priestly rations be mixed for her in her father’s house
and she share it with her brother or sister [who are not
in the priestly caste]”?
C. Then raise the following question: What
characterizes a money payment is that it does not effect
the completion of the acquisition of the wife but
nonetheless effects transfer of title, [5B] the marriage
canopy, which does effect the completion of the
acquisition of the wife, surely should effect transfer of
title and hence betrothal!
D. The particular trait of a money payment is that with
it things that have been consecrated and second tithe
may be redeemed.
E. But sexual relations prove to the contrary [having no
bearing on that matter].
F. The distinguishing trait of sexual relations is that
that is a means for acquiring a levirate widow as a wife.
G. A money payment, inoperative there, proves the
disqualifying exception.



H. So we find ourselves going around in circles. The
distinctive trait that pertains to the one is not the same
as the distinctive trait that applies to the other, and the
generative quality of the other is not the same as the
generative quality of the one. But then, the generative
trait that pertains to them all is that they effect transfer
of title in general and they also effect transfer of title
here. So I shall introduce the matter of the marriage
canopy, which effects transfer of title in general and
should also effect transfer of title here.
I. But the generative quality that is characteristic of the
set is that they produce a considerable benefit.
J. A writ, a mere piece of paper, proves the
disqualifying exception.
K. The distinctive quality of the deed is that it can
remove an Israelite woman from a marriage.
L. A money payment and sexual relations provide the
disqualifying exceptions.
M. So we find ourselves going around in circles.
The distinctive trait that pertains to the one is not the
same as the distinctive trait that applies to the other,
and the generative quality of the other is not the same
as the generative quality of the one. But then, the
generative trait that pertains to them all is that they
effect transfer of title in general and they also effect
transfer of title here. So I shall introduce the matter of
the marriage canopy, which effects transfer of title in
general and should also effect transfer of title here.
N. But the generative quality that is characteristic of the
set is that they serve under compulsion.
O. And R. Huna?
P. In any event, we don’t find any aspect of
compulsion when it comes to the money payment.
III.5 A. [As to Huna’s statement,] said Rabbah,

“There are two refutations of what he has said:
First, we learn in the Mishnah the language,



three, not four; and furthermore, isn’t it the
simple fact that the marriage canopy completes
the relationship only in consequence of an act
of betrothal? But can the marriage canopy
complete the relationship not in the aftermath
of an act of betrothal, so that we may deduce
that, when it is not in consequence of an act of
betrothal, there is the same result as the
marriage canopy following such an act?”
B. Said Abbayye, “As to what you have said,
namely, first, we learn in the Mishnah the
language, three, not four, the Tannaite
authority makes explicit reference only to what
is explicitly stated in Scripture, but not what is
not explicitly stated [and we have shown that
the media of money and deed derive from
exegesis, if not from an explicit statement of
Scripture, but the validity of the marriage
canopy is only derived by an argument a
fortiori]. And as to your statement, isn’t it the
simple fact that the marriage canopy completes
the relationship only in consequence of an act
of betrothal? As a matter of fact, that is R.
Huna’s argument: If a money payment, which
does not complete the relationship after a prior
payment of a money payment, the marriage
canopy, which does complete the relationship
after a money payment, surely should effect
transfer of title just as well!”

III.6 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. With money, how so?
C. If he gave her money or what is worth money and said to her, “Lo, you

are consecrated to me,” “Lo, you are betrothed to me,” “Lo, you are for
me as a wife,” lo, this one is consecrated. But if she gave it to him and
said to him, “Lo, I am consecrated to you,” “Lo, I am betrothed to you,”
“Lo, I am yours as a wife,” she is not consecrated [T. Qid. 1:1B-D].



III.7 A. Objected R. Pappa, “So is the operative consideration only that he
gave the money and he made the statement? Then if he gave the
money and she made the statement, she is not betrothed? Then note
what follows: But if she gave it to him and said to him, “Lo, I am
consecrated to you,” “Lo, I am betrothed to you,” “Lo, I am
yours as a wife,” she is not consecrated! So the operative
consideration is that she gave the money and she made the statement.
Lo, if he gave the money and she made the statement, there would be
a valid betrothal!”
B. The opening clause describes precisely the details of the
transaction, and the concluding one states them in more general terms.
C. Yeah, well, then, can you make a statement in the second clause
that contradicts the implications of the first!? But this is the sense of
the statements before us: If he gave the money and he made the
statement, it is obvious that the betrothal is valid. If he gave the token
and she made the statement, it is treated as a case in which she gave
the money and made the statement, and there is no valid betrothal.
D. And if you wish, I shall say, if he gave the money and he made the
statement, she is betrothed. If she gave the token and she made the
statement, she is not betrothed. If he gave the token and she made the
statement, it is a matter of doubt, and, on the authority of rabbis, we
take account of the possibility of a valid transaction.

III.8 A. Said Samuel, “In the matter of a betrothal, if he gave her money or what is
worth money and said to her, ‘Lo, you are sanctified,’ ‘Lo you are betrothed,’
‘Lo, you are a wife to me,’ lo, this woman is consecrated. ‘Lo, I am your
man,’ ‘Lo, I am your husband,’ ‘Lo, I am your betrothed,’ there is no basis for
taking account of the possibility that a betrothal has taken place. And so as to
a writ of divorce: If he gave her the document and said to her, ‘Lo, you are
sent forth,’ ‘Lo, you are divorced,’ ‘Lo, you are permitted to any man,’ lo, this
woman is divorced. ‘I am not your man,’ ‘I am not your husband,’ ‘I am not
your betrothed,’ there is no basis for taking account of the possibility that a
divorce has taken place.”

B. Said R. Pappa to Abbayye, “Does this bear the implication that
Samuel takes the view, ‘Inexplicit abbreviations [such as the language
that is used and then spelled out, for example, “I am forbidden by a
vow from you” means, “I am not going to speak to you.” “I am



separated from you by a vow” means, “I am not going to do any
business with you.” “I am removed from you” means, “I am not going
to stand within four cubits of you”] are null [and take effect only if
they are made explicit]’? And have we not learned in the Mishnah:
He who says, ‘I will be [such]’ – lo, this one is a Nazir [M.
Naz. 1:1B]? And in reflecting on it, we stated: ‘But maybe the sense
of, I will be [such], is I will fast?’ And said Samuel, ‘But that rule
that the Mishnah states pertains to a case in which a Nazirite was
walking by at just that moment.’ So the operative consideration is
that a Nazirite was walking by at just that moment. Lo, if that were
not the case, it would not be the rule! [So Samuel maintains that
inexplicit abbreviations are valid only if made explicit.]”
C. Here with what case do we deal? It is a case in which he said,
“...to me.”
D. If so, what’s the point [that we didn’t already know]?
E. That [6A] is his position with respect to the latter formulations.
Here it is written, “when any man takes a woman” (Deu. 24: 5), not
that he takes himself as a husband; and there “and when he sends her
away” and not when he sends himself away.

III.9 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Lo, you are my wife,” “Lo, you are my betrothed,” “Lo, you are acquired by

me,” she is consecrated.
C. “Lo, you are mine,” “Lo, you are in my domain,” “Lo, you are subject to me,”

she is betrothed.
III.10 A. So why not form them all into a single Tannaite statement?

B. The Tannaite had heard them in groups of three and that is how he
memorized them.

III.11 A. The question was raised: “If he used the language, ‘Singled out for me,’
‘...designated for me,’ ‘...my helpmate,’ ‘you are suitable for me, ‘ ‘you are
gathered in to me,’ ‘you are my rib,’ ‘you are closed in to me,’ ‘you are my
replacement, ‘ ‘you are seized to me,’ ‘you are taken by me,’ [what is the
consequence]?”

B. In any event you can solve one of these problems on the basis of that which
has been taught on Tannaite authority: If he said, “You are taken by me,” she
is betrothed, in line with the language, “when a man takes a wife.”



III.12 A. The question was raised, “If he said, ‘You are my [betrothed] bondmaid,’ what
is the law?”

B. Come and take note of what has been taught on Tannaite authority:
C. If he said, “You are my [betrothed] bondmaid,” she is consecrated, for in Judea

a betrothed woman is called a betrothed bondmaid.
D. So is Judea the majority of the world at large?
E. This is the sense of the statement: If he said, “You are my [betrothed]

bondmaid,” she is consecrated, for it is said, “that a betrothed bondmaid
belonging to a man” (Lev. 19:20). Moreover, in Judea a betrothed woman is
called a betrothed bondmaid.

F. So do I need to know a custom in Judea in order to sustain what Scripture
says?

G. This is the sense of the statement: If in the territory of Judea he said, “You are
my [betrothed] bondmaid,” she is consecrated, for it is said, “that a betrothed
bondman belonging to a man” (Lev. 19:20), for in Judea a betrothed woman is
called a betrothed bondmaid.
III.13 A. With what situation do we deal [in the interpretation of the

language just now cited as effective]? Should I say that it is a
situation in which he is not talking with her about business having to
do with her writ of divorce or her betrothal? Then how in the world
should she know what he is talking about with her?! But rather, it is
a case in which he is talking with her about business having to do with
her writ of divorce or her betrothal. Then, even if he said nothing at
all, but merely gave her money, she is still betrothed, for we have
learned in the Mishnah: [If] he was speaking to his wife about
matters relevant to her divorce contract or her bride price and
did not make it explicit – R. Yosé says, “It is sufficient for him
[simply to give her the contract or bride price without a
declaration.” R. Judah says, “He must make it explicit” [M.
M.S. 4:7]. And said R. Huna said Samuel, “The decided law accords
with R. Yosé.”
B. Say: In point of fact, it is a case in which he is talking with her
about business having to do with her writ of divorce or her betrothal.
If he had given her money and then shut up, that would indeed be the
rule [she would be divorced or betrothed], but here with what
situation do we deal? It is one in which he gave her the item and



stated to her the language that has just now been set forth, and this is
what is at issue here: When he used this language, was it for purposes
of betrothal? Or was it for purposes of work? And that question
stands over.
III.14 A. Reverting to the body of the foregoing:

B. [If] he was speaking to his wife about matters relevant
to her divorce contract or her bride price and did not
make it explicit –
C. R. Yosé says, “It is sufficient for him [simply to give her
the contract or bride price without a declaration.]”
D. R. Judah says, “He must make it explicit” [M.
M.S. 4:7].
E. Said R. Judah said Samuel, “And that is the case in which
they were engaged in discussing that very same matter.”
F. And so said R. Eleazar said R. Oshayya, “And that is the
case in which they were engaged in discussing that very same
matter.”

G. There is a Tannaite dispute on the same matter:
H. Rabbi says, “And that is the case in which they
were engaged in discussing that very same matter.”
I. R. Eleazar b. R. Judah says, “Even though they
were not engaged in discussing that very same
matter” [cf. T. Qid. 2:8J].
III.15 A. Well, if they were not engaged in discussing

that very same matter, then how in the world
should she know what he is talking about with
her?
B. Said Abbayye, “It is a case in which they
moved from one topic to another in the same
context.”

III.16 A. Said R. Huna said Samuel, “The decided law
accords with R. Yosé.”
B. Said R. Yemar to R. Ashi, “But what about
what R. Judah said Samuel said, ‘Whoever is
not expert in the character of writs of divorce



and betrothals should not get involved in
dealing with them’ – is that the case even if he
has heard nothing of this ruling of R. Huna in
Samuel’s name?”
C. He said to him, “Yes indeed.”

III.17 A. And so as to a writ of divorce: If he gave her the document and said to her,
“Lo, you are sent forth,” “Lo, you are divorced,” “Lo, you are permitted to
any man,” lo, this woman is divorced.

B. It is obvious that if he gave her her writ of divorce and said to his wife, “Lo,
you are a free woman,” [6B] he has not said anything effective. If he said to
his female slave, “Lo, you are permitted to any man,” he has not said anything
effective. If he said to his wife, “Lo, you are your own property,” what is the
law? Do we say that he made that statement with respect to work? Or
perhaps, he meant it to cover the entirety of the relationship?

C. Said Rabina to R. Ashi, “Come and take note of what we have learned in the
Mishnah: The text of the writ of divorce [is as follows]: “Lo, you are
permitted to any man.” R. Judah says, “[In Aramaic]: Let this be from
me your writ of divorce, letter of dismissal, and deed of liberation, that
you may marry anyone you want.” The text of a writ of emancipation [is
as follows]: “Lo, you are free, lo, you are your own [possession]” [cf.
Deu. 21:14] [M. Git. 9:3]. Now if, in the case of a Canaanite slave, whose
body belongs to the master, when the master says to him, lo, you are your
own [possession], he makes that statement covering the entirety of the
relationship, when he makes such a statement to his wife, whose person he
does not acquire as his possession, all the more so should it yield the same
meaning!”

III.18 A. Said Rabina to R. Ashi, “If he said to his slave, ‘I have no business in you,’
what is the upshot? Do we say that the sense is, I have no business in you in
any way whatsoever? Or perhaps he made that statement with respect to
work?”

B. Said R. Nahman to R. Ashi, and others say, R. Hanin of Khuzistan to R. Ashi,
“Come and take note: He who sells his slave to gentiles – the slave has
come forth to freedom, but he requires a writ of emancipation from his
first master. Said Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel, ‘Under what
circumstances? If he did not write out a deed of sale for him, but if he



wrote out a deed of sale for him, this constitutes his act of emancipation’
[T. A.Z. 3:16A-C].”

C. What is a deed of sale?
D. Said R. Sheshet, “He wrote for him the following language: ‘When
you escape from him, I have no claim on you.’”

III.19 A. Said Abbayye, “If someone effects a betrothal with a loan, the woman is
not betrothed. If it is with the benefit of a debt, she is betrothed, but this is not
to be done, because it constitutes usury accomplished through subterfuge.”

B. What is the definition of the benefit of a debt? Should I say that he
treated the interest as a loan, saying, “I am lending you four zuz for
five”? But that is actual usury. And it is in fact a debt.
C. The rule pertains to a case in which he gave her extra time to pay
the debt.

III.20 A. Said Raba, “If someone said, ‘Take this maneh on the stipulation that you
return it to me,’ in regard to a purchase, he does not acquire title [for example,
real estate would not be acquired if the money has to be returned]; in the case
of a woman, she is not betrothed; in the case of redeeming the firstborn, the
firstborn is not redeemed; in the case of priestly rations, he has carried out the
duty of handing it over, but it is not permitted to do it that way, since it
appears to be the case of a priest who assists in the threshing floor [in order to
get the priestly rations, and that is not permitted because of the indignity].”

B. What is Raba’s operative theory? If he maintains that a gift that is
made on the stipulation that it will be returned is classified as a gift,
then even the others, too, should be valid; and if he maintains that it
is not a valid gift, then even in the case of priestly rations, it should
not be valid. Not only so, lo, Raba is the one who said, “A gift that is
given on the stipulation that it is returned is classified as a gift,” for
said Raba, “‘Here is this citron [as a gift to you] on condition that you
return it to me’ – if one has taken it and carried out his obligation and
returned it to the other, he has carried out his obligation, but if he did
not return it, he did not carry out his obligation.” [So a conditional
gift is entirely valid.]
C. Rather, said R. Ashi, “In all cases the gift that rests on a
stipulation is valid, except the case of a woman, because a woman is
not acquired through barter.”



D. Said R. Huna Mar b. R. Nehemiah to R. Ashi, “This is what we say
in Raba’s name, precisely as you have said it.”

III.21 A. Said Raba, “If a woman said, ‘Give a maneh to Mr. So-and-so [7A] and I shall
be betrothed to you,’ she is betrothed under the law of surety, namely: Even
though a surety does not derive benefit from the loan, he obligates himself to
repay it; so this woman too, though she derives no benefit from the money,
still obligates and cedes herself as betrothed.

B. “If someone said, ‘Here is a maneh, and be betrothed to Mr. So-and-so’ – she
is betrothed under the law governing a Canaanite slave, namely: In the case of
a Canaanite slave, even though he himself loses nothing when someone else
gives his master money to free him, he nonetheless acquires ownership to
himself, so even though this man personally loses nothing, he acquires the
woman.

C. “If a woman said, ‘Give a maneh to Mr. So-and-so, and I shall be betrothed to
him,’ she is betrothed on the basis of the law governing both classes of
transactions; as to a pledge, even though he personally derives no benefit, he
obligates himself, and this woman, too, though she gains nothing cedes
herself. Should you object, how are the cases parallel? In the case of a
pledge he who acquires title loses money [paying off the debtor], but this man
is acquiring the woman at no cost to himself – then the Canaanite slave
proves the contrary, since he loses nothing but gains his freedom. And if you
object, how are the cases parallel? In that case he who gives title acquires
the money given for the slave, but here, does the woman cede herself and
acquire nothing? Then the surety proves it, though he personally gets
nothing, he still obligates himself.”

III.22 A. Raba raised this question: “‘Here is a maneh and I’ll become betrothed to you’
[Freedman: and the man accepted it saying, ‘Be betrothed to me with it’],
[what is the law?]”

B. Said Mar Zutra in the name of R. Pappa, “She is betrothed.”
C. Said R. Ashi to Mar Zutra, “If so, you have a case in which property that is

secured [real estate] is acquired along with property that is not secured
[movables], while in the Mishnah we have learned the opposite, namely:
Property for which there is no security is acquired along with property
for which there is security through money, writ, and usucaption. And
property for which there is no security imposes the need for an oath on
property for which there is security [M. 1:5C-D].” [Freedman: A creditor



could collect his debt out of the debtor’s real estate, even if sold after the debt
was contracted, but not out of movables, if sold; hence the former is termed
property that ranks as security, the latter, not. Human beings are on a par with
the former, and Ashi assumes that the woman is acquired in conjunction with
the maneh.]

D. He said to him, “Do you suppose that she said to him, ‘...along with...’? Here
we deal with a person of high standing. In exchange for the pleasure that she
derives from his accepting a gift from her, she has determined to give him title
over her person.”

E. So, too, it has been stated in the name of Raba: The rule is the
same in monetary matters. [Freedman: If A says to B, give money to
C, in return for which my field is sold to you, the sale is valid, by the
law of surety.]

F. And it was necessary for the rule to be stated in both
instances. For if we had been informed of the rule only in
connection with betrothals, it might have been thought that it
is because the woman accepts the most meager compensation,
in line with what R. Simeon b. Laqish said, for said R. Simeon
b. Laqish, “Better to live together than to live a widow,” but
as to a monetary transaction, I might have said that that is not
the case. And if it had been only with respect to a monetary
transaction that we had been informed of the law, that might
have been because it is possible to remit a debt if one chooses,
but that would not be the case with regard to a betrothal [in
which instance a woman must receive a token of betrothal].
So it was necessary for the rule to be stated in both instances.

III.23 A. Said Raba, “If a man said, ‘Be betrothed to half of me,’ she is betrothed; ‘half
of you be betrothed to me,’ she is not betrothed.”

B. Objected Abbayye to Raba, “What’s the difference between the language, ‘Be
betrothed to half of me,’ and the language, ‘half of you be betrothed to me,’
so that in the latter case she is not betrothed? Is it because Scripture has
said, ‘when a man take a wife’ (Deu. 24: 1) but not half a wife? Then
Scripture also says, ‘a man,’ but not half a man!”

C. He said to him, “How are the cases parallel! In that case a woman cannot be
assigned to two men, but can’t a man be assigned to two or more women? So



this is what he meant to say to her: ‘If I want to marry another woman, I’ll do
just that.’”

D. Said Mar Zutra b. R. Mari to Rabina, “Why not consider that the
betrothal spreads through the whole of the woman? Has it not been
taught on Tannaite authority: ‘If one says, “the foot of this animal
shall be a burnt-offering,” the whole becomes a burnt-offering’? And
even in the opinion of him who says that the whole of the beast is not
then classified as a burnt-offering, that is the case in which one has
sanctified a part of the beast on which life does not depend, but he
who sanctifies a part of the beast on which life depends – the whole of
it is indeed a burnt-offering!”
E. But are the cases comparable? In that case, we deal with a mere
beast. But in this case, we have a third-party opinion in play [so the
woman would have to concur that the betrothal spread through the
whole of her]. The matter is comparable only to the case of which R.
Yohanan spoke, namely, “In the case of a beast that belongs to two
partners, if one of them consecrated his own half, and then he went
and bought the half belonging to the other party and consecrated that
part, it is indeed deemed consecrated, but it is not offered up. Still, it
has the power to effect an act of substitution [with a secular beast with
which it is exchanged], and the beast that is exchanged for it is in the
same status. Three rules are to be derived from this ruling. One may
deduce, [7B] first of all, that a beast that is consecrated can be
removed forever from sacred use [and even though later on they
became fit to be offered, they cannot be offered, since they have prior
been suspended from use on the altar for some reason]. And one may
deduce, second, that if to begin with [at the point of its consecration]
an animal is removed from sacred use, then the suspension remains
valid forever. And you may deduce, third, that the consecration of
animals that have been dedicated as to their value can be removed.”

III.24 A. Raba raised the question, “If one said, ‘Half of you is betrothed with half of
this penny, and half of you is betrothed with the other half,’ what is the law?
Once he said to her, ‘a half penny,’ he has divided the money [and there is no
valid betrothal], or maybe what he was doing was just counting out the matter
[betrothing her for the penny, half for half]? If, then, you should maintain
that he was just counting the matter out, what if he said, ‘half of you for a
penny, and half of you for a penny,’ what is the law? Since he has said, ‘for a



penny,’ and ‘for a penny,’ he has divided his statement [and it is null], or
maybe, if the procedure was on a single day, what he was doing was counting
out the matter? And if you say that, if it was on the same day, he was
counting out the matter, then what if he said, ‘half of you for a penny today,
and the other half of you for a penny tomorrow’? Since he said, ‘tomorrow,’
he has divided it up and the transaction is null, or perhaps this is what he
meant: The betrothal starts right away but won’t be finished until tomorrow?
And if he said, ‘both halves of you for a penny,’ here he certainly has made
the entire proposition all together, or maybe a woman can’t be betrothed by
halves?”

B. The questions stand.
III.25 A. Raba raised the question, “What if a man said, ‘Your two daughters are

betrothed to my two sons for a penny’? Do we invoke as the operative
criterion the one who gives and the one who receives, so there is a valid
monetary transaction [one person gives and one person receives the penny,
there is no transaction under that sum]? Or perhaps we invoke the criterion
of the one who betroths and the one who is betrothed, so there is no monetary
transaction here?”

B. The question stands.
III.26 A. R. Pappa raised the question, “What if a man said, ‘Your daughter and your

cow are mine for a penny’? Do we interpret the language to mean, ‘your
daughter for a half-penny and your cow for a half-penny,’ or perhaps ‘your
daughter for a penny,’ and ownership of title to your cow by the act of drawing
it?”

B. The question stands.
III.27 A. R. Ashi raised the question, “What if a man said, ‘Your daughter and your real

estate are mine for a penny’? Do we interpret the language to mean, ‘your
daughter for a half-penny and your property for a half-penny,’ or perhaps
‘your daughter for a penny, and ownership of title to your property through
usucaption’?”

B. The question stands.
III.28 A. There was a man who betrothed a woman with a token of silk.

Said Rabbah, “It is not necessary to perform an act of valuation in
advance [to inform the woman of its value].”



B. R. Joseph said, “It is necessary to perform an act of valuation in
advance [to inform the woman of its value].”
C. If he said to her, “Be betrothed for what is worth any piddling
sum,” all parties concur that it is not necessary to make an up-front
valuation of the silk. If he said to her, “For fifty zuz,” and this silk is
not worth that much, then it isn’t worth that [and the transaction is
null]. Where there is a point of difference, it is a case in which he said,
“Fifty...,” and the silk is worth fifty.
D. Rabbah said, “It is not necessary to perform an act of valuation in
advance, since, after all, it is worthy fifty.”
E. R. Joseph said, “It is necessary to perform an act of valuation in
advance, since a woman is not necessarily an expert in the value of
the silk, she will not depend on that, without an expert evaluation.”
F. There are those who say, even in a case in which the transaction
was for any piddling value there is a dispute.
G. R. Joseph said, “The equivalent of cash must be treated like cash
itself: Just as a cash transaction must involve an articulated sum, [8A]
so cash equivalent must involve an articulated sum.”
III.29 A. Said R. Joseph, “How do I know it? Because it has been

taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “‘If there be yet many years, according to them he shall give
back the price of his redemption out of the money with which
he was acquired’ (Lev. 25:51) – he may be acquired by money,
not by produce or utensils.
C. [Joseph continues,] “Now what is the meaning of ‘produce
or utensils’? Should I say that there is no possibility of
acquiring title through a transaction symbolized by these in
any way at all? But Scripture has said, ‘he shall return the
price of his redemption’ (Lev. 25:51), which serves to
encompass a cash equivalent as much as actual cash. And if
these are of insufficient value to add up to a penny, then why
make reference in particular to produce or utensils, when the
same is the rule governing ready cash? So does it not mean
that they are worth a penny, but, since they do not add up to
an articulated sum, they do not serve that purpose.”
D. And the other party?



E. This is the sense of the matter: He is acquired under the
torah governing cash, but he is not acquired under the torah
governing produce and utensils. And what might that involve?
Barter. [Freedman: Whatever is given for a slave, whether
money or cash equivalents, must be given in money; produce
and utensils can be given in that way, but not as barter, in
exchange for the slave, for barter can acquire only movables,
but human beings rank as real estate].
F. Well, then, from the perspective of R. Nahman, who has
said, “Produce cannot effect a barter” [though a utensil can],
what is to be said?
G. Rather, in point of fact, these objects [produce, utensils]
are worth at least a penny, and as to your question – Then
why make reference in particular to produce or utensils, when
the same is the rule governing ready cash? – the intent of the
Tannaite framer is to make the point in the form of a
statement, it goes without saying, thus: It is not necessary to
make that point in respect to cash, for if it is worth a penny,
the transaction is valid, and if not, it is not valid, but even
with regard to produce and utensils, where I might argue,
since the benefit from these is close at hand, the slave permits
himself to be acquired – so we are informed that that is not
the case.
H. Said R. Joseph, “How do I know it? Because it has been
taught on Tannaite authority:
I. “[If someone said,] ‘This calf is for the redemption of
my firstborn son,’ ‘this cloak is for the redemption of my
firstborn son,’ he has said nothing whatsoever. ‘...This
calf, worth five selas, is for the redemption of my son,’
‘this cloak, worth five selas, is for the redemption of my
son’ – his son is redeemed [T. Bekh. 6:13].
J. [Joseph continues,] “Now what is the meaning of
redemption? Should I say that the calf or cloak is not worth
five selas? Then does he have the power to make such a
decision [when that is what is owing]? So isn’t it a case in
which that is so even though they are worth the stated sum, but



since there is no fixed value assigned to them that is made
articulate, they are not acceptable?”
K. Not at all. In point of fact it is a case in which they do not
have the requisite value, but it is for example a case in which
the priest accepted the object as full value for the redemption,
as in the case of R. Kahana, who took a scarf in exchange for
the redemption of the firstborn, saying to the father, “To me
it’s worth five selas.”
L. Said R. Ashi, “Well, we make that rule only with someone
such as R. Kahana, who is an eminent authority and needs a
scarf for his head, but not with everybody in general.”
M. That is like Mar bar R. Ashi, who bought a scarf from
the mother of Rabbah of Kubi worth ten zuz for thirteen.

III.30 A. Said R. Eleazar, “[If the man said,] ‘Be betrothed to me for a maneh,’ but he
gave her a denar, lo, this woman is betrothed, and he has to make up the full
amount that he has promised. Why is that the rule? Since he referred to a
maneh but gave her only a denar, it is as though he had said to her, ‘...on the
stipulation...,’ and said R. Huna said Rab, ‘Whoever uses the language, “on
the stipulation that...,” is as though he says, “...as of now.”’” [Freedman: Thus
it is as though he said, “Be betrothed to me immediately for a denar, on
condition that I gave you a maneh later.”]

B. An objection was raised: [If the man said,] “Be betrothed to me for a maneh,”
and he was continuing to count out the money, and one of the parties wanted
to retract, even up to the final denar, he or she has every right to do so.

C. Here with what situation do we deal? It is one in which he said, “...for this
particular maneh....”

D. Lo, since the concluding clause makes reference to the language, “...for this
particular maneh,” it must follow that the introductory clause speaks of a case
in which he made reference to a maneh without further specification. For the
concluding clause goes as follows in the Tannaite formulation: If he said to
her, “Be betrothed to me for this maneh,” and it turns out to be a deficient
maneh coin, lacking a denar in value, or a denar of copper, she is not
betrothed. If it was just a debased denar, she is betrothed, but he has to
exchange it for a good one.

E. Not at all, the opening clause and the concluding one both deal with a case in
which he said, “With this maneh,” and the sense is to spell out the



transaction and its meaning thus: If one of the parties wanted to retract, even
up to the final denar, he or she has every right to do so. How so? For
example, if he said to her, “Be betrothed to me for this maneh.” And that, in
point of fact, stands to reason. For if you should imagine that the opening
clause deals with a case in which he has not specified the maneh, if in the case
in which he has referred to a maneh without further clarification, there is no
valid betrothal, if he made reference to “this maneh,” can there be any
question?

F. If that’s all you’ve got to say, then it is hardly a done deal; for the second
clause may serve to clarify the first, so that you shouldn’t maintain, the first
clause deals with a case in which he said “this maneh,” but if he did not
specify the maneh, it would be a valid betrothal; so the second clause makes
specific reference to his saying, “this maneh,” from which it follows that the
first case refers to an unspecified money, and yet even here the betrothal is
null.

G. R. Ashi said, “A case in which he is counting out the money is different,
because in that case her intent concerns the whole of the sum.”
III.31 A. As to a denar of copper, with what sort of a case do we deal? If

she knew about its character, well, then she was informed and
accepted it!
B. Not at all, the specific reference is required to deal with a case in
which he gave it to her at night, or she found it among other coins.

III.32 A. As to a debased denar, with what sort of a case do we deal? If it is
not in circulation, then isn’t it in the same class as a copper denar?
B. Said R. Pappa, “It would be one that circulates but only with
difficulty.”

III.33 A. Said R. Nahman, “If he said to her, ‘Be betrothed to me with a maneh,’ and he
gave her a pledge for it, she is not betrothed. [8B] There is no maneh here,
there is no pledge here.” [Freedman: She neither received the maneh nor did
he actually give her a pledge, since that has to be returned.]

B. Raba objected to R. Nahman, “If he betrothed her with a pledge, she is
betrothed.”

C. That refers to a pledge belonging to a third party, in accord with what R.
Isaac said, for said R. Isaac, “How on the basis of Scripture do we know that
the creditor acquires title to the pledge [while it is in his possession and so is



responsible for any accident that occurs]? Scripture states, ‘In any case you
shall deliver the pledge again when the sun goes down...and it shall be
righteousness for you’ (Deu. 24:13). Now if he doesn’t have title to the
object, whence the righteousness? This proves that the creditor takes the title
to the pledge.” [Freedman: It is legally his while in his possession, therefore he
may validly offer it for a token of betrothal.]
III.34 A. The sons of R. Huna bar Abin bought a female slave for copper

coins. They didn’t have the coins in hand, so they gave as a pledge a
silver ingot. The slave’s value increased. They came before R.
Ammi. He said to them, “There are here neither coins nor an ingot”
[and the transaction can be cancelled].

III.35 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Be betrothed to me with a maneh,” and she took it and threw it into the

sea or fire or anywhere where it is lost – she is not betrothed [T.
Qid. 2:8A-C].
III.36 A. So if she threw it down before him, is it a valid betrothal? Lo, in

so doing, she says to him, “You take it, I don’t want it.”
B. The formulation means to say, it is not necessary to say..., thus: It
is not necessary to say that if she throw it back before him, this is not
a valid betrothal, but if she threw it into the sea or into the fire, I
might have supposed that, since she now is liable for the money, she
has most certainly allowed herself to be betrothed, and the reason
that she did what she did is that she was thinking, “I’ll test him to see
whether he is temperamental or not.” So we are informed that that is
not the case.

III.37 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Be betrothed to me with this maneh” –
C. “Give it to my father or your father” –
D. she is not betrothed.
E. “...On condition that they accept it for me” –
F. she is betrothed [T. Qid. 2:8D-E].

III.38 A. The Tannaite formulation has made reference to “father” to show
you the full extent of the application of the rule of the first clause
[even then she is not betrothed], and the usage of “your father”
shows how far we go in the second clause [that she is then betrothed].



III.39 A. “Be betrothed to me with a maneh” –
B. “Give them to Mr. So-and-so.”
C. She is not betrothed .
D. “...On condition that Mr. So-and-so accept the money for me,” she is

betrothed [T. Qid. D-G].
III.40 A. And it was necessary to specify both cases. For if we had been

informed of the cases of her referring to her father or his father, it
would be in such a case in which if she said, “on condition that they
receive them for me,” she would have accomplished a valid betrothal,
for she would have relied on them, assuming that they would carry
out her commission. But that would not be the case when she merely
made reference to Mr. So-and-so. And had we been informed of her
referring to Mr. So-and-so, it would be in this case in particular that
the rule would apply, for if she said, “Give them to Mr. So-and-so,”
she would not be betrothed, for she would not have known the man
well enough to give her the money as a gift. But as for her referring
to her father or his father, with whom she is closely related, one might
have supposed that her intent was to make a gift of the money to
them. So both cases are required.

III.41 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Be betrothed to me for this maneh” –
C. “Put it on a rock” –
D. she is not betrothed.
E. But if the rock belonged to her, she is betrothed.

III.42 A. R. Bibi raised this question: “If the rock belonged to the two of
them, what is the law?”
B. That question stands.

III.43 A. “Be betrothed for this loaf of bread” –
B. “Give it to a dog” –
C. she is not betrothed.
D. But if the dog belonged to her, she is betrothed.

III.44 A. R. Mari raised this question: “If the dog was running after her,
what is the law? In exchange for the benefit that she gets in being
saved from the dog, she has determined to assign to him title over



herself? Or perhaps she has the power to say, ‘By the law of the
Torah, you were obligated to save us?’”
B. That question stands.

III.45 A. “Be betrothed to me for this loaf of bread” –
B. “Give it to that poor man” –
C. she is not betrothed, even if it was a poor man who depended on her.

III.46 A. How come?
B. She can say to the man, “Just as I have an obligation to him, so
you have an obligation to him.”
III.47 A. There was someone who was selling [9A] glass beads. A

woman came to him. She said to him, “Give me one string.”
B. He said to her, “If I give it to you, will you become
betrothed to me?”
C. She said to him, “Give it to me, do.”
D. Said R. Hama, “Any case in which someone said, ‘Give it
to me, do,’ means absolutely nothing.”

III.48 A. There was someone who was drinking wine in a wine shop.
A woman came. She said to me, “Give me a cup.”
B. He said to her, “If I give it to you, will you be betrothed to
me?”
C. She said to him, “Oh, let me have a drink.”
D. Said R. Hama, “Any case in which someone said, ‘Oh let
me have a drink,’ means absolutely nothing.”

III.49 A. There was someone who was throwing down dates from a
date palm. A woman came along and said to him, “Throw me
down two.”
B. He said to her, “If I throw them down to you, will you
become betrothed to me?”
C. She said to him, “Oh, throw them down to me.”
D. Said R. Zebid, “Every usage such as, ‘Oh, throw them
down to me,’ is null.”

III.50 A. The question was raised: “What if she said, ‘give me,’ ‘let me drink,’ or
‘throw them down’?”



B. Said Rabina, “She is betrothed.”
C. R. Sama bar Raqata said, “By the king’s crown, she’s not betrothed.”
D. And the decided law is, she’s not betrothed.
E. And the decided law is, silk doesn’t have to be evaluated.
F. And the decided law is in accord with R. Eleazar.
G. And the decided law is in accord with Raba as stated by R. Nahman.

III.51 A. [A writ:] Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. A writ: How so?
C. If one wrote on a parchment or on a potsherd, even though they themselves

were of no intrinsic value, “Lo, your daughter is betrothed to me,” “Your
daughter is engaged to me,” “Your daughter is a wife for me” – lo, this woman
is betrothed.

D. Objected R. Zira bar Mammel, “Lo, this writ is not comparable to
a writ of purchase, for there, the seller writes, ‘My field is sold to
me,’ while here, it is the prospective husband who writes, ‘Your
daughter is consecrated to me.’”
E. Said Raba, “There the formulation derives from the expression of
Scripture, and here the formulation derives from the expression of
Scripture. In reference to that other matter it is written, ‘and he sell
some of his possessions’ (Lev. 25:25), so it is on the seller that the
All-Merciful has made the matter depend. Here it is written, ‘when a
man takes a woman’ (Deu. 24: 1), so it is on the husband that
Scripture had made the matter depend.”
F. But in that other context, it is also written, “Men shall buy fields for
money” (Jer. 32:44).
G. Read the letters as though they bore vowels to yield, “Men shall
transmit” [that is, sell].
H. Well, then, if you read the word to yield “transmit,” because it is
written “and he sell,” then here too, read “if a man be taken,” since it
is written, “I gave my daughter to this man for a wife” (Deu. 22:16)!
I. Rather said Raba, “What we have is a law by decree, and our
rabbis have then found support for the law in verses of Scripture. Or,
if you prefer, I shall say, there too, it is also written, ‘So I took the
deed of the purchase’ (Jer. 32:11).” [Freedman: This shows that



Jeremiah, the purchaser, received the deed, which must have been
drawn up by the vendor.]

III.52 A. Said Raba said R. Nahman, “If one wrote on a piece of paper or a sherd, even
though these were not worth a penny, ‘Your daughter is consecrated to me,’
‘Your daughter is betrothed to me,’ ‘Your daughter is mine as a wife,’ whether
this is effected through her father or through herself, she is betrothed by the
father’s consent. That is the case if she had not reached maturity. If one wrote
for her on a piece of paper or a sherd, even though these were not worth a
penny, ‘You are consecrated to me,’ ‘You are betrothed to me,’ ‘You are mine
as a wife,’ whether this is effected through her father or through herself, she is
betrothed by her own consent.”

III.53 A. R. Simeon b. Laqish raised the question, “As to a deed of betrothal that was
not written for the purpose of betrothing this particular woman, what is the
law? Do we treat as comparable the formation of a marriage and its
dissolution, so that, [9B] just as in the case of its dissolution, we require that
the writ of divorce be written for the particular purpose of divorcing this
woman, so in the case of the formation of the marriage, we require the writ of
betrothal to be written for the particular purpose of betrothing this woman?
Or do we treat as comparable the several modes for effecting a betrothal: Just
as the betrothal by a monetary token need not be accomplished by a token
prepared for her sake in particular, so betrothal by a deed does not have to be
through a deed prepared for this particular woman?”

B. After he raised the question, he went and solved it: “We do indeed treat as
comparable the formation of a marriage and its dissolution. For said
Scripture, ‘and when she has gone forth...she may be another man’s wife’
(Deu. 24: 1).”

III.54 A. It has been stated:
B. If someone wrote a deed of betrothal in her name but without her knowledge

and consent –
C. Rabbah and Rabina say, “She is betrothed.”
D. R. Pappa and R. Sherabayya say, “She is not betrothed.”

E. Said R. Pappa, “I shall state their scriptural foundations and I
shall state mine. I shall state their reason: It is written, ‘and when
she has gone forth...she may be another man’s wife’ (Deu. 24: 1).
Scripture treats as comparable the betrothal and the divorce: Just as
the writ of divorce must be written for the purpose of divorcing this



particular woman yet without her knowledge and consent, so the writ
of betrothal must be written for her own sake, and without her
consent. And I shall state the scriptural foundation of my position:
‘And when she has gone forth...she may be another man’s wife’
(Deu. 24: 1). This treats betrothal as comparable to divorce: Just as
in the divorce, the knowledge of the giver is required [the husband
has obviously to concur], so in betrothal the giver’s knowledge is
essential [and it is the woman who gives herself].”
F. An objection was raised: They write the documents of betrothal
and marriage only with the knowledge and consent of both
parties [M. B.B. 10:4A]. Doesn’t this mean literally, documents of
betrothal and marriage?
G. No, it means deeds of apportionment [designating how much the
families are giving to the son and daughter], in accord with what R.
Giddal said Rab said, for said R. Giddal said Rab, “‘How much are
you going to give to your son?’ ‘Thus and so.’ ‘How much are you
going to give to your daughter?’ ‘Thus and so.’ If they then arose
and declared the formula of sanctification, they have effected transfer
of the right of ownership. These statements represent matters in
which the right of ownership is transferred verbally.”

IV.1 A. Or sexual intercourse:
B. What is the scriptural source of this rule?
C. Said R. Abbahu said R. Yohanan, “Said Scripture, ‘If a man be found lying

with a woman who had intercourse with a husband’ (Deu. 22:22) – this teaches
that he became her husband through an act of sexual relations.”

D. Said R. Zira to R. Abbahu, and some say, R. Simeon b. Laqish to
R. Yohanan, “Is then what Rabbi taught unsatisfactory, namely, ‘“and
has intercourse with her” (Deu. 24: 1) – this teaches that he became
her husband through an act of sexual relations’?”
E. If I had to derive proof from that verse, I might have supposed that
he first has to betroth her [with a monetary token] and only then have
sexual relations with her. So we are informed that that is not the
case.
F. Objected R. Abba bar Mammel, “If so, then in the case of the
betrothed maiden, where Scripture decrees stoning as the death
penalty should she commit adultery, how can we find a concrete case



in which that would be the upshot? If he first betrothed her and then
had sexual relations, she is in the classification of a woman who has
had sexual relations [and stoning is the death penalty for a virgin
alone]; if he betrothed her but did not have sexual relations with her,
then it is on this hypothesis null anyhow!”

G. Rabbis stated the solution to this conundrum before
Abbayye: “You would find such a case if the prospective
groom had sexual relations with her through the anus.”
H. Said to them Abbayye, “But in point of fact, even Rabbi
and rabbis conduct their dispute only with regard to an
outsider; but as to the husband, all concur that if the
prospective groom had sexual relations with her through the
anus, she is classified as one who has had sexual relations.”
I. What is the pertinent passage? As has been taught on
Tannaite authority:
J. It ten men had intercourse with her and she remained
yet a virgin, all of them are put to death by stoning.
K. Rabbi says, “The first is put to death by stoning, and
the others by strangulation” [T. San. 10:9C-D].
L. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “You would find such a case,
for instance, if he betrothed her with a writ. Since a writ is
wholly sufficient to sever the marital bond, it also is sufficient
fully to effect it.” [Freedman: Yet it might be that money
betrothal must be followed by sexual relations.]
M. And as to the clause, “and has intercourse with her”
(Deu. 24: 1), how does R. Yohanan make use of that item?
N. He requires it to show the following: A wife is acquired by
sexual relations, but a Hebrew slave girl is not acquired by
sexual relations. For it might have entered your mind to
maintain that the contrary may be inferred by an argument a
fortiori from the case of the levirate wife: If a levirate wife,
who is not acquired by a money payment is acquired through
an act of sexual relations, this woman, who is acquired by a
money payment, surely should be acquired by an act of sexual
relations!



O. [But the verse is not required for that purpose, for one may
well respond:] what characterizes the levirate wife is that she is
already subject to the bond to the husband [which obviously
does not pertain to the slave girl].
P. Well, it might have entered your mind to maintain: Since it
is written, “If he take another wife” (Exo. 21:10) [in addition
to the slave girl] – just as the other is acquired by intercourse,
so a Hebrew slave girl would be acquired through an act of
sexual relations. So by this verse we are informed to the
contrary.
Q. And how does Rabbi deal with this theoretical proposition?
R. If it is so [that verse yields only the proposition that sexual
relations is a medium of betrothal], Scripture should have
written, “and he have sexual relations.” Why say, “and he have
sexual relations with her”? That yields both points.

S. And from the perspective of Raba, who said, “Bar
Ahina explained to me, ‘“When a man takes a woman
and has sexual relations with her” (Deu. 24: 1) – a
betrothal that can be followed by sexual relations is
valid, but a betrothal that cannot be followed by sexual
relations is not valid,’” what is to be said?
T. If that were the sole point, Scripture could have
written, “or has sexual relations with her.” Why, “and
has sexual relations with her”? This yields all the
pertinent points.

U. And how does Rabbi deal with the phrase,
“who had intercourse with a husband”?
V. He uses it to teach the following
proposition: A husband’s act of anal
intercourse renders her a woman who is no
longer a virgin, but a third party’s action does
not.
W. Well, now, is that Rabbi’s position?
Hasn’t it been taught on Tannaite authority:



X. It ten men had intercourse with her and
she remained yet a virgin, all of them are put
to death by stoning.
Y. Rabbi says, “The first is put to death by
stoning, and the others by strangulation” [T.
San. 10:9C-D].
Z. [10A] Said R. Zira, “Rabbi concedes that, in
regard to the extrajudicial sanction, all have to
pay the fine. And how come this is different
from the death penalty [in which case Rabbi
classifies her as a virgin]? That is
differentiated by Scripture itself: ‘Then the man
alone that lay with her shall die’ (Deu. 22:25).”

AA. And rabbis – how do they deal
with the word “alone”?
BB. They require it in line with that
which has been taught on Tannaite
authority:
CC. “‘Then they shall both of them
die’ (Deu. 22:22) means that a penalty is
imposed only when the two of them are
equal,” the words of R. Josiah.
DD. R. Jonathan says, “‘Then the man
only that lay with her shall die’
(Deu. 22:25).”
EE. And whence does R. Yohanan
derive this thesis?
FF. If it were so, Scripture should
have said, “who has had intercourse
with a man.” Why say, “Who had had
intercourse with a husband”? That is to
yield both matters.

IV.2 A. The question was raised: Is it the beginning of the act of intercourse that
effects the acquisition of the woman, or the end of the act of sexual relations
that does? The practical difference would derive from a case in which he
performed the initial stage of sexual relations, then she put out her hand and



accepted a token of betrothal from someone else; or the case of whether a high
priest may acquire a virgin through an act of sexual relations. What is the
rule?

B. Said Amemar in the name of Raba, “Whoever has sexual relations is thinking
about the completion of the act of sexual relations [not only the
commencement of the act].”

IV.3 A. The question was raised: Do sexual relations effect a consummated marriage
or merely a betrothal? The practical difference would pertain to the question
of whether he inherits her estate, contracts uncleanness to bury her [if he is a
priest], and abrogates her vows. If you maintain that sexual relations effect a
consummated marriage, then he inherits her estate, contracts uncleanness to
bury her [if he is a priest], and abrogates her vows. If you maintain that sexual
relations effect only betrothal, then he does not inherit her estate, contract
uncleanness to bury her [if he is a priest], and abrogate her vows. What is the
rule?

B. Said Abbayye, “The father retains control of his daughter [younger than
twelve and a half] as to effecting any of the tokens of betrothal: Money,
document, or sexual intercourse. And he retains control of what she
finds, of the fruit of her labor, and of abrogating her vows. And he
receives her writ of divorce [from a betrothal]. But he does not dispose of
the return [on property received by the girl from her mother] during her
lifetime. When she is married, the husband exceeds the father, for he
disposes of the return [on property received by the girl from her mother]
during her lifetime. But he is liable to maintain her, and to ransom her,
and to bury her [M. Ket. 4:4]. Now there is a clear reference to sexual
relations, and yet the Tannaite formulation also qualifies the matter, When
she is married.”

C. But the clause, When she is married, may refer to other matters.
D. Said Raba, “Come and take note: A girl three years and one day old is

betrothed by intercourse. And if a levir has had intercourse with her, he
has acquired her. And they are liable on her account because of the law
[prohibiting intercourse with] a married woman. And she imparts
uncleanness to him who has intercourse with her [when she is
menstruating] [10B] to convey uncleanness to the lower as to the upper
layer. [If] she was married to a priest, she eats heave-offering. [If] one of
those who are unfit [for marriage] has intercourse with her, he has



rendered her unfit to marry into the priesthood. [If one of all those who
are forbidden in the Torah to have intercourse with her did so, they are
put to death on her account. But she is free of responsibility. If she is
younger than that age, intercourse with her is like putting a finger in the
eye] [M. Nid. 5:4]. Now there is a clear reference to sexual relations, and yet
the Tannaite formulation also qualifies the matter, When she is married.”

E. This is the sense of the passage: If this intercourse mentioned at the outset is
with a priest, then she may eat priestly rations.

F. Come and take note: It is the fact that Yohanan b. Bag Bag sent word to R.
Judah b. Beterah in Nisibis, “I heard in your regard that you maintain, an
Israelite woman who is betrothed to a priest may eat priestly rations.” He
replied, “And don’t you concur? I have it on good authority in your regard
that you are an expert in the innermost chambers of the Torah, knowing how
to compose an argument a fortiori. So don’t you know the following: ‘If a
Canaanite slave girl, upon whom an act of sexual relations does not confer the
right to eat priestly rations, may eat priestly rations by reason of a money
purchase of ownership to her, this one, upon whom an act of sexual relations
does confer the right to eat priestly rations, surely should be permitted to eat
priestly rations by means of the transfer of a token of betrothal!’ But what can
I do? For lo, sages have ruled: An Israelite girl betrothed to a priest may not
eat priestly rations until she enters the marriage canopy.” Now how are we to
understand the case here? If it is sexual relations after the marriage canopy
and a betrothal through a monetary token followed by a marriage canopy, in
both cases there is obviously no doubt that she may eat priestly rations. If it
is intercourse with the marriage canopy or money without, then here there are
two operative analogies, there, only one [and how can the rule governing
money without a marriage canopy be deduced from the rules governing
intercourse with]? So the passage surely must speak to both intercourse and
money payment without a marriage canopy. If you maintain that intercourse
brings about the consummated marriage, well and good; it is self-evident that
sexual relations have a greater effect than money; but if you maintain that it
effects only the betrothal, then what makes him certain in the one case and
doubtful in the other?

G. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “In point of fact, I shall explain the matter to you
to refer to sexual relations accompanied by the marriage canopy or monetary
token without. And as to your objection, here there are two operative
analogies, there, only one [and how can the rule governing money without a



marriage canopy be deduced from the rules governing intercourse with]? Still
there is an argument a fortiori that remains entirely valid. And this is what he
sent to him by way of reply: If a Canaanite slave girl, upon whom an act of
sexual relations does not confer the right to eat priestly rations, even via the
marriage canopy, may eat priestly rations by reason of a money purchase of
ownership to her – without the intrusion of the rite of the marriage canopy, this
one, upon whom an act of sexual relations does confer the right to eat priestly
rations by means of the marriage canopy, surely should be permitted to eat
priestly rations by means of the transfer of a token of betrothal – without the
intrusion of the rite of the marriage canopy! But what can I do? For lo, sages
have ruled: An Israelite girl betrothed to a priest may not eat priestly rations
until she enters the marriage canopy. That is on account of what Ulla said [‘By
the law of the Torah, a girl of Israelite caste who was betrothed to a priest is
permitted to eat priestly rations: “But if a priest buy any soul, the purchase of
his money...” (Lev. 22:11) – and this one also falls into the class of
“purchased of his money.” And what is the reason that they have said that she
may not eat priestly rations? Lest a cup of wine in the status of priestly rations
be mixed for her in her father’s house and she share it with her brother or sister
who are not in the priestly caste’].”

H. And Ben Bag Bag [doesn’t he accept the argument a fortiori]?
I. In the acquisition of the gentile slave girl, the man has left out nothing in

acquiring her [once he pays the money, she is his], but as to her, he has left
out part of the process of acquiring her [for only after the marriage canopy
does he inherit her and so forth].

J. Rabina said, “On the basis of the law of the Torah, [Ben Bag Bag] was quite
certain that she may eat priestly rations, but it was only with respect to the
position of rabbinical law that he sent word to him claiming that she is
forbidden to do so, and this is the character of his inquiry: ‘I have heard in
your regard that you maintain, an Israelite woman betrothed to a priest may eat
priestly rations, thus disregarding the possibility of nullification’ [for example,
through discovery of an invalidating cause to nullify the betrothal; this then has
no bearing on the question of status conferred by intercourse, since all concur
that a betrothed girl may eat priestly rations so far as the law of the Torah is
concerned (Freedman)]. And he sent word back, ‘And don’t you take the
same position? I have it on good authority in your regard that you are an
expert in the innermost chambers of the Torah, knowing how to compose an
argument a fortiori. So don’t you know the following: If a Canaanite slave



girl, upon whom an act of sexual relations does not confer the right to eat
priestly rations, may eat priestly rations by reason of a money purchase of
ownership to her, and we don’t take account of the possibility of nullification
of the betrothal – this one, upon whom an act of sexual relations does confer
the right to eat priestly rations, surely should be permitted to eat priestly
rations by means of the transfer of a token of betrothal – and we shouldn’t take
account of the possibility of nullification of the betrothal. But what can I do?
For lo, sages have ruled: An Israelite girl betrothed to a priest may not eat
priestly rations [11A] until she enters the marriage canopy, on account of what
Ulla said [“By the law of the Torah, a girl of Israelite caste who was betrothed
to a priest is permitted to eat priestly rations: ‘But if a priest buy any soul, the
purchase of his money...’ (Lev. 22:11) – and this one also falls into the class
of ‘purchased of his money.’ And what is the reason that they have said that
she may not eat priestly rations? Lest a cup of wine in the status of priestly
rations be mixed for her in her father’s house and she share it with her brother
or sister who are not in the priestly caste”].’”

K. And Ben Bag Bag?
L. He does not concede that a possibility of invalidating the transaction can take

place in the sale of slaves. For if these were defects that were visible, then he
has seen them and accepted them; if it was on account of defects that were
concealed, what difference does it make to him? He wants the slave for work,
and it wouldn’t matter to him. If the slave turns out to be a thief or a rogue,
he still belongs to the purchaser [since most slaves are that way anyhow]. So
what can you say, that he turned out to be an thug or an outlaw? These would
be known defects.

M. Now since both parties concur that a betrothed woman may not eat priestly
rations, what’s at issue?

N. At issue is a case in which the husband accepted the body defects; or the father
handed her over to the husband’s messengers to be taken to her husband’s
house; or if the father’s messengers were en route with the husband’s. [In the
first case, Ben Bag Bag lets her eat priestly rations; in Judah b. Batera’s view,
she cannot do so, by reason of Ulla’s explanation; in the second, Ulla’s
consideration no longer pertains, there being no family around, but there can be
nullification; and the third is governed by the same rule (Freedman).]

V.1 A. Through money: The House of Shammai say, “For a denar or what is
worth a denar”:



B. What is the operative consideration in the mind of the House of Shammai?
C. Said R. Zira, “For a woman is particular about herself and is not going to allow

herself to become betrothed for less than a denar.”
D. Said to him Abbayye, “Well, then what about the daughters of R. Yannai, who

were so particular about themselves that they would not become betrothed for
less than a tubful of denarii! If she should put out her hand and accept a coin
from a stranger as a token of betrothal, is she then betrothed?!”

E. He said to him, “Well, if she put out her hand and accepted the token, I don’t
take that position. I speak of a case in which he conducts the betrothal at
night [so doesn’t know what she got] or if she appointed an agent.”

F. R. Joseph said, “The operative consideration in the mind of the House of
Shammai accords with what R. Judah said R. Assi said, for said R. Judah said
R. Assi, ‘Whenever “money” is mentioned in the Torah, what is meant is
Tyrian coinage; when rabbis speak of money, they refer to the coinage that
circulates in the provinces.’ [The betrothal token is Scriptural, so it must be a
valuable coin, not a copper coin, hence a denar.]”
V.2 A. Reverting to the body of the foregoing: Said R. Judah said R. Assi,

“Whenever ‘money’ is mentioned in the Torah, what is meant is Tyrian
coinage; when rabbis speak of money, they refer to the coinage that
circulates in the provinces.”
B. Is this a ubiquitous principle? Lo, there is the case of a claim,
concerning which Scripture states, “If a man shall deliver to his
neighbor money or utensils to keep” (Exo. 22: 6), and yet we have
learned in the Mishnah: The oath imposed by judges [is required
if] the claim is [at least] two pieces of silver, and the concession
[on the part of the defendant is that he owes] at least a penny’s
[perutah’s ] worth [M. Shebu. 6:1A].
C. There the governing analogy is utensils: Just as utensils are two, so
the coins must be two, just as money speaks of what has intrinsic
worth, so utensils speaks of something that is of worth.
D. Lo, there is the case of a second tithe, concerning which Scripture
states, “And you shall turn it into money and bind up the money in
your hand,” and yet we have learned in the Mishnah: One who
exchanges a [silver] sela [sanctified as] second tithe [for other
coins] in Jerusalem – The House of Shammai say, “The whole sela
[he receives must consist] of [copper] coins.” And the House of



Hillel say, “[The sela he receives may consist] of one sheqel of
silver [coins] and one sheqel of [copper] coins.” The disputants
before the sages say, “[The sela may consist] of three silver denars
and [one] denar of [copper] coins.” R. Aqiba says, “[The sela
may consist] of three silver denars and a quarter [of the fourth
denar must consist of] [copper] coins.” R. Tarfon says, “[The
fourth denar may consist of] four aspers of silver [equal to four-
fifths of the denar’s value and the remaining asper must be of
copper].” Shammai says, “Let him deposit it in a shop and
consume its value [in produce]” [M. M.S. 2:9].
E. Reference to “money” is inclusionary.
F. What about what has been consecrated, concerning which it is
written, “Then he shall give the money and it shall be confirmed in his
ownership,” in which regard Samuel said, “If what has been
consecrated is worth a maneh and it is redeemed with what is
equivalent in worth to a penny, it is validly redeemed”?
G. In that case, we deduce the meaning of “money” from the sense of
the word when it is used in reference to tithes.
H. Lo, there is the case of a token of betrothal given to a woman,
concerning which Scripture states, “When a man takes a wife and
marries her,” and we have deduced the meaning of “take” from the
transaction of the field of Ephron, and yet we have learned in the
Mishnah: And the House of Hillel say, “For a perutah or what is
worth a perutah”! Is the upshot, then, that we shall have to concede
R. Assi has made his ruling in accord with the position of the House
of Shammai?
I. Rather, if such a statement was made, this is how it was made:
Said R. Judah said R. Assi, “Whenever ‘money’ in a fixed amount is
mentioned in the Torah, what is meant is Tyrian coinage; when rabbis
speak of money, they refer to the coinage that circulates in the
provinces.”
J. Well, then, what does he tell us that we don’t already know!? We
have a Tannaite statement as follows: The five selas for redeeming
the firstborn son are in Tyrian coinage. (1) The thirty for the
slave (Exo. 21:32), and (2) the fifty to be paid by the rapist and
seducer (Exo. 22:15-16, Deu. 22:28-29), and (3) the hundred to be



paid by the gossip (Deu. 22:19) – all are to be paid in the value of
sheqels of the sanctuary, in Tyrian coinage. And everything
which is to be redeemed [is redeemed] in silver or its equivalent,
except for sheqel dues [M. Bekh. 8:7]!
K. It is necessary to make that statement to cover the rule, when
rabbis speak of money, they refer to the coinage that circulates in the
provinces, which we have not learned in the Mishnah. For we have
learned in the Mishnah, He who boxes the ear of his fellow pays
him a sela [M. B.Q. 8:6A]. You should not suppose that the sela
under discussion is four zuz, but it is half a zuz, for people call half a
zuz a sela.

V.3 A. R. Simeon b. Laqish says, “The operative consideration behind the ruling of
the House of Shammai is in accord with Hezekiah, for said Hezekiah, ‘Said
Scripture, “then shall he let her be redeemed” (Exo. 21: 8) – this teaches that
she deducts from her redemption money and goes out free.’ Now if you
maintain that the master gives her a denar [when he buys her, which would be
the counterpart to the token of betrothal], then there is no problem; but if you
say it was a mere penny, then what deduction can be made from a penny?”

B. But maybe this is the sense of what the All-Merciful has meant to say: In a case
in which he gave her a denar, there is a deduction made until a penny is left;
but if he gave her a penny, there is no deduction made at all?

C. [12A] Don’t let it enter your mind. For it is comparable to the act of
designating a Hebrew handmaid [for betrothal, once the Hebrew slave girl
has been purchased; there is no further token of betrothal required]: Just as,
in the case of such a designation, even though the master can designate her or
refrain from doing so, as he prefers, where he doesn’t designate her for
marriage, the sale is invalid, so here too, where we cannot make such a
deduction, the sale is invalid. And the House of Shammai derive the rule
governing the betrothal of a woman from the rule governing the Hebrew slave
girl. Just as a Hebrew slave girl cannot be acquired for a penny, so a woman
cannot be betrothed for a penny.

D. Well why not say half a denar or two pennies?
E. Once the penny was excluded as a measure, the matter was set at a denar.

V.4 A. Raba said, “This is the operative consideration for the position of the House
of Shammai: So that Israelite women won’t be treated as ownerless property.”

VI.1 A. And the House of Hillel say, “For a perutah or what is worth a perutah”:



B. R. Joseph considered ruling, “A penny, of any sort [however debased].”
C. Said to him Abbayye, “But lo, there is a Tannaite clarification of this matter

in so many words: And how much is a perutah? One eighth of an Italian
issar. And should you say, that ruling addresses the time of Moses, while at
the present time, it is as generally valued, lo, when R. Dimi came, he said, ‘R.
Simai estimated the value in his time to determine how much a penny is, and
determined, an eighth of an Italian issar,’ and when Rabin came, he said, ‘R.
Dosetai, R. Yannai, and R. Oshayya estimated how much a penny is worth, and
determined, a sixth of an Italian issar.’”

D. Said R. Joseph to him, “If so, then, that is in line with the following Tannaite
statement: Go and estimate, how many pennies are there in two selas? More
than 2,000. Now, since there are not even 2,000, can the Tannaite call it more
than 2,000?”

E. Said to them a certain sage, “I have the Tannaite formulation as, near two
thousand.”

F. One way or the other, it is only 1,536.
G. Since it goes beyond half [which would be a thousand], it is classified as

“close to 2,000.”
VI.2 A. Reverting to the body of the foregoing: When R. Dimi came, he

said, “R. Simai estimated the value in his time to determine how much
a penny is, and determined, an eighth of an Italian issar,” and when
Rabin came, he said, “R. Dosetai, R. Yannai, and R. Oshayya
estimated how much a penny is worth, and determined, a sixth of an
Italian issar.”
B. Said Abbayye to R. Dimi, “May we then propose that you and
Rabin differ in the same way as the following Tannaite authority, as
has been taught on Tannaite authority:
C. [Following Tosefta’s version:] “A perutah [translated above:
Penny] of which they have spoken is one out of eight pennies
[perutot] to an issar; an issar is one twenty-fourth of a denar; six
silver maahs are a denar; a silver maah is two pondions; a
pondion is two issars; an issar is two mismasin; a mismas is two
quntronin; a quntron is two pennies [perutot].
D. “Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says, ‘The perutah of which they
have spoken is one of six pennies [perutot] to the issar; there are
three hadrasin to a maah; two hannassin to a hadrash; two



shemanin to a hannas; two pennies [perutot] to a shemen’ [T.
B.B. 5:11-12].
E. “So may we then say that the one authority concurs with the initial
Tannaite authority, and Rabin accords with Rabban Simeon b.
Gamaliel?”
F. He said to him, “Whether in accord with my view or that of Rabin,
we concur with the initial Tannaite statement here, and there is
nonetheless no contradiction; in the one case, the issar bears full
value, in the other, it had depreciated. In the one case the issar bears
full value, twenty-four being the equivalent to a zuz; in the other case
it had depreciated, thirty-two for a zuz.”

VI.3 A. Said Samuel, “If one betrothed a woman with a date, even if a kor of dates
were at a denar, she is deemed betrothed, for we take account of the possibility
that in Media it may be worth a penny.”

B. But lo, we have learned in the Mishnah: And the House of Hillel say, “For
a perutah or what is worth a perutah”!

C. No problem, the one speaks of a betrothal that is beyond all doubt, the other,
a betrothal that is subject to doubt.
VI.4 A. There was someone who betrothed a woman with a bundle of tow

cotton [Freedman]. In session before Rab, R. Shimi bar Hiyya
examined the question: “If it contains the value of a penny, she would
be betrothed, if not, not.”
B. …If not, not? But didn’t Samuel say, “for we take account of the
possibility that in Media it may be worth a penny”?
C. No problem, the one speaks of a betrothal that is beyond all doubt,
the other, a betrothal that is subject to doubt.

VI.5 A. There was someone who betrothed a woman with a black marble
stone. In session, R. Hisda estimated its value: “If it contains the
value of a penny, she would be betrothed, if not, not.”
B. …If not, not? But didn’t Samuel say, “for we take account of the
possibility that in Media it may be worth a penny”?
C. R. Hisda does not view matters as does Samuel.
D. Said his mother to him, “But lo, on that day on which he betrothed
her, it was worth a penny.”



E. He said to her, “You don’t have the power to prohibit her from
marrying the other fellow [to whom in the interval she had been
betrothed]. [12B] For isn’t this parallel to the case of Judith, wife of
R. Hiyya? She suffered terrible pains in childbirth [and didn’t want
more children]. She said to him, ‘Mother told me, “Your father
accepted a token of betrothal on your behalf from someone else when
you were a child.” He said to her, ‘Your mother doesn’t have the
power to forbid you to me.’”
F. Said rabbis to R. Hisda, “Why not! Lo, there are witnesses in Idit
who know as fact that, on that day, it was worth a penny.”
G. “Well, anyhow, they’re not here with us now! Isn’t that in line
with what R. Hanina said, for said R. Hanina, ‘Her witnesses are in
the north, but she is nonetheless forbidden.’”

H. Abbayye and Raba do not concur with that view of R.
Hisda: “If rabbis made a lenient ruling in the context of a
captive woman [to which Hanina’s statement referred], in
which case the woman was humiliated in captivity of
kidnappers, should we make an equivalently lenient ruling in
the case of a married woman?”

I. Members of that family remained in Sura, and
rabbis kept away from them, not because they
concurred with the position of Samuel, but because
they concurred with the view of Abbayye and Raba.

VI.6 A. There was someone who in the marketplace betrothed a woman
with a myrtle branch. R. Aha bar Huna sent word to R. Joseph, “In
such a case, what is the ruling?”
B. He sent back, “Flog him in accord with the position of Rab, but
require him to issue a writ of divorce in accord with the position of
Samuel.”

C. For Rab would flog someone who betrothed through an act
of sexual relations, and one who betrothed in the marketplace,
and one who betrothed without prior negotiation, one who
nullified a writ of divorce, one who called into question the
validity of a divorce, one who offended an agent of the rabbis,
one who permitted a rabbinical ban of ostracism to remain
upon him for thirty days without coming to the court to ask for



its removal, and a son-in-law who lived in his father-in-law’s
house [prior to the consummation of the marriage].
D. If he actually lives there but not if he merely goes by there?
And lo, there was someone who merely passed by the doorway
of his father-in-law’s house, and R. Sheshet ordered him
flogged!
E. That man was suspect of illicit relations with his mother-in-
law.

F. The Nehardeans said, “In none of these cases did
Rab order a flogging except in the case of the ones
who betrothed through an act of sexual relations or
did so without prior negotiations.”
G. There are those who say, “Even in the case of
preliminary negotiation, on account of the possibility
of licentiousness.”

VI.7 A. There was someone who in the marketplace betrothed a woman
with a mat made of myrtle twigs. They said to him, “But it’s not
worth a penny!”
B. He said to them, “Let her be betrothed for the four zuz that it
contains [wrapped up in the mat].”
C. She took the mat and shut up.
D. Said Raba, “You have then a case of silence following receipt of
funds, and that kind of silence is null.”
E. Said Raba, “How do I know it? Because it has been taught on
Tannaite authority:
F. “‘Take this sela as a bailment,’ and then he said to her, ‘Be
betrothed to me with it’ – if this was at the moment that he
handed over the money, she is betrothed; if it was afterward, if
she wanted, she is betrothed, but if she didn’t want, she is not
betrothed [T. Qid. 2:7A-D].
G. “Now what is the meaning of if she wanted, and what is the
meaning of if she didn’t want? Shall we say that the meaning of, if
she wanted, is, she said yes, and the meaning of if she didn’t want
is, she said no? Then it would follow that the first clause bears the
meaning, [13A] even if she said no, it is a valid act of betrothal. But



why should that be the case? Lo, she has said no! Rather, is not the
meaning of, if she wanted, she said yes, and would not the language,
if she didn’t want, mean, she remained silent? Then it would follow,
silence following receipt of funds is null.”

H. The following challenge was raised at Pum Nahara in the
name of R. Huna b. R. Joshua, “But are the cases truly
comparable? In that other case, the man handed over the
money under the torah that governs bailments, and she
reasoned, ‘If I throw it away and it is broken, I am liable for
it.’ But here he handed it over under the torah of betrothals,
and if it were the fact that she didn’t concur, she should throw
the money away.”
I. R. Ahai objected, “So are all women such experts in the
law? Here too, she could have thought, ‘If I throw it away
and it is broken, I am liable for it.’”
J. R. Aha bar Rab sent word to Rabina, “So in such a case,
what’s the law?”
K. He sent word to him, “We have heard no objection such as
what R. Huna b. R. Joshua has raised, but you, who have
heard it, have to pay full attention to it.”

VI.8 A. There was a woman who was selling silk skeins [Freedman].
Someone came along and grabbed a piece of silk from her. She said
to him, “Give it back to me.”
B. He said to her, “If I give it back to you, will you be betrothed to
me?”
C. She took it from him and shut up.
D. And said R. Nahman, “She has every right to claim, ‘Yes, I took it,
but I took what was mine!’”
E. Raba objected to R. Nahman, “If someone betrothed a woman
with stolen property, or with what was gained by violence or by
theft, or if he grabbed a sela from her hand and betrothed her
with it, she is betrothed [T. Qid. 4:5A-C].”
F. “In that case, it was a situation in which there was negotiation
about marriage.”



G. “And how do you know that we differentiate between a case in
which there had been negotiation on marriage and one in which there
had not? As it has been taught on Tannaite authority: If he said to
her, ‘Take this sela, which I owe you,’ and then he said to her,
‘Be betrothed to me with it,’ if this was at the moment that he
handed over the money, if she wanted, she is betrothed, and if she
didn’t want, she is not betrothed. If this was after the handing
over of the money, even if she wanted, she is not betrothed. Now
what is the meaning of if she wanted, and what is the meaning of if
she didn’t want? Shall we say that the meaning of, if she wanted,
is, she said yes, and the meaning of if she didn’t want is, she said
no? Then it would follow that if she kept silent, it would have been a
valid betrothal? Then the Tannaite formulation should be simply, she
is betrothed, without further specification, just as in the prior
instance. So we must say, the language, if she wanted, means, she
said yes, and the language, if she wanted, means, she kept silent.
And the Tannaite rule is, she is not betrothed. How come? She has
every right to claim, ‘Yes, I took it, but I took what was mine!’
Nonetheless, there is a problem in connection with the language, with
stolen property, or with what was gained by violence or by theft
and betrothed her with it, she is betrothed. So doesn’t it follow
that the one speaks of a case in which there had been prior
negotiations about marriage, the other of a case in which there had
been none?”

VI.9 A. When R. Assi died, rabbis assembled to collect his traditions. Said one of the
rabbis, R. Jacob by name, “This is what R. Assi said R. Mani said, ‘Just as a
woman may not be acquired with less than a penny, so real estate cannot be
acquired for less than a penny.’”

B. They said to him, “But hasn’t it been taught on Tannaite authority: Even
though a woman may not be acquired with less than a penny, real estate can be
acquired for less than a penny?”

C. He said to them, “When that Tannaite ruling was set forth, it had to do with
barter, for it has been taught on Tannaite authority: Transfer of title may take
place with a utensil even though the utensil is not worth a penny.”
VI.10 A. Further, in session they said, “Lo, in regard to what R. Judah said

Samuel said, ‘Whoever doesn’t know the essentials of writs of divorce



and betrothals should not get involved in them,’ said R. Assi said R.
Yohanan, ‘And such folk are more of a problem to the world than the
generation of the flood, for it has been stated, “By swearing, lying,
killing, stealing, and committing adultery, they spread forth and blood
touches blood”’ (Hos. 4: 2).”

B. How does that verse bear the alleged implication?
C. It is in line with the way in which R. Joseph interpreted the
verse in his translation, “They beget children by their
neighbors’ wives, piling evil upon evil.”

D. [Reverting to A:] “And it is written, ‘Therefore shall the land
mourn and everyone who dwells therein shall languish, with the beasts
of the field and the fowl of heaven, yes the fish of the sea also shall be
taken away’ (Hos. 4: 3). By contrast, with respect to the generation
of the flood, there was no decree against the fish of the sea: ‘Of all
that was in the dry land died’ (Gen. 7:22) – but not the fish in the sea;
here even the fish in the sea are covered.”

E. But might one say that that penalty was inflicted only when
all of the sins listed were committed [not only adultery]?
F. Don’t imagine it! For it is written, “For because of
swearing the land mourns” (Jer. 23:10) [a single crime suffices
(Freedman)].
G. Well, maybe swearing stands on its own terms, and the
others combined on theirs?
H. [13B] Is it written, “and they spread forth”? What is
written is, “they spread forth.”

VI.11 A. Further, in session they said, “Lo, in regard to what we have
learned in the Mishnah, the woman who brought her sin-offering,
and died – let the heirs bring her burnt-offering. [If she brought]
her burnt-offering and died, the heirs do not bring her sin-
offering [M. Qin. 2:5O-Q], and, in which regard, said R. Judah said
Samuel, ‘That rule applies to a case in which she had designated the
offering while she was yet alive, but not otherwise,’ therefore taking
the view that the obligation incurred by a debt is not based on the law
of the Torah [Freedman: if a man borrows money, we do not say that
his property is automatically mortgaged for its repayment, so that in
the event of his death, his heirs are liable on the law of the Torah,



since they inherit mortgaged property unless the debtor explicitly
mortgages his goods in a bond; here too, the woman is under an
obligation to God to bring a sacrifice, yet, since she did not designate
an animal for it, no obligation lies on the heirs] – said R. Assi said R.
Yohanan, ‘That rule applies even though she had not designated the
offering while she was yet alive, but not otherwise,’ therefore taking
the view that the obligation incurred by a debt is based on the law of
the Torah – in that context, lo, the dispute was set forth in another
connection [and hardly required repetition].
B. “For Rab and Samuel both say, ‘A debt attested only orally cannot
be collected from the heirs or the purchasers of the indentured
property,’ and both R. Yohanan and R. Simeon b. Laqish say, ‘A debt
attested only orally can be collected from the heirs or the purchasers of
the indentured property.’”
C. Well, as a matter of fact, both versions of the dispute had to be set
forth. For if it had been stated in the latter case only, I should have
supposed that it is only in that case that Samuel took the position that
he did, because it is not a debt the type of which is set forth in the
Torah, but in the other case, I might have said that he concurs with R.
Yohanan and R. Simeon b. Laqish. And if it had been stated in the
former case only, I should have supposed that it is only in that case
that R. Yohanan took the position that he did, because a class of debt
that is known in Scripture is equivalent to one that is written out in a
bond, but in the latter case, I might have supposed that he concurs
with Samuel. So both versions of the dispute had to be set forth.
D. Said R. Pappa, “The decided law is, ‘A loan that is only verbal is
collected from an estate but may not be collected from purchasers [of
the property from the now-deceased testator].’
E. “It is collected from an estate, since the indenture derives from the
Torah, but it may not be collected from purchasers [of the property
from the now-deceased testator], since it will not be widely known [so
the purchasers cannot protect themselves].”

VII.1 A. And she acquires herself through a writ of divorce or through the
husband’s death:



B. Well, there is no problem identifying the source for the rule concerning
divorce, since it is written, “And he shall write for her a writ of divorce”
(Deu. 24: 1). But as to the husband’s death, how do we know it?

C. It is a matter of reasoning: He binds her [to himself, forbidding her to all other
men] so he can free her.

D. Well, what about the case of consanguineous relations, from whom he forbids
her, but for whom he cannot release her [even after he dies]?

E. Rather, since the All-Merciful has said, a levirate widow without children is
forbidden, it must follow that, lo, if she has children [after the husband’s death]
she is permitted [to remarry].

F. Well, maybe, if she has no children, she is forbidden to everybody but
forbidden to the levir, and if she has children, she is forbidden to everybody
without exception?

G. Rather, since Scripture has said that a widow is forbidden to marry a high
priest, lo, she is permitted to marry an ordinary priest [and any other man].

H. Well, maybe, she is forbidden by a negative commandment to a high priest but
to everyone else by a positive commandment?

I. So what’s this alleged positive commandment doing here? If her husband’s
death matters, she should be wholly free to remarry, but if not, let her stay as
she was. [Freedman: As a married woman, she is forbidden to others by a
negative commandment; there are no grounds for supposing that her husband’s
death leaves the prohibition but changes its nature.]

J. Well, how come not? The husband’s death can remove her from liability to
the death penalty and place her under the prohibition involved in an
affirmative commandment. It would then be comparable to the case of
animals that have been consecrated but then rendered unfit for sacrifice.
Before they were unfit, they would be subject to sacrilege and not sheared or
worked with; when redeemed, they are no longer subject to the laws of
sacrilege, but they still are not to be sheared or worked with.

K. Rather, Scripture said, “What man is there...his house, lest he die in battle and
another man take her” (Deu. 20: 7).

L. Objected R. Shisha b. R. Idi, “But might I then say, who is ‘another man’? It
is the levir.”

M. Said R. Ashi, “There are two replies in this matter. The first is, the levir is not
classified as ‘another.’ Furthermore, it is written, ‘and if the latter husband
hate her and write her a writ of divorce...or if the latter husband die...’



(Deu. 24: 3) – so death is treated as wholly comparable to a writ of divorce;
just as the writ of divorce leaves her completely free, so death leaves her
completely free.”

VIII.1 A. The deceased childless brother’s widow is acquired through an act of
sexual relations:

B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that she is acquired by an act of
sexual relations?

C. Said Scripture, [14A] “Her husband’s brother shall go in to her and take her to
him as a wife” (Deu. 25: 5).

D. Might I say that she is his wife in every regard [so that she can be acquired by
money or a deed]?

E. Don’t let it enter your mind, for it has been taught on Tannaite authority:
Might one suppose that a money payment or a writ serve to complete the bond
to her, as much as sexual relations does? Scripture says, “Her husband’s
brother shall go in to her and take her to him as a wife” (Deu. 25: 5) – sexual
relations complete the relationship to her, but a money payment or a writ do
not do so.

F. Might I say, what is the meaning of take her to him as a wife? Even against
her will he enters into levirate marriage with her?

G. If so, Scripture should have said, “and take her....” Why say, “and take her to
wife”? It bears both meanings just now under discussion.

IX.1 A. And acquires [freedom for] herself through a rite of removing the shoe:
B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know it?
C. Said Scripture, “And his name shall be called in Israel, the house of him who

has had his shoe removed” (Deu. 25:12) – once his shoe has been removed by
her, she is permitted for all Israel.

D. Is this the purpose of the word “Israel” in this context? Isn’t it required in
line with that which R. Samuel bar Judah taught as a Tannaite statement: “‘In
Israel’ (Deu. 25: 7) means that the rite of removing the shoe must be done in
front of a court of Israelites by birth, not a court of proselytes”?

E. There are two references in context to “in Israel.”
F. Nonetheless, it is required in line with that which has been taught on Tannaite

authority: Said R. Judah, “Once we were in session before R. Tarfon, and a
levirate woman came to perform the rite of removing the shoe, and he said to



us, ‘All of you respond: “The man who has had his shoe removed”’
(Deu. 25:10).”

G. That is derived from the formulation, “and his name shall be called” [with “in
Israel” free for its own purpose].

X.1 A. And through the levir’s death:
B. How do we know it?
C. It derives from an argument a fortiori: If a married woman, who, if she

commits adultery, is put to death through strangulation, is released by the
death of the husband, a levirate widow, who is forbidden merely by a negative
commandment [from marrying someone else] all the more so should be freed
by the death of the levir!

D. But what distinguishes a married woman is that she goes forth with a writ of
divorce. Will you say the same of this woman, who does not go forth with a
writ of divorce?

E. But she, too, goes forth with the rite of removing the shoe [which is
comparable to a writ of divorce].

F. Rather: What is special about the married woman is that the one who forbids
her to other men also frees her [which is not the case with the levirate widow,
since she is forbidden to others because of her childless deceased husband, but
that the death of the levir frees her has yet to be proved].

G. Said R. Ashi, “Lo, here too, he who forbids her also frees her: The levir
forbids her, the levir frees her” [since if there were no levir, her husband’s
death alone would have freed her, so he really is responsible (Freedman)].
X.2 A. A married woman also should be freed through the rite of removing

the shoe, by reason of an argument a fortiori based on the levirate
widow, namely: If a levirate wife, who is not freed by a divorce, is
freed by the rite of removing the shoe, then this one [the levirate wife]
who is freed by divorce surely should be freed by a rite of removing
the shoe. Thus we are informed that that is not the case. Said
Scripture, “Then he shall writ her a writ of divorce” (Deu. 24: 1) –
through a writ he divorces her, but he doesn’t divorce her in any other
way.
B. Then a levirate widow should go forth through a writ of divorce, by
reason of an argument a fortiori, namely: If a married woman, who
does not go forth through the rite of removing the shoe, goes forth



through a writ of divorce, this one, who does go forth through the rite
of removing the shoe, surely should go forth with a writ of divorce.
So Scripture says to the contrary, “Thus it shall be done” (Deu. 25: 9)
– this is the only possible way, and in any circumstance in which
there is a clear indication of what is indispensable, an argument a
fortiori is not composed.
C. Then what about the case of the Day of Atonement, in connection
with which there is clear scriptural reference to “lot” and “statute”
(Lev. 16: 9) [and “statute” is a sign of an indispensable detail], and it
has been taught on Tannaite authority: “And Aaron shall present the
goat upon which the lot fell for the Lord and make it a sin-offering”
(Lev. 16: 9) – the lot is what designates the goat as a sin-offering, and
mere designation of the classification of the goat is not what turns it
into a sin-offering, nor does the priest designate it as a sin-offering.
For one might have argued to the contrary: Is it not a matter of logic?
If in a case in which the lot does not consecrate an offering for a
particular purpose, the designation does consecrate the offering for a
particular purpose, in a case in which the lot does consecrate the
offering for a particular purpose, is it not a matter of logic that the
designation for a given purpose serves also to designate what is
offered for a given purpose? For that reason Scripture states, “And
Aaron shall present the goat upon which the lot fell for the Lord and
make it a sin-offering” (Lev. 16: 9) – the lot is what designates the
goat as a sin-offering, and mere designation of the classification of the
goat is not what turns it into a sin-offering. So the operative
consideration is that Scripture is what excludes that possibility. Then
if it were not for that, we should have composed an argument a
fortiori, even though the word “statute” is written in that connection!
D. [There is another reason altogether, namely,] said Scripture, “Then
he shall write her a writ of divorce” (Deu. 24: 1), for her, not for a
levirate widow.

E. But might one say, “for her,” meaning, for her in particular?
F. There are two Scripture references to “for her.”
G. Nonetheless, they are needed for another purpose, one
reference to, “for her,” means, for her sake in particular, and
the other reference to “her” meaning, but not for her and
another woman.



H. Rather, said Scripture, “The house of him that has had a
shoe removed” – a shoe alone permits her to remarry, nothing
else.
I. Well, is that the purpose served by the reference to shoe?
Isn’t it necessary in line with that which has been taught on
Tannaite authority:
J. “…Pull the sandal off his foot”:
K. I know only that the rule speaks of a sandal belonging
to him. How on the basis of Scripture do I know that it is
all right if the sandal belongs to someone else?
L. Scripture says, “pull the sandal” – under any
circumstances.
M. If so, why does Scripture say, “his sandal”?
N. It excludes the case of a large shoe, in which one cannot
actually walk, or a small one, which does not cover the
larger part of his foot, [14B] or a slipper lacking a heel.
[In such instances the act of removing the shoe is null]
[Sifré Deu. CCXCI:II.2].
O. If so, Scripture should have said merely “shoe.” Why “the
shoe”? To yield both propositions.

1:2
A. A Hebrew slave is acquired through money and a writ.
B. And he acquires himself through the passage of years, by the Jubilee

Year, and by deduction from the purchase price [redeeming himself at
this outstanding value (Lev. 25:50-51)].

C. The Hebrew slave girl has an advantage over him.
D. For she acquires herself [in addition] through the appearance of tokens

[of puberty].
E. The slave whose ear is pierced is acquired through an act of piercing the

ear (Exo. 21: 5).
F. And he acquires himself by the Jubilee and by the death of the master.

I.1 A. A Hebrew slave is acquired through money and a writ:
B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know this?



C. Said Scripture, “He shall give back the price of his redemption out of the
money that he was bought for” (Lev. 25:51).

D. So we have found the source of the rule governing a Hebrew slave sold to a
gentile, since the only way of acquiring him is by money. How do we know
that the same rule applies to one sold to an Israelite?

E. Said Scripture, “Then he shall let her be redeemed” (Exo. 21: 8) – this teaches
that she deducts part of her redemption money and goes free.

F. So we have found the rule governing the Hebrew slave girl; since she is
betrothed with a money payment, she is acquired with a money payment. How
do we know of it a Hebrew slave boy?

G. Said Scripture, “If your brother, a Hebrew man or a Hebrew woman, is sold to
you and serves you six years” (Deu. 15:12) – Scripture treats as comparable
the Hebrew slave boy and the Hebrew slave girl.

H. So we have found the rule governing those sold by a court, since they are sold
willy-nilly. If they have sold themselves, how do we know that that is the
case?

I. We derive the parallel between the one and the other because of the use of the
word “hired hand” [Lev. 25:39: One who sells himself; one sold by a court,
Deu. 15:12ff.; the same word appears in both cases, so the same method of
purchase applies to both (Freedman)].

J. Well, that poses no problems to him who accepts the consequences
drawn from the verbal analogy established by the use of the word
“hired hand,” but for him who denies that analogy and its
consequences, what is to be said?
K. Said Scripture, “And if a stranger or sojourner with you gets rich”
(Lev. 25:47) – thus adding to the discussion that is just prior, teaching
rules governing what is prior on the basis of rules that govern in what
is to follow. [The “and” links Lev. 25:47-55, one who sells himself to
a non-Jew, to Lev. 25:39-46, one who sells himself to a Jew; just as
the purchase in the one case is carried out by money, so is that of the
other (Freedman)].
I.2 A. And who is the Tannaite authority who declines to

establish a verbal analogy based on the recurrent usage of the
word “hired hand” in the several passages?
B. It is the Tannaite authority behind the following, which has
been taught on Tannaite authority:



C. He who sells himself may be sold for six years or more than
six years; if it is by a court, he may be sold for six years only.
D. He who sells himself may not have his ear bored as a mark
of perpetual slavery; if sold by the court, he may have his ear
bored.
E. He who sells himself has no severance pay coming to him; if
he is sold by a court, he has severance pay coming to him.
F. To him who sells himself, the master cannot assign a
Canaanite slave girl; if sold by a court, the master can give him
a Canaanite slave girl.
G. R. Eleazar says, “Neither one nor the other may be sold for
more than six years; both may have the ear bored; to both
severance pay is given; to both the master may assign a
Canaanite slave girl.”
H. Isn’t this what is at stake: The initial Tannaite authority
does not establish a verbal analogy based on the appearance
of “hired hand” in both passages, while R. Eleazar does
establish a verbal analogy based on the occurrence of “hired
hand” in both passages?
I. Said R. Tabyumi in the name of Abbayye, “All parties
concur that we do establish a verbal analogy based on the
appearance in both passages of ‘hired hand.’ And here, this
is what is the operative consideration behind the position of
the initial Tannaite authority, who has said, He who sells
himself may be sold for six years or more than six years?
Scripture has stated a limitation in the context of one sold by
a court: ‘And he shall serve you six years’ (Deu. 15:12),
meaning, he but not one who sells himself.”
J. And the other party?
K. “And he shall serve you” – not your heir.
L. And the other party?
M. There is another “serve you” in context [at Deu. 15:18].
N. And the other party?
O. That is written to tell you that the master must be prepared
to give severance pay.



I.3 A. And what is the scriptural foundation for the
position of the initial Tannaite authority, who has said,
He who sells himself may not have his ear bored as a
mark of perpetual slavery; if sold by the court, he may
have his ear bored?
B. Because the All-Merciful has already imposed a
limitation in the context of one sold by a court,
namely: “And his master shall bore his ear through with
an awl” (Exo. 21: 6) – his ear, but not the ear of the
one who has sold himself.
C. [15A] And the other party?
D. That comes for the purpose of establishing a verbal
analogy, for it has been taught on Tannaite authority:
E. R. Eliezer says, “How on the basis of Scripture do
we know that the boring of the ear of the Hebrew slave
(Exo. 21: 5) must be the right ear? Here we find a
reference to ‘ear,’ and elsewhere, the same word is
used [at Lev. 14:14]. Just as in the latter case, the right
ear is meant, so here too, the right ear is meant.”
F. And the other party?
G. If so, Scripture should have said merely, “ear.”
Why “his ear”?
H. And the other party?
I. That is required to make the point, “his ear” not
“her ear.”
J. And the other party?
K. That point derives from the statement, “But if the
slave shall plainly say...” (Exo. 21: 5) – the slave boy,
not the slave girl.
L. And the other party?
M. That verse is required to make the point, he
must make the statement while he is still a slave.
N. And the other party?
O. That fact derives from the use of the language “the
slave,” rather than simply, “slave.”



P. And the other party?
Q. He draws no such conclusion from the use of the
language “the slave,” rather than simply, “slave.”

I.4 A. And what is the scriptural basis for the position of
the initial Tannaite authority, who has said, He who
sells himself has no severance pay coming to him; if he
is sold by a court, he has severance pay coming to him?
B. The All-Merciful expressed an exclusionary clause
in regard to one sold by a court, namely, “You shall
furnish him liberally”: (Deu. 15:14) – him, but not one
who sells himself.
C. And the other party?
D. That verse is required to make the point, “You shall
furnish him liberally”: (Deu. 15:14) – him, but not his
heir.
E. But why not provide for his heirs? For Scripture
has classified him as a hired hand: Just as the wages
of a hired hand belong to his heirs, so here too, his
wages belong to his heirs!
F. Rather: Him – and not his creditor. [And it is
necessary to make that point, for] since we concur in
general with R. Nathan, as it has been taught on
Tannaite authority: R. Nathan says, “How on the basis
of Scripture do we know that if someone claims a
maneh from someone else, and the other party claims
the same amount of money from a third party, the
money is collected from the third party and paid out
directly to the original claimant? ‘And give it to him
against whom he has trespassed’ (Num. 5: 7),” the
word “him” in the present case serves to exclude that
rule here.
G. And the other party?
H. Otherwise, too, we do in point of fact differ from R.
Nathan.



I.5 A. And what is the scriptural basis for the position of
the initial Tannaite authority, who has said, To him
who sells himself, the master cannot assign a Canaanite
slave girl; if sold by a court, the master can give him a
Canaanite slave girl?
B. The All-Merciful expressed an exclusionary clause
in regard to one sold by a court, namely, “If his master
give him a wife” (Exo. 21: 4) – him, but not one who
sells himself.
C. And the other party?
D. “Him” – even against his will.
E. And the other party?
F. He derives that rule from the phrase, “for to the
double of the hire of a hired servant has he served you”
(Deu. 15:18), for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority: “For to the double of the hire of a hired
servant has he served you” (Deu. 15:18) – a hired hand
works only by day, but a Hebrew slave works by day
and night.
G. Well, now can you really imagine that a Hebrew
slave works day and night? But has not Scripture
stated, “Because he is well off with you” (Deu. 15:16),
meaning, he has to be right there with you in eat and
drink [eating what you eat and living like you], and said
R. Isaac, “On this basis it is the rule that his master
gives him a Canaanite slave girl.”
H. And the other party?
I. If I had to derive the rule from that passage, I might
have supposed that that is the case only with his full
knowledge and consent, but if it is against his will, I
might have thought that that is not so. So we are
informed that that is not the case.

I.6 A. And who is the Tannaite authority who declines to
establish a verbal analogy based on the recurrent
usage of the word “hired hand” in the several
passages?



B. It is the Tannaite authority behind the following,
which has been taught on Tannaite authority:
C. “And go back to his own family, and return to
the possession of his fathers”:
D. Said R. Eliezer b. R. Jacob, “Concerning what
classification of slave does Scripture speak?
E. “If it concerns a slave who has had his ear
pierced to the doorjamb with an awl, lo, that
classification has already been covered.
F. “If it concerns the one who has sold himself, lo,
that one has already been covered.
G. “Lo, Scripture speaks only of one who has sold
himself for one or two years prior to the Jubilee.
H. “The Jubilee in his case frees him” [Sifra
CCLVI:I.12 Parashat Behar Pereq 7].
I. Now if it should enter your mind that R. Eliezer b.
Jacob accepts the verbal analogy based on the
recurrent usage of the word “hired hand” in the
several passages, what need do I have for this verse
and its exegesis? Let him derive the point from the
verbal analogy.
J. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “In point of fact he does
accept the verbal analogy involving the hired hand.
But nonetheless, the proof we required is given here.
For it might have entered your mind to suppose that it
is one who sells himself alone who is subject to the
law, for he has done no prohibited deed, but if the
court has sold the man, in which case it is because he
has done a prohibited deed, I might have supposed
that we impose an extrajudicial penalty on him and
deny him the present advantage. So we are informed
that that is not so.”
I.7 A. The master has said: “If it concerns a slave

who has had his ear pierced to the doorjamb
with an awl, lo, that classification has
already been covered”: Where?



B. It is as has been taught on Tannaite
authority:
C. “When each of you shall return to his
property and each of you shall return to his
family”:
D. Said R. Eliezer b. Jacob, “Concerning
what classification of slave does Scripture
speak here?
E. “If it concerns a [Hebrew slave] sold for
six years, that of course has already been
dealt with. And if it concerns a person sold
for a year or two, that of course has already
been dealt with.
F. “The passage therefore addresses only the
case of the slave who before the Jubilee has
had his ear pierced to the doorjamb so as to
serve in perpetuity.
G. “The Jubilee serves to release him” [Sifra
CCXLVIII:I.1 Parashat Behar Pereq 2].
H. How so?
I. Said Raba bar Shila, “Said Scripture, ‘And
you shall return, every man’ (Lev. 25:10) – now
what is the rule that applies to a man but not to
a woman? You have to say, it is the boring of
the ear.”

J. Now it was necessary for Scripture to
deal with the case of the court’s selling
him, and it was necessary for Scripture
to deal with the one whose ear has been
bored. For had we been informed of
the case of the one whom the court has
sold, that might have been because his
term had not yet expired, but as for him
whose ear was bored, since his term
had expired, I might have said that we
impose an extrajudicial penalty on him.



And if we had been informed of the case
of the one whose ear was pierced, that
might have been because he had
already worked for six years, but as to
the one who was sold by the court, who
has not yet served for six years, I might
have maintained that he is not set free.
So it was necessary for Scripture to
make both points explicit.
K. And it was further necessary for
Scripture to state both “and you shall
return” and also “and he shall serve
forever.” For if the All-Merciful had
said only “and he shall serve forever,” I
might have supposed that that is meant
literally. So the All-Merciful found it
necessary to state also “and you shall
return.” And if the All-Merciful had
said only “and you shall return,” I
might have supposed that that is the
case when he has not served for six
years, but in a case in which he has
served for six years, then his latter
phase of service should not be subject
to a more stringent rule than his
former: Just as the first phase of service,
when he was sold, was for six years, so
his last phase of service should be for
only six years; so “forever” informs us,
forever to the end of the Jubilee.

I.8 A. And who is the Tannaite authority who declines to
establish a verbal analogy based on the recurrent
usage of the word “hired hand” in the several
passages?
B. It is Rabbi, for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority:



C. [15B] “And if he be not redeemed by these”
(Lev. 25:54) –
D. Rabbi says, “Through these he is redeemed, but not
by the passage of six years. For is not the contrary not
plausible, namely, if he who cannot be redeemed by
these [a Hebrew slave sold to a Jew, who cannot be
redeemed by relatives], can be redeemed through the
passage of six years, then this one, who can be
redeemed by these, surely should be redeemed through
working for six years! So it was necessary to say, ‘And
if he be not redeemed by these’ – through these he is
redeemed, but not by the passage of six years.”

E. Now if it should enter your mind that Rabbi
agrees to establish a verbal analogy based on
the recurrent usage of the word “hired hand”
in the several passages, then why does he say,
if he who cannot be redeemed by these? Why
not deduce the comparable law from the verbal
analogy established by the repeated use of
“hired hand”?
F. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “In point of fact,
he does agree to establish a verbal analogy
based on the recurrent usage of the word ‘hired
hand’ in the several passages. But the case at
hand is exceptional, since Scripture has said,
‘one of his brothers shall redeem him’
(Lev. 25:48) – but not another” [a slave sold to
a Jew (Freedman)].

I.9 A. And who is the Tannaite authority who differs from
Rabbi?
B. It is R. Yosé the Galilean and R. Aqiba, for it has
been taught on Tannaite authority:
C. “And if he be not redeemed by these”
(Lev. 25:54) –
D. R. Yosé the Galilean says, “‘By these’ persons
for emancipation, but by anybody else for further



subjugation [until the Jubilee]. [If anyone other
than the listed relatives redeems him, it is for
continued slavery.]”
E. R. Aqiba says, “‘By these persons’ for further
subjugation [until the Jubilee], but by anybody else
for emancipation” [Sifra CCLXIX:I.1 Parashat
Behar Pereq 9].

F. What is the scriptural basis for the position
of R. Yosé the Galilean?
G. Said Scripture, “And if he be not redeemed
by these” – but by a stranger – “then he shall go
out in the year of Jubilee.”
H. And R. Aqiba?
I. “And if he be not redeemed by these” – by
any but these – “then he shall go out in the year
of Jubilee.”
J. And R. Yosé the Galilean?
K. Is the language, “by any but these”?
L. Rather, they differ on the following verse:
“Or his uncle, or his uncle’s son, may redeem
him” (Lev. 25:59) – this speaks of redemption
by a relative. “Or if he gets rich” (Lev. 25:39) –
this speaks of redeeming oneself. “And he shall
be redeemed” (Lev. 25:49) – this speaks of
redemption by strangers.
M. R. Yosé the Galilean takes the view that
the verse is read in the context of what
precedes, which join redemption by relatives
with redemption of oneself: Just as when one
redeems oneself, it is for freedom, so if relatives
do so, it has the same result.
N. And R. Aqiba maintains that a verse of
Scripture is read in the context of what follows,
which joins the act of redemption by others to
the redemption of oneself: Just as redemption



of himself leads to liberation, so redemption by
outsiders yields freedom.
O. Well, then, why say “by these”?
P. If the phrase, “by these,” were not set forth,
I might have supposed, a verse of Scripture is
read in the context of either what precedes or
what follows, with the result that redemption of
any kind yields freedom.
Q. If so, our problem comes home again.
Rather, it must be that at issue between them is
a matter of logic. R. Yosé the Galilean takes
the view that it is logic that redemption carried
out by others should yield slavery, for if you
say it would yield liberation, people would
refrain and not redeem him. But R. Aqiba
finds more reasonable the view that redemption
by relatives yields slavery. For if you say it
yields freedom, then every day the man is going
to go out and sell himself.
I.10 A. Said R. Hiyya bar Abba said R.

Yohanan, “Well, then, that represents
the view of R. Yosé the Galilean and R.
Aqiba. But sages say, ‘Redemption by
any party at all yields liberation.’”
B. Who are “sages”?
C. It is Rabbi, who utilizes “by these”
for a different interpretation, while the
verse indeed is read in the context of
either what precedes or what follows,
with the result that redemption of any
kind yields freedom.]
D. Then how does Rabbi read the verse,
“Then he shall go out in the year of
Jubilee”?
E. He requires it in line with that which
has been taught on Tannaite authority:



F. “Then he shall go forth in the Jubilee
Year”: [16A] Scripture speaks of a
gentile who is subject to your authority.
G. Well, maybe it speaks of a gentile
who is not subject to your authority?
H. How can you say so, for, if so, what
can be done to him [Freedman: how can
he be forced to provide facilities for
redemption]?
I. You must say, therefore, Scripture
speaks of a gentile who is subject to
your authority.

II.1 A. [A Hebrew slave is acquired through money] or a writ:
B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?
C. Said Ulla, “Said Scripture, ‘If he take him another wife’ (Exo. 21:10) [in

addition to the Hebrew slave girl] – Scripture thus treats the Hebrew slave girl
as another wife: Just as another wife would be acquired by a writ, so a Hebrew
slave girl is acquired through a writ.”

D. Well, that proof would clearly pose no problem to him who says, “The writ of
a Hebrew slave girl – the master writes it,” but from the perspective of him
who says, “The father writes it,” what is to be said? For it has been stated:

E. The writ of a Hebrew slave girl – who writes it?
F. R. Huna said, “The master writes it.”
G. R. Hisda said, “The father writes it.”
H. So the proposed derivation from Scripture poses no problems, but from the

perspective of R. Hisda, what is to be said?
I. Said R. Aha bar Jacob, “Said Scripture, ‘She shall not go forth as slave boys

do’ (Exo. 21: 7) [if the master blinds them or knocks out their teeth] – but she
may be purchased in the manner in which slave boys are purchased. And what
might that way be? A writ.”

J. Well, why not say: But she may be purchased in the manner in which slave
boys are purchased. And what might that way be? usucaption?

K. Said Scripture, “And you shall make [gentile slaves] an inheritance for your
children after you” (Lev. 25:46) – they are acquired by usucaption, and slaves
of no other classification are acquired by usucaption.



L. Well, why not say: They are acquired by a writ, and slaves of no other
classification are acquired by a writ?

M. But isn’t it written, “She shall not go forth as slave boys do” (Exo. 21: 7)?
N. Well, then, how come you prefer the one reading rather than the other?
O. It stands to reason that a writ is encompassed as a medium of acquiring title,

since a writ serves to divorce an Israelite woman [Freedman: just as it is
effective in one instance, so in another].

P. To the contrary, usucaption should have been encompassed as a medium of
acquiring title, since it serves to effect acquisition of the property of an heirless
proselyte.

Q. But we don’t find such a medium of acquisition relevant when it comes to
matters of marital relationship. Or, if you prefer, I shall say that the
language, “if he takes another” serves to make that very point. [Freedman:
“She shall not go out” teaches that she may be acquired by deed, as is implied
by the analogy of “another.”]

R. Now how does R. Huna deal with the clause, “She shall not go forth as slave
boys do” (Exo. 21: 7) [if the master blinds them or knocks out their teeth]?

S. He requires that verse to indicate that she does not go forth at the loss of the
major limbs, as does a slave boy.

T. And R. Hisda?
U. If so, Scripture should have said, “She shall not go forth like slave boys.” Why

say, “She shall not go forth as slave boys do” (Exo. 21: 7) [if the master blinds
them or knocks out their teeth]? That yields two points.

III.1 A. And he acquires himself through the passage of years:
B. For it is written, “Six years he shall serve, and in the seventh he shall go free

for nothing” (Exo. 21: 2).
IV.1 A. By the Jubilee Year:

B. For it is written, “He shall serve with you into the year of Jubilee”
(Lev. 25:40).

V.1 A. And by deduction from the purchase price [redeeming himself at this
outstanding value]:

B. Said Hezekiah, “For said Scripture, ‘Then shall he let her be redeemed’
(Exo. 21: 8) – this teaches that she makes a deduction from her redemption
money and goes out free.”



V.2 A. A Tannaite statement: And he acquires title to himself through money or a
cash equivalent or through a writ.

B. Now with respect to money, there is no difficulty, for it is written in
so many words, “He shall give back the price of his redemption out of
the money he was bought for” (Lev. 25:51). And as to a cash
equivalent too: “He shall give back the price of his redemption,” the
All-Merciful has said, extended the law covering cash to a cash
equivalent. But as to this writ, how is it to be imagined? Should we
say that the slave writes a bond for the redemption money? Then it is
tantamount to money. But if it is a writ of manumission, then why a
deed? Let the master say to the slave in the presence of two witnesses
of a court: “Go”?
C. Said Raba, “That is to say, a Hebrew slave is owned by his master
as to his very body, so a master who remitted the deduction – the
deduction is not remitted.”

VI.1 A. The Hebrew slave girl has an advantage over him. For she acquires
herself [in addition] through the appearance of tokens [of puberty].

B. Said R. Simeon b. Laqish, “A Hebrew slave girl has acquired from the domain
of her master possession of herself [as a free woman] upon the death of her
father. That is the result of an argument a fortiori: If the appearance of puberty
signs, which do not free her from her father’s authority, free her from the
authority of her master, then death, which does free her from her father’s
authority [the father’s heirs have no claim on her], surely should free her from
her master’s authority [whose heirs should not inherit her]!”

C. Objected R. Oshayya, “The Hebrew slave girl has an advantage over him.
For she acquires herself [in addition] through the appearance of tokens
[of puberty]. But if what he has said were so, then the list should include
reference to her father’s death as well!”

D. The Tannaite authority has listed some items and left out others.
E. Well, then, what else has he left out, if he has left out this item?
F. He leaves out reference to her master’s death.
G. Well, if that is all he has left out, then he has left out nothing; since that

would pertain also to a male slave as well, it is omitted anyhow.
H. But why not include it?



I. The Tannaite framer of the passage has encompassed what is subject to a
fixed limit [the six years, the proportionate repayment of the purchase price,
the Jubilee], but what is not subject to a fixed limit he does not include in his
Tannaite rule.

J. But lo, there is the matter of puberty signs, which are not subject to a fixed
limit, but the Tannaite framer of the passage has covered them too.

K. Said R. Safra, “They have no fixed limit above, but they are subject to a fixed
limit [16B] below. For it has been taught on Tannaite authority: A boy aged
nine who produced two puberty hairs – these are classified as a mere mole;
from the age of nine years to twelve years and one day, they are classified as a
mere mole. R. Yosé b. R. Judah says, ‘They are classified as a mark of
puberty.’ From thirteen years and one day onward, all parties concur that they
are classified as a mark of puberty.”

L. Objected R. Sheshet, “R. Simeon says, ‘Four are given severance pay, three in
the case of males, three in the case of females. And you cannot say there are
four in the case of the male, because puberty signs are not effective in the case
of a male, and you cannot say there is boring of the ear in the case of the
female.’ Now if what R. Simeon b. Laqish has said were valid [‘A Hebrew
slave girl has acquired from the domain of her master possession of herself as a
free woman upon the death of her father’], then the death of the father also
should be included here. And should you say, the Tannaite authority has
listed some items and left out others, lo, he has said matters explicitly in terms
of four items! And if you should say, the Tannaite framer of the passage has
encompassed what is subject to a fixed limit [the six years, the proportionate
repayment of the purchase price, the Jubilee], but he has left off what is not
subject to a fixed limit, lo, there is the matter of puberty signs, which are not
subject to a fixed limit, and he has encompassed them in the Tannaite
statement. And should you say, here as a matter of fact he, too, accords with
R. Safra, well, then, there is the matter of the death of the master, which is not
subject to a fixed definition as to time, and yet the Tannaite framer has
included it. So what are the four items to which reference is made?”

M. [1] Years, [2] Jubilee, [3] Jubilee for the one whose ear was bored, and [4] the
Hebrew slave girl freed by puberty signs. And that stands to reason, since the
concluding clause goes on to say, and you cannot say there are four in the case
of the male, because puberty signs are not effective in the case of a male, and
you cannot say there is boring of the ear in the case of the female. But if it



were the case [that the master’s death is covered], then you would have four
items for the woman. So that’s decisive proof.

N. Objected R. Amram, “And these are the ones that get severance pay: Slaves
freed by the passage of six years of service, the Jubilee, the master’s death, and
the Hebrew slave girl freed by the advent of puberty signs. And if the stated
proposition were valid, the father’s death also should be on the list. And
should you say, the Tannaite authority has listed some items and left out
others, lo, he has said, and these are the ones [which is exclusionary, these –
no others]. And if you should say, the Tannaite framer of the passage has
encompassed what is subject to a fixed limit [the six years, the proportionate
repayment of the purchase price, the Jubilee], but he has left off what is not
subject to a fixed limit, lo, there is the matter of puberty signs, which are not
subject to a fixed limit, and he has encompassed them in the Tannaite
statement. And should you say, here as a matter of fact he, too, accords with
R. Safra, well, then, there is the matter of the death of the master. So isn’t
this a refutation of R. Simeon b. Laqish’s position?”

O. Sure is.
P. But lo, R. Simeon b. Laqish has set forth an argument a fortiori!
Q. It’s a flawed argument a fortiori, along these lines: The distinguishing trait of

puberty signs is that they mark a change in the body of the girl, but will you say
the same of the death of the father, by which the body of the girl is left
unaffected?

Topical Appendix Concerning Severance Pay
VI.2 A. One Tannaite version states, The severance pay [the gifts given at

the end of six years] of a Hebrew slave boy belongs to himself and that
of a Hebrew slave girl belongs to herself. Another Tannaite version
states, The severance pay [the gifts given at the end of six years] of a
Hebrew slave girl and things that she finds belong to her father, and
her master has a claim only to a fee for loss of time [taken up by
finding the lost object]. Is it not the case that the one speaks of a girl
who goes forth by reason of the advent of puberty signs [in which
case the severance pay goes to the father], the other liberated at the
death of the father?
B. Not at all, both speak of freedom by reason of puberty signs, but
there is still no conflict, in the one case, the father is alive, in the
other, not.



C. There is no problem with the statement, The severance pay [the
gifts given at the end of six years] of a Hebrew slave girl belongs to
herself, for it serves to exclude any assignment to her brothers, as has
been taught on Tannaite authority: “And you make them an
inheritance for your children after you” (Lev. 25:46, speaking of
Canaanite slaves] – them you leave to your sons, and your daughters
you do not leave to your sons. This states that a man does not leave
title to his daughter as an inheritance to his son. But as to the
statement, The severance pay [the gifts given at the end of six years]
of a Hebrew slave boy belongs to himself, surely that is obvious! Who
else should get it?

D. Said R. Joseph, “I see here a molehill made into a
mountain. [This is all redundant.]”
E. Abbayye said, “This is what R. Sheshet said: ‘Who is the
authority behind this unattributed statement? It is Totai. For it
has been taught on Tannaite authority: Totai says, “‘You shall
furnish him’ (Deu. 15:14) – him, not his creditor”’ [and that is
the point of the statement at hand].”

VI.3 A. Reverting to the body of the foregoing: And these are the ones that
get severance pay: Slaves freed by the passage of six years of service,
the Jubilee, the master’s death, and the Hebrew slave girl freed by the
advent of puberty signs. But one who runs away or who is freed by
deduction from the purchase price don’t get severance pay.
B. R. Meir says, “A runaway doesn’t get severance pay, but he who is
freed by deduction from the purchase price does get severance pay.”
C. R. Simeon says, “Four are given severance pay, three in the case of
males, three in the case of females. And you cannot say there are four
in the case of the male, because puberty signs are not effective in the
case of a male, and you cannot say there is boring of the ear in the case
of the female.”

D. What is the source of these rulings?
E. It is in line with that which our rabbis have taught on
Tannaite authority:
F. Is it possible to suppose that a gift is provided only to
those who go forth after six years of work? How on the
basis of Scripture do we know that one who goes forth on



the occasion of the Jubilee, or on the death of the owner,
or a female slave who goes forth on the appearance of
puberty signs [also gets a liberal gift]?
G. Scripture says, “When you set him free,” “When you do
set him free.”
H. Is it possible to suppose that a runaway and one who
goes out through a deduction get it? Scripture states,
“When you do set him free,” meaning, to him whom you
set free you give a gift, and you do not give a gift to him
who is set free on his own account [Sifré Deu. CXIX:I.1].
I. R. Meir says, “A runaway doesn’t get severance pay, since
his liberation is not on your account, but he who is freed by
deduction from the purchase price does get severance pay, for
his liberation is on your account.”
VI.4 A. A runaway?! But he has to serve out his term of

service. For it has been taught on Tannaite authority:
How on the basis of Scripture do we know that a
runaway has to complete his term of service? Scripture
states, “Six years he shall serve” (Exo. 21: 2).
B. [17A] Might one suppose that that is so even if he
got sick?
C. Scripture says, “And in the Seventh Year he shall go
out free.”
D. Said R. Sheshet, “Here with what situation do we
deal? With a slave that ran away and the Jubilee Year
came into force for him. What might you have
thought? Since the Jubilee Year is what has sent him
forth, we classify the case as one in which you are the
one who has sent him forth, and we do not impose a
judicial penalty on him but rather we give him
severance pay? So we are informed that that is not the
case.”
VI.5 A. A master has said: “Might one suppose that

that is so even if he got sick? Scripture says,
‘And in the Seventh Year he shall go out free –
even if he were sick all six years’”:



B. But has it not been taught on Tannaite
authority: If he was sick for three years and
worked for three years, he doesn’t have to
make up the lost time. If he was sick all six
years, he is obligated to make up the time?
C. Said R. Sheshet, “It is a case in which he
could still do needlework.”
D. Lo, there is an internal contradiction. You
have said, If he was sick for three years and
worked for three years, he doesn’t have to
make up the lost time. Lo, if it were four, he
would have to make up the time. Then note the
concluding clause: If he was sick all six years,
he is obligated to make up the time. Lo, if it
were four, he would not have to make up the
time!
E. This is the sense of the matter: If he was sick
for four years, he is treated as though he were
sick all six, and he does have to make up the
time.

VI.6 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. How much do they give in severance pay?
C. “Five selas worth of each kind mentioned in Scripture [Deu. 15:14: ‘Out of

your flock and out of your threshing floor and out of your wine press’], that is,
fifteen in all,” the words of R. Meir.

D. R. Judah says, “Thirty, as in the thirty paid for a gentile slave” (Exo. 21:32).
E. R. Simeon says, “Fifty, as in the fifty for valuations” (Lev. 27: 3).

VI.7 A. The master has said, “‘Five selas worth of each kind mentioned in
Scripture [Deu. 15:14: “Out of your flock and out of your threshing
floor and out of your wine press”], that is, fifteen in all,’ the words of
R. Meir.”
B. [With reference to “that is, fifteen in all,” we ask:] Well, then, is it
R. Meir’s intention to inform us how to count?



C. What he proposes to tell us is that he may not diminish the total,
but if he gives less of one classification and more of another, we have
no objection.

D. What is the scriptural basis for R. Meir’s conclusion?
E. He forms a verbal analogy on the basis of the occurrence
of the word “empty-handed” here and with reference to the
firstborn [Deu. 15:13: “You shall not let him go empty-
handed”; Exo. 34:20: “All the firstborn of your sons you shall
redeem, none shall appear before me empty-handed”]. Just as
in that case, five selas is the fixed sum, so here too, five selas is
the fixed sum.
F. Might one say then, there must be five selas worth of each
item?
G. If the word “empty-handed” had been written at the end of
the verse, it might be as you say; but since the word “empty-
handed” is written at the outset, the word “empty-handed”
pertains to “flock,” “threshing floor,” and “wine press,” item
by item.
H. Why not derive the meaning of the word “empty-handed”
from the verbal analogy deriving from the burnt-offering
brought at one’s appearance on the pilgrim festival [and
much less than five selas is required there]?
I. Said Scripture, “As the Lord your God has blessed you you
shall give to him” (Deu. 15:14).

VI.8 A. R. Judah says, “Thirty, as in the thirty paid for a gentile slave”
(Exo. 21:32):

B. What is the scriptural basis for the position of R. Judah?
C. He establishes a verbal authority on the basis of the
occurrence of the word “giving” here and in the case of the
slave. Just as in that case, thirty selas is involved, so here too,
thirty selas is involved.
D. Why not establish the verbal analogy with the common use
of the word “giving” with reference to severance pay and
valuations, with the result: Just as in that case, fifty selas is
involved, so here too, fifty selas is involved.



E. First of all, if you hold onto a great deal, you hold nothing,
but if you hold onto a little, you will hold onto it, and,
furthermore, you should establish the verbal analogy on the
basis of passages that speak in particular of slaves.

VI.9 A. R. Simeon says, “Fifty, as in the fifty for valuations” (Lev. 27: 3).
B. What is the scriptural basis for the position of R. Simeon?
C. He establishes a verbal authority on the basis of the
occurrence of the word “giving” here and in the case of
valuations. Just as in that case, fifty selas is involved, so here
too, fifty selas is involved.
D. Might one say it may be the least sum that will serve for a
valuation [which is five sheqels, Lev. 27: 6]?
E. “...As the Lord your God has blessed you” (Deu. 15:14).
F. And why not establish a verbal authority on the basis of the
occurrence of the word “giving” here and in the case of the
slave. Just as in that case, thirty selas is involved, so here too,
thirty selas is involved, for, after all, first, if you hold onto a
great deal, you hold nothing, but if you hold onto a little, you
will hold onto it, and, furthermore, you should establish the
verbal analogy on the basis of passages that speak in
particular of slaves?
G. R. Simeon draws his verbal analogy on the basis of the
recurrent word “poverty” [Lev. 25:39 for the slave, Lev. 27: 8
for the valuation].
VI.10 A. Well, now, from R. Meir’s perspective, we can

understand why Scripture states, “out of your flock and
out of your threshing floor and out of your wine press”
(Deu. 15:14). But from R. Judah’s and R. Simeon’s
viewpoint, why are these items – flock and threshing
floor and wine press – required?
B. These are required in line with that which has been
taught on Tannaite authority:
C. “…Of the flock, threshing floor, and vat”:
D. Might one suppose that one furnishes a gift
solely from the flock, threshing floor, and vat in



particular? How on the basis of Scripture do I
know to encompass every sort of thing?
E. Scripture says, “Furnish him...with whatever the
Lord your God has blessed you, you shall give to
him,” which serves to encompass every sort of
thing.
F. If so, why is it said, “…of the flock, threshing
floor, and vat”?
G. “Just as the flock, threshing floor, and vat are
characterized by being worthy of blessing, so is
excluded a payment of cash, which is not the
occasion for a blessing”: The words of R. Simeon.
H. R. Eliezer b. Jacob says, “What is excluded are
mules, which do not produce offspring” [Sifré
Deu. CXIX:II.3].

VI.11 A. And R. Simeon?
B. Mules themselves can increase in value.
C. And R. Eliezer b. Jacob?
D. One can do business with ready cash.
VI.12 A. And it was necessary for all of these items to

be made articulate. For if the All-Merciful had
made reference to the flock, I might have
thought that the law applies to animate
creatures but not to what grows from the soil.
So the All-Merciful has written, “threshing
floor.” And if the Scripture had made
reference only to threshing floor, I might have
thought that the gift may be what grows from
the soil but not animate creatures. So
Scripture wrote, “flock.”
B. What need do I have for a reference to the
vat?
C. [17B] In the view of one master, it serves to
exclude ready cash, of the other, mules.

VI.13 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:



B. “Furnishing him, you shall furnish him liberally” (Deu. 15:14):
C. I know only that if the household of the master has been blessed on

account of the slave, that one must give a present. How do I know that
even if the household of the master was not blessed on account of the
slave, a gift must be given?

D. Scripture says, “Furnishing him, you shall furnish him liberally”
(Deu. 15:14) – under all circumstances.

E. R. Eleazar b. Azariah says, “If the household has been blessed for the
sake of the slave, a present must be given, but if not, then the present
need not be made” [Sifré Deu. CXIX:III.1].

F. Then what is the sense of “Furnishing him”?
G. In this case Scripture used language in an ordinary way.

VI.14 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. The Hebrew slave boy serves the son but doesn’t serve the daughter. The

Hebrew slave girl serves neither the son nor the daughter. The slave whose ear
has been bored and the slave that is sold to a gentile serves neither the son nor
the daughter.
VI.15 A. The master has said, “The Hebrew slave boy serves the son but

doesn’t serve the daughter”:
B. What is the source for that ruling?
C. It is in line with that which has been taught on Tannaite authority:
D. “[If a fellow Hebrew, man or woman, is sold to you,] he shall
serve you six years”:
E. [“You,”] and also your son. [The Hebrew slave remains the
possession of the son, if the father dies within the six-year spell.]
F. Might one think that the same rule applies to the heir [other
than the son]?
G. Scripture says, “Six years he shall serve you.”
H. What is it that moved you to include the son but to exclude any
other heir?
I. I include the son because the son takes the father’s place in
[Hammer:] designating [the Hebrew bondwoman as his wife],
and in recovering for his family an ancestral field that has been
alienated.



J. But I exclude any other heir, because any other heir does not
take the father’s place in [Hammer:] designating [the Hebrew
bondwoman as his wife], and in recovering for his family an
ancestral field that has been alienated [CXVIII:IV.1] [given in
Sifré Deut.’s wording].
K. But to the contrary: I should encompass the brother, who takes the
place of the deceased childless brother for a levirate marriage! Is there
a levirate marriage except where there is no offspring? If there is an
offspring, there is no levirate marriage.

L. Then the operative consideration is that there is this
refutation, but otherwise, would the brother be preferable?
M. Why not infer the opposite: Here where there is a son,
there are two points in his favor, there, only one?
N. The consideration of the son in regard to the field of
inheritance is also inferred from this same refutation, namely:
Is there a levirate marriage except where there is no son?

VI.16 A. The Hebrew slave girl serves neither the son nor the daughter.
B. What is the source for that ruling?
C. Said R. Peda, “Said Scripture, ‘And if he say to you, I will not go
out from you...then you shall take an awl and thrust it through his
ear...and also to your slave girl you shall do likewise’ (Deu. 15:16-17).
In this way Scripture has treated her as comparable to him whose ear
is bored: Just as the latter serves neither the son nor the daughter, so
the former serves neither the son nor the daughter.”

D. Well, is that the purpose that is served by this verse? It
surely is required in line with that which have been taught on
Tannaite authority:
E. “Do the same with your female slave”:
F. That refers to providing a generous gift when she leaves.
G. What about piercing her ear to the door?
H. Scripture says, “But should he say to you...,” the slave,
not the slave girl [Sifré Deu. CXXI.V.3].
I. How then do I deal with the clause, “and also to your
female slave do the same”?
J. It is in regard to the severance pay.



K. If so, Scripture should have said, “and also to your slave
girl likewise,” why add, “you shall do”? It makes both points.

VI.17 A. The slave whose ear has been bored and the slave that is sold to a
gentile serves neither the son nor the daughter.
B. The slave whose ear has been bored: “And his master shall bore his
ear through with an awl, and he shall serve him forever” (Exo. 21: 6) –
him but not his son or daughter.
C. And the slave that is sold to a gentile serves neither the son nor the
daughter: What is the source for that ruling?
D. Said Hezekiah, “Said Scripture, ‘And he shall reckon with his
purchaser’ (Lev. 25:50) – but not with his purchaser’s heirs.”
VI.18 A. Said Raba, “By the law of the Torah, a gentile may inherit

his father’s estate, as it is said, ‘And he shall reckon with his
purchaser,’ but not with his purchaser’s heirs, which proves
that he has heirs. A proselyte’s inheriting from a gentile is not
based on the law of the Torah but only on the rulings of
scribes. For we have learned in the Mishnah: A proselyte
and a gentile who inherited [the property of] their father,
[who was] a gentile – he [the proselyte brother] may say to
him [the gentile brother], “You take the idols and I [will
take] the coins; you [take] the libation wine and I [will
take] the produce.” And if [he said this] after it [the
property] came into his possession, this [arrangement] is
forbidden [M. Dem. 6:9A-E]. Now if it should enter your
mind that it is by the law of the Torah that the proselyte
inherits his gentile father’s estate, then even if the goods have
not yet come into his possession, when he takes the money or
produce, he is taking something in exchange for an idol
[which would be forbidden, since the inheritance is
automatically of a half-share of everything, whether he has
taken possession or not (Freedman)]. So it follows that it is by
rabbinical law, a preventive measure enacted by rabbis to
take account of the threat that he may return to his
wickedness.”
B. So, too, it has been taught on Tannaite authority: Under
what circumstances? In a case of inheritance. But in a case of



mere partnership, such an arrangement is forbidden [and the
proselyte may not derive benefit from an idol or libation wine].
C. [Raba continues,] “A gentile inherits the estate of a
proselyte, or a proselyte inherits the estate of a proselyte,
neither by the law of the Torah nor by the law of the scribes.
For it has been taught on Tannaite authority: A man who
borrows money from a proselyte whose children converted
with him must not return the money to the children [who are
not his heirs], and if he does, sages are not pleased with him.”
D. But it also has been taught on Tannaite authority, and if he
does, sages are pleased with him!
E. No problem, the former refers to a case in which his
conception and birth were not in a circumstance of
sanctification, [18A] the latter, a case in which his conception
was not in conditions of sanctification, but his birth was in
conditions of sanctification.
F. R. Hiyya bar Abin said R. Yohanan said, “A gentile inherits
his father’s estate by the law of the Torah, as it is written,
‘Because I have given Mount Seir to Esau for an inheritance’
(Deu. 2: 5).”
G. But perhaps the case of an Israelite apostate is
exceptional?
H. Rather, proof derives from the following: “Because I have
given to the children of Lot Ar as an inheritance” (Deu. 2: 9).

I. And how come R. Hiyya bar Abin does not rule as
does Raba?
J. Is it written, “and he shall reckon with his purchaser
but not his purchaser’s heirs”?
K. And how come Raba does not rule as does R. Hiyya
bar Abin?
L. Because the honor owing to Abraham makes the
situation exceptional.

Reversion to the Exposition of the Mishnah’s Comparison
of the Male and Female Slave

VI.19 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:



B. “…A fellow Hebrew, man or woman”:
C. Rules pertain to the Hebrew male that do not pertain to the Hebrew

female,
D. and rules pertain to the Hebrew female that do not pertain to the Hebrew

male:
E. Rules pertain to the Hebrew male: For a Hebrew male goes forth through

the passage of years and at the Jubilee and through the deduction of the
years yet to be served by the payment of money and through the death of
the master, none of which applies to the Hebrew female slave.

F. A Hebrew female slave goes forth when she produces puberty signs, she
may not be sold to third parties, she may be redeemed even against her
wishes, none of which applies to the Hebrew male slave.

G. Lo, since it is the fact, therefore, that rules pertain to the Hebrew male
that do not pertain to the Hebrew female, and rules pertain to the
Hebrew female that do not pertain to the Hebrew male, it is necessary to
make explicit both the Hebrew man and the Hebrew woman [Sifré
Deu. CXVIII:III.2].
VI.20 A. The master has said: “Rules pertain to the Hebrew male that do

not pertain to the Hebrew female”:
B. By way of contradiction: The Hebrew slave girl has an
advantage over him. For she acquires herself [in addition]
through the appearance of tokens [of puberty]!
C. Said R. Sheshet, “For instance, if he designated her as his wife” [in
which case these signs would not apply].
D. If he designated her as his wife? Obviously! She would require a
writ of divorce in that case!
E. What might you imagine? In her instance the rules pertaining to a
Hebrew slave girl are not suspended? So we are informed that that is
not the case.
F. If so, then how come she goes forth through the advent of the
tokens of puberty?
G. This is the sense of the matter: If he did not designate her for
marriage, then she would go forth by the advent of the tokens of
puberty as well.



VI.21 A. She may not be sold to third parties: So does that imply that a
slave boy may be sold to third parties? But has it not been taught on
Tannaite authority:
B. “If he have nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft” (Exo. 22: 2)
– but not for paying the double indemnity [that is owing by a thief,
Exo. 22: 3].
C. “If he have nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft” (Exo. 22: 2)
– but not for paying the indemnity brought on him by testimony of his
that has been shown part of a conspiracy of perjury.
D. “If he have nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft” (Exo. 22: 2)
– once he has been sold one time, you are not again permitted to sell
him. [There can be no sale to third parties.]
E. Said Raba, “No problem, the one speaks of a single act of theft, the
other of multiple acts of theft.”
F. Said to him Abbayye, “‘...for his theft...’ bears the sense of any
number of thefts.”
G. Rather, said Abbayye, “No problem, the one speaks of a single
individual, the other of two or more.”
VI.22 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. If the theft was worth a thousand zuz and the thief is worth
only five hundred, he is sold and resold. If his theft was worth
five hundred zuz and he was worth a thousand, he is not sold
at all.
C. R. Eliezer says, “If his theft was worth his sale price, he is
sold, and if not, he is not sold.”
VI.23 A. Said Raba, “In this matter R. Eliezer got the better

of rabbis, for what difference does it make whether
what he stole is worth five hundred and he is worth a
thousand, in which case he is not sold? It is because
Scripture says, ‘then he shall be sold,’ meaning, all of
him, not half. Well, here too, Scripture says, ‘he shall
be sold for his theft,’ but not for half of his theft.”

VI.24 A. She may be redeemed even against her wishes, none of which
applies to the Hebrew male slave:



B. Raba considered interpreting, “…against the wishes of the
master.”
C. Said to him Abbayye, “What would be the case? That a bond is
written for the master covering her value? But then why does he have
to accept the bond? The guy’s holding a pearl in his hand, shall we
give him a sherd?”
D. Rather, said Abbayye, “The meaning can only be, against the
father’s will, because of the embarrassment of the family.”
E. If so, then the same should apply to the Hebrew slave – let the
members of his family be forced to redeem him because of the
embarrassment of his family.
F. But he may just go and sell himself again, and here too, the father
will just go and sell her again!
G. But hasn’t it been taught as part of the Tannaite statement at
hand: She may not be sold to third parties? [So that can’t
happen]. And who is the authority? It is R. Simeon, for it has been
taught on Tannaite authority: A man may sell his daughter into
marriage, then do the same for bondage, then do the same for marriage
after bondage, but he may not sell her into bondage after she has been
married. R. Simeon says, “Just as he may not sell his daughter into
bondage after marriage, so a man may not sell his daughter into
bondage after he has sold her into bondage.”
H. This involves the dispute of the following Tannaite statements, as
has been taught on Tannaite authority:
I. “To sell her unto a strange people he shall have no power, since he
has dealt deceitfully with her” (Exo. 21: 8):
J. [18B] “Since he spread his cloth over her [reading the letters that
yield ‘dealt deceitfully’ as though they bore the vowels to yield ‘his
cloth’], he may not again sell her,” the words of R. Aqiba.
K. R. Eliezer says, “‘…since he has dealt deceitfully with her’
(Exo. 21: 8) – he may not again sell her.”
L. What is at issue here? R. Eliezer rejects the view that the reading
supplied by the vowels dictates the sense of Scripture, R. Aqiba
affirms the view that the reading supplied by the vowels dictates the
sense of Scripture, R. Simeon both maintains and denies the view that
the reading supplied by the vowels dictates the sense of Scripture.



VI.25 A. Rabbah bar Abbuha raised this question: “Does
designating the slave girl for marriage effect the status of a
fully consummated marriage or does it bring about the status of
betrothal? The upshot is the familiar issue of whether or not
he inherits her estate, contracts uncleanness to bury her if he is
a priest and she dies, and abrogates her vows. What is the
law?”
B. Come and take note: “Since he spread his cloth over her
[reading the letters that yield ‘dealt deceitfully’ as though they
bore the vowels to yield ‘his cloth’], he may not again sell her”
– so what he can’t do is sell her, but lo, he may designate her
for marriage. Now, if you maintain that the designation
effects a consummated marriage, then, once she has married,
her father has no more power over here. So must it not follow
that the designation effects only a betrothal?”
C. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “Here the issue concerns a
betrothal in general [not only the slave girl’s being
designated by her master for marriage to himself or his son],
and this is the sense of the statement: Since the father has
handed her over to one who accepts liability to provide for ‘her
food, clothing, and conjugal rights’ (Exo. 21:10) [and so
betrothed her], he may not sell her again.”
D. Come and take note: The father may not sell her to relatives
[who because of consanguinity cannot designate her as a wife].
In the name of R. Eliezer, they have said, “He may sell her to
relatives.” But both sides concur that, if she is a widow, he
may nonetheless sell her to a high priest, and, if she is a
divorcée or a woman who has executed the rite of removing
the shoe, he may sell her to an ordinary priest.” Now as to the
widow, what sort of a situation confronts us? Shall we say
that she accepted a betrothal in her own behalf? Then can
she be classified as a widow? [Freedman: Not at all, her
actions are null, as would be the case of any other minor.] So
it must mean that her father has betrothed her. But can he
have sold his daughter for bondage after she was married?
And lo, a man may not sell his daughter into bondage after she
has been married, and in that connection said R. Amram said



R. Isaac, “Here we deal with a case of designation, within the
theory of R. Yosé b. R. Judah, who has said, ‘The original
money for her was not given for betrothal.’” [The money paid
for the slave girl is not for betrothal; when the girl is
designated for marriage, it is via the work she owes him, not
the money he has given; therefore the father can resell her after
the master’s death, and it is not regarded as bondage after
betrothal, since he didn’t accept the original money as betrothal
money (Freedman).] Now, if you take the position that the
designation has effected a consummated marriage, then, once
she is married, her father has no longer got any authority over
her?
E. Yes, but, what’s the sense of “it effects a betrothal” or of
“and both agree”? For lo, a man may not sell his daughter into
bondage after she has been married! Rather, what do you have
to say? An act of betrothal done by her is different from one
done by her father? [Freedman: When her father receives a
token of betrothal on her behalf, he loses his authority to sell
her later on; but when she gets it, for example, through her
labor, meaning, renunciation of the work she owes, her father
still has the right to sell her.] But then, even if you maintain
that designation effects a fully consummated marriage, her
own arrangement of the fully consummated marriage still will
differ in effect from her father’s.
F. But how are the matters parallel? True enough, the act of
betrothal that she undertakes will produce a different result
from the act of betrothal that her father undertakes, but will
there be any difference between an act of consummated
marriage done by her and one done by her father?
G. [19A] And from the perspective of R. Nahman bar Isaac,
who said even from the viewpoint of R. Yosé b. R. Judah, “The
original money for her was not given for betrothal,” how are
you going to explain the matter?
H. It will be in accord with R. Eliezer, who has said, “It is for
a condition of subjugation after another condition of
subjugation that he cannot sell her, but he can sell her for
subjugation after marriage.”



VI.26 A. R. Simeon b. Laqish raised this question: “What is the law
on designating the slave girl for his minor son? ‘His son’
(Exo. 21: 9) is what Scripture has said, meaning, his son of
any classification? Or perhaps, ‘his son’ comparable to him,
meaning, just as he is an adult, so his son must be an adult?”
B. Said R. Zira, “Come and take note: [‘And the man who
commits adultery with another man’s wife, even he who
commits adultery with his neighbor’s wife, the adulterer and
the adulteress shall surely be put to death’ (Lev. 20:10)]. ‘A
man’ – excluding a minor. ‘...Who commits adultery with
another man’s wife’ – excluding the wife of a minor. Now if
you say that he can designate [her for a minor], then you find
the possibility of a matrimonial bond in the case of a minor.”
C. So what’s the upshot? That he can’t designate her for a
minor son? Then why should Scripture exclude that
possibility? Rather, on this basis, solve the problem to
indicate that he can designate her for a minor [since that’s the
only way a minor male can be legally married]!
D. Said R. Ashi, “In this case we deal with a levir who is nine
years and a day old who has sexual relations with his levirate
bride, in which case, on the basis of the law of the Torah, she
is a suitable wife for him. Now what might you have said?
Since on the strength of the law of the Torah, she is a suitable
wife for him, and his act of sexual relations is valid, then he
who has sexual relations with her is liable on the count of
doing so with a married woman? So we are informed to the
contrary.”
E. So what’s the upshot of the matter?
F. Come and take note: Said R. Yannai, “The designation of
the slave girl for a wife can take place only with an adult male;
the designation of a slave girl for a wife may take place only
with full knowledge and consent of the man,” [which solves
Simeon b. Laqish’s problem].
G. Two items?
H. The sense of the matter is what is set forth, that is, how
come the designation of the slave girl for a wife can take place



only with an adult male? It is because the designation of a
slave girl for a wife may take place only with full knowledge
and consent of the man.
I. But why not say, what is the meaning of full knowledge and
consent? It must be full knowledge and consent of the
woman!
J. For Abbayye b. R. Abbahu repeated as a Tannaite
statement: “‘If she does not please her master, who has not
espoused her’ – this teaches that he has to inform her that he
plans to designate her.” He is the one who repeated it, and he
is the one who explained it: “It refers to the betrothal effected
by designation, and accords with the position of R. Yosé b. R.
Judah, who said, ‘The original money for her was not given for
betrothal.’”
K. R. Nahman bar Isaac said, “You may even maintain that
the money was given for betrothal, but this case is
exceptional, for the All-Merciful has said, ‘designate’
[meaning, designate with full knowledge and consent].”
VI.27 A. What is the source for the position of R. Yosé b. R.

Judah?
B. It is in line with that which has been taught on
Tannaite authority:
C. “If she does not please her master, who has
espoused her to himself, then he shall let her be
redeemed” – there must be enough time in the day to
allow redeeming her. [Freedman: If her master wishes
to designate her on the very last day of her servitude,
her labor still owing must be worth at least a penny, so
that she could be redeemed from the work; otherwise
he cannot designate her.] On the strength of that fact,
said R. Yosé b. R. Judah, “If there is enough time left
on that last day for her to work for him to the value of
a penny, she is betrothed, and if not, she is not
betrothed.” Therefore he takes the position that the
original money for her was not given for betrothal.



D. R. Nahman bar Isaac said, “You may even maintain
that the original money for her was given for betrothal,
but this case is different, for said the All-Merciful,
‘then he shall let her be redeemed.’”
VI.28 A. Said Raba said R. Nahman, “A man may say

to his minor daughter, ‘Go, accept your own
token of betrothal.’ This is on the basis of what
R. Yosé b. R. Judah has said. For didn’t he say
that the original money for her was not given
for betrothal? But when the master leaves her
only a penny’s worth of her labor, that serves
for a token of betrothal, so here too, it is no
different.”

VI.29 A. And said Raba said R. Nahman, “He who
betroths a woman through transfer of a debt on
which there is a pledge – she is betrothed. This
is on the basis of what R. Yosé b. R. Judah has
said. For didn’t he say that the original money
for her was not given for betrothal? [19B] But
this work represents a loan, for which she
herself is pledge, when the master leaves her
only a penny’s worth of her labor, that serves
for a token of betrothal, so here too, it is no
different.”

VI.30 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. How is the religious duty of designating the slave girl carried out?
C. The master says to her in the presence of two valid witnesses, “Lo, you are

consecrated to me,” “Lo, you are betrothed to me,”
D. – even at the end of six years, even near sunset at the end of that time.
E. And he then deals with her in the custom of a matrimonial bond and he does

not deal with her in the custom of servitude.
F. R. Yosé b. R. Judah says, “If there is enough time left on that last day for her

to work for him to the value of a penny, she is betrothed, and if not, she is not
betrothed.”



G. This matter may be compared to one who says to a woman, “Be betrothed to
me as from now, after thirty days have gone by,” and someone else comes
along and betroths her within the thirty days. So far as the law of designation
is concerned, she is betrothed to the first party.
VI.31 A. Now whose position is served by this parable? Should we say the

parable pertains to the position of R. Yosé b. R. Judah? Lo, if there is
enough time left on that last day for her to work for him to the value
of a penny, she is betrothed, and if not, she is not betrothed!
[Freedman: This proves that the betrothal commences not at the
beginning of her servitude but only at the last moment; here, too, the
betrothal commences at the end of thirty days, and therefore if
another man betroths her in the meantime, she is betrothed to the
second.]
B. Said R. Aha b. Raba, “The parable serves to illustrate the position
of rabbis.”
C. Yeah, so what else is new?
D. What might you otherwise have supposed? The master didn’t say,
“As from now”? [Freedman: Therefore in the analogous case, even if
he says, “You are betrothed after...,” and another does so within the
thirty days, she is betrothed to the first.] So we are informed that that
consideration does not come into play.

VI.32 A. It has further been taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “He who sells his daughter and went and accepted betrothal for her with a

second party has treated the master shabbily, and she is betrothed to the second
party,” the words of R. Yosé b. R. Judah.

C. But sages say, “If he wants to designate her as a wife for himself or for a
daughter, he may do so.”

D. This matter may be compared to one who says to a woman, “Be betrothed to
me after thirty days have gone by,” and someone else comes along and betroths
her within the thirty days. So far as the law of designation is concerned, she is
betrothed to the second party.
VI.33 A. Now whose position is served by this parable? Should we say the

parable serves the position of rabbis? Lo, rabbis maintain, “If he
wants to designate her as a wife for himself or for a daughter, he may
do so.”



B. Said R. Aha b. Raba, “The parable serves to illustrate the position
of rabbis.”
C. Yeah, so what else is new?
D. What might you otherwise have supposed? Lo, he did not say to
her, “After thirty days”? So we are informed that that is not the
operative consideration. [Freedman: Her master did not say he would
designate her after a certain period, therefore the second man’s
betrothal is valid; but if he said, “Be betrothed after..,” I might have
thought she is betrothed to him, and the second man’s betrothal is null.
Now, since Scripture empowered him to designate her through
purchase, it is as though he had said he would subsequently designate
her; the cases are analogous.]

VI.34 A. It has further been taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “He who sells his daughter and agreed that it was on condition that her master

not designate her as a wife for himself or his son, the stipulation is valid,” the
words of R. Meir.

C. And sages say, “If he wanted to designate her as a wife for himself or his son,
he may do so, since he has made a stipulation contrary to what is written in the
Torah, and any stipulation in violation of what is written in the Torah is null.”
VI.35 A. Well, then, from R. Meir’s perspective, is his stipulation valid?

And hasn’t it been taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “He who says to a woman, ‘Lo, you are betrothed to me on the
stipulation that you have no claim upon me for provision of food,
clothing, and sex’ – lo, she is betrothed, and his stipulation is null,” the
words of R. Meir.
C. And R. Judah says, “With respect to property matters [food,
clothing], his stipulation is valid.”
D. Said Hezekiah, “This case is exceptional, for Scripture has said,
‘...and if a man sell his daughter to be a slave girl’ (Exo. 21: 7) – there
are occasions on which he may sell her only to be a slave girl alone.”
E. And as to rabbis, how do they deal with this statement, “and if a
man sell his daughter to be a slave girl” (Exo. 21: 7)?
F. They require it in line with that which has been taught on Tannaite
authority:



G. “And if a man sell his daughter to be a slave girl” (Exo. 21: 7) – this
teaches that he may sell her to those who are invalid to marry her [for
example, a mamzer].
H. But does that fact not follow merely from a logical argument,
namely, if he can betroth her to unfit persons, can’t he sell her to unfit
persons?
I. But what makes it possible for him to betroth her to unfit persons is
that a man may betroth his daughter when she is in the status of
pubescent, but can he sell her to unfit persons, since he cannot sell his
daughter when she is pubescent? Therefore it is required to prove that
point from Scripture’s explicit statement, “he may sell her to those
who are invalid to marry her [for example, a mamzer],” which teaches
that he may sell her to those who are invalid to marry her [for
example, a mamzer].
J. R. Eliezer says, “If the purpose is to indicate that he may sell her to
those who are invalid to marry her [for example, a mamzer], lo, that is
already indicated by the verse, ‘if she displease her master so that he
has not espoused her,’ meaning, she was displeasing in regard to an
entirely valid matrimonial bond. So what is the point of the verse,
‘and if a man sell his daughter to be a slave girl’ (Exo. 21: 7)? This
teaches that he may sell her [20A] to relatives.”
K. But does that fact not follow merely from a logical argument,
namely, if he can betroth her to unfit persons, can’t he sell her to
relatives?
L. What makes it possible for him to sell her to unfit persons is that, if
he wanted to designate her as a wife, he may do so, but can he sell her
to relatives, who, if one of them wished to designate her as a wife,
may not do so? So it was necessary for Scripture to say, “he may sell
her to those who are invalid to marry her [for example, a mamzer],”
which teaches that he may sell her to relatives.
M. And R. Meir?
N. That he may sell her to unfit persons is a proposition he derives
from the same verse used by R. Eliezer for that proposition, and as to
selling her to relatives, he concurs with rabbis, who take the position
that he may not sell her to relatives.



VI.36 A. One Tannaite statement holds: He may not sell her to
relatives, and another Tannaite statement, he may sell her to
his father, but he may not sell her to his son, and yet another
Tannaite statement, he may not sell her either to his father or
to his son.
B. Now there is no problem understanding the position, he
may not sell her either to his father or to his son, since this
would accord with rabbis. But in accord with what authority
is the position, he may sell her to his father, but he may not sell
her to his son? This is neither in accord with rabbis nor with
R. Eliezer?
C. In point of fact it is in accord with rabbis, for rabbis
concede in a case in which there is a possibility of designating
her as a wife [the father for the son, who may be her uncle; but
the son cannot betroth her for himself nor designate her for his
son (Freedman)].

VI.37 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “If he came in by himself, he shall go out by himself” (Exo. 21: 3) – he comes

in with his body whole and undamaged, and he goes out in the same condition.
C. R. Eliezer b. Jacob says, “He comes in single, he goes out single.”

VI.38 A. What is the meaning of the phrase, he comes in with his body
whole and undamaged, and he goes out in the same condition?
B. Said Raba, “This is to say that he is not freed through loss of his
major limbs, as a gentile slave is.”
C. Said to him Abbayye, “That proposition derives from the
language, ‘She shall not go out as slave boys do’ (Exo. 21: 7).”
D. “If I had to rely on that verse, I should have thought that he has to
pay him, at least, the value of his eye, at which point he also frees
him. So we are informed that that is not the case.”

VI.39 A. What is the meaning of the phrase, he comes in single, he goes out
single?
B. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “This is the sense of the statement: If a
Hebrew slave does not have a wife and children, his master cannot
give him a Canaanite slave girl. If he does have a wife and children,
his master may give him a Canaanite slave girl.”



VI.40 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If a person was sold as a slave for a maneh and increased in value so that he

was then worth two hundred zuz, how do we know that they reckon with his
value only at the rate of a maneh?

C. As it is said, “He shall give back the price of his redemption out of the money
that he was bought for” (Lev. 25:51).

D. If he was sold for two hundred zuz and lost value and was priced at a maneh,
how do we know that we reckon his worth only at a maneh?

E. As it is said, “According to his years shall he give back the price of his
redemption” (Lev. 25:52).

F. Now I know thus far that that is the rule for a Hebrew slave who is sold to an
idolator, and who is redeemed [by his family], for his hand is on the top. How
do I know that the same rule applies to an Israelite [who owns a Hebrew slave
who is up for redemption]?

G. Scripture states, “A hired servant” in two different contexts [Lev. 25:40, a
slave sold to an Israelite, and Lev. 25:50, a slave sold to an idolator], serving
therefore to establish an analogy between them [and to invoke for the one the
rules that govern the case of the other. The lenient ruling for the slave governs
the redemption of the field].
VI.41 A. Said Abbayye, “Lo, I am equivalent to Ben Azzai in the

marketplaces of Tiberias [who challenged all comers to ask him hard
questions].” [Abbayye is challenged, B, G-V, and replies at C-F, then
W + Y-BB.]
B. One of the rabbis [taking up the challenge] said to Abbayye,
“There is the possibility of interpreting [the verses referring to the
redemption of the Hebrew slave] in a lenient way [favoring the
redemption and making it easy] and in a strict way. Why do you
choose to do so in a lenient way? I might propose that they should be
interpreted in a strict way.”
C. “Let not the thought enter your mind, for the All-Merciful was
lenient to [the Hebrew slave]. For it has been taught on Tannaite
authority:
D. “‘Because he fares well with you’ (Deu. 15:16). He must be with
you [and at your status] in food and in drink, so that you may not eat a
piece of fine bread while he eats a piece of coarse bread, you may not



drink vintage wine while he drinks new wine, you may not sleep on a
soft bed while he sleeps on the ground.
E. “On this basis it is said that he who buys a Hebrew slave is like one
who buys a master for himself.”
F. “But might one not say, that pertains to what has to do with eating
and drinking, so as not to distress him, but, so far as redemption, we
should impose a strict rule on him, along the lines of what R. Yosé b.
R. Hanina said?”
G. For it has been taught on Tannaite authority: R. Yosé bar Hanina
says, “Come and see how harsh is the dust kicked up in
connection with the laws of the Seventh Year. [Even if one
violates only derivative rules, the result is severe.] If a person
trades in produce grown in the Seventh Year, in the end he will
have to sell his movables, as it is said, ‘In this year of Jubilee you
shall return, every man to his possession’ (Lev. 25:13), and it is
said, ‘If you sell anything to your neighbor or buy anything from
your neighbor’s hand’ (Lev. 25:14). [The two verses are
juxtaposed to indicate that if a person does the one, he will be
punished by the other, so for selling or buying produce of the
Seventh Year, he will have to sell his property, in this case],
movables, something acquired from hand to hand.
H. “If the person does not perceive [what he has done], in the end
he will have to sell his fields, as it is said, ‘If your brother becomes
poor and has to sell some of his possessions’ (Lev. 25:25).
I. “It is not brought home to him, so in the end he will have to
sell his house, as it is said, ‘And if a man sells a dwelling house in
a walled city’ (Lev. 25:29)“ [T. Arakhin 5:9].
J. What is the difference between the two cases, in that, in the former
instance, it says, “If the person does not perceive,” and in the latter,
“It is not brought home to him”?
K. The answer accords with what R. Huna said.
L. For R. Huna said, “Once a person has committed a transgression
and done it again, it is permitted to him.”
M. “It is permitted to him” do you say?
N. Rather, I should say, “It is transformed for him so that it appears to
be permitted.”



O. [Continuing I:] “It is not brought home to him so in the end he
will sell his daughter, as it is said, ‘And if a man sells his daughter
to be a maidservant’ (Exo. 21: 7).
P. [Abbayye continues:] “And even though the matter of one’s selling
his daughter is not mentioned in the present context, it would be
better for a person to sell his daughter and not to borrow on usurious
rates, for in the case of his daughter, what is owing gradually
diminishes [as she works off the debt], while in the present instance,
the debt grows and grows.
Q. “Then it is not brought home to him, so in the end he will sell
himself into slavery, as it is said, ‘And if your brother becomes
poor with you and sells himself to you’ (Lev. 25:39).
R. “And not to you, but to a proselyte, as it is said, ‘To the
proselyte’ (Lev. 25:47).
S. “And not to a sincere proselyte but to a resident alien, as it is
said, ‘To a resident alien’ (Lev. 25:47).
T. “‘A proselyte’s family’ refers to an idolator.
U. “When Scripture further states, ‘Or to the stock,’ [20B] it
refers to one who sells himself to become a servant of the idol
itself.’
V. He [Abbayye, A] replied, “But Scripture restores him [to his
status].”
W. And a member of the household of R. Ishmael repeated as a
Tannaite statement, “Since this one has gone and sold himself to an
idol, [one might have thought], ‘Let us throw a stone after the fallen.’
Scripture therefore has said, ‘After he is sold, he shall be redeemed,
one of his brothers shall redeem him’ (Lev. 25:48).”
X. Might I maintain that “He shall be redeemed” means that, while he
is not to be permitted to be absorbed among the idolators, as to the
matter of redeeming him, we should impose a strict ruling?
Y. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “It is written, ‘If there be yet increases
in the years’ (Lev. 25:51) and ‘If there remain but little in the years’
(Lev. 25:51). Now are there years that are prolonged and years that
are shortened? [Surely not.] Rather, if his value should be increased,
then ‘out of the money that he was bought for’ he shall be redeemed,
and if his value diminishes, then ‘in accord with the remaining years.’”



Z. And might I propose a different reading, namely, where he has
worked two years and four remain, let him pay the four years at the
rate of “the money that he was bought for,” and if he had worked for
four years, with two remaining, then let him repay two years
“according to his year”?
AA. “If that were the case, then Scripture should have stated, ‘If
there be yet many years.’ Why does it say, ‘in years’? It means, as
stated above, if his value should be increased, [then his redemption
shall be paid] ‘out of the money that he was bought for,’ and if his
value decreased, then the basis of the fee for redemption will be]
‘according to his remaining years.’”
BB. Said R. Joseph, “R. Nahman has interpreted these verses as if
from Sinai.”

VI.42 A. R. Huna bar Hinena asked R. Sheshet, “A Hebrew slave sold to a gentile –
may he be redeemed by halves or may he not be redeemed by halves? Do we
derive the meaning of ‘his redemption’ by analogy to the rule governing
redeeming a field of possession, namely, just as a field of possession cannot be
redeemed by halves, so he cannot be redeemed by halves? Or maybe we
invoke that analogy to produce a lenient rule but not to produce a strict
rule?”

B. He said to him, “Didn’t you say in that context, he is sold whole but not by
halves? So here too, he is redeemed whole but not by halves.”

C. Said Abbayye, “If you find grounds for maintaining, he may redeemed by
halves, then you turn out to produce a ruling that is lenient for him and also
strict for him. The leniency is, if the gentile bought him for a hundred zuz and
then the slave paid back fifty, which is half his value, and then he went up in
value and was worth two hundred, if you say, he can be half redeemed, he
pays him another hundred and goes out a free man; but if you say, he cannot
be half-redeemed, then he has to pay him a hundred and fifty.”

D. But you said, “if he increased in value, he is redeemed out of the money that he
was bought for”!

E. That would refer to a case in which he was valuable when he was bought then
lost value then gained value.

F. “And also strict for him: If he bought him for two hundred, and the slave paid
back a hundred, which was half his value, and then went down in value to a
hundred – if you say he can be half-redeemed, he has to pay him fifty and go



free; but if you say he cannot be redeemed by halves, then the hundred was
merely a bailment held by the master, and the slave gives that to him and goes
free.”

VI.43 A. R. Huna bar Hinena asked R. Sheshet, “He who sells a house in a walled
city – is the house redeemed by halves or is it not redeemed by halves? Do we
derive the meaning of ‘his redemption’ by analogy to the rule governing
redeeming a field of possession, namely, just as a field of possession cannot be
redeemed by halves, so he cannot be redeemed by halves? Or maybe where
Scripture made that point explicit, it stands, but where not, it is not made
explicit and so is null?”

B. He said to him, “We derive the answer from the exegesis of R. Simeon that one
may borrow and redeem and redeem by halves. For it has been taught on
Tannaite authority: ‘“And if a man shall sanctify to the Lord part of the field of
his possession, and if he that sanctified the field will indeed redeem it”
(Lev. 25:52) – this teaches that one may borrow and redeem and redeem by
halves. Said R. Simeon, “What is the reason? The reason is that we find in the
case of one who sells a field of possession that he enjoys certain advantages.
That is, if the Jubilee Year comes and the field has not been redeemed, it
automatically reverts to the owner at the Jubilee Year. On the other hand, for
that very reason, he suffers the disadvantages that he may not borrow to
redeem the field and he may not redeem the field in halves. But [the opposite
considerations apply to] one who sanctifies a field of possession. For, on the
one side, he suffers a disadvantage in that, if the Jubilee Year comes and the
field has not been redeemed, it automatically goes forth to the ownership of the
priests. So, by contrast, he is given an advantage, in that he may borrow in
order to redeem the field and he may redeem it in halves.”’ Lo, one who sells a
house in a walled city, too – since he suffers the disadvantage in that, if a
complete year goes by and the field is not redeemed, it is permanently
alienated; but he gains the advantage that he can borrow and redeem and
redeem by halves.”

C. An objection was raised: “And if he will indeed redeem it” – this teaches that
he can borrow and redeem and redeem by halves. For one might have
supposed that logic dictates the opposite conclusion, namely: If one who sells a
field of possession, who enjoys the advantage that, if the Jubilee comes and the
field has not been redeemed, it reverts to its original owner in the Jubilee, but
who suffers the disadvantage that he may not borrow money and redeem it and
redeem it by halves, then he who sanctifies a field, who suffers the



disadvantage that, if the Jubilee comes and he has not redeemed the field, the
field goes out to the ownership of the priests at the Jubilee, surely it follows
that he does not enjoy the advantage such that he can borrow and redeem or
redeem by halves [but has not got that right].

D. But as for the one who sells a field of possession, the reason is that the
advantage he enjoys is not so strong, for he cannot redeem the field forthwith.
But will you say the same of one who sanctifies a field, who enjoys a
considerable advantage, in that he can redeem the field forthwith?

E. Let the one who sells a house in a walled city prove the contrary, since his
advantage is sufficiently puissant that he can redeem the field forthwith – and
yet he can’t borrow and redeem the field or redeem the field by halves.

F. There is no problem, [21A] the one represents the view of rabbis, the other, R.
Simeon. [Freedman: Sheshet’s answer having been deduced from Simeon’s
statement; Simeon holds that the reason of a scriptural law must be sought, and
when found it may modify the rule and provide a basis for other laws; rabbis
disagree; Simeon argues that the disabilities require compensating privileges
and finds this embodied in the laws of sanctification of a field of possession,
from which the same principles are applied to analogous cases; rabbis argue
that when Scripture impairs one’s privileges in one direction, they are
weakened in all a fortiori, the sanctification of an inherited field being explicitly
excepted by Scripture.]

G. One Tannaite statement holds: He who sells a house in a walled city may
borrow and redeem and redeem by halves. One Tannaite statement holds: He
who sells a house in a walled city may not borrow and redeem and redeem by
halves.

H. There is no problem, the latter represents the view of rabbis, the former, R.
Simeon.
VI.44 A. Said R. Aha b. Raba to R. Ashi, “One may raise the following

objection: What characterizes the one who sells a house in a walled
city is that he is at a disadvantage since he can never redeem it again
[after the first year has passed, Lev. 25:30]. But can you say the same
of one who consecrates a field, who has the power to redeem the field
at any time?”
B. Said R. Aha the Elder to R. Ashi, “Because one can say, let the
argument run full circle, and invoke a proof on the basis of shared
traits among otherwise different classes, namely: One who sells a field



of possession will prove the contrary, for his power is such that he can
redeem the field at any time in the future, but he may not borrow and
redeem the field or redeem the field by halves. But what characterizes
the one who sells a field of possession is that he is at a disadvantage in
regard to redeeming the field immediately. Then one who sells a
house in the walled city will prove the contrary – and so we go around
in circle. The definitive trait of the one is not the same as the definitive
trait of the other, but what characterizes them all in common is that
they may be redeemed, one may not borrow and redeem, and one may
redeem them all by halves. So I introduce the case of one who
sanctifies a field, which may be redeemed, but one may now borrow
and redeem or redeem by halves.”
C. Said Mar Zutra b. R. Mari to Rabina, “One may raise the
following objection: What they have in common is that the owner is at
a disadvantage, in that they cannot be redeemed in the second year
[after the act; one who sells an inherited field can redeem it only from
the third year, the seller of a house in a walled city can’t redeem it
after the first year has passed]. But then will you say the same of one
who sanctifies a field, who has the power, after all, to redeem the field
in the second year?”
D. Said to him Rabina, “It is because one may say: A Hebrew slave
sold to a gentile will prove the contrary, for he has the advantage of
being redeemed in the second year, but he may not borrow and redeem
himself, nor may he be redeemed by halves.”

VI.45 A. R. Huna bar Hinena asked this question of R. Sheshet: “He who
sells a house in a walled city – may the house be redeemed by relatives
or may the house not be redeemed by relatives? Do we draw a verbal
analogy based on the appearance of ‘his redemption’ both here and
with regard to a field of possession: Just as a field of possession may
not be redeemed by halves but may be redeemed by relatives, so the
same would apply here, namely, this, too, may not be redeemed by
halves but may be redeemed by relatives. Or maybe, when the word
‘redemption’ is stated by Scripture, it serves to establish an analogy
with respect to redeeming the field by halves, but it is not stated by
Scripture with regard to redemption by relatives?”
B. He said to him, “It may not be redeemed by relatives.”



C. An objection was raised: “‘And in all the land of your possession
you shall effect a redemption for the land’ (Lev. 25:24) – that serves
to encompass houses and Hebrew slaves [relatives may redeem these].
Doesn’t this refer to houses in walled cities?”
D. No, it refers to houses in villages.
E. But Scripture explicitly refers to houses in villages: “They shall be
reckoned with the fields of the country” (Lev. 25:31).
F. That verse serves to impose as an obligation the duty of
redemption by relatives, in line with the position of R. Eliezer, for it
has been stated on Tannaite authority: “‘If your brother become poor
and sell some of his possessions, then shall his kinsman that is next to
him come and shall redeem that which his brother has sold’
(Lev. 25:25) – that is an option.
G. “You say it is an option, but maybe it’s an obligation? Scripture
states, ‘And if a man has no kinsman’ (Lev. 25:26). Now is it
conceivable that there can be an Israelite who has no [kinsmen to serve
as] redeemers? Rather, this refers to one who has such but whose
kinsman doesn’t want to repurchase it, showing he has the option to
do so,” the words of R. Joshua.
H. R. Eliezer says, “‘If your brother become poor and sell some of his
possessions, then shall his kinsman that is next to him come and shall
redeem that which his brother has sold’ (Lev. 25:25) – that is an
obligation.
I. “You say it is an obligation, but maybe it’s only an option?
Scripture states, ‘and in all...you shall effect a redemption’
(Lev. 25:26) – thus Scripture establishes it as an obligation.”
J. Rabbis said to R. Ashi, and some say, Rabina to R. Ashi, “There is
no problem for one who maintains that it serves to encompass houses
in walled cities, that is in line with Scripture’s statement, ‘in all.’ But
from the perspective of the one who says that it encompasses houses
in villages, what is the meaning of ‘in all’?”
K. That’s a problem.
L. Objected Abbayye, “ Why does the clause, ‘he shall redeem him’
occur three times [at Lev. 25:48, 49, 52]? It serves to encompass all
instances of redemption, indicating that they are to be redeemed in this



manner [encompassing redemption by relatives]. Doesn’t this mean
houses in walled cities and Hebrew slaves?”
M. No, it refers to houses in villages and fields of possession.
N. But Scripture explicitly covers the matter of houses in villages and
fields of possession, in the language, “They shall be reckoned with the
fields of the country”!
O. It is in line with what R. Nahman bar Isaac said, “It is to indicate
that the closer the relation, the greater his priority.” Here, too, it is to
indicate, the closer the relation, the greater his priority. [Freedman: It
is in the same order of priority as the kinsmen enumerated at
Lev. 25:48, 49.]
VI.46 A. In what connection is this statement of R. Nahman bar

Isaac made?
B. It is in connection with the question that was raised: “A
Hebrew slave sold to an Israelite – is he redeemed by relatives
or is he not redeemed by relatives? With respect to Rabbi that
is not an issue, for he has said, ‘Through these he is redeemed,
but not by the passage of six years.’ Therefore he cannot be
redeemed. Our question addresses the view of rabbis. What
is the law? Do we establish a verbal analogy on the strength
of the recurrent use of the word ‘hired hand,’ and we do not
derive a lesson from the language, ‘one of his brothers may
redeem him’ (Lev. 25:38)? Or perhaps, ‘he may redeem him,’
means, him but no one else [a Hebrew slave sold to an
Israelite]?”
C. Come and take note: “In all...you shall effect a redemption’
– this encompasses houses and Hebrew slaves.” Doesn’t that
mean houses in a walled city and Hebrew slaves sold to
Israelites?
D. No, it means a Hebrew slave sold to a gentile.
E. A Hebrew slave sold to a gentile is covered by an explicit
statement of Scripture, “or his uncle or his uncle’s son may
redeem him” (Lev. 25:49) – [21B] that serves to make doing
so obligatory, and even from the perspective of R. Joshua.
F. Come and take note: “Why does the clause, ‘he shall
redeem him’ occur three times [at Lev. 25:48, 49, 52]? It



serves to encompass all instances of redemption, indicating that
they are to be redeemed in this manner [encompassing
redemption by relatives]. Doesn’t this mean houses in walled
cities and Hebrew slaves sold to Israelites?”
G. No, it refers to houses in villages and fields of possession.
H. But Scripture makes explicit reference to the matter of the
field of possession: “They shall be reckoned with the fields of
the country”!
I. Said R. Nahman bar Isaac, “It is to indicate that the closer
the relation, the greater his priority.”

VII.1 A. The slave whose ear is pierced is acquired through an act of piercing the
ear (Exo. 21: 5):

B. For it is written, “Then his master shall bore his ear through with an awl”
(Exo. 21: 6).

VIII.1 A. And he acquires himself by the Jubilee or by the death of the master:
B. For it is written, “and he shall serve him” but not his son or daughter;
C. “forever” – until the “forever” of the Jubilee.

VIII.2 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “‘An awl’ (Deu. 15:17):
C. “I know only that an awl is sufficient for boring the ear of the slave. How do I

know that sufficient also would be a prick, thorn, borer, or stylus?
D. “Scripture states, ‘Then you shall take’ (Deu. 15:12) – including everything

that can be taken in hand,” the words of R. Yosé b. R. Judah.
E. Rabbi says, “Since the verse says, ‘an awl,’ we draw the conclusion that the

awl is made only of metal, and so anything that is used must be metal.
F. “Another matter: ‘You shall take an awl’ – teaches that a big awl is meant.”
G. Said R. Eleazar, “R. Yudan b. Rabbi would expound as follows: ‘When they

pierce the ear, they do it only through the earlobe.’
H. “Sages say, ‘A Hebrew slave of the priestly caste is not subjected to the boring

of the ear, because that thereby blemishes him.’”
I. Now if you hold that the boring is done only through the earlobe,
then the Hebrew slave of the priestly caste cannot be blemished
thereby, since we bore only through the top part of the ear [and in
any event, boring makes a blemish, and Yosé takes the view that even



a needle’s point, a smaller hole than a lentil’s size, constitutes
maiming]!
VIII.3 A. What is at issue here?

B. Rabbi invokes the categories of an encompassing rule
followed by an exclusionary particularization:
C. “You shall take” is an encompassing rule; “an awl” is an
exclusionary particularization; “through his ear into the door”
reverts and gives an encompassing rule. So where you have an
encompassing rule, an exclusionary particularization, and
another encompassing rule, you cover under the encompassing
rule only what bears the traits of the exclusionary
particularization; just as the exclusionary particularization
states explicitly that the object must be of metal, so must
anything used for the purpose be of metal.
D. R. Yosé b. R. Judah interprets the categories of scriptural
evidences of inclusionary and exclusionary usages:
E. “You shall take” is inclusionary; “an awl” is exclusionary;
“through his ear into the door” reverts and forms an
inclusionary statement. Where you have an inclusionary, an
exclusionary, and an inclusionary statement, the upshot is to
encompass all things.
F. So what is excluded? An ointment.

VIII.4 A. The master has said: “‘You shall take an awl’ – teaches
that a big awl is meant”:
B. On what basis?
C. It is in line with what Raba said, “‘Therefore the children of
Israel don’t eat the sinew of the hip that is on the hollow of the
thigh’ (Gen. 32:33) – the right thigh; here too, ‘the awl,’
means, the most special of awls.”

VIII.5 A. Said R. Eleazar, “R. Yudan b. Rabbi would expound as
follows: ‘When they pierce the ear, they do it only through the
earlobe.’ Sages say, ‘A Hebrew slave of the priestly caste is
not subjected to the boring of the ear, because that thereby
blemishes him’” —
B. So let him be blemished!



C. Said Rabbah b. R. Shila, “Said Scripture, ‘And he shall
return to his own family’ (Lev. 25:41) – to his family’s
presumptive rights.”

VIII.6 A. The question was raised: “A Hebrew slave who is a priest – what is the law
as to his master’s giving him a Canaanite slave girl? Is this an anomaly, in
which case there is no distinguishing priests from Israelites? Or perhaps
priests are exceptional, since Scripture imposes additional religious duties on
them?”

B. Rab said, “It is permitted.”
C. And Samuel said, “It is forbidden.”

D. Said R. Nahman to R. Anan, “When you were at the household of
Master Samuel, you wasted your time playing chess. Why didn’t you
reply to him on the basis of the following: Sages say, ‘A Hebrew slave
of the priestly caste is not subjected to the boring of the ear, because
that thereby blemishes him’? Now if you say his master can’t give him
a gentile slave girl, the law that a Hebrew slave who is a priest is not
bored simply follows that we require that the slave be able to say, ‘I
love my master, my wife, and my children’ and that is not possible
here [cf. Exo. 21: 5].”
E. Nothing more is to be said.

Topical Appendix on the Marriage to
the Captive Woman of Goodly Form

VIII.7 A. The question was raised: “A priest – what is the law as to his taking ‘a woman
of goodly form’ (Deu. 21:11)? Is this an anomaly, in which case there is no
distinguishing priests from Israelites? Or perhaps priests are exceptional,
since Scripture imposes additional religious duties on them?”

B. Rab said, “It is permitted.”
C. And Samuel said, “It is forbidden.”

D. With respect to the first act of sexual relations, all parties concur
that it is permitted, for the Torah spoke only with reference to the
human desire to do evil. Where there is a disagreement, it concerns a
second and later act of sexual relations.
E. Rab said, “It is permitted.”
F. And Samuel said, “It is forbidden.”



G. Rab said, “It is permitted, for once it is permitted, it
remains so.”
H. And Samuel said, “It is forbidden, for she is a proselyte,
and a proselyte is not a worthy bride of a priest.”

I. There are those who say that with respect to the
second act of sexual relations all parties concur that it
is permitted, since she is a proselyte. Where there is a
disagreement, it concerns the first act of sexual
relations.
J. Rab said, “It is permitted, for the Torah spoke only
with reference to the human desire to do evil. “
K. And Samuel said, “It is forbidden, for in any case in
which one can invoke the verse, ‘then you shall bring
her home to your house’ (Deu. 21:12), we also invoke
the verse, ‘and see among the captives’ (Deu. 21:11),
but in any case in which one cannot invoke the verse,
‘then you shall bring her home to your house’
(Deu. 21:12), we also do not invoke the verse, ‘and see
among the captives’ (Deu. 21:11).”

VIII.8 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. [“When you take the field against your enemies, and the Lord your God

delivers them into your power, and you take some of them captive, and
you see among the captives a beautiful woman and you desire her and
would take her to wife, you shall bring her into your house, and she shall
trim her hair, pare her nails, and discard her captive’s garb. She shall
spend a month’s time in your house lamenting her father and mother.
After that you may come to her and possess her, and she shall be your
wife. Then, should you no longer want her, you must release her
outright. You must not sell her for money; since you had your will of her,
you must not enslave her” (Deu. 21:10-14)].

C. “…And you see among the captives”:
D. At the time of the taking of the captives.
E. “…A [beautiful] woman”:
F. Even a married woman [Sifré Deu. CCXI:II.1-2].
G. “…A [beautiful] woman”:



H. The Torah spoke only with reference to the human desire to do evil. It is
better for the Israelites to eat meat of [22A] beasts about to die but properly
slaughtered than the meat of dying animals that have perished on their own
without slaughter.

I. “And you desire” – even if she’s not pretty.
J. “Her” – but not her and her girlfriend [the soldiers get one each].
K. “…And would take her to wife”: – you have marriage rights over her.
L. “…For yourself to wife”: – that is so that you may not say, “Lo, this one is

for father,” “Lo, this one is for my brother” [Sifré Deu. CCXI:II.4].
M. “And you shall bring her home” – this teaches that he must not molest her in

battle.
Reversion to the Exposition of the Law

Concerning Slave Who Wishes to Remain with his Master
VIII.9 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. “But should he say to you, ‘I do not want to leave you,’ [for he loves you
and your household and is happy with you, you shall take an awl and put
it through his ear into the door, and he shall become your slave in
perpetuity. Do the same with your female slave. When you do set him
free, do not feel aggrieved, for in the six years he has given you double the
service of a hired man. Moreover, the Lord your God will bless you in all
you do]” (Deu. 15:12-17):

C. Is it possible to suppose that this may take place one time only?
D. Scripture says, “But should he say to you, ‘I do not want to leave you,’” –

unless he says so and repeats it.
E. If he said so during the six years, but did not say so at the end of the six

years, lo, this one does not have his ear pierced to the doorpost,
F. for it is said, “I do not want to leave you” – which applies only if said at

the time of his leaving.
G. If he said so at the end of the six years, but did not say so during the six

years, lo, this one does not have his ear pierced to the doorpost,
H. for it is said, “But if the slave should say to you...,”
I. that is, while he is yet a slave [Sifré Deu. CXXI.I.1-3].

VIII.10 A. The master has said, “If he made the statement at the
beginning of the sixth year but not at the end, he is not bored, for



it is said, ‘I will not go out free’” [so he has to make the statement
when he is about to leave].
B. But we derive the law from the passage, “I will not go out free,”
why not derive the rule from the fact that he has to say, “I love my
master, my wife, and my children,” which condition is not met?
Furthermore, “If he says it at the end of the sixth year but not at
the beginning, he is not bored, for it is said, ‘the slave...’”: Isn’t he
then a slave at the end of the sixth year?
C. Said Raba, “The meaning is, ‘at the beginning of the last penny’s
worthy of service, and at the end of the same.’”

VIII.11 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If he has a wife and children, and his master does not have a wife and

children, lo, this one does not have his ear pierced to the doorpost,
C. as it is said, “…for he loves you and your household and is happy with

you.” [Sifré Deu. CXXI:II.2].
D. If his master has a wife and children and he doesn’t have a wife and children,

he is not bored, as it is said, “I love my master, my wife, and my children.”
E. “…For he loves you and your household and is happy with you”:
F. Since it is said, “I have loved my master” (Exo. 21: 5), do I not know that

“he loves you and your household and is happy with you”?
G. On this basis, you may rule:
H. If the slave loved the master, but the master did not love the slave,
I. if he was beloved of his master, but he did not love his master –
J. lo, this one does not have his ear pierced to the doorpost, as it is said,

“…for he loves you and your household and is happy with you” [Sifré
Deu. CXXI:II.1].

K. “…Is happy with you”:
L. Lo, if he was sick, or his master was, lo, this one does not have his ear

pierced to the doorpost [Sifré Deu. CXXI:III].
VIII.12 A. R. Bibi bar Abbayye raised this question: “If both of them are

sick, what is the law? We require ‘with thee’ which pertains, or
maybe we require ‘because he is well with thee,’ which doesn’t
pertain?”
B. The question stands.



VIII.13 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Because he fares well with you” (Deu. 15:16). He must be with you [and at

your status] in food and in drink, so that you may not eat a piece of fine bread
while he eats a piece of coarse bread, you may not drink vintage wine while he
drinks new wine, you may not sleep on a soft bed while he sleeps on the
ground.

C. On this basis it is said that he who buys a Hebrew slave is like one who buys a
master for himself.

VIII.14 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Then he shall go out from you, he and his children with him” (Lev. 25:41):
C. Said R. Simeon, “If he was sold, were his sons and daughters sold? But on the

basis of this verse, it is the fact that his master is obligated for food for his
children.”

D. Along these same lines:
E. “If he is married, then his wife shall go out with him” (Exo. 21: 3):
F. Said R. Simeon, “If he was sold, was his wife sold? But on the basis of this

verse, it is the fact that his master is obligated for food for his wife.”
VIII.15 A. And both items were required. For had we been told the fact

concerning his children, it is because they are not able to work for a
living, but as to a wife, who can work for her living, I might say,
“Well, then, let her earn her keep.” If we had the rule only
concerning the wife, that might be because it is inappropriate for her
to go begging, but as for the children, who may appropriately go
begging, I might have thought that that is not the case. So both items
were necessary.

VIII.16 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. [22B] If Scripture had said, “...his ear on the door,” I might have thought, then

let a hole be bored against his ear through the door. So it is only the door, but
not his ear.

C. “Not his ear”?! But it’s written, “and his master shall bore his ear through with
an awl” (Exo. 21: 6).

D. Rather, I might have said, the ear is bored outside and then placed on the door,
and a hole bored through the door opposite his ear. Therefore it is said, “and
you shall thrust it through his ear into the door.” How? The boring goes on
until the door is reached.



VIII.17 A. “The door”:
B. May I then infer that that is so whether it is removed from the hinges or not?
C. Scripture states, “unto the door or unto the doorpost” (Exo. 21: 6): Just as the

doorpost must be standing in place, so the door must be standing in place.
VIII.18 A. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai would expound this verse in the manner of a

homer exegesis: “How come the ear was singled out of all the limbs of the
body? Said the Holy One, blessed be He, ‘The ear, which heard my voice at
Mount Sinai at the moment that I said, “For to me the children of Israel are
slaves, they are my slaves” (Lev. 25:55), nonetheless went and acquired a
master for itself. So let it be pierced.’”

B. R. Simeon b. Rabbi would expound this verse of Scripture in the manner of a
homer exegesis: “How come the door and doorpost were singled out from all
other parts of the house? Said the Holy One, blessed be He, ‘The door and
the doorpost, which were witnesses in Egypt when I passed over the lintel and
the doorposts and proclaimed, “For to me the children of Israel are slaves, they
are my slaves” (Lev. 25:55), not servants of servants, now I brought them
forth from slavery to freedom; yet this man has gone and acquired a master for
himself – let him be bored before them in particular.’”

1:3
A. A Canaanite slave is acquired through money, through a writ, or through

usucaption.
B. “And he acquires himself through money paid by others or through a

writ [of indebtedness] taken on by himself,” the words of R. Meir.
C. And sages say, “By money paid by himself or by a writ taken on by

others,
D. “on condition that the money belongs to others.”

I.1 A. How on the basis of Scripture do we know this fact?
B. As it is written, “And you shall make them [gentile slaves] an inheritance for

your children after you, to possess as an inheritance” (Lev. 25:46) – Scripture
thus has treated them as comparable to a field of inheritance. Just as a field of
inheritance is acquired through money, writ, or usucaption, so a Canaanite
slave is acquired through money, through a writ, or through usucaption.

C. Might one then propose: Just as a field of inheritance reverts to its original
owner at the Jubilee, so a Canaanite slave reverts to the original owner at the
Jubilee?



D. Scripture states, “Of them shall you take your slaves forever” (Lev. 25:46).
I.2 A. A Tannaite statement: Also through barter.

B. What about the Tannaite statement before us [which omits that
medium of acquisition]?
C. He has specified those modes of acquisition that do not apply to
movables; but what applies to movables [and also to slaves, in that
same category] he does not specify in his Tannaite formulation.

I.3 A. Said Samuel, “A Canaanite slave is acquired also through drawing. How so?
If the purchaser grabs the slave and he goes with him, he acquires title to him;
if he calls him and he goes to him, he does not acquire title to him.”

B. What about the Tannaite statement before us [which omits that
medium of acquisition]?
C. There is no problem in explaining the omission of drawing, for he
has specified those modes of acquisition that do not apply to
movables; but what applies to movables [and also to slaves, in that
same category] he does not specify in his Tannaite formulation. But
as to that other Tannaite authority [the one cited at No. 2], should his
formulation not encompass drawing?
D. What he has encompassed in his Tannaite statement are modes of
acquisitions that pertain to both real estate and movables, but
drawing, which pertains to movables but not to real estate, he has not
encompassed in his Tannaite formulation.
I.4 A. “How so? If the purchaser grabs the slave and he goes with

him, he acquires title to him; if he calls him and he goes to him,
he does not acquire title to him”:
B. Well, now, he doesn’t, does he? Then what about that
which has been taught on Tannaite authority:
C. How is an animal acquired through the mode of handing
over [delivery]? [Slotki: Harnessing, like drawing, is one of
the modes of acquiring right of ownership; the buyer takes
possession of the animal by performing some act that
resembles harnessing, or, in the case of other objects, obtaining
full delivery.] If the buyer takes hold of the hoof, hair, saddle,
saddle bag that is upon it, bit in the mouth, or bell on the neck,
he has acquired title. How is it done through drawing the



object? If he calls the beast and it comes, or if he strikes it
with a stick and it runs before him, he acquires title as soon as
it has moved a foreleg and a hind leg.
D. R. Ahi, and some say, R. Aha, says, “That takes place only
if it has moved the full length of its body.” [The four legs must
be moved from their original position.]
E. Say: A beast moves on its master’s will, a slave on his own.
F. Said R Ashi, “A minor slave is classified as a beast.”

I.5 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. How is a slave acquired through an act of usucaption? If the slave fastened the

shoe of the man or undid it, or if he carried his clothing after him to the
bathhouse, or if he undressed him or washed him or anointed him or scraped
him or dressed him or put on his shoes or lifted him up, the man acquires title
to the slave.

C. Said R. Simeon, “An act of usucaption of this kind should not be greater than
an act of raising up, since raising up an object confers title under all
circumstances.”
I.6 A. What is the meaning of this statement?

B. Said R. Ashi, “[This is the sense of his statement: ] If the slave
lifted up his master, the master acquires title, but if the master lifts up
the slave, the master does not acquire ownership of the slave. Said R.
Simeon, ‘An act of usucaption of this kind should not be greater than
an act of raising up, since raising up an object confers title under all
circumstances.’” [Simon: If the master lifts up the slave, this action
also confers ownership.]

I.7 A. Now that you have said, if the slave lifted up his master, the master
acquires title, then what about the following: A Canaanite slave girl
should be acquired through an act of sexual relations [since in that
situation she lifts up the master]?
B. When we invoke the stated rule, it is in a case in which the one
party derives pleasure, but the other party suffers anguish. But here,
this one enjoys it and so does that one.
C. Well, then, what about anal intercourse?
D. Said R. Ahai bar Ada of Aha, “Who’s going to tell us that both of
them don’t get a kick out of it? And, furthermore, the language that



Scripture uses is, ‘you shall not lie with mankind with the lyings of a
woman’ (Lev. 18:22), in which case Scripture has treated as
comparable anal and vaginal sexual relations.”
I.8 A. R. Judah the Hindu was a proselyte, so he had no heirs. He

fell ill. Mar Zutra came to inquire after his health. He saw
that he was dying, so he said to his slave, “Take off my shoes
and take them to my house for me” [so that when the proselyte
died, the slave would be engaged in a service to him, and he
would thereby acquire title through usucaption].
B. There are those who say, the slave was an adult.
C. [23A] This one left for death and the other one [the slave]
left to life.
D. Others say, he was a minor, and this did not accord with
what Abba Saul said, for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority: A proselyte who died, and Israelites grabbed his
property, and among them were slaves, whether adult or
minor, the slaves have acquired title to themselves as free
persons. Abba Saul says, “The adults have acquired title to
themselves as free persons, but the minors – whoever takes
hold of them has acquired title to them.”

II.1 A. “And he acquires himself through money paid by others or through a
writ [of indebtedness] taken on by himself,” the words of R. Meir:

B. Through money paid by others – but not by money paid by the slave
himself? With what situation do we deal? Should we say, without his
knowledge and consent? Then note: We have heard that R. Meir holds, it is a
disadvantage for the slave to go forth from the possession of his master to
freedom, and we have learned as a Tannaite statement in the Mishnah, For
they act to the advantage of another person not in his presence, but they
act to his disadvantage only in his presence [M. Git. 1:6F]. So it is obvious
that it is with the slave’s knowledge and consent, and so we are informed that
it may be done through money paid by others – but not by money paid by the
slave himself. Then it follows that there is no possibility for a slave to acquire
title to anything without his owner’s participation. But then note what follows:
Through a writ [of indebtedness] taken on by himself! So if it is taken on
by himself, it is a valid medium of emancipation, but if it is taken on by others,
it is not! Now if it is with his own knowledge and consent, then why can it not



be validly done by third parties? And should you say, what is the meaning of,
through a writ [of indebtedness] taken on by himself? It means, even
through a writ [of indebtedness] taken on by himself, and so we are informed
that the advent of his writ of emancipation and his right to form a domain unto
himself come about simultaneously, lo, that is not how it has been taught as a
Tannaite statement, for lo, it has been taught on Tannaite authority: “...By a
writ undertaken on his own account, but not one undertaken by others,”
the words of R. Meir [T. Qid. 1:6F].

C. Said Abbayye, “In point of fact, it is not with his knowledge and consent. But
a slave acquired by reason of a monetary obligation [that he is unable to
meet, on account of which he is sold into slavery] is exceptional, for, since the
master acquires title to him willy-nilly, the master also transfers title back to
him willy-nilly.”

D. If so, the same rule should pertain to a writ!
E. This sort of deed stands by itself [with its own wording] and that kind of writ

stands by itself.
F. Well, then, here too, this money stands by itself and that money stands by

itself [since each is paid for its own purpose]!
G. They have the same mint mark.
H. Raba said, “As to money, when the master receives it, it effects his liberation,

but as for a deed, when others receive it, it effects his liberation.”
III.1 A. And sages say, “By money paid by himself or by a writ taken on by

others”:
B. If the money is paid by himself, it liberates him, but if it is paid by others, it

doesn’t? Now why should this be the case? Granting that this is without his
knowledge and consent, in any event notice: We know that rabbis take the
position that it is to the slave’s advantage to leave the master’s domain for
freedom, and we have learned in the Mishnah, For they act to the
advantage of another person not in his presence, but they act to his
disadvantage only in his presence [M. Git. 1:6F]. And should you say,
what is the meaning of paid by himself? Also money paid by himself, and so
we are informed that here is every possibility for a slave to acquire title to
anything without his owner’s participation, if so, note what follows: By a writ
taken on by others – not undertaken by him himself! And yet it is an
established fact for us that the advent of his writ of emancipation and his right
to form a domain unto himself come about simultaneously. And should you



say, what is the meaning of by a writ taken on by others? Also by a writ
taken on by others, and so we are informed that it is to the slave’s advantage
to leave the master’s domain for freedom, if so, then why not blend the whole
and repeat the entire matter in a single statement, namely: With money and
with a writ, whether taken on by others or taken on by himself?

C. Rather, the sense must be: With money, whether taken on by others or taken
on by himself, or with a writ, if it is taken on by others, but not if it is taken on
by the slave himself, and the whole represents the position of R. Simeon b.
Eleazar, for it has been taught on Tannaite authority:

D. R. Simeon b. Eleazar says, “Also by a writ when taken on by others, but
not when taken on by himself” [T. Qid. 1:6F].

E. There are three different opinions on the matter [Meir, money through others,
without his knowledge, but not through his own agency, and by deed through
his own agency but not that of others; Simeon b. Eleazar, both by money and
deed, through the agency of others but not through his own; rabbis, both by
money and by deed, through the agency of others and his own (Freedman)].

F. Said Rabbah, “What is the scriptural foundation for the position of R. Simeon
b. Eleazar? He derives a verbal analogy on the basis of the same word, to her,
that occurs with reference to a slave and a wife, namely, just as a woman is
divorced only when the writ of divorce will be taken into a domain that does
not belong to the husband, so a slave, too, is liberated only when the writ
reaches a domain that is not his master’s.”
III.2 A. Rabbah asked, [23B] “From the perspective of R. Simeon b.

Eleazar, what is the law on a Canaanite slave’s appointing a messenger
to receive his writ of emancipation from the hand of his master? Since
we derive a verbal analogy on the basis of the word ‘to her’ that
appears both in his context and in that of a woman, he is in the status
of a woman, or perhaps, as to a woman, since she has the power to
receive her writ of divorce, an agent also can do so, but a slave, who
has not got the power to receive his writ of emancipation, also has not
got the power to appoint an agent?”
B. After he raised the question, he solved it: “We do deduce the
verbal analogy on the basis of the common word that joins the slave
to the married woman, so he is in the status of a married woman.”
C. Then what about that which R. Huna b. R. Joshua said, namely:
“The priests serve as the agents of the All-Merciful,” for if it should



enter your mind that they are our slaves, is there something that we
could not do, but they have the power to do in our behalf? Well, isn’t
there anything? Then what about the case of a slave, for he can’t
accept his writ of emancipation in his own behalf, but he can appoint
someone as an agent to do so!
D. But the analogy is null. For an Israelite has no relevance to the
rules governing offerings at all, but a slave most certainly bears a
relevant to writs of severance, for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority: It is quite appropriate that a slave may accept a writ of
emancipation in behalf of his fellow from the hand of the other’s
master, but not from his own.

IV.1 A. On condition that the money belongs to others:
B. May we then say that this is what is at issue between sages and R. Meir: R.

Meir takes the position that the slave has no right of effecting title without his
master’s participation, and a woman has no right of effecting title without her
husband’s participation, while rabbis maintain that the slave has the right of
effecting title without his master’s participation, and a woman has the right of
effecting title without her husband’s participation?

C. Said Rabbah said R. Sheshet, “All parties concur that the slave has no right of
effecting title without his master’s participation, and a woman has no right of
effecting title without her husband’s participation. And here with what case do
we deal? It is one in which a stranger gave the slave a title to a maneh, with
the stipulation, ‘this is on the stipulation that your master has no right to it.’
R. Meir maintains that, when the donor said to him, ‘Acquire title,’ the slave
acquired title and so did the master, and the statement, ‘this is on the
stipulation that your master has no right to it,’ is null. And rabbis maintain
that once he said to him, ‘this is on the stipulation that your master has no
right to it,’ the stipulation takes effect.”

D. And R. Eleazar said, “In any case such as this, all parties concur that what
the slave acquires the master acquires. Here with what situation do we deal?
With a case in which a third party gave him title to a maneh and said to him,
‘It is on the stipulation that with this money you go forth to freedom.’ R. Meir
maintains that, when the donor said to him, ‘Acquire title,’ the slave acquired
title and so did the master, and the statement, ‘this is on the stipulation that
your master has no right to it,’ is null. And rabbis maintain that he did not



accord title of it even to the slave, for he said to him, ‘It is on the stipulation
that with this money you go forth to freedom.’”

E. Now there is a contrast between what R. Meir has said with another statement
of R. Meir, and likewise between what rabbis have said and another statement
of rabbis, for it has been taught on Tannaite authority:

F. [24A] A woman may not redeem second tithe without adding a fifth to its
value.

G. R. Simeon b. Eleazar says in the name of R. Meir, “A woman does
redeem second tithe without adding a fifth to its value” [T. M.S. 4:7D-E].
[Freedman: When one redeems second tithe produce of his own and turns its
value into ready cash, he adds a fifth to its value, but if he does the same for
produce belonging to another, he does not have to do so unless the owner
made him his agent to do so].

H. Now with what situation do we deal here? If we say that the money belongs to
the husband and the produce in the status of second tithe likewise belongs to
the husband, then the wife is just carrying out the commission of her husband
[so she surely should have to pay the added fifth]! So it must be a case in
which the money belongs to her and the produce in the status of second tithe
belongs to her husband. But what Scripture has said is, “And if a man will
redeem any of his tithe, then he shall add thereto the fifth party” (Lev. 27:31) –
he but not his wife. So it must be a case in which a third party has given the
wife title to a maneh and said to her, “It is on the stipulation that with it you
redeem the produce in the status of second tithe.” So we infer that they hold
contrary opinions [to the ones they announce with respect to the slave’s
freedom.] [Freedman: The rights of a slave and a woman are similar: Either
they can both acquire independently or they both cannot.]

I. Said Abbayye, “Big deal – so reverse the attributions.”
J. Raba said, “Under no circumstances reverse the attributions. Here we deal

with produce in the status of second tithe that comes to the woman from her
father’s household as his heir. R. Meir is consistent with views expressed
elsewhere, for he has said, ‘Tithe is property belonging to what has been
sanctified,’ so that her husband does not acquire title to it. And rabbis are
consistent with views expressed elsewhere, for they maintain, ‘Tithe is
property belonging to the ordinary person,’ so that her husband does acquire
title to it. Therefore she does indeed carry out the commission of her
husband.”



IV.2 A. A Tannaite statement: A gentile slave goes free through the loss of his eye,
tooth, or major limbs that do not grow back [in line with Exo. 21:26-27].

B. Now there is no problem understanding why that is so for the eye and tooth,
since they are made explicit in Scripture, but on what basis do we know that
that is the fact for the loss of the major limbs?

C. These are comparable to the tooth and eye: Just as the loss of the tooth or eye
represent blemishes that are exposed to sight and these do not grow back, so
any blemishes that are exposed to sight and that are not going to grow back are
covered by the same loss.

D. But why not say: The reference to “tooth” and “eye” constitute two rules that
are redundant [Freedman: for the analogy could not be drawn if only one of
them were mentioned], and whenever you have two verses that are redundant,
they cannot be used to illuminate other cases.

E. But both are required and they are not redundant, for if the All-
Merciful had made reference only to the matter of the tooth, I might
have supposed that even [24B] a milk tooth’s loss would suffice; so
the All-Merciful made reference to “eye” as well. And if the Merciful
had made reference only to “eye,” I would have supposed: Just as the
eye was created with the person himself, so that would apply to any
such limb, but the law would not cover the tooth, which grew in later
on.

F. Well, why not say, “and if a man smite” (Exo. 21:26-27) forms an
encompassing generalization; “the tooth...the eye” form a particularization; in
any case in which you have an encompassing generalization followed by a
particularization, covered by the generalization is only what is contained in the
particularization, with the result that the slave goes free for the loss of the
tooth or the eye, but nothing else.

G. “He shall go free” forms another encompassing generalization, and wherever
you have a sequence made up of an encompassing generalization, a
particularization, and another encompassing generalization, you include under
the rule what is similar to the particularization: Just as the particularization
makes explicit that the slave goes free by reason of blemishes that are exposed
to sight and these do not grow back, so any blemishes that are exposed to sight
and that are not going to grow back are covered by the same loss and with the
same outcome.



H. Well, how about this: Just as the particularization makes clear that a blemish
that is exposed to sight, which causes the body part to cease to work, and
which body part does not grow back, serves to liberate the slave, so any sort of
blemish that is exposed to sight, which causes the body part to cease to work,
and which body part does not grow back, serves to liberate the slave? Then
how come it has been taught on Tannaite authority: If the owner pulled out
the slave’s beard and loosened his jaw, the slave is freed on that account?

I. “He shall let him go free” forms an extension of the law.
J. Well, if it’s an extension of the law, then even if he hit him on his hand and it

withered but is going to get better, he also should go free. Then how come it
has been taught on Tannaite authority: If he hit him on his hand and it
withered but is going to get better, he does not go free?

K. If he did go free, then what’s the point of tooth and eye?
IV.3 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. “In all these cases, a slave goes forth to freedom, but he requires a writ of
emancipation from his master,” the words of R. Simeon.

C. R. Meir says, “He doesn’t require one.”
D. R. Eliezer says, “He requires one.”
E. R. Tarfon says, “He doesn’t require one.”
F. R. Aqiba says, “He requires one.”
G. Those who settle matters in the presence of sages say, “The position of R.

Tarfon makes more sense in the case of a tooth or eye, since the Torah has
itself assigned him freedom on these counts, but the position of R. Aqiba is
more sensible in the case of other parts of the body, because the freedom that
is assigned in those cases represents an extrajudicial penalty imposed by sages
on the master.”

H. It is an extrajudicial penalty? But there are verses of Scripture that
are interpreted here!
I. Rather, “Since it is an exposition of sages.”
IV.4 A. What is the scriptural basis for the position of R. Simeon?

B. He derives the sense of “sending her” from the use of the
same word in the case of a woman: Just as the woman is sent
forth by a writ, so a slave is sent forth by a writ.
C. And R. Meir?



D. If the words “to freedom” were included at the end of the
verse in question, it would be as you say, but since it is written
at the outset, “to freedom shall he send him away,” the sense
is, to begin with he is free.

IV.5 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If the master hit the slave on his eye and blinded him, on his ear and deafened

him, the slave goes forth by that reason to freedom. If he hit an object that
was opposite the slave’s eye, and the slave cannot see, or opposite his ear, so
that he cannot hear, the slave does not go forth on that account to freedom.
IV.6 A. Said R. Shemen to R. Ashi, “Does that bear the implication that

noise is nothing? But didn’t R. Ammi bar Ezekiel teach as a Tannaite
statement: A chicken that put its head into an empty glass jar and
crowed and broke the jar – the owner pays full damages? And said R.
Joseph, ‘They say in the household of the master: A horse that
neighed or an ass that brayed and broke utensils – the owner pays half-
damages’!”
B. He said to him, “Man is exceptional, for, since he is self-aware, he
frightens himself [and is responsible if he is frightened by noise], for
it has been taught on Tannaite authority: He who frightens his
fellow to death is exempt under the laws of humanity but liable
under the laws of Heaven. How so? If he blew on the ear and
deafened him, he is exempt. If he seized him and tore him on the
ear and deafened him, he is liable. [In the latter case he did a
deed of consequence.] [cf. T. B.Q. 9:26].”

IV.7 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If he hit his eye and impaired his eyesight, his tooth and loosened it, but he still

can use them at this time, the slave does not go forth on their account to
freedom, but if not, the slave does go forth on their account to freedom.

C. It has further been taught on Tannaite authority:
D. If the slave had poor eyesight but the master totally blinded him, or if his tooth

was loose and the master knocked it out, then, if he could use them
beforetimes, the slave goes free on their account, but if not, the slave does not
go free on their account.
IV.8 A. And it was necessary to state both rules, for had we been informed

of only the first rule, it might have been because, to begin with, the



man had healthy vision and now he has weak vision, but in this case,
since, to begin with, he had weak vision, I might have said that that is
not the rule. And if we had been informed only of the second case,
then it might have been because now he has totally blinded him, but
in that case, in which he did not totally blind him, I might have said
that the slave does not go free. So both were needed.

IV.9 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. Lo, if his master was a physician, and the slave told him to paint his eye with an

ointment, and the master blinded him, or to drill his tooth and he knocked it
out, the slave just grins at his master and walks out free.

C. Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says, “‘...and he destroy it’ (Exo. 21:26) – only if
he intends to destroy it.”
IV.10 A. So how do rabbis deal with the clause, “...and he destroy it”

(Exo. 21:26)?
B. They require it in line with that which has been taught on Tannaite
authority:
C. R. Eleazar says, “Lo, if the master stuck his hand into his slave
girl’s womb and blinded the foetus that was in her belly, he is exempt
from punishment. How come? Scripture said, ‘...and he destroy it’
(Exo. 21:26) – only if he intends to destroy it.”
D. And the other party?
E. That rule he derives from the language, “and he destroy it” instead
of the language, “and he destroy.”
F. And the other party?
G. He derives no lesson from the language, “and he destroy it”
instead of the language, “and he destroy.”

IV.11 A. Said R. Sheshet, “If the slave’s eye was blind and the master removed it,
the slave goes forth to freedom on that account. How come? Because he now
lacks a limb.”

B. And a Tannaite statement is repeated along these same lines:
Freedom from blemish and male gender are required in the case of
animals for sacrifice, but not for fowl. Might one then suppose that if
the wing was dried up, the foot cut off, the eye plucked out, the bird
remains fit? Scripture said, “And if the burnt-offering be of fowl”
(Lev. 1:14), but not all fowl.



IV.12 A. Said R. Hiyya bar Ashi said Rab, “If the slave had [25A] an extra finger and
the master cut it off, the slave goes out free.”

B. Said R. Huna, “But that is on condition that the extra finger counts along with
the hand.”

IV.13 A. The elders of Nezonayya didn’t come to the public sessions of R. Hisda. He
said to R. Hamnuna, “Go, excommunicate them.”

B. He went and said to him, “How come rabbis have not come to the session?”
C. They said to him, “Why should we come? For when we ask him a question, he

can’t answer it for us.”
D. He said to them, “Well, have you ever asked me a question that I couldn’t

answer for you?”
E. They asked him the following: “A slave whose master castrated him, what is

the law on classifying this blemish? Is it tantamount to one that is visible to
the eye or is it not?”

F. He didn’t know the answer.
G. They said to him, “So what’s your name?”
H. He said to them, “Hamnuna.”
I. They said to him, “It’s not Hamnuna but Qarnuna.”
J. He came before R. Hisda. He said to him “Well, they asked you a question

that can be answered from the Mishnah, for we have learned in the Mishnah:
Twenty-four tips of limbs in man which are not susceptible to uncleanness
because of quick flesh: The tips of the joints of hands and feet, and the
tips of the ears, and the tip of the nose, and the tip of the penis. And the
tips of the breasts which are in the woman. R. Judah says, ‘Also of the
man.’ R. Eliezer says, ‘Also the warts and the wens are not susceptible to
uncleanness because of quick flesh’ [M. Neg. 6:7]. And a Tannaite
statement in that connection: And on account of the loss of all of these, a slave
goes forth to freedom. Rabbi says, ‘Also on account of castration.’ Ben Azzai
says, ‘Also on account of the tongue.’”
IV.14 A. The master has said: “Rabbi says, ‘Also on account of castration’”:

B. Castration of what? Should I have said castration of the penis?
But that is the same as loss of the penis [to which reference is
explicitly made]. So it must mean, castration of the testicles.

IV.15 A. Rabbi says, “Also on account of castration”:



B. And doesn’t Rabbi include in the last removal of the tongue? And
by way of contrast: If a priest was sprinkling a man made unclean by
corpse uncleanness with purification water, and a sprinkle hit his
mouth – Rabbi says, “This constitutes a valid act of sprinkling.” And
sages say, “This does not constitute a valid act of sprinkling.” Now
isn’t this sprinkling on his tongue [Freedman: so Rabbi regards the
tongue as an exposed limb, contradicting his exclusion of the tongue in
the case of a slave]?
C. No, it means on his lips.
D. Well, if it means on his lips, then that is self-evidently the rule and
it hardly needs to be spelled out!
E. What might you otherwise have supposed, sometimes the lips are
tightly pressed together? So we are informed that, one way or the
other [they are regarded as exposed].

F. But it has been taught on Tannaite authority: “On his
tongue,” and it further has been taught on Tannaite authority:
And that, the greater part of the tongue has been removed. R.
Judah says, “The greater part of the fore-tongue”!
G. Rather, Rabbi says, “castration, and it is not necessary to
say, the tongue, too.”
H. Ben Azzai says, “The tongue but not castration.”
I. And what is the point of saying “also”?
J. It refers to the first clause.
K. If so, then Ben Azzai’s statement should have come first.
L. The Tannaite framer of the passage heard Rabbi’s
statement and set it in place, then he heard Ben Azzai’s
statement and repeated it, but the initial Tannaite formulation
of the Mishnah paragraph did not move from the place
assigned to it.

M. Said Ulla, “All concur in regard to the tongue
that, so far as issues of uncleanness are concerned, it is
held to be exposed with respect to dead creeping
things. How come? The All-Merciful has said, ‘and
whomsoever he who has a flux touches,’ (Lev. 15:11),
and this, too, can be touched. With respect to
immersion, however, it is tantamount to a concealed



part of the body. What is the scriptural basis? The
All-Merciful has said, ‘And he shall bathe his flesh in
water’ (Lev. 15:13) – just as the flesh is exposed, so
everything that has to be touched by the water must be
exposed. They differ only with respect to sprinkling in
particular. Rabbi compares it to the matter of
uncleanness, and sages invoke the analogy of
immersion, and both parties differ with respect to this
one verse of Scripture: ‘And the clean shall sprinkle
upon the unclean’ (Num. 19:19) – Rabbi interprets the
matter, ‘And the clean shall sprinkle upon the unclean
on the third day and on the seventh day and purify
him,’ and rabbis read, ‘and on the seventh day he shall
purify him and he shall wash his clothes and bathe
himself in water’ [Freedman: hence sprinkling must be
on the same part that needs immersion, excluding the
tongue, which doesn’t].”
N. So why don’t rabbis make the comparison to the
matter of uncleanness?
O. We seek governing analogies for matters of
cleanness from matters of cleanness.
P. And why shouldn’t Rabbi invoke the analogy of
immersion?
Q. “And he shall wash his clothes” closes the subject
[Freedman: therefore “shall purify” cannot be linked
with “bathe himself”].
R. But does Rabbi really take the view that, with
respect to immersion, the tongue is regarded as
concealed? But didn’t Rabin bar R. Ada say R. Isaac
said, “There is the case of the slave girl of Rabbi, who
immersed, and when she came up out of the water, a
bone that constitutes interposition between her body
and the water was found between her teeth, so Rabbi
required her to immerse a second time”?
S. To be sure, we don’t require that the water enter the
spot, but we do require that there be the possibility of



its entering, and that accords with what R. Zira said,
for said R. Zira, “In the case of whatever is suitable for
mingling, actual mingling is not essential, and in the
case of whatever is not suitable for mingling, actual
mingling is indispensable.” [Cashdan, Menahot 18B: In
Zira’s view the law before us is that mingling can be
omitted so long as it is possible to do so if one wants,
and the Mishnah’s rule would mean that no oil at all
was poured in.]

T. There is a conflict of Tannaite statements on
the same matter:
U. “‘That which has its stones bruised, crushed,
torn, or cut’ (Lev. 22:24) – all of them affect
the testicles,” the words of R. Judah.
V. “In the stones” but not in the penis? Rather:
“Also in the stones,” the words of R. Judah.
W. R. Eliezer b. Jacob says, “All of them
refers to defects in the penis.”
X. R. Yosé says, “‘Bruised, crushed’ also can
refer to the testicles, but ‘torn, or cut’ can refer
to the penis, but in the testicles do not
constitute a blemish.”
1:4

A. “Large cattle are acquired through delivery, and small cattle through
lifting up,” the words of R. Meir and R. Eleazar.

B. And sages say, “Small cattle are acquired through an act of drawing.”
I.1 A. Rab expounded in Qimhunayya, “Large cattle are acquired through drawing

the beast.”
B. Samuel came across the disciples of Rab. He said to them, “Did
Rab say that large beasts are acquired through drawing? But we have
learned as the Tannaite formulation, ‘through delivery’! And Rab
also said that it was through delivery.”
C. So did Rab retract his opinion?
D. He made his ruling in accord with the Tannaite authority behind
the following, which has been taught on Tannaite authority: And



sages say, “This and that [large, small beasts alike] are acquired
through drawing.” R. Simeon says, “This and that are acquired
through lifting up the beast.”
E. Objected R. Joseph, “Well, then, how in R. Simeon’s opinion can
an elephant be acquired [who can lift up the damn thing]!”
F. Said to him Abbayye, “Through a symbolic barter, or also by
renting the place in which it is located [on which account the place
belongs to the purchaser, along with its contents].”
G. R. Zira said, “The purchaser brings four utensils and puts them
under the elephant’s feet.”
H. That yields the proposition: When the purchaser’s utensils are in
the domain of the seller and a commodity that has been purchased is
put in them, the purchaser has acquired title to the commodity. [But
that is not a settled question, so how can we be so sure?]
I. Here with what situation do we deal? It is an alley [belonging to
no private party]. [26A] Or also, it may involve bundles of twigs [of a
height that serve to raise the elephant above the ground when he steps
on them].

1:5
A. Property for which there is security is acquired through money, writ, and

usucaption.
B. And that for which there is no security is acquired only by an act of

drawing [from one place to another].
C. Property for which there is no security is acquired along with property

for which there is security through money, writ, and usucaption.
D. And property for which there is no security imposes the need for an oath

on property for which there is security.
I.1 A. Property for which there is security is acquired through money:

B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?
C. Said Hezekiah, “Said Scripture, ‘people will acquire fields with money’

(Jer. 32:44).”
D. But might one say, that is valid only unless there is a deed, since the verse

goes on, “And subscribe the deeds and attest them and call witnesses”
(Jer. 32:44)?



E. If the order of the language were such that “acquire” came at the end, it would
be as you maintain; but since “acquire” appears at the beginning, the meaning
is, money transfers title, the deed merely attests to that fact.

I.2 A. Rab, “This rule was repeated only in reference to a place in which they do not
write out a deed, but in a place where they did write out a deed, money by
itself does not effect transfer of title.”

B. But if the buyer stipulates [that either money or deed serves], that is the case.
C. For instance, that is as in the case of R. Idi bar Abin, when he bought land, he

would say, “If I want, I’ll acquire it through transfer of cash, if I want, I’ll
acquire it through a deed. If I want, I’ll acquire it through transfer of cash –
and if you want to retract after I’ve paid, you can’t. If I want, I’ll acquire it
through a deed, and if I want to retract, I can.”

II.1 A. Writ:
B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?
C. Shall we say, because it is written, “And subscribe the deeds and attest them

and call witnesses” (Jer. 32:44)? But haven’t you already said, “The deed
merely attests to that fact”? Rather, proof derives from the following: “So I
took the deed of purchase” (Jer. 32:11).

II.2 A. Said Samuel, “This rule was repeated only in reference to a deed of gift, but as
to a deed of sale, the transfer of title takes place only when the purchaser gives
him the cash.”

B. Objected R. Hamnuna, “‘Writ: How so? If the seller wrote on a parchment
or on a potsherd, themselves of no intrinsic value, “My field is sold to you, my
field becomes your property,” it is deemed to have been sold or given by
deed’! [So the deed confers ownership, even prior to the transfer of funds.]”

C. R. Hamnuna refuted his own allegation? For he added: “That rule pertains to
a case in which someone sold the field because it was really worthless” [the
money therefore hardly matters, but this would not ordinarily be so (Simon)].

D. And R. Ashi said, “The seller really wanted to transfer the field as a gift and to
give it over to him, and the reason he made the transfer in the form of a deed
and in the language of a sale is so as to strengthen the hold of the donee to the
title of the field.”

III.1 A. And usucaption:
B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?



C. Because it is written, “And dwell in the cities that you have taken” (Jer. 40:10)
– how did you take them? By dwelling in them.

D. A Tannaite authority of the household of R. Ishmael: “And you
shall possess it and dwell therein” (Deu. 11:31) – how shall you
possess it? By dwelling therein.

IV.1 A. And that for which there is no security [= movables] is acquired only by
an act of drawing [from one place to another]:

B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?
C. It is written, “And if you sell anything to your neighbor or buy anything of your

neighbor’s hand” (Lev. 25:14) – this speaks of something that is acquired by
passing from hand to hand [by drawing, that is, only movables].

D. And from the viewpoint of R. Yohanan, who has said, “By the law
of the Torah, the transfer of cash serves to transfer title,” what is to be
said?
E. The Tannaite authority here repeats the rule governing an
ordinance deriving from rabbis.

V.1 A. Property for which there is no security is acquired along with property
for which there is security through money, writ, and usucaption:

B. How on the basis of Scripture do we know that fact?
C. Said Hezekiah, “Said Scripture, ‘And their father gave them gifts...with walled

cities in Judah’ (2Ch. 21: 3).” [Freedman: Thus they acquired the gifts, which
were movables, in conjunction with the walled cities, that is, real estate.]

V.2 A. The question was raised: “Do the movables have to be heaped upon the land
to be transferred, or is that not the case?”

B. Said R. Joseph, “Come and take note: R. Aqiba says, ‘Any area of land,
however minuscule, (1) is subject [to the laws of] peah, and [the laws of]
first fruits, [26B] (2) [may be used as security] for writing a prosbol
[which states that the Sabbatical Year will not negate the obligation to
repay a loan], (3) [and may be used as collateral] for purchasing movable
property with money, a contract, or usucaption’ [M. Pe. 3:6]. Now if you
maintain that we require that the goods be piled up on the land, then what
good is a very small piece of land?”

C. R. Samuel bar Bisna explained the matter in the presence of R. Joseph, “For
instance, sticking a needle into it.” [That would be acquired along with the
land (Freedman).]



D. Said to him R. Joseph, “All you’re doing is harassing us! Does the Tannaite
authority go to so much trouble to give us a lesson about a needle?”

E. Said R. Ashi, “So who’s going to tell us that he didn’t suspend a pearl on the
needle, wroth a thousand zuz?”

F. Come and take note: Said R. Eleazar, “There was a case of a certain man of
Meron who was in Jerusalem, who had a large volume of movables that he
wanted to give away. They told him that he had no remedy except to transfer
title along with a piece of real estate. What did he do? He went and he bought
a land no bigger than a sela coin near Jerusalem, and he said, ‘The north of this
property belongs to Mr. So-and-so, and along with it go a hundred sheep and a
hundred barrels of wine.’ [And the same for the other directions.] When he
died, the court confirmed his instructions.” Now, if you maintain that we
require that the goods be piled up on the land, then what good would land the
size of a sela coin ever serve under such circumstances?

G. Well, do you really think that it was actually land no bigger than a sela coin?
What is the meaning of “sela” here? A big area. And why was it called “a
sela”? Because it was hard as a rock [and the word “sela” means rock as
well as sela coin].

H. Come and take note: Said R. Judah said Rabbi, “There was the case of a man
in Jerusalem who got sick – that is in accord with R. Eliezer – and some say,
he was healthy – and that is in accord with rabbis. Now he had movables in
abundance that he wanted to give away as a gift. They said to him that he had
no remedy except to buy some land. What did he do? He went and purchased
land of the size of a quarter-qab in the area near Jerusalem, and he stated, ‘A
square handbreadth of this land goes to Mr. So-and-so, and with it a hundred
sheep and a hundred barrels of wine,’ and then he died. Sages confirmed his
instructions.” Now, if you maintain that we require that the goods be piled up
on the land, then what good would land the size of a quarter-qab ever serve
under such circumstances?

I. Here with what situation do we deal? It is in fact one in which the transfer
consisted of cash. And that is a reasonable supposition, for if you should
imagine that the gift really involved a hundred sheep and a hundred barrels of
wine in fact, why couldn’t he transfer title to him through barter?

J. Well, what are you thinking then, that it was money? So why couldn’t he
transfer title to him for the money through an act of drawing? So the sense
must be: The recipient was not there to do the drawing. And here too, the



reason is that the recipient was not there to go through the process of
acquiring the title as specified.

K. Well, then, why not transfer title to him through a third party?
L. He didn’t want to rely on a third party, fearing that he would take off and eat

up the gift!
M. So what’s the sense of the language, he had no remedy…?
N. This is the sense of the matter: Because he had no confidence in a third party,

under those circumstances he had no remedy except to transfer the goods
along with a piece of real estate.

O. Come and take note: There was the case involving Rabban Gamaliel and
the elders, traveling on a ship when the time for removal of the
agricultural gifts had come, requiring their transfer to their proper
recipients. Said Rabban Gamaliel, “The tenth I intend to measure out
and designate as first tithe is given [27A] to Joshua [who is a Levite], and
the place in which it is located is rented to him. The other tenth which I
intend to remove and designate as poor man’s tithe is given to Aqiba ben
Joseph, who will make it available to the poor, and the place in which it is
located is rented to him” [M. M.S. 5:9C]. Now this surely proves that the
goods must be heaped up on the real estate.

P. No, this case is exceptional, for he didn’t want to put them to any trouble.
Q. Come and take note of what Rabbah bar Isaac said Rab said, “There are two

classifications of deeds. If someone says, ‘Take possession of the field in
behalf of Mr. So-and-so [as my gift to him], and also write a deed for him,’ he
may retract on the deed [Slotki: if the donor, having given instructions to the
witnesses, desires to have no written confirmation of the gift, he may recall the
deed at any time before it reaches the donee], but he may not retract on the gift
of the land. If he says, ‘Take possession of the field on condition that you
write a deed for him,’ he may retract both the deed and the field.” And R.
Hiyya bar Abin said R. Huna said, “There are three classifications of deeds, the
two that we have said just now, and the following: If the seller prior to the sale
went ahead and wrote a deed, [Slotki: being anxious to sell, and in order to
expedite the transaction on obtaining the consent of the buyer, he requests a
scribe to prepare the deed before he knows whether the person to whom he
wishes to sell would consent to buy], in line with that which we have learned in
the Mishnah: They write a writ of sale to the seller, even though the buyer
is not with him. But they do not write a writ of sale for the purchaser,



unless the seller is with him [M. B.B. 10:3H-I]. Then, once the buyer has
taken possession of the land, he acquires the deed as well, without regard to
the location of the deed.” That proves that we do not require that the goods
be piled up on the land.

R. The case of a deed is exceptional, since it has a bearing on the land itself.
S. But lo, in that regard there is a Tannaite statement: And that is in line with

what we have learned: “Movable property may be acquired along with
landed property through transfer of money, deed, and exercising a right
of possession.”

T. That is decisive proof.
V.3 A. The question was raised: “Do we require the explicit statement that the

movables are acquired by virtue of the acquisition of the land, or do we not
require such an explicit statement?”

B. Come and take note of the Tannaite formulation, using the word “all,” but the
Tannaite formulation of the transaction does not require use of the words “by
virtue of....”

C. Well, from your viewpoint, is the language, “let him acquire it” stated as part
of the Tannaite formulation [though we know that that has to be articulated]?
Rather, the meaning is, he certainly must make use of the language, “let him
acquire it,” and here too, he has to articulate the language, “by virtue of....”

D. And the decided law is, we do not require that the movables be piled up on the
real estate, but we do require that the language be used, “in virtue of...,” and
“let him acquire it.”

V.4 A. The question was raised: “What if the field is transferred through sale, but the
movables are transferred as a gift?” [Are the movables then transferred along
with the real estate?]

B. Come and take note: The tenth I intend to measure out and designate as
first tithe is given to Joshua [who is a Levite], and the place in which it is
located is rented to him.

C. That’s decisive proof [the tithe was a gift, the place rented, which is like a
sale].

V.5 A. The question was raised: If the field went to one party and the movables to
another, what is the rule?

B. Come and take note: The other tenth which I intend to remove and
designate as poor man’s tithe is given to Aqiba ben Joseph, who will



make it available to the poor, and the place in which it is located is rented
to him. Now what is the meaning of “rented”? It is, rented for the tithe [so
the locus was rented to Aqiba, but the tenth was for the poor (Freedman)]. If
you prefer, I shall say: The case of R. Aqiba is exceptional, since he was
serving in the agency of the poor.

V.6 A. Said Raba, “The rule that movables are acquired along with land applies only if
the purchaser had paid money for all of the movables. But if he had not paid
money for them all, he acquires only the movables that are covered by his
money.”

B. It has been taught on Tannaite authority in accord with the
position of Raba: Greater is the power of a document than
the power of money, and greater is the power of money
than the power of a document. [T.: For a document allows
one to collect from indentured property, which is not the
case with money.] Greater is the power of money, for
money serves for the redemption of things that have been
given as Valuations and as herem to the sanctuary, things
that have been sanctified, and second tithe, which is
obviously not the case with a document [T. Ket. 2:1M-O].
[B.:] Greater is the power of a document, for a document
removes an Israelite woman from a marriage, which is not the
case with money. And greater is the power of both of them
than the power of usucaption, and greater is the power of
usucaption than the power of both of them. Greater is the
power of both of them, that both of them serve to acquire
title to a Hebrew slave, which is not the case with
usucaption. And greater is the power of usucaption, for
usucaption serves if one has sold to the other ten fields in
ten provinces, so that, once the purchaser has acquired one
of them by usucaption, he has acquired all of them. [27B]
Under what circumstances? If he gave him the cash price
for all of them. But if he didn’t give him the cash for all of
them, he has acquired title to only what his money has
paid for [T. Ket. 2:1P-S].



V.7 A. That supports the position of Samuel, for said Samuel, “If one has
sold to the other ten fields in ten provinces, so that, once the purchaser
has acquired one of them by usucaption, he has acquired all of them.”
B. Said R. Aha b. R. Iqa, “You may know that that is the case, for if
he had given him ten beasts tied by one cord and said to him, ‘Acquire
them,’ wouldn’t he acquire all of them?”
C. He said to him, “But are the cases comparable? There the cord is
in hand [tying all the beasts together], but in the case of the land,
there is no cord that binds them all in the hand of the purchaser!”

D. There are those who say, said R. Aha b. R. Iqa, “You may
know that he does not as a matter of fact acquire them all, for
if he had given him ten beasts tied by one cord and said to him,
‘Acquire them,’ would he acquire all of them?”
E. But are the cases comparable? There the beasts are
distinct entities, but here, the earth forms a single block.

VI.1 A. And property for which there is no security imposes the need for an oath
on property for which there is security:

B. Said Ulla, “How on the basis of the Torah do we derive the rule of the
superimposed oath [by which, if one is required to take an oath on one count,
he may be forced to extend the oath to other counts]? As it is said, ‘And the
woman shall say, Amen, Amen,’ and we have learned in the Mishnah: To
what does she say, Amen, Amen?…’Amen that I have not gone aside
while betrothed, married, awaiting levirate marriage, or wholly taken in
Levirate marriage’ [M. Sot. 2:5A-D]. Now as this reference to her having
been betrothed, what can it possibly mean? If we say that he expressed his
warning of jealousy to her when she was betrothed, and then she went aside
with the alleged lover, and is now made to drink the bitter water while still
betrothed, then is a woman who has been merely betrothed required to
undergo the ordeal of drinking the bitter water as a woman accused of
adultery? Lo, we have learned in the Mishnah: A betrothed girl and a
deceased childless brother’s widow awaiting levirate marriage neither
undergo the ordeal of drinking the bitter water nor receive a marriage
contract, since it is written, ‘When a wife, being subject to her husband,
goes astray’ (Num. 5:29) – excluding the betrothed girl and the deceased
childless brother’s widow awaiting levirate marriage [M. Sot. 4:1A-C].
And if it is proposed that she was warned when betrothed, then went aside



with the alleged lover, and now has to drink that she has been married, do the
waters test her under these conditions? Has it not been taught on Tannaite
authority: ‘And the man shall be free from iniquity, and the woman shall bear
her iniquity’ (Num. 5:31). [The sense of the foregoing verse of Scripture is
that] when the man is free of transgression, the water puts his wife to the test,
[and] if the man is not free of transgression, the water does not put his wife to
the test? Rather, the oath can be imposed [to cover the specified matter] only
because it is superimposed.”

C. Well, we have found that the superimposed oath pertains in the
case of the wife accused of adultery, which involves a prohibition of a
religious nature. But how do we know that it applies to monetary
matters?
D. A Tannaite statement of the household of R. Ishmael: “It is based
on an argument a fortiori, namely: If an accused wife [28A] who has
not been subjected to an oath on the evidence of one witness,
nonetheless is subject to a superimposed oath, a monetary claim,
which can be brought on the strength of a single witness so that an
oath has to be taken, surely will be subject to an oath on which other
matters are superimposed!

E. Well, we have found that the superimposed oath pertains in
a case in which the claim is certain; what about one that is
subject to doubt?
F. It has been taught on Tannaite authority: R. Simeon b.
Yohai says, “There is a statement concerning the taking of an
oath outside of the Temple court [all oaths except the one
taken by the accused wife are administered outside of the
Temple court], and there is a statement covering the taking of
an oath within the Temple court. Just as in the case of an oath
taken inside the Temple court, the law has treated a case of
doubt as equivalent to a case of certainty, so an oath that is
imposed outside of the Temple court is such that the law has
treated a case of doubt as equivalent to a case of certainty.”

VI.2 A. Then to what extent is a superimposed oath carried?
B. Said R. Judah said Rab, “Even if he imposes the demand: ‘Take an oath to me

that you’re not my slave.’”



C. But in such a case we would excommunicate that character! For it has been
taught on Tannaite authority: He who calls his fellow a slave – let him be
excommunicated. If he called him a mamzer, he is flogged with forty stripes.
If he calls him wicked, he may take action against the slanderer’s livelihood [cf.
Freedman].

D. Rather, said Raba, “‘Swear to me that you were not sold to me as a Hebrew
slave.’”

E. Well, that’s a perfectly honorable claim – he owes him money [and is
claiming his service in payment for the money, so why should that be regarded
as a superimposed oath]?

F. Raba is consistent with his views expressed elsewhere, for said Raba, “A
Hebrew slave is acquired as to his very body.”

G. Well, if so, then what we have is nothing other than a claim as to real estate!
H. What might you have supposed? Only in the case of land is it common for

people to make a sale in secret, so if he had sold the land, it would not be
broadly known, but as for a case such as this, if he had sold himself, it would
have been known? So we are informed that that is not the case.

1:6A-F
A. Whatever is used as payment for something else –
B. once this one has effected acquisition [thereof]
C. the other has become liable for what is given in exchange.
D. How so?
E. [If] one exchanged an ox for a cow, or an ass for an ox,
F. once this one has effected acquisition, the other has become liable for

what is given in exchange.
I.1 A. [Whatever is used as payment for something else:] What is subject to

barter? Money. [Freedman: It is assumed that the language, Whatever is
used as payment for something else includes money. Hence the point is: If A
exchanges a cow for B’s money, the money not being given as payment but as
barter, just as an ox might be given, then as soon as A gets the money, B
accepts liability for whatever happens to the cow, which is now subject to his
title; that is the case even though if the money had been given as payment, the
receipt of the money by A would not have transferred title of the cow to B.]
That then proves money may be treated as an object of barter.



B. Said R. Judah, “This is the sense of the passage: Whatever may be assessed as
the value of another object, [excluding money, which, by definition, requires no
assessment, since its value is explicit], [28B] once one party has taken
possession of that object, the other becomes liable for what is given in
exchange. And that reading is reasonable, for lo, the passage proceeds as
follows: How so? If one has exchanged an ox for a cow or an ass for an
ox [once one party has taken possession of that object, the other becomes
liable for what is given in exchange].”

C. That’s decisive proof.
D. And with respect to what we originally imagined, which is that
money may serve as an object of barter, what is the meaning of the
language, How so?
E. This is the sense of the matter: Produce, too, can serve to effect a
barter. How so? If one has exchanged an ox for a cow or an ass
for an ox [once one party has taken possession of that object, the
other becomes liable for what is given in exchange].

F. Well, that reading poses no problem to R. Sheshet, who
does indeed maintain that produce may serve for the purposes
of barter. But from the viewpoint of R. Nahman, who has
maintained that produce cannot effect a barter, what is the
sense of the matter?
G. This is the sense of the matter: Money may sometimes serve
as a medium of barter. How so? If one has exchanged an ox
for a cow or an ass for an ox [once one party has taken
possession of that object, the other becomes liable for what
is given in exchange].
H. And what’s the operative consideration in his mind?
I. He shares the viewpoint of R. Yohanan, who has said, “By
the law of the Torah, the transfer of cash serves to transfer
title.”
J. Then how come they have said that only drawing a beast
transfers title?
K. It is a precautionary decree, lest the other say to him, “Your
grain has burned up in the silo.”



L. Rabbis made a precautionary decree only to cover what is
commonplace, but not for what is uncommon [and therefore
biblical law pertains (Freedman)].

M. And from the perspective of R. Simeon b.
Laqish, who has said, “The medium of acquiring title
through drawing a beast is explicitly required by the
Torah,” then there is no problem if he concurs with R.
Sheshet’s view that produce can effect a barter, for the
matter can be explained as does R. Sheshet. But if he
concurs with R. Nahman, that produce cannot effect a
barter, while money does not transfer title at all, then
how is the matter to be worked out?
N. You really have to say that he concurs with R.
Sheshet.

1:6G-H
G. The right of the Most High is effected through money, and the right of

ordinary folk through usucaption.
H. One’s word of mouth [dedication of an object] to the Most High is

equivalent to one’s act of delivery to an ordinary person.
I.1 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. How is the right of the Most High...effected through money? If the Temple
treasurer handed over money for a beast, even if the animal is located on the
other side of the world, he acquires title to it, but an ordinary person acquires
title only by performing the act of drawing the beast.

C. How is it so that one’s word of mouth [dedication of an object] to the Most
High is equivalent to one’s act of delivery to an ordinary person? He who
says, “This ox is a burnt-offering,” “This house is sanctified,” even if they are
at the other side of the world, the sanctuary acquires title. In the case of an
ordinary person, he acquires title only [29A] by performing an act of drawing
or usucaption.

D. If a common person performed the act of drawing when the beast was
worth a maneh but did not suffice to redeem the beast, paying the money,
until the price rose to two hundred zuz, he must pay the two hundred.
How come? Scripture says, “And he will pay the money and depart,”
meaning, if he has given the money, lo, these belong to him, but if not,



they do not belong to him. If he performed the act of drawing when it
was worth two hundred zuz but did not suffice to redeem it before the
price fell to a maneh, he still has to pay two hundred zuz. How come? So
that the rights of a common person should not be stronger than those of
the sanctuary. If he redeemed it when it was worth two hundred but did
not suffice to draw the beast before the price went down to a maneh, he
has to pay the two hundred zuz. How come? Scripture says, “And he
will pay the money and depart.” If he redeems it at a maneh and did not
suffice to perform the act of drawing before it went up to two hundred
zuz, what he has redeemed is redeemed, and he pays only a maneh [T.
Ar. 4:4A-G].

E. Why? Here too, should we not just say, So that the rights of a
common person should not be stronger than those of the sanctuary?
F. But doesn’t an ordinary person have to submit to the curse, “He
who punished the generation of the blood will punish him who does
not stand by his word”?

1:7
A. For every commandment concerning the son to which the father is

subject – men are liable, and women are exempt.
B. And for every commandment concerning the father to which the son is

subject, men and women are equally liable.
C. For every positive commandment dependent upon the time [of year], men

are liable, and women are exempt.
D. And for every positive commandment not dependent upon the time, men

and women are equally liable.
E. For every negative commandment, whether dependent upon the time or

not dependent upon the time, men and women are equally liable,
F. except for not marring the corners of the beard, not rounding the corners

of the head (Lev. 19:27), and not becoming unclean because of the dead
(Lev. 21: 1).

I.1 A. What is the meaning of For every commandment concerning the son to
which the father is subject...? Should we say, from every religious duty that
the son is required to do for the father, women are exempt? But hasn’t it been
taught on Tannaite authority: “Every man his mother and his father you shall
fear” (Lev. 19:27) – I know only that that applies to the man. How do I know



that it applies to the woman? When Scripture says, “his mother and his father
you shall fear,” lo, both of them are included?

B. Said R. Judah, “This is the sense of the statement: For every commandment
concerning the son to which the father is subject to do for his son – men
are liable, and women are exempt.”

I.2 A. Thus we learn as a Tannaite statement here that which our rabbis have taught
on Tannaite authority:

B. The father is responsible with respect to his son to circumcise him, to
redeem him, to teach him Torah, to marry him off to a woman, and to
teach him a trade.

C. And there are those who say, also to teach him to swim.
D. R. Judah says, “Anyone who does not teach his son a trade is as though

he trains him to be a gangster” [T. Qid. 1:11F-H].
I.3 A. …To circumcise him: How on the basis of Scripture do we know

that he must do so?
B. As it is written, “And Abraham circumcised Isaac, his son”
(Gen. 21: 4).
C. And how do we know that if his father did not circumcise him, the
court is liable to circumcise him?
D. As it is written, “Every male among you shall be circumcised”
(Gen. 17:10).
E. And how do we know that if the court did not circumcise him, he is
liable to circumcise himself?
F. As it is written, “And the uncircumcised male who will not
circumcise the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off”
(Gen. 17:14).
G. And how do we know that his mother is not liable to do so?
H. As it is written, “And Abraham circumcised his son...as God had
commanded him” (Gen. 21: 4) – him, not her.
I. So we have shown on the basis of Scripture that that was the rule
governing that time, but how do we know that it is the rule for all
time?

J. A Tannaite authority of the household of R. Ishmael:
“Wherever the language, ‘command,’ is used, the sole purpose
is to encourage obedience both at that time and for all



generations: As for encouragement, “But charge Joshua and
encourage him and strengthen him” (Deu. 3:28); both at that
time and for all generations: “From the day that the Lord gave
commandment and onward throughout your generations”
(Num. 15:23).

I.4 A. To redeem him: How on the basis of Scripture do we know that he
must do so?
B. As it is written, “And all the firstborn of man among your sons you
shall redeem” (Exo. 13:13).
C. And whence do we know that if the father did not redeem him, he is
liable to redeem himself?
D. As it is written, “Nevertheless the firstborn of man you shall surely
redeem” (Num. 18:15).
E. And how do we know that his mother is not liable to do so?
F. As it is written, “you shall redeem” which through a shift in vowels
may be read, “you shall redeem yourself,” so, one who is charged with
redeeming himself is liable to redeem others, while one who is not
obligated to redeem herself is not obligated to redeem others.
G. So how do we know that she is not required to redeem herself?
H. As it is written, “you shall redeem” which through a shift in vowels
may be read, “you shall redeem yourself,” thus: One whom others are
commanded to redeem is commanded to redeem himself, one whom
others are not commanded to redeem is not commanded to redeem
herself.
I. So how do we know that others are not commanded to redeem her?
J. As it is written, “And all the firstborn of man among your sons shall
you redeem” (Exo. 13:13) – your sons, not your daughters.
I.5 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. [M. Bekh. 8:6M-P: If a man who was firstborn son had
a firstborn son and was told that he had not been
redeemed so that [he is] to redeem himself and [he is] to
redeem his son, he comes before his son. R. Judah says,
“His son comes before him. For the requirement of
redeeming him [the father] falls upon his father, while the
requirement of redeeming his son falls on him.”] If he was



to be redeemed and his son was to be redeemed, he takes
precedence over his son.
C. R. Judah says, “His son takes precedence over him, for the
religious duty pertains to his father, and the religious duty
involving the son pertains to the father.”

D. Said R. Jeremiah, “All parties concur [29B] that in
a case in which there are only five selas in hand, he
takes precedence over his son. What is the reason?
The religious duty involving himself is of greater
importance. Where there is a disagreement, it
concerns a case in which there are five selas worth of
encumbered property, and five selas worth of
unencumbered property. R. Judah takes the view that
a debt that derives from what is written in the Torah is
classified within the same category as one that is
obligated in a note, and therefore the five selas due for
himself does the priest go and seize from encumbered
property, and with the five selas of unencumbered
property he redeems his son. Rabbis take the position
that a debt that derives from what is written in the
Torah is not classified within the same category as one
that is obligated in a note [but is treated only as a
verbal loan], and therefore the religious duty of
redemption pertaining to the father takes precedence.”

I.6 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If a man was obligated to redeem his son and to make a
pilgrimage for the festival, he first redeems his son and
then makes the pilgrimage for the festival.
C. R. Judah says, “He makes the pilgrimage for the festival
and then he redeems his son, for the former is a religious
duty that will pass with the passage of time, but the other
is a religious duty that will not pass with the passage of
time” [T. Bekh. 6:10A-C].

D. Now there is no problem understanding the position
of R. Judah, for he has stated the operative



consideration in so many words, but what is the source
in Scripture for the view of rabbis?
E. Scripture said, “All the firstborn of your sons shall
you redeem” (Exo. 34:20), and only then it is stated,
“And none shall appear before me empty-handed”
(Exo. 34:20).

I.7 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. How do we know that if a man had five firstborn sons by
five wives, he is required to redeem all of them?
C. Scripture states, “All the firstborn of your sons shall you
redeem” (Exo. 34:20).
D. Well, what else is new? Obviously, Scripture has invoked
as the criterion, the one that opens the womb first!
E. What might you otherwise have supposed? We should
establish a verbal analogy between the meaning of firstborn
here and that in the matter of inheritance, so that, just as in
that case, the sense is, “the beginning of his strength”
(Deu. 21:17), the same meaning applies here, too. So we are
informed that that is not the case.

I.8 A. To teach him Torah: How on the basis of Scripture do we know
that fact?
B. “And you shall teach them to your sons” (Deu. 11:19).
C. And that in a case in which his father did not teach him, he is
liable to teach himself?
D. “And you shall study” (Deu. 5: 1).
E. And that she is not liable to do so?
F. “You you shall teach” can be read “and you shall study,” with the
consequence: Whoever is commanded to study is commanded to
teach, and whoever is not commanded to study is also not commanded
to teach.
G. And how do we know that she herself is not obligated to teach
herself?
H. “And you shall teach” can be read, “And you shall learn”: One
whom others are commanded to teach is commanded to teach himself,



and one whom others are not commanded to teach is not commanded
to teach herself.
I. So how do we know that others are not commanded to teach her?
J. Because it is written, “And you shall teach them to your sons” – not
your daughters.
I.9 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. If he had to study Torah and his son likewise, he takes
precedence over his son.
C. R. Judah says, “If his son was an eager student, gifted
and retentive, his son takes precedence over him” [T.
Bekh. 6:10F-H].
I.10 A. That is in line with the case of R. Jacob b. R. Aha

bar Jacob, whose father sent him to Abbayye. When
he came home, his father observed that his traditions
were not very sharp. He said to him, “I’m better than
you are. So you stay here, and I’ll go.”
B. Abbayye heard that he was coming. Now there was
a certain demon in the household of rabbis that
Abbayye consulted, so when only two disciples came in
to study, even in daylight, they were harmed. Abbayye
ordered, “Nobody rent him a room [so he’ll have to
sleep in the schoolhouse], maybe there’ll be a
miracle.”
C. So he came and spent the night in the schoolhouse.
The demon appeared to him like a seven-headed
dragon. Every time he fell on his knees, one head fell
off. But the next day he rebuked them: “So if there
weren’t a miracle, you would have endangered my
life.”

I.11 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. If someone had to study the Torah and get married, let
him study the Torah and then get married. But if he can’t
live without a wife, let him get married and then study the
Torah [T. Bekh. 6:10D-E].



I.12 A. Said R. Judah said Samuel, “The law is: One marries
a wife and then studies Torah.”
B. R. Yohanan said, “With a millstone around his neck,
is he going to study much Torah?”

C. But there is really no disagreement. The
one refers to us, the other to them [in the Land
of Israel].
I.13 A. R. Hisda praised R. Hamnuna before

R. Huna as a major authority. He said
to him, “When he comes to hand, bring
him to me.”
B. When he came, he saw that he wasn’t
wearing a head covering. “Why don’t
you have a head covering?” he asked.
C. He said to him, “Because I’m not
married.”
D. He turned his face away: “See that
you don’t come before me until you are
married.”

E. R. Huna was consistent with
views expressed elsewhere, for
he said, “Someone twenty years
of age and not married spends
his whole day in sin.”
F. Do you really think, in sin?!
Rather: Spends his whole day
thinking about sin.

I.14 A. Said Raba, and so did a Tannaite
authority of the household of R.
Ishmael: “Until someone is twenty years
old, the Holy One, blessed be He, sits
and looks forward to when a man will
marry a wife. But once he reaches the
age of twenty and has not married, he
says, ‘Blast be his bones.’”



I.15 A. Said R. Hisda, “The fact that I am
better than my fellows is because I got
married at sixteen, and if I’d married at
fourteen, [30A] I’d be able to say to
Satan, ‘An arrow in your eye.’”

I.16 A. Said Raba to R. Nathan bar Ammi,
“While your hand is still on your son’s
neck, marry him off, that is, between
sixteen and twenty-two.” Others say,
“Eighteen and twenty-four.”

I.17 A. There is a conflict of Tannaite
statements on the same matter:
B. “Raise up a youth in the way he
should go” (Pro. 22: 6):
C. R. Judah and R. Nehemiah –
D. One said, “[Youth means] from
sixteen to twenty-two.”
E. The other: “From eighteen to
twenty-four.”

I.18 A. To what extent is a man obligated to teach his son Torah?
B. Said R. Judah said Samuel, “The exemplary case is Zebulun
b. Dan, whose grandfather taught him Scripture, Mishnah,
talmud analysis, law and lore.”
C. An objection was raised: If he taught him Scripture, he need
not teach him Mishnah, and said Raba, “Scripture refers to
Torah, as in the case of Zebulun b. Dan, but also not as in the
case of Zebulun b. Dan: As in the case of Zebulun b. Dan,
whose grandfather taught him, but not as in the case of
Zebulun b. Dan, for in that case involved were lessons in
Scripture, Mishnah, talmud analysis, laws and lore, but here
involved is only Scripture alone.”
D. And is the grandfather so obligated? And hasn’t it been
taught on Tannaite authority: “And you shall teach them to
your sons” (Deu. 11:19) – and not to your grandsons. And
how am I to interpret, “And you shall make them known to



your sons and your sons’ sons” (Deu. 4: 9)? This lets you
know that whoever teaches his son Torah is regarded by
Scripture as though he had taught not only him but also his son
and his son’s son to the end of all generations.
E. He made his statement in line with the position of the
following Tannaite authority, as has been taught on Tannaite
authority: “And you shall teach them to your sons”: I know
only that this applies to your sons. How do I know that it
applies to your sons’ sons? It is said, “And you shall make
them known to your sons and your sons’ sons.” Then why
say, “ “And you shall teach them to your sons”? To teach:
Your sons but not your daughters.
I.19 A. Said R. Joshua b. Levi, “He who teaches his

grandson Torah is credited by Scripture as though he
had received [Torah] from Mount Horeb. For it is said,
‘And you shall make them known to your children and
your children’s children’ (Deu. 4: 9), and, juxtaposed
next, it is written, ‘The day that you stood before the
Lord your God in Horeb’ (Deu. 4:10).”

B. R. Hiyya bar Abba came across R. Joshua b.
Levi, wearing a plain cloth on his head [not a
kerchief indicative of his status as a major
authority] and bringing a child to the house of
assembly. He said to him, “So what’s going
on?”
C. He said to him, “So is it such a small thing
that is written in Scripture, ’And you shall
make them known to your children and your
children’s children’ (Deu. 4: 9), and, juxtaposed
next, it is written, ‘The day that you stood
before the Lord your God in Horeb’
(Deu. 4:10)?”
D. From that time onward R. Hiyya bar Abba
didn’t taste breakfast sausage before hearing
a child review his lesson and adding a verse to
it.



E. Rabbah bar R. Huna didn’t taste breakfast
sausage before he brought a child to the
schoolhouse.

I.20 A. Said R. Safra said R. Joshua b. Hananiah, “What is the
meaning of the verse, ‘and you shall teach them diligently to
your children’ (Deu. 6: 7)? Read the letters to yield not
‘repeat’ but rather ‘divide into three,’ so that a person should
always divide years into three parts: a third for Scripture, a
third for Mishnah, a third for talmud.”

B. So does someone know how many years he will live?
C. The teaching is required for days [not years].

I.21 A. Therefore the early masters were called scribes [those who
numbered], because they would count up all the letters in the
Torah. For they would say, “The W in the word belly (gahon)
[Lev. 11:42: “whatever goes on the belly”] is the midpoint
among all of the letters of a scroll of the Torah. The words
‘diligently enquire’ [at Lev. 10:16] mark the midpoint among
the words; the word ‘he shall be shaven’ (Lev. 13:33) marks
half the verses; in the verse, ‘the boar out of the wood does
ravage it’ (Psa. 80:14), the ayin of the word for forest marks
the midpoint of the Psalms; ‘but he, being full of compassion,
forgives their iniquity’ (Psa. 78:38) marks the midpoint of all
of the verses [of Psalms].”
I.22 A. R. Joseph raised this question: “Is the W in the

word belly assigned to the first half or the second
half?”
B. They said to him, “Let’s get a scroll of the Torah
and count them up. Didn’t Rabbah bar R. Hannah
state, ‘They didn’t move from the spot until they
brought a scroll of the Torah and counted them up?’”
C. He said to them, “Well, they were experts in the
matter of the defective and full spellings of words, but
we’re not [so even if we counted, we wouldn’t know].”



I.23 A. R. Joseph raised this question: “Is the word ‘he
shall be shaven’ (Lev. 13:33) assigned to the former
half or the latter half?”
B. Said to him Abbayye, “As to the count of the verses,
in any event, we certainly can bring a scroll and count
them up.”
C. As to counting up the verses, we’re no experts, for
when R. Aha bar Ada came, he said, “In the West the
following verse is divided into three parts, each
counted on its own: ‘And the Lord said to Moses, Lo, I
come to you in a thick cloud’ (Exo. 19: 9).”

I.24 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
There are 5,888 verses in the Torah; the Psalms are
longer by eight, Chronicles are less by eight.

I.25 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. [“And you shall teach them diligently to your children”
(Deu. 6: 7)]: “[That is to say, ‘Impress them upon your
children’:]
C. [The meaning of “impressing,” or “repeating,” is that]
the teachings of the Torah should be so sharp in your
mouth that when someone asks you something, you should
not stammer.
D. But you should give a reply forthwith.
E. So Scripture says, [30B] “Say to wisdom, ‘you are my
sister,’ and call understanding your kinswoman”
(Pro. 7: 4).
F. “Bind them on your fingers, write them on the table of
your heart” (Pro. 7: 3).
G. “Your arrows are sharp” (Psa. 45: 6).
H. “The peoples fall under you, they sink into the heart of
the king’s enemies” (Psa. 45: 6).
I. “As arrows in the hand of a mighty man, so are the
children of one’s youth” (Psa. 127: 4).
J. And concerning these children: “Happy is the man who
has his quiver full of them, they shall not be put to shame



when they speak with their enemies in the gate”
(Psa. 127: 5) [Sifré Deu. XXXIV:I.1-2].
K. What is the meaning of their enemies in the gate?
L. Said R. Hiyya bar Abba, “Even father and his son, master
and his disciple: When they are engaged in Torah study in the
same topic, they turn into mutual enemies, but they don’t leave
the spot until they come to love one another, as it is said,
‘Wherefore it is said in the book of the wars of the Lord, love
is at the end’ (Num. 21:14).”

I.26 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “Therefore impress these my words upon your very
heart; [bind them as a sign on your hand and let them
serve as a symbol on your forehead; and teach them to
your children, reciting them when you stay at home and
when you are away, when you lie down and when you get
up, and inscribe them on the doorposts of your house and
on your gates, to the end that you and your children may
endure in the land that the Lord swore to your fathers to
assign to them, as long as there is a Heaven over the
earth]” (Deu. 11:18-21):
C. This use of the word [impress, which can be read to
sound like “medicine, ointment”] indicates that words of
Torah are compared to a life-giving medicine.
D. The matter may be compared to the case of a man [Sif.
Deut.: king] who grew angry with his son and gave him a
severe blow, but then put a salve on the wound and said to
him, “My son, so long as this bandage is on the wound, eat
whatever you like, drink whatever you like, and wash in
either warm or cold water, and nothing will do you injury.
But if you remove the bandage, the sore will immediately
begin to produce ulcers.”
E. So the Holy One, blessed be He, said to Israel, “My
children, I have created in you an impulse to do evil, than
which nothing is more evil.
F. “‘Sin crouches at the door and to you is its desire’
(Gen. 4: 7).



G. “Keep yourselves occupied with teachings of the Torah,
and [sin] will not control you.
H. “But if you leave off studying words of the Torah, lo, it
will control you, as it is said, ‘and to you is its desire’
(Gen. 4: 7).
I. “And not only so, but all of its undertakings concern
you. But if you want, you will control it, as it is said, ‘But
you may rule over it’ (Gen. 4: 7).”
J. And Scripture says, “And if your enemy is hungry, give
him bread to eat, and if he is thirsty, give him water to
drink, for you will heap coals of fire upon his head”
(Pro. 25:21-22) [Sifré Deu. XLVI.I.2].

I.27 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. So formidable is the lust to do evil that even its creator has
called it evil, as it is written, “For that the desire of man’s heart
is evil from his youth” (Gen. 8:21).
C. Said R. Isaac, “The desire to do evil renews itself daily
against a person: ‘Every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil every day’ (Gen. 6: 5).”
D. And said R. Simeon b. Levi, “A man’s inclination [to do
evil] prevails over him every day and seeks to kill him. For it is
said, ‘The wicked watches the righteous and seeks to slay him’
(Psa. 37:32). And if the Holy One, blessed be He, were not
there to help him, he could not withstand it. For it is said, ‘The
Lord will not leave him in his hand nor suffer him to be
condemned when he is judged’ (Psa. 37:32).”

I.28 A. A Tannaite statement of the household of R. Ishmael: “If
that vile one meets you, drag it to the house of study. If it is a
stone, it will dissolve. If it is iron, it will be pulverized. If it is
a stone, it will dissolve,” as it is written, “Lo, everyone who is
thirsty, come to water” (Isa. 55: 1). And it is written, “The
water wears down stones” (Job. 14:19). “If it is iron, it will be
pulverized,” as it is written, “Is not my word like fire, says the
Lord, and like a hammer that breaks the rock into pieces”
(Jer. 23:29).



I.29 A. To marry him off to a woman:
B. What is the source in Scripture?
C. Because it is said in Scripture, “Take wives for yourselves and
produce sons and daughters, and take wives for your sons and give
your daughters to husbands” (Jer. 29: 6).

D. Well, there’s no problem about marrying off a son, the
decision is his. But as regards the daughter, does the matter
depend on him? [You have to find the husband, too.]
E. This is the sense of Jeremiah’s statement: “Give her a
dowry, clothes, ornaments, so men will come looking for her.”

I.30 A. And to teach him a trade:
B. What is the source in Scripture?
C. Said Hezekiah, “Said Scripture, ‘See to a livelihood with the wife
whom you love’ (Qoh. 9: 9).”
D. If this refers literally to a wife, then, just as the father is obligated to
find a wife for him, so he is obligated to teach him a trade. If the
meaning of “wife” is as a metaphor for Torah, then just as he is
obligated to teach him Torah, so he is obligated to teach him a trade.

I.31 A. And there are those who say, also to teach him to swim:
B. How come?
C. Because it can save his life.

I.32 A. R. Judah says, “Anyone who does not teach his son a trade
trains him to be a gangster”:
B. Can you imagine, to be a gangster?! Rather, is as though he trains
him to be a gangster.

C. And what’s at issue here?
D. At issue here is training him in commerce [Judah rejecting
commerce].

II.1 A. And for every commandment concerning the father to which the son is
subject, men and women are equally liable:

B. What is the definition of for every commandment concerning the father to
which the son is subject? Should we say, for all of the religious duties that a
father is obligated to do for his son, women are obligated as well? But hasn’t



it been taught on Tannaite authority: The father is responsible with respect
to his son to circumcise him, to redeem him – the father, not the mother.

C. Said R. Judah, “This is the sense of the statement: For every commandment
concerning the father to which the son is subject, men and women are
equally liable. Thus we learn the Tannaite statement in line with that which
our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority: ‘“You shall fear every man his
father and his mother” (Lev. 19: 3) – I know that that is so only for a man.
How do I know it applies to a woman? Scripture states, “you shall fear,”
covering both. Then why state “man”? A man has the possibility of carrying
this out, but a woman doesn’t, since she is subject to the authority of a third
party.’”

D. Said R. Idi bar Abin said Rab, “If she was divorced, however, both of them are
equally obligated.”

Miscellany on the Honor of Mother and Father
II.2 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. It is said, “Honor your father and your mother” (Exo. 20:12), and it is
further said, “Honor the Lord with your wealth” (Pro. 3: 9).

C. Scripture thereby establishes an analogy between the honor of father and
mother and the honor of the Omnipresent.

D. It is said, “He who curses his father or his mother will certainly die”
(Pro. 20:20), and it is said, “Any person who curses his God will bear his
sin” (Lev. 24:15).

E. Scripture thereby establishes an analogy between cursing father and
mother and cursing the Omnipresent.

F. But it is not possible to refer to smiting Heaven [in the way in which one
is warned not to hit one’s parents].

G. And that is entirely reasonable, for all three of them are partners [in a
human being] [Sifra Qedoshim CXCV:II.3].

II.3 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. Three form a partnership in the creation of a human being, the Holy One,

blessed be He, one’s father and one’s mother. When someone honors father
and mother, said the Holy One, blessed be He, “I credit it to them as though I
had lived among them and they honored me.”

II.4 A. It has been taught on Tannaite authority:



B. Rabbi says, “It is perfectly self-evident to the One who spoke and brought the
world into being that the son honors his mother more than his father, because
[31A] she influences him with kind words. Therefore the Holy One, blessed be
He, gave precedence to honoring the father over honoring the mother. But it
also is perfectly self-evident before the One who spoke and brought the world
into being that the son fears the father more than the mother, because he
teaches him Torah. Therefore the Holy One, blessed be He, gave priority to
fear of the mother over fear of the father.”

II.5 A. A Tannaite authority repeated before R. Nahman: “When someone gives
anguish to his father or his mother, said the Holy One, blessed be He, ‘I did
well in not living among them, for if I lived among them, they would have
given me anguish, too.’”
II.6 A. Said R. Isaac, “Whoever secretly carries out a transgression is as

though he stepped on the feet of the Presence of God: ‘Thus said the
Lord, the heaven is my throne, and the earth is my footstool’
(Isa. 66: 1).”

II.7 A. Said R. Joshua b. Levi, “It is forbidden to walk about stiffly erect,
even for four cubits, for it is written, ‘The whole earth is full of his
glory’ (Isa. 6: 3).”
B. R. Huna b. R. Joshua wouldn’t walk four cubits bareheaded. He
said, “The Presence of God is above my head.”

II.8 A. A widow’s son asked R. Eliezer, “If father says, ‘Give me a glass of water,’
and mother says, ‘Give me a glass of water,’ to which of them do I give
precedence?”

B. He said to him, “Ignore the honor owing to your mother and carry out the act
of respect owing to your father, for you and your mother are equally obligated
to pay respect to your father.”

C. He came before R. Joshua, who said the same to him.
D. “My lord, if she is divorced, what is the law?”
E. He said to him, “From the character of your eyelids, it’s obvious that you’re a

widow’s son. Pour out some water for them in a basin and cackle for them
like chickens.”

II.9 A. Ulla the elder gave this exposition at the gate of the patriarch: “What is the
meaning of Scripture, ‘All the kings of the earth shall praise you, Lord, for
they have heard the words of your mouth’ (Psa. 138: 4)? What is stated is not,



‘the word of your mouth,’ but ‘the words of your mouth.’ So when the Holy
One, blessed be He, said, ‘I am the Lord your God’ ‘you shall have no other
Gods before me,’ (Exo. 20:2-3), said the nations of the world, ‘All he wants is
his own self-aggrandizement.’ When he said, ’Honor your father and your
mother’ (Exo. 20:12), they retracted and confessed to the validity of the first
statements as well.”

B. Raba said, “From the following verse [the same point can be drawn, namely:]
‘The beginning of your word is true’ (Psa. 119:160) – the beginning but not
the end? But what comes at the end of your word – the truth of the beginning
of your word is understood.”

II.10A. They asked R. Ulla, “To what extent is one obligated to honor father and
mother?”

B. He said to them, “Go and observe how a certain gentile has treated his father in
Ashkelon, and Dama b. Netinah is his name. On one occasion sages wanted to
do business with him in the amount of six hundred thousand but the keys were
lying under his father’s pillow, and he would not disturb him.”

C. Said R. Judah said Samuel, “They asked R. Eliezer, to what extent
is one obligated to honor one’s father and one’s mother? He said to
them, ‘Go and observe how a certain gentile has treated his father in
Ashkelon, and Dama b. Netinah is his name. On one occasion they
wanted to buy from him precious stones for the ephod, in the amount
of six hundred thousand (R. Kahana repeated as the Tannaite version,
eight hundred thousand) but the keys were lying under his father’s
pillow, and he would not disturb him. Another year the Holy One,
blessed be He, gave him his reward, for a red cow was born to him in
his corral, and sages of Israel came to him. He said to them, “I know
full well of you that if I should demand of you all the money in the
world, you will give it to me. But now I ask of you only that sum of
money that I lost in honor of my father.”’”

D. And said R. Hanina, “Now if someone who is not subject to
commandments acts in such a way, then if someone who is
subject to the commandment acts in such a way, all the more
so! For said R. Hanina, ‘Greater is he who is commanded and
acts on that account than he who is not commanded and acts
on that account.’”



II.11 A. Said R. Joseph, “To begin with, I thought that if
someone said to me, the decided law accords with R.
Judah, that a blind person is exempt from the
obligation of the commandments, I should have made
a big party for all the rabbis, since I’m not obligated
to do them but I do them anyhow. But now that I’ve
heard the statement of R. Hanina, ‘Greater is he who is
commanded and acts on that account than he who is
not commanded and acts on that account,’ to the
contrary, if someone will tell me that the decided law
is not in accord with R. Judah, I’ll make a big party
for all the rabbis.”

II.12 A. When R. Dimi came, he said, “Once [Dama] was
dressed in a gold embroidered silk coat, sitting among
the Roman nobles, and his mother came along and tore
it from him and hit him on the head and spat in his face,
but he did not in any way answer back to her.”

II.13 A. A Tannaite statement of Abimi b. R. Abbahu: There
is he who feeds his father pheasant to eat but this drives
the son from the world, and there is he who binds his
father up to the grinding wheel, [31B] and this brings
the son into the world to come. [Someone fed the
father pheasants but when the father asked how he
could afford them, said, “It’s none of your business,
chew and eat.” By contrast, someone was grinding on
a mill and the father was summoned for the corvée, so
the son said to the father, “You grind for me and I’ll go
in your place.”]

II.14 A. Said R. Abbahu, “For instance, my son Abimi
carried out in an exemplary manner the religious duty
of honor of parents.”

B. Abimi had five ordained sons when his
father was yet alive, but when R. Abbahu came
and called at the gate, he ran and opened for
him, saying, “Coming, coming,” until he got
there.



C. Once he said to him, “Bring me a glass of
water.” Before he got there, the father dozed
off. So he bent over him until he woke up. This
brought it about that Abimi succeeded in
explaining “a song of Asaph” (Psa. 79: 1).

II.15 A. Said R. Jacob bar Abbuha to Abbayye, “How about
someone like me? For when I come home from the
household of the master, father pours a cup for me,
and mother mixes – what am I supposed to do?”
B. He said to him, “Well, take it from your mother but
not from your father, since he, too, is obligated to
study the Torah, it may be an insult to him.”

II.16 A. R. Tarfon’s mother – whenever she wanted to get
into bed, he would bend down and let her climb up on
his back, and when she wanted to get out, she would
step down on him. He went and praised himself in the
schoolhouse. They said to him, “So you still haven’t
got to half the honor that is owing: Has she thrown
down a money bag in your presence into the sea,
without your answering back to her?”

II.17 A. R. Joseph – when he heard the sound of his
mother’s steps, he said, “Let me arise before the
Presence of God, who approaches.”

II.18A. Said R. Yohanan, “Happy is he who never knew his parents [since it is so hard
properly to honor them].”

II.19A. R. Yohanan – when his mother was carrying him, his father died, and when his
mother bore him, she died.

B. The same is so of Abbayye.
C. But how can that be so, when he was always saying, “Mother told
me”?
D. That was his stepmother.

II.20A. R. Assi had an aged mother. She said to him, “I want some jewelry.” So he
made it for her.

B. “I want a man.”



C. “I’ll go looking for someone for you.”
D. “I want a man as handsome as you.”
E. At that he left her and went to the Land of Israel. He heard that she was

coming after him. He came to R. Yohanan and asked him, “What is the law
on my leaving the Land and going abroad?”

F. He said to him, “It is forbidden.”
G. “What is the law as to going to greet my mother?”
H. He said to him, “I don’t know.”
I. He waited a bit and then went and came back. He said to him, “Assi, you

obviously want to go. May the Omnipresent bring you back here in peace.”
J. Assi came before R. Eleazar. He said to him, “God forbid! Maybe he was

mad?”
K. “What did he say to you?”
L. “May the Omnipresent bring you back here in peace.”
M. He said to him, “Well, if he had been angry, he wouldn’t have given you a

blessing.”
N. In the meanwhile he heard that it was her coffin that was coming. He said,

“If I had known that, I wouldn’t have gone out.”
Reversion to the Exposition of the Proposition of the Mishnah-Rule

II.21A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. The child must honor the parent in life and after death.
C. In life: How so? If one is obeyed somewhere because of his father, he

shouldn’t say, “Let me go for my own sake,” “Wish me Godspeed for my own
sake,” “Free me for my own sake,” but only, “For my father’s sake.”

D. And after death: How so? If one was saying something he had heard from his
father’s own mouth, he should not say, “This is what my father said,” but
rather, “This is what my father, my teacher, for whose resting place may I be
an atonement, said.”

E. But that is the rule only during the first twelve months after his
death. From that point onward, he says only, “of blessed memory, for
the life of the world to come.”

II.22A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. A sage changes the name of his father and the name of his teacher, but the

interpreter doesn’t change the name of his father or the name of his teacher.



[The sage when using an interpreter to give a teaching he heard from his father
does not refer to his father by name but by the formula, “my father and my
teacher,” but the interpreter doesn’t do that (Freedman).]

C. Whose father? Should I say, the father of the interpreter? Isn’t
the interpreter obligated to honor his parents?
D. Rather, said Raba, “The name of the sage’s father or the name of
the sage’s teacher.”
E. That would be like the case of Mar b. R. Ashi; when he gave an
exposition in the assembly, he would say to the interpreter, “This is
what my father, my teacher said,” and the interpreter would say,
“This is what R. Ashi said.”

II.23A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. What is the form of reverence that is owing?
C. The son should not sit in his place, speak in his place, contradict him.
D. What is the form of honor that is owing?
E. The son should feed him, give him drink, dress him, cover him, bring him

in and take him out [Sifra CXCIX.I.5].
II.24 A. The question was raised: [32A] “At whose expense [must he feed

him and so on]?”
B. R. Judah said Samuel said, “The son’s.”
C. R. Nathan bar Oshayya said, “The father’s.”
D. Rabbis gave a ruling to R. Jeremiah, some say, to the son of R.
Jeremiah, in accord with him who said, “The father’s.”
E. An objection was raised: “Honor your father and your mother”
(Exo. 20:12), and further, “Honor the Lord with your property”
(Pro. 3: 9) – just as the latter means, at one’s own expense, so the
former has the same meaning. But if you say that it is at the father’s
expense, then what does it cost the son?
F. It costs him time off from his own work.
G. Come and take note: Two brothers, two partners, a father and a
son, a master and his disciple redeem one another’s second tithe;
and feed one another with the tithe set aside for the poor [T.
M.S. 4:7A]. But if you say that it is at the son’s expense, then it will
turn out that this fellow is paying off his debt out of what belongs to
the poor.



H. This speaks only of what is excess [over and above the father’s
needs, over and above what is ordinarily expected].
I. If so, then what’s the point of the continuation of the Tannaite
formulation: Said R. Judah, “May a curse come upon someone who
feeds his father tithe set aside for the poor?” Now if it speaks only of
what is excess [over and above the father’s needs, over and above
what is ordinarily expected], then what difference does it make?
J. It’s a disgrace for the father.
K. Come and take note: They asked R. Eliezer, “To what extent does
the obligation of honoring father and mother extend?” He said to
them, “To the extent that he might take a money bag and toss it into
the sea in his presence, and the child will not yell at him.” Now if you
maintain that the money belongs to the father, what difference does it
make to the son?
L. It is a case in which the son is supposed to inherit the father’s
estate.
M. That would be like the case of Rabbah b. R. Huna. For R.
Huna tore up silk in the presence of Rabbah his son. He said, “I will
go and see whether he gets mad or not.”
N. But if he got mad, then wouldn’t he violate the commandment,
“You shall not put a stumbling block before the blind” (Lev. 19:14)
[by baiting the son to treat him disrespectfully]?
O. He renounced the honor owing to him.
P. But didn’t [Huna] violate the commandment, “You shall not
destroy the trees thereof” (Deu. 20:19) [wasting property]?
Q. He did it in the seam.
R. So maybe that’s why he didn’t lose his temper.
S. He did it when he was already upset about something [and yet he
didn’t insult the father].

II.25 A. If those to be stoned were confused with those to be burned
[M. San. 9:3D]: R. Ezekiel repeated the passage at hand for Rami,
his son, as follows: “‘If those to be burned were confused with those
to be stoned, R. Simeon says, “They are judged to be executed by
stoning, for burning is the more severe of the two modes of
execution” [M. 9:3E].’”



B. Said R. Judah to him, “Father, do not repeat it in this way. Why
give as the reason, ‘Because burning is more stringent’? Rather,
derive the fact that the larger number of those who are put to death
are put to death through stoning. [Freedman, p. 536, n. 3: For ‘if
criminals condemned to burning became mixed up with others
condemned to stoning’ implies that the latter were in the majority, as
the smaller number is lost in the larger.] Instead, this is how it should
be repeated: If those to be stoned were confused with those to be
burned, R. Simeon says, ‘They are judged to be executed by
stoning, for burning is the more severe of the two modes of
execution’ [M. 9:3D-E].”
C. He said to him, “Then take up the concluding clause: But sages
say, ‘They are adjudged to be executed by burning, for stoning is
the more severe mode of execution of the two’ [M. 9:3F]. Why
invoke the criterion that stoning is the more severe penalty? But
derive that point from the simple fact that the greater number of those
who are put to death are put to death through burning?”
D. He said to him, “In that case, it is rabbis who frame matters so as
to state to R. Simeon, ‘In accord with your view, for you maintain that
burning is more severe, but to the contrary, stoning is the more
severe’ [Freedman, p. 536, n. 4: But their ruling could be deduced
from the fact that the majority are to be executed through burning].”
E. Said Samuel to R. Judah, “Sharp one! Do not say things in this
way to your father! This is what has been taught on Tannaite
authority: Lo, if one’s father was violating the teachings of the Torah,
he should not say to him, ‘Father, you have violated the teachings of
the Torah.’ Rather, one should say to him, ‘Father, this is what is
written in the Torah.’”
F. Still, he’s giving him grief!
G. Rather, he says to him, “Father, there is a verse of Scripture that is
written in the Torah, and this is what it says. [He does not state the
law directly but lets the father draw his own inference (Freedman, p.
536, n. 8)].”

II.26A. Eleazar b. Matthias says, “If father says, ‘Give me a drink of water,’ and I have
a religious duty to carry out, I ignore the honor owing to father and I carry out



the religious duty, for both father and I are obligated to carry out religious
duties.”

B. Issi b. Judah says, “If it is possible for the religious duty to be done by
someone else, then let it be done by someone else, and he should go and carry
out the honor owing to his father.”

C. Said R. Mattenah, “The decided law is in accord with Issi b. Judah.”
II.27A. Said R. Isaac b. Shila said R. Mattenah said R. Hisda, “If a father renounced

the honor that is coming to him, the honor that is coming to him is validly
renounced. If the master renounced the honor that is coming to him, the honor
that is coming to him is not renounced.”

B. And R. Joseph said, “Even if a master renounced the honor that is owing to
him, the honor that is owing to him is renounced: ‘And the Lord went before
them by day’ (Exo. 13:21).”

C. Said Raba, “But how are the cases comparable? In that case, the
Holy One, blessed be He – the world is his, and the Torah is his, so
he can well renounce the honor that is owing to him. [32B] But in this
case, does the Torah belong to the master [that he can renounce the
honor owing to it]?”
D. Said Raba, “Yessiree, the Torah belongs to him, for it is written,
‘And in his Torah he meditates day and night’ (Psa. 1: 2).”
E. Well, is that so! For Raba was serving drinks at the celebration of
his son’s wedding, and when he offered a cup to R. Pappa and R.
Huna b. R. Joshua, they arose in his honor; when he offered it to R.
Mari and R. Phineas b. R. Hisda, they didn’t get up in his honor, so
he got mad and said, “Are these rabbis rabbis, but those rabbis not
rabbis?”

F. Furthermore, R. Pappa was serving drinks at the wedding
celebration of Abba Mar his son, and he offered a cup to R.
Isaac b. R. Judah and he didn’t arise in his honor, and he got
mad.
G. Nonetheless, they ought to have paid him respect.

II.28A. Said R. Ashi, “Even from the perspective of him who has said, ‘The master
who has renounced the honor coming to him – the honor coming to him is
renounced,’ nonetheless, the patriarch who has renounced the honor coming to
him – the honor coming to him is not renounced.”



B. An objection was raised: There was the case concerning R. Eliezer, R. Joshua,
and R. Sadoq, who were reclining at the banquet of the son of Rabban
Gamaliel, and Rabban Gamaliel was standing and pouring drinks for them. He
gave the cup to R. Eliezer, and he did not take it. He gave it to R. Joshua and
he accepted it. Said to him R. Eliezer, “What’s going on, Joshua! Should we
recline while Rabban Gamaliel is standing and serving drinks to us?”

C. He said to him, “We find that a greater one than he served as a waiter, namely,
Abraham, the greatest one of his generation, did so, and concerning him it is
written, ‘And he stood over them’ (Gen. 18: 8). And should you say, they
appeared to him as ministering angels [on which account he acted as he did],
they appeared to him only in the guise of Arabs. So in our case, shouldn’t the
majestic Rabban Gamaliel stand and pour drinks for us?”

D. Said to them R. Sadoq, “How long are you going to ignore the honor owing to
the Omnipresent and concentrate only on the honor owing to mortals? The
Holy One, blessed be He, brings back the winds and causes the mists to
ascend, rain to fall, earth to yield, so setting a table before every single person,
and, as to us, shouldn’t the majestic Rabban Gamaliel stand over us and pour?”

E. Rather, if there was such a statement, this is what the statement actually said:
F. Said R. Ashi, “Even from the perspective of him who has said, ‘The patriarch

who has renounced the honor coming to him – the honor coming to him is
renounced,’ the king who has renounced the honor coming to him – the honor
coming to him is not renounced, for it is said, ‘You shall surely set a king over
you’ – his authority shall be over you.”

II.29A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. “You shall rise up before the hoary head” (Lev. 19:32):
C. Might one suppose that one is obligated to rise up even before a

malefactor?
D. Scripture says, “elder.”
E. An “elder” is only a sage,
F. as it is said, “Collect for me seventy men of the elders of Israel”

(Num. 11:16).
G. R. Yosé the Galilean says, “An ‘elder’ is only one who has acquired

wisdom, as it is said, ‘The Lord created me at the beginning of his way’
(Pro. 8:22).”



H. Might one suppose that one should rise up before him only from a
distance?

I. Scripture says, “and honor the face of an elder.”
J. If then it is to “honor the face of an elder,” might one suppose that one

should honor him with money?
K. Scripture says, “rise up...and honor....”
L. Just as “rising up” does not involve an expenditure of money, so

“honoring” does not involve an expenditure of money.
M. Might one suppose that he has to rise up before him in the toilet or bathhouse?
N. Scripture says, “You shall rise up and you shall honor”: I have commanded you

to rise up only in a place in which that confers honor.
O. Might one suppose that if one saw him, one may close his eyes as though

he had not seen him?
P. Lo, the matter is handed over to the heart, for it is said, “You shall fear

your God, I am the Lord” –
Q. in connection with anything that is handed over to the heart, the fear of

God is invoked.
R. R. Simeon b. Eleazar says, “How do we know that an elder should not

make trouble for others?
S. “Scripture says, ‘an elder and you shall fear your God’” [Sifra

CCIV:III.1].
T. Issi b. Judah said, “You shall rise up before the hoary head’ means, any hoary

head [not only a master].”
II.30 A. What R. Yosé the Galilean says is the same as what the first

Tannaite authority says!
B. At issue between them is a youngster who is a sage. The first
Tannaite authority maintains that a youngster who is a sage is not
included, while R. Yosé the Galilean maintains that he is.
C. What’s the operative reading of Scripture behind the position of R.
Yosé the Galilean?
D. If matters were otherwise, Scripture should have written, “Before
the hoary head of an old man you should rise up and pay respect.”
How come the All-Merciful treated these categories separately? To
teach that one hoary head is not the same as the other, and vice
versa. This proves that even a sage who is a younger is included.



E. And the first Tannaite authority?
F. The reason that matters are formulated as they are is that
Scripture wanted to keep “old man” together with “and you shall fear.”
G. And the first Tannaite authority – what is the scriptural basis for
his position?
H. If it should enter your mind that matters are as R. Yosé the
Galilean claims, then the All-Merciful should have written, [33A]
“You shall rise up before and honor the hoary head, you shall rise up
before and honor the old man.” But since that is not how matters are
written out, it proves that the two categories are one and the same.

II.31 A. The master has said: “Might one suppose that one should honor
him with money? Scripture says, “rise up...and honor....” Just as
“rising up” does not involve an expenditure of money, so
“honoring” does not involve an expenditure of money”:
B. But as to rising, is there never monetary consideration? Wouldn’t
it even speak of one who is involved in piercing pearls, and, if he rises
up before him, he will be disturbed in his work?
C. Rather, Scripture compares rising to honoring: Just as honoring
involves an interruption in one’s work, so rising, too, would involve an
interruption in one’s work.

D. Why not compare honoring to rising in this way: Just as
rising involves no monetary costs, so honoring should involve
no monetary cost? So on that basis sages have said, Craftsman
are not permitted to rise before disciples of sages when the
craftsman are engaged in doing their work.
E. Well aren’t they now? And haven’t we learned in the
Mishnah: And all the craftsmen of Jerusalem stand before
them and greet them, [saying], “Brothers, men of such and
such a place, you have come in peace” [M. Bik. 3:3J]?
F. Said R. Yohanan, “Before such as those mentioned here
they arise, but before disciples of sages they don’t arise.”
G. Said R. Yosé bar Abin, “Come and see how valued is a
religious duty done at the proper time. For lo, ‘Before such as
those mentioned here they arise, but before disciples of sages
they don’t arise.’”



H. But maybe the case there is exceptional, since you may
otherwise make them stumble in the future [deciding not to
come to Jerusalem with the first fruits].

II.32 A. Said the master, “Might one suppose that he has to rise up before
him in the toilet or bathhouse? Scripture says, “You shall rise up and
you shall honor”: I have commanded you to rise up only in a place in
which that confers honor:
B. But don’t we rise up under those circumstances? And lo, R. Hiyya
was seated in a bathhouse, when R Simeon b. Rabbi went by and he
did not rise before him. The other was angered and came and told
his father, “I taught him two of the Five Parts of the Book of Psalms,
and he doesn’t stand before me!”
C. And furthermore, Bar Qappara, and some say, R. Samuel bar R.
Yosé, was sitting in a bathhouse. R. Simeon b. Rabbi came in and
went by, and the other did not rise before him. The other was
angered and came and told his father, “Two-thirds of a third of the
Torah of the Priests [Leviticus] I taught him, and he didn’t rise before
me!”
D. He said to him, “But maybe he was sitting and reflecting on them.”

E. So the operative consideration is that he was sitting and
reflecting on them, lo, otherwise, it would not be proper?
F. No problem, the one speaks of inner rooms, the other, outer
rooms [in the inner rooms people have no clothes on so they
don’t rise, in the outer rooms they are clothed and show
respect].
G. That moreover stands to reason, for said Rabbah bar bar
Hannah said R. Yohanan, “In every place it is permitted to
reflect on Torah teachings except for the bathhouse and the
toilet.”
H. But it may be exceptional if [reflecting on one’s Torah
study under such circumstances] is involuntary.

II.33 A. Might one suppose that if one saw him, one may close his eyes
as though he had not seen him? Lo, the matter is handed over to
the heart, for it is said, “you shall fear your God, I am the Lord”
– in connection with anything that is handed over to the heart,
the fear of God is invoked:



B. So are we dealing with genuinely wicked people?
C. Rather: Might one suppose that he may shut his eyes before the
time at which the obligatory greeting comes about, so that, when the
obligation takes effect, he will not see him to stand up before him?
D. Scripture said, “You shall rise up and you shall fear.”
II.34 A. A Tannaite statement: What is the rising up that expresses

honor? One must say, it is in the space of four cubits [when
the sage comes that close, in which case it is only in the sage’s
honor that one has arisen].
B. Said Abbayye, “We have made that rule only in the case of
his master who was not his principal teacher, but in the case of
his master who was his principal teacher, it should be from as
far a distance as he can see.”

C. As to Abbayye, when he saw the ear of the ass of R.
Joseph, he would get up.
D. Abbayye was riding on an ass and going along the
bank at the Sagya Canal. R. Mesharshayya and others
were sitting on the other side and didn’t arise in his
presence. He said to them, “Am I not your principal
master?”
E. They said to him, “We weren’t thinking about it.”

II.35 A. R. Simeon b. Eleazar says, “How do we know that an elder
should not make trouble for others? Scripture says, ‘an elder and
you shall fear your God’”:
B. Said Abbayye, “We hold in hand the tradition that if the sage took
a circuitous route, he will have a long life.”
C. Abbayye took a circuitous route. R. Zira took a circuitous route.
Rabina took a circuitous route. Rabina was sitting before R.
Jeremiah of Difti; a certain man went by and didn’t cover his head.
He said, “What gall that man has!”
D. He said to him, “Well, maybe he’s from Mata Mehassaya, where
people treat rabbis arrogantly.”

II.36 A. Issi b. Judah said, “You shall rise up before the hoary head’ means,
any hoary head [not only a master]”:
B. Said R. Yohanan, “The decided law accords with Issi b. Judah.”



C. R. Yohanan would rise before gentile sages, saying, “How
many troubles have washed over these.”
D. Raba, while he would not get up, did pay them respect.
E. Abbayye would give his hand to the aged.
F. Raba would send his messengers.
G. R. Nahman would send his bodyguards, saying, “But for
the Torah that I know, how many Nahman bar Abbas are there
in the market.”

Topical Composite on Rising before One’s Master
II.37A. Said R. Aibu said R. Yannai, [33B] “A disciple of a sage is allowed to stand up

before his master only morning and night, so that the honor accruing to the
master is no more than the honor owing to Heaven.”

B. An objection was raised: R. Simeon b. Eleazar says, “How do we know that
an elder should not make trouble for others? Scripture says, ‘an elder
and you shall fear your God’”! Now if you say that it is only morning and
night, why should he not trouble people? It would be an obligation. So it
would follow that one would have to rise any time during the day.

C. No, it is morning and evening only, yet even so, so far as people, one should
not impose on people.

II.38A. Said R. Eleazar, “Any disciple who does not arise before his master is called
wicked and will not live a long time, and his learning will be forbidden: ‘But it
shall not be well with the wicked, neither shall he prolong his days which are as
a shadow, because he doesn’t fear God’ (Qoh. 8:13). Now I don’t know the
meaning of this ‘fear,’ but when Scripture says, ‘you shall rise up before the
hoary head...and fear your God’ (Lev. 19:32), then ‘fear’ means ‘rising.’”

B. But why not say: Fear of usury or dishonest weights?
C. R. Eleazar forms a verbal analogy between the two matters since
the word “before” occurs in both instances.

II.39A. The question was raised: If his son was also his master, what is the law about
his standing before his father?

B. Come and take note of what Samuel said to R. Judah, “Smartass, get up
before your father.”

C. R. Ezekiel was exceptional, since he also had good deeds to his credit, for
even Mar Samuel would arise before him.



D. Then what is the sense of the statement that he made to him?
E. This is the sense of the statement that he made to him: Sometimes he may

come up behind me. Then you rise before him, and don’t worry about the
honor owing to me.

II.40A. The question was raised: What if his son was his master, should his father
stand before him?

B. Come and take note that said R. Joshua b. Levi, “As for me, it is not
appropriate for me to stand up before my son, but it is because of the honor
that is owing to the household of the patriarch.” So the operative
consideration is that I am his teacher, but if he were my teacher, I would rise
before him.

C. This is the sense of his statement: “As for me, it is not appropriate for me to
stand up before my son, even if he were my master, since I am his father, but it
is because of the honor that is owing to the household of the patriarch.”

II.41A. The question was raised: Is riding equivalent to walking [so the disciples stand
when the master rides by], or is that not the case?

B. Said Abbayye “Come and take note: The unclean [person] stands under the
tree, and the clean person passes – he is unclean. The clean person stands
under the tree, and the unclean passes – he is clean. And if the unclean
person sat down, the clean person is unclean. And so with the stone
which is afflicted with plague – he is clean. And if he put it down, lo, this
one is unclean [M. Neg. 13:7]. And said R. Nahman bar Kohen, “That is to
say, ‘Riding equivalent to walking.’”

C. That settles the question.
II.42A. The question was raised: What is the law about rising before a scroll of the

Torah?
B. R. Hilqiah, R. Simon, and R. Eleazar say, “It is an argument a fortiori: If

people stand up before those who study the Torah, shouldn’t they stand up
before the Torah itself?!”

C. R. Ilai and R. Jacob bar Zabedi were sitting when R. Simeon b.
Abba passed by. He said to them, “First of all, you are sages and I
am merely an associate; second, should the Torah rise before its
students? [So you shouldn’t have paid me that respect.]”



D. He concurs with R. Eleazar, who said, “A disciple of a sage is not
permitted to rise before his master when he is engaged in study of the
Torah.”

E. Abbayye cursed that teaching.
II.43A. “And when Moses went into the tent, all the people rose up and stood and

looked after Moses until he was gone into the tent” (Exo. 33: 8):
B. R. Ammi and R. Isaac Nappaha –
C. One said, “It was derogatory.”
D. The other said, “It was a compliment.”

E. As to the one who said it was derogatory, that is as is [Moses was
disparaged, but we’re not going to say so].
F. As to the view of the one who said it was to pay a compliment, said
Hezekiah, “Said to me R. Hanina b. R. Abbahu said R. Abbahu said R.
Abdimi of Haifa, ‘When a sage passes, one has to rise before him at a
distance of four cubits, and when he has passed by for a distance of
four cubits, he sits down; when a principal of a court passes, one
stands up before him when he comes in sight and as soon as he has
gone on four cubits, he may sit down; when the patriarch passes, one
rises when he comes into sight and sits down only after he has taken
his seat: “And when Moses went into the tent, all the people rose up
and stood and looked after Moses until he was gone into the tent.”’”

III.1 A. For every positive commandment dependent upon the time [of year], men
are liable, and women are exempt:

B. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
C. What is the definition of a positive commandment dependent upon the

time [of day or year]? Building a tabernacle at the festival of
Tabernacles, carrying the palm branch on that festival, sounding the
ram’s horn, wearing shoe fringes, [34A] putting on phylacteries. And
what is the definition of a positive commandment not dependent upon
time? The fixing of an amulet to the doorpost, the erection of a parapet
(Deu. 22: 8), returning lost property, sending forth the dam from the nest
[T. Qid. 1:10A-C].
III.2 A. Is this an encompassing generalization here? But what about

unleavened bread, rejoicing on the festivals, and assembly on the
Festival of Sukkot in the Seventh Year (Deu. 31:12) [which include



women, but which] depend on a particular time, and for which women
are obligated! And furthermore: What about study of the Torah,
procreation, and the redemption of the firstborn, which are not
religious duties that depend on a particular time, and yet women are
exempt from these?
B. Said R. Yohanan, “We may not establish analogies resting on
encompassing principles, and that is so even though exceptions are
explicitly stated, for we have learned in the Mishnah: With any
[food] do they prepare an erub and a shittuf [partnership meal],
except for water and salt [M. Er. 3:1A]. Now aren’t there any
other exceptions? Lo, there is the matter of mushrooms and truffles.
So it must follow, We may not establish analogies resting on
encompassing principles, and that is so even though exceptions are
explicitly stated.”

III.3 A. For every positive commandment dependent upon the time [of year], men
are liable, and women are exempt:

B. How do we know this rule?
C. We derive an analogy from the matter of phylacteries: Just as women are

exempt from the requirement to put on phylacteries, so they are exempt from
every positive commandment dependent upon the time of day or year.

D. And the rule in respect to phylacteries itself derives from the matter of study of
the Torah: Just as in the case of study of the Torah, women are exempt, so in
the case of phylacteries, women are exempt.

E. But why not draw an analogy to the mezuzah from phylacteries
[exempting a woman there as well]?
F. Phylacteries are treated as comparable to study of the Torah in both
the first and the second sections [Deu. 6:4-9, Deu. 11:13-21], but they
are not comparable to the mezuzah in the second section.
G. But why not draw an analogy to the mezuzah from study of the
Torah [exempting a woman there as well]?
H. Don’t let it enter your mind, for it is written, “That your days may
be long” (Deut.11:21) – so do men need a long life but not women?

III.4 A. What about the building of the tabernacle, which is a positive commandment
dependent upon the time of year?



B. Scripture says, “You shall dwell in booths for seven days” (Lev. 23:42). Now
the reason for women’s being exempt from this obligation is that Scripture
referred to “the homeborn” [males, not females], but otherwise, women would
be liable!

C. Said Abbayye, “It is necessary to make that exclusion explicit. I
might have thought, since it is written, ‘You shall dwell in booths for
seven days,’ ‘you should dwell’ is comparable to ‘you should live in a
house,’ and just as normal living in a house involves a husband and
wife together, so the sukkah must be inhabited by husband and wife
together.”
D. And Raba said, [34B] “It is necessary to make that exclusion
explicit. I might have thought, we should establish a verbal analogy
involving the fifteenth of the month from another holiday in which
there is the requirement that it be on the fifteenth of the month. Just
as in that other holiday, that is, Passover, women are subject to the
obligation, so here too, women are subject to the obligation. So it was
necessary.”

III.5 A. But what about the pilgrimage, which is a positive commandment dependent
upon the time of year?

B. Now the reason that a woman is exempt is that Scripture said, “Three times in
the year all your males shall appear” (Exo. 23:17) – excluding women. But if
it were not for that fact, women would be liable!

C. It is necessary to make that exclusion explicit, for otherwise I would have
thought that we derive the rule governing the appearance on the festival from
the rule governing assembling once in seven years, which a woman is
obligated to do.

D. Well, then, instead of deriving an exemption from phylacteries, why not
deduce that she is obligated based on the requirement of participation in the
rejoicing of a festival [which a woman is obligated to do by Deu. 16:14]?

E. Said Abbayye, “As to a woman, the obligation is on her husband to provide for
her rejoicing.”

F. So what are you going to say of a widow?
G. It would speak of the one with whom she is living.

H. Why not derive the obligation of a woman from the religious duty
of assembling every seven years on Tabernacles?



I. The reason is that the obligation to eat unleavened bread on
Passover and the obligation of assembling are two verses of Scripture
that go over the same matter, and where you have a case in which two
verses of Scripture go over the same matter, they do not establish an
analogy for other cases [but the rule is limited to those explicit cases].
J. If that’s so, then phylacteries and the pilgrimage also are two
verses that go over the same matter and these two cannot serve to
establish an analogy governing other matters!

K. Both matters are required. For if the All-Merciful had
made reference to phylacteries but not made reference to the
pilgrimage, I might have thought we should establish an
analogy between the meaning of the pilgrimage and the
requirement of assembling every seven years. If the All-
Merciful had made reference to pilgrimage but not
phylacteries, I might have supposed: Let the matter of
phylacteries be treated as comparable to the mezuzah. So
both are required.

L. If so, then why shouldn’t we say that it was
necessary for Scripture to make reference to both the
requirement of eating unleavened bread and also to
gathering once in seven years. [Then these two are
not items that go over the same matter, as we
originally alleged.]
M. Well, then, what are they required to show us?
For if the All-Merciful had made reference to
assembling every seven years, but not to the
requirement of eating unleavened bread on Passover,
it would make the latter unnecessary, for I would
maintain, deduce the rule governing a holiday on the
fifteenth from the feast of Tabernacles on the fifteenth.
But if the All-Merciful had written unleavened bread,
with the reference to assembling needless, I would
have reasoned: If it is required for children, all the
more so, women. So it really is a case of two verses
that go over the same matter, and they cannot serve to
establish a generative analogy.



N. Well, now, that poses no problems from the
perspective of him who maintains that they
cannot serve to establish a generative analogy.
But from the perspective of him who has said
they can serve to establish a generative analogy,
what is to be said? And furthermore, as to the
fact that for every positive commandment not
dependent upon the time, women are liable –
how do we know that fact?
O. We derive that fact from the matter of fear
of parents: Because women as much as men are
required to fear their parents (Lev. 19: 3): Just
as fearing parents is required for women, so for
every positive commandment not dependent
upon time women are liable.

P. But why not draw your generative
analogy from the matter of study of
Torah?
Q. Because the study of Torah and the
requirement of procreation are two
verses of Scripture that go over the
same matter, and wherever there are
two verses of Scripture that cover the
same matter, they cannot serve to
establish a generative analogy.
R. [35A] Well, from the perspective of
R. Yohanan b. Beroqa, who has said,
“The religious duty applies to them
both: ‘And God blessed them...be
fruitful and multiply,’ (Gen. 1:28)” what
is to be said?
S. Well, the reason is that study of the
Torah and redeeming the firstborn are
two verses of Scripture that go over the
same matter, and wherever there are
two verses of Scripture that cover the



same matter, they cannot serve to
establish a generative analogy.

T. And then, also, from the
perspective of R. Yohanan b.
Beroqa, the commandment
concerning procreation and the
commandment concerning fear
of parents are two verses of
Scripture that go over the same
matter, and wherever there are
two verses of Scripture that
cover the same matter, they
cannot serve to establish a
generative analogy.
U. In point of fact, those two
matters both had to be spelled
out [and do not therefore fall
into the classification of two
verses of Scripture that go over
the same matter]. For if the All-
Merciful had made reference to
fear of parents but not to
procreation, I might have
supposed that when Scripture
referred to “and conquer it”
(Gen. 1:28), Scripture spoke of
man, whose nature it is to
conquer, and not to woman,
whose nature it is not to
conquer, so she would be
omitted. And if Scripture had
spoken of procreation but not of
fear of parents, I might have
thought that a man, who has the
capacity to carry out such a
requirement, would be covered
by that requirement, but a



woman, who has not got the
means to carry out that
commandment, since she has not
got the means to do it, would be
exempt from that requirement in
any way at all. So it was
necessary.

V. Well, now, that poses
no problems from the
perspective of him who
maintains that two
verses of Scripture that
go over the same matter
cannot serve to establish
a generative analogy.
But from the perspective
of him who has said,
they can serve to
establish a generative
analogy, what is to be
said?
W. Said Raba, “The
Papunian knows the
reason for this item, and
who might that be? It is
R. Aha bar Jacob: ‘Said
Scripture, “And it shall
be a sign for you upon
your hand and for a
memorial between your
eyes, that the Torah of
the Lord may be in your
mouth” (Exo. 13: 9) –
Thus the whole of the
Torah is treated as
analogous to
phylacteries. Just as the



rules governing
phylacteries are an
affirmative action
dependent on a particular
time, from which women
are exempt, so are
women exempt from all
affirmative actions
dependent upon a
particular time. And,
since women are exempt
from all affirmative
actions dependent on a
particular time, it must
follow that they also are
subject to all of those
affirmative actions that
are not limited to a
particular time.’”
X. Well, now that poses
no problem to those who
maintain that
phylacteries are an
affirmative action that
depends on a particular
time, but from the
perspective of him who
maintains that wearing
phylacteries is an
affirmative action that
does not depend upon a
particular time, what is to
be said?
Y. Whom have you heard
who takes the view that
wearing phylacteries is
an affirmative action that



does not depend upon a
particular time?
Z. It is R. Meir, and R.
Meir takes the position
that there are two verses
that go over the same
matter and these do not
generate an analogy
serving other cases.
AA. And from the
perspective of R. Judah,
who has said, “Two
verses that go over the
same matter do establish
a generative analogy for
other cases, and, further,
that wearing phylacteries
is an affirmative action
that does not depend
upon a particular time,”
what is to be said?
BB. Since eating
unleavened bread,
rejoicing on the festivals,
and assembling every
seven years on
Tabernacles represent
three verses that go over
the same matter [namely,
positive duties,
dependent on a particular
time, but binding on
women (Freedman)], as
such, they do not
generate an analogy
governing any other
case.



IV.1 A. And for every positive commandment not dependent upon the time, men
and women are equally liable. For every negative commandment,
whether dependent upon the time or not dependent upon the time, men
and women are equally liable:

B. What is the scriptural basis for this rule?
C. R. Judah said Rab said, and so, too, did the Tannaite authority of the

household of R. Ishmael state: “‘When a man or a woman shall commit any sin
that men commit’ (Num. 5: 6) – in this way Scripture has treated women as
equal to men in regard to all penalties that are in the Torah.”

D. The household of R. Eleazar repeated as its Tannaite formulation: “‘Now
these are the ordinances that you shall set before them’ (Exo. 21: 1) – in this
language, Scripture has treated the woman as comparable to the man for the
purpose of all the laws that are imposed by the Torah.”

E. The household of Hezekiah and R. Yosé the Galilean presented as a Tannaite
formulation, “Said Scripture, ‘It has killed a man or a woman’ (Exo. 21: 1) –
in this language, Scripture has treated the woman as comparable to the man for
the purpose of all the forms of the death penalty that are specified in the Torah.

F. And all three proofs are required to make the point. For had we
heard only the initial one, we might have thought that it is in that
area in particular that the All-Merciful has taken pity on a woman, so
that she will have a means of atonement, but so far as civil laws in
general, a man, who is engaged in business transactions, would be
subject to the law, but I might have thought that a woman is not.
G. And had we been given the rule concerning the civil law, I might
have thought that that is so that a woman should have a way of
making a living, but as to atonement, since a man is responsible to
carry out the religious duties, he would be given the means of making
atonement for sin, but a woman, who is not responsible for keeping
[all] religious duties, is not under the law.
H. And had we been given these two, the one because of making
atonement, the other because of making a living, but as to the matter
of manslaughter, a man, who is subject to the religious duty of paying
a ransom in the case of manslaughter, [35B] would be subject to the
law, but a woman would not.
I. And had we been given the matter of ransom, it might have been
thought because in that matter, it is because a soul has perished, but



as to these other matters, in which there is no issue of a soul’s having
perished, I might have thought that that was not the case. So all of
them are required.

V.1 A. …Except for not marring the corners of the beard, not rounding the
corners of the head (Lev. 19:27), and not becoming unclean because of
the dead (Lev. 21: 1):

B. There is no problem understanding the exception of defiling oneself to bury a
corpse, since it is explicitly written that this applies only to males: “Speak to
the priests, the sons of Aaron: No one shall defile himself for the dead among
his people” (Lev. 21: 1) – the sons of Aaron, not the daughters of Aaron. But
how on the basis of Scripture do we know that the same pertains to not
marring the corners of the beard, not rounding the corners of the head?

C. “You shall not round the corner of your heads nor mar the corners of your
beard” (Lev. 19:27) – anyone who is subject to the prohibition of marring the
corners of the beard is covered by the prohibition of rounding, but women, who
obviously are not subject to the prohibition of marring the corners of the
beard, also are not subject to the prohibition of rounding.

D. So how do we know that women are not subject to the prohibition against
marring the beard?

E. Well, friend, if you want, I’ll just say it’s a matter of common sense, since they
don’t have beards. Or, if you need it, I’ll cite a verse of Scripture: “You shall
not rend the corner of your heads, nor shall you mar the corner of your beard”
(Lev. 19:27) – since Scripture has varied its usage, moving from the you plural
to the you singular, [clearly the latter does not apply to both genders].
Otherwise, the All-Merciful should speak of “the corner of your beards.” Why
“your beard”? It means, “your beard, but not your wife’s beard.”

F. So is the woman’s beard not covered? But hasn’t it been taught on Tannaite
authority: A woman or a eunuch’s beard that produced hair – lo, they are
classified as an ordinary beard for all purposes affecting them? Doesn’t this
mean, in respect to marring the beard?

G. Said Abbayye, “Well, now, you can’t say that it is in regard to marring, for we
derive the verbal analogy out of the rule governing the ‘corner’ of that of the
sons of Aaron: Just as there women are exempt from the commandment, so
here, too.”

H. Yes, but if we take for granted that the language, “sons of Aaron,” is stated
with regard to everything covered in this section [Israelites in general: “Nor



shall you mar the corner of your beard,” priests in particular: “Neither shall
they shave off the corner of their beard,” with “sons of Aaron” governing the
whole section], then let Scripture fall silent, and we should produce the same
result by an argument a fortiori. For this is what I might propose: If in the
case of priests, for whom Scripture has provided an abundance of religious
duty, yield the argument, “sons of Aaron” and not daughters of Aaron, then a
fortiori the same rule should apply to ordinary Israelites!

I. But if it were not for the verbal analogy, I might have said that the matter is
interrupted [so that “sons of Aaron” does not refer to “they shall not shave”].
So here too, why not say that the matter is interrupted, and, so far as the
argument resting on the verbal analogy, it is required for another purpose
altogether, namely, for that which has been taught on Tannaite authority:

J. “Neither shall the priests shave off the corner of their beard” (Lev. 21: 5):
K. Might one suppose that he is liable even if he shaved it off with scissors?
L. Scripture says, “Neither shall you mar...” (Lev. 19:27).
M. Might one suppose if one removed it with tweezers or pincers he is liable?
N. Scripture says, “Neither shall you mar” – which involves destruction.
O. How so? It must be a kind of shaving that involves destruction, and that is

with a razor.
P. If it were the case that the verbal analogy covers only shaving and marring

but not those to whom these acts apply, Scripture should have said, “You shall
not round the corner of your heads nor should you mar that of your beard.”
Why say, “the corner of your beard”? It is to yield both points.

Q. Well, then, what about that which has been taught on Tannaite authority: A
woman or a eunuch’s beard that produced hair – lo, they are classified as an
ordinary beard for all purposes affecting them? What purpose does this law
serve?

R. Said Mar Zutra, “It pertains to the uncleanness brought on by the skin ailment“
(Lev. 13:1-17, 29-37.) [Freedman: If a woman or eunuch grows a beard,
though normally their chins are free of hair, the test of the skin ailment are the
symptoms of hair, not those of skin.]

S. But the symptoms of uncleanness brought on by the skin ailment so far as
these affect skin or hair are explicitly stated by Scripture: “If a man or a
woman have a mark of the skin ailment on head or beard (Lev. 13:29).”



T. Rather, said Mar Zutra, “These serve to indicate the marks of purification from
the skin ailment.” [Freedman: When a woman becomes clean from the marks
of skin ailment of the beard, she must undergo the same ritual as a man.]

U. Well, that, too, is a pretty obvious point since she can become unclean, she
obviously can be made clean!

V. It was necessary to make the point nonetheless, for without this statement, I
might have assumed that it covers distinct subjects, that is, “If a man or a
woman has a mark of the skin ailment on the head,” while when reference is
made to “or the beard,” it would revert to the man alone; so we are informed
to the contrary.

V.2 A. Isi taught as a Tannaite statement: “So, too, are women exempt from the
prohibition of baldness” (Lev. 21: 5).

B. What is the scriptural basis for Isi’s view?
C. This is how he expounds the matter: “‘You are sons of the Lord
your God, you shall not cut yourselves nor make any baldness between
your eyes for the dead, for you are a holy people to the Lord your
God’ (Deu. 14: 1) – sons, but not daughters, in the matter of baldness.
D. “You maintain that it is in respect to baldness. But maybe it is in
respect to cutting yourselves?
E. “When Scripture says, ‘for you are a holy people to the Lord your
God,’ cutting is covered. So how do I interpret the sense of ‘sons,’
but not daughters? It is in respect to baldness.
F. “Well, why do you prefer to extend the law to cutting and to
exclude from the law the matter of baldness?
G. “I extend the law to cutting, which is possible both where there is
hair and where there is none, but I exclude the matter of baldness,
which pertains only instead of hair.”
H. But why not say: “sons and not daughters” in regard to both
baldness and cutting, and the phrase, “for you are a holy people to the
Lord your God,” pertains to an incision [Lev. 21:5: Priests are not to
make any incision]?
I. Isi takes the view that incisions and cuttings [36A] are the same
thing.
J. Said Abbayye, “This is the scriptural basis for the position of Isi:
He derives a verbal analogy from the appearance in both contexts of



the phrase, ‘sons of Aaron,’ in regard to baldness [both at Deu. 14:1-
2, for Israelites, and Lev. 21:5, for priests]. Just as in the one case,
women are exempt, so in the other, women are exempt.”
K. But if we assume that Scripture refers to the entire matter in
making reference to “the sons of Aaron,” then let Scripture just fall
silent, and the exemption of women I would derive from an argument
a fortiori, as follows: If in the case of priests, for whom Scripture has
provided an abundance of religious duty, yield the argument, “sons of
Aaron” and not daughters of Aaron, then a fortiori the same rule
should apply to ordinary Israelites!
L. But if it were not for the verbal analogy, I might have said that the
matter is interrupted [so that “sons of Aaron” does not refer to “they
shall not shave”]. So here too, why not say that the matter is
interrupted, and, so far as the argument resting on the verbal
analogy, it is required for another purpose altogether, namely, for
that which has been taught on Tannaite authority:
M. “They shall not make tonsures [upon their heads, nor shave
off the edges of their beards, nor make any cuttings in their
flesh]”:
N. Might one suppose that for making four or five tonsures, one
should be liable only on one count?
O. Scripture refers to “tonsure” in the singular, so imposing
liability for each cut.
P. “Upon their heads”:
Q. What is the point of Scripture here?
R. Since it is said, “[You are the sons of the Lord your God: You
shall not cut yourselves nor make any baldness on your foreheads
for the dead” (Deu. 14: 1),
S. one might have thought that liability is incurred only for a cut
on the forehead.
T. How do we know that the prohibition extends to the entire
head?
U. Scripture says, “upon their heads,”
V. to encompass the entire head.



W. Might one suppose that in the case of priests, for whom
Scripture has specified numerous supererogatory
commandments, liability extends to each cut and also to the entire
head,
X. while for ordinary Israelites, for whom Scripture has not
specified supererogatory commandments, liability should be
incurred only on one count for however many cuts and only for a
cut on the forehead?
Y. Scripture refers to “tonsure” in several passages [here and at
Deu. 14:1, here speaking of the priests, there speaking of Israelites
as well], so establishing grounds for the following analogy:
Z. Just as in the case of “cutting” stated with reference to priests,
liability is incurred for each cut and is incurred for a cut on any
part of the head as much as on the forehead, so for “cut” spoken
of in connection with an Israelite, liability is incurred for each cut
and is incurred for a cut on any part of the head as much as on
the forehead.
AA. And just as “cutting” stated with reference to an Israelite
imposes liability only if it is made for a deceased, so “cutting”
stated with reference to priests imposes liability only if it is made
for a deceased [Sifra CCXII:I.1-3].
BB. [Abbayye responds:] “If so, Scripture should write “baldness”
[in abbreviated form. Why say “baldness” in a fully spelled out
form]? It is to yield both points.”
CC. Said Raba, “This is the scriptural basis for the position of Isi: He
derives how the consideration of the phrase ‘between your eyes’
applies from the case of phylacteries. Just as in the latter case, women
are exempt, so here, too, they are exempt.”

DD. And how come Raba doesn’t state matters as does
Abbayye?
EE. Because he doesn’t see any point in the variation of
spellings of the word for baldness.
FF. And how come Abbayye doesn’t state matters as does
Raba?
GG. He will say to you, “The matter of phylacteries
themselves derives from this very passage, namely: Just as in



that context ‘between the eyes’ means, a place where a bald
spot can be made, which is the upper part of the head, so here
too, the place at which phylacteries are located is the upper
part of the head.”

HH. Now in regard to both Abbayye and Raba, how
do they deal with the phrase, “you are sons” [since
they make the same point on the basis of other
language altogether]?
II. They require it in line with that which has been
taught on Tannaite authority:
JJ. “You are children of the Lord your God. You
shall not gash yourselves or shave the front of your
heads because of the dead. For you are a people
consecrated to the Lord your God: The Lord your
God chose you from among all other peoples on
earth to be his treasured people” (Deu. 14:1-2):
KK. R. Judah says, “If you conduct yourselves in
the way good children do, then you are children,
and if not, you are not children [of the Lord your
God].”
LL. R. Meir says, “One way or another, ‘You are
children of the Lord your God.’”
MM. And so Scripture says, “Yet the number of
the children of Israel shall be as the sand of the
sea...it shall be said to them, ‘You are the children
of the living God’” (Hos. 2: 1) [B.’s version: “They
are sottish children” (Jer. 4:22); “They are children
in whom is no faith” (Deu. 32:20), “A seed of evil
doers, sons that deal corruptly” (Isa. 1: 4), then
Hos. 2: 1] [Sifré Deu. XCVI:IV.1].

NN. Why all these further verses?
OO. If you should reply, then only when they
are foolish are they classified as sons, but not
when they lack faith, come and take note:
“They are children in whom is no faith”
(Deu. 32:20).



PP. If you should reply, then only when they
have no faith they are classified as sons, but
when they serve idols they are not classified as
sons, then come and hear: “A seed of evil
doers, sons that deal corruptly” (Isa. 1: 4).
QQ. And should you say, well, they’re called
sons that act corruptly, but not good sons, then
come and hear: “Yet the number of the
children of Israel shall be as the sand of the
sea...it shall be said to them, ‘You are the
children of the living God’” (Hos. 2: 1).
1:8

A. [The cultic rites of] laying on of hands, waving, drawing near, taking the
handful, burning the fat, breaking the neck of a bird, sprinkling, and
receiving [the blood] apply to men and not to women,

B. except in the case of a meal-offering of an accused wife and of a Nazirite
girl, which they wave.

I.1 A. Laying on of hands:
B. For it is written, “Speak to the sons of Israel...and he shall lay his hand upon

the head of the burnt-offering” (Lev. 7:29-30) –
C. The sons of Israel, not the daughters of Israel do it.

II.1 A. Waving:
B. For it is written, “Speak to the sons of Israel...the fat...may be waved”

(Lev. 6: 7).
C. The sons of Israel, not the daughters of Israel do it.

III.1 A. Drawing near:
B. For it is written, “And this is the law of the meal-offering: The sons of Aaron

shall offer it –
C. The sons of Aaron, not the daughters of Aaron do it.

IV.1 A. Taking the handful:
B. For it is written, “And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons, the priests, and he shall

take out of it his handful of the fine flour” (Lev. 2: 2) –
C. The sons of Aaron, not the daughters of Aaron do it.

V.1 A. Burning the fat:



B. For it is written, “And Aaron’s sons shall burn it” (Lev. 2: 2).
C. The sons of Aaron, not the daughters of Aaron do it.

VI.1 A. Breaking the neck of a bird, sprinkling:
B. For it is written, “And he shall wring off his head and burn it on the altar” –
C. Treating as comparable wringing the neck and burning the fat.

VII.1 A. And receiving [the blood]:
B. For it is written, “And the priests, the sons of Aaron,” and a master has said,

[36B] “‘And they shall bring’ refers to receiving the blood.”
VIII.1 A. Sprinkling:

B. Sprinkling what? If it is the blood of the red cow, “Eleazar” [the priest] is
written in that connection. And if it is the blood that is sprinkled in the inner
sanctum of the Temple [for example, on the veil and golden altar], then the
anointed priest is required for that [for example, Lev. 4:5].

C. It is the sprinkling of the blood of fowl, deriving a fortiori from the case of the
beast: If an animal, for slaughter of which a priest is not specified, has to have
a priest for sprinkling its blood, then fowl, for the wringing of the neck of
which a priest is required, surely should have to have a priest for sprinkling the
blood.

IX.1 A. Except in the case of a meal-offering of an accused wife and of a Nazirite
girl, which they wave:

B. Said R. Eleazar to R. Josiah, his contemporary, “You may not take your seat
until you explain the following matter: How do we know that the meal-
offering of the accused wife had to be waved?”

C. [He replied,] “How do we know indeed! It is written, ‘And he shall wave’
(Num. 5:25)!”

D. [No, the question is,] “How do we know that it must be done by the owner
[explaining why the priest puts the woman’s hand on the utensil of service,
along with his own, so that she may wave the offering as he does]?”

E. “The proof derives from the appearance of the word ‘hand’ both in the present
context and in the setting of the peace-offerings. Here it is written, ‘And the
priest will take from the hand of the woman’ (Num. 5:25) and in that other
connection it is written, ‘His own hands shall bring...’ (Lev. 7:30). Just as, in
the present instance, it is the priest who does the waving, so, in that other
instance, it is the priest who does the waving. Just as, in that other context, the
owner joins in, so here, too, the owner joins in. How so? The priest puts his



hand under the hand of the owner and waves [the meal-offering] [M.
Sot. 3:1B].”

F. So we have found the case of the accused wife. How about the
Nazirite woman?
G. We derive the sense of “palm” from the meaning in connection with
the accused wife.

1:9
A. Every commandment which is dependent upon the Land applies only in

the Land,
B. and which does not depend upon the Land applies both in the Land and

outside the Land,
C. [37A] except for orlah [produce of a fruit tree in the first three years of its

growth] and mixed seeds [Lev. 19:23, 19:19].
D. R. Eliezer says, “Also: Except for [the prohibition against eating] new

[produce before the omer is waved on the sixteenth of Nisan]
[Lev. 23:14].”

I.1 A. What is the meaning of, which is dependent upon, and what is the meaning
of, which does not depend upon? If I say that the sense of which is
dependent upon pertains where the language, “entering the Land” is used,
and the sense of which does not depend upon pertains where the language,
“entering the Land” is not used, then what about the matters of phylacteries
and the disposition of the firstling of an ass, which pertain both in the Land of
Israel and abroad, even though the language “entering the Land” is used in
their connection?

B. Said R. Judah, “This is the sense of the statement: Every religious duty that is
an obligation of the person applies whether in the Land or abroad, but if it is an
obligation that is incumbent upon the soil, it applies only in the Land.”

I.2 A. What is the scriptural basis for that rule?
B. It is in line with what our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
C. [“These are the laws and rules that you must carefully observe to do in

the land that the Lord, God of your fathers, is giving you to possess, as
long as you live on earth. You must destroy all the sites at which the
nations you are to dispossess worshiped their gods, whether on lofty
mountains and on hills or under any luxuriant tree. Tear down their
altars, smash their pillars, put their sacred posts to the fire, and cut down



the images of their gods, obliterating their name from that site”
(Deu. 12:1-3)]:

D. “These are the laws”:
E. This refers to the midrash exegeses.
F. “And rules”:
G. These are the laws.
H. “…That you must carefully observe”:
I. This refers to studying.
J. “…To do”:
K. This refers to doing the deeds.
L. “…In the Land [that the Lord, God of your fathers, is giving you to

possess, as long as you live on earth]”:
M. Might one suppose that all of the religious duties without exception

pertain abroad?
N. Scripture says, “to do in the Land.”
O. Might one suppose that all of the religious duties without exception

pertain solely in the Land [and not abroad]?
P. Scripture says, “…as long as you live on earth.”
Q. After Scripture has stated matters in encompassing language, Scripture

has further stated matters in limiting language, on which account we
learn from the stated context.

R. In context, it is stated, “You must destroy all the sites at which the
nations you are to dispossess worshiped their gods.”

S. Just as the matter of idolatry is singular in that it is a religious duty
pertaining to one’s person and not dependent upon one’s being situated
in the Land, thus pertaining both in the Land and also abroad, so all
religious duties that are incumbent upon the person and do not depend
upon one’s being located in the Land apply both in the Land and abroad
[Sifré Deu. LIX:I.1-2].

II.1 A. …except for orlah [produce of a fruit tree in the first three years of its
growth] and mixed seeds (Lev. 19:23, 19:19). R. Eliezer says, “Also:
Except for [the prohibition against eating] new [produce before the omer
is waved on the sixteenth of Nisan] (Lev. 23:14)”:



B. The question was raised: Is the dissenting opinion of R. Eliezer meant to yield
a lenient ruling or a strict ruling?

C. It is meant to yield a strict ruling, and this is the sense of the passage: The
initial authority says, except for orlah and mixed seeds, these deriving from
a traditional law; that is so, even though one might argue, to the contrary,
these represent an obligation that is connected with the soil, but the
consideration of the use of new produce only after the waving of the barley
sheaf is practiced only in the Land but not overseas. How come? “Dwelling”
means, after taking possession and settling down [Lev. 23:14: It shall be a
statute throughout your generations in all your dwellings,” and that might
mean, even outside of the Land; but even in the Land this rule came into force
only after the Israelites had settled down, not while they were fighting for and
dividing up the country (Freedman)]. And then R. Eliezer comes along to say:
Also the consideration of the use of new produce only after the waving of the
barley sheaf is practiced in the Land but not overseas. How come?
“Dwelling” means, anywhere where you dwell.

D. Well, maybe his ruling is meant to yield a lenient ruling, and this is the sense
of the passage: The initial authority says, except for orlah and mixed seeds,
these deriving from a traditional law – and all the more so does the rule
governing not eating new produce prior to the waving of the barley sheaf of
new grain, for the sense of the word “dwelling” is, anywhere where you dwell.
And then R. Eliezer comes along to say: Also the consideration of the use of
new produce only after the waving of the barley sheaf is practiced only in the
Land but not overseas. How come? “Dwelling” refers to the situation that
prevailed only after the Israelites had settled down, not while they were
fighting for and dividing up the country.

E. And what is the reference point of also here [in this theory of matters]?
F. It refers to the first clause only [the consideration of not eating new grain

before the waving of the sheaf of barley is included in the general principle that
all precepts... (Freedman)].

G. Come and take note, for said Abbayye, “Who is the Tannaite authority who
differs from R. Eliezer? It is R. Ishmael, for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority:

H. [“When you come into the land of your dwellings, which I give to you, and will
make an offering burnt by fire to the Lord, then shall he who offers offer a
meal-offering and libations” (Num. 15:2ff:] “This serves to teach you that



wherever the word ‘dwelling’ appears, it refers only to the period after taking
possession and settling down in the Land,” the words of R. Ishmael.

I. Said to him R. Aqiba, “Lo, there is the matter of the Sabbath, concerning
which ‘dwellings’ occurs, and that applies both in the Land and abroad.”

J. He said to him, “The matter of the Sabbath derives from an argument a
fortiori: If there are less important religious duties that apply both in the Land
and abroad, the Sabbath, which is a weighty commandment, all the more so.”

K. Well, now, since said Abbayye, “Who is the Tannaite authority
who differs from R. Eliezer? It is R. Ishmael,” it must follow that R.
Eliezer’s dissenting opinion is meant to yield a strict ruling.
L. It certainly does prove the point.
M. Well, to what does R. Ishmael make reference? It is to
libations. But in connection with libations, [37B] the language
“coming into the land” and also “dwelling” are used. [Freedman:
Maybe only “dwelling” extends the law to all places only when it
stands alone, but here, used along with “coming,” it limits the
applicability of the law to the Land of Israel.]
N. This is the sense of the statement: “This serves to teach you that
wherever the words ‘coming’ and ‘dwelling’ appear, Scripture refers
only to the period after the inheritance and settlement of the Land,”
the words of R. Ishmael.
O. If so, then the language we have is inappropriate, namely: Said to
him R. Aqiba, “Lo, there is the matter of the Sabbath, concerning
which ‘dwellings’ occurs, and that applies both in the Land and
abroad.” He said to him, “The matter of the Sabbath derives from an
argument a fortiori: If there are less important religious duties that
apply both in the Land and abroad, the Sabbath, which is a weighty
commandment, all the more so.” Rather, what should be said is this:
“I was referring to ‘coming’ and ‘dwelling’”!
P. The force of his statement was, first – and furthermore, namely: “I
was referring to ‘coming’ and ‘dwelling,’” and, furthermore, as to
your statement, “Lo, there is the matter of the Sabbath, concerning
which ‘dwellings’ occurs” – The matter of the Sabbath derives from an
argument a fortiori.
II.2 A. What is at issue between them?



B. Whether or not they offered libations in the wilderness. R.
Ishmael takes the view that they didn’t offer libations in the
wilderness, and R. Aqiba maintains that they did offer
libations in the wilderness.
C. Said Abbayye, “This Tannaite authority of the household of
R. Ishmael differs from another Tannaite authority of the
household of R. Ishmael, for a Tannaite authority of the
household of R. Ishmael [stated], ‘Since there are unspecified
“comings” stated in the Torah, but Scripture also has qualified
the meaning of one of them, indicating that it refers to the time
after the Land was inherited and the people settled down, so all
other references are to the period after inheriting and settling
down in the Land.’”
D. And as to the other Tannaite authority?
E. It is because the rules governing the king and the
presentation of first fruits represent two verses of Scripture
that go over the same matter, and wherever there are two
verses of Scripture that go over the same matter, they do not
generate an analogy governing other matters [but the rule is
limited to the case].
F. And as to the other Tannaite authority?
G. Both verses are required to make the same point. For if the
All-Merciful had made reference only to the king but not to
first fruits, I would have supposed, since in the case of first
fruits, the obligation is immediate [upon entry into the Land,
prior to settling down], for there is immediate enjoyment of
the crop. [So the rule is special to the case.] But if the case
of the first fruits were stated and not that of the king, I might
have supposed, since the king’s nature is to go out and
conquer, he has to be appointed immediately on entering the
Land, but the obligation to present first fruits comes only
when the people will have settled down.
H. And as to the other Tannaite authority?
I. Let Scripture specify the case of the king and it would be
needless to give the rule for first fruits, for I would have
reasoned as follows: If a king, who by nature goes out and



conquers, is appointed only after inheriting and settling down
in the Land, then how much are first fruits obligatory only
when people have inherited and settled down in the Land.
J. And as to the other Tannaite authority?
K. Had Scripture laid that matter out in such a way, I would
have thought that first fruits are governed by the analogy
supplied by the dough-offering [which was obligatory as soon
as they had entered the Land]. So we are told that that is not
the case.
II.3 A. Now that you have taken the position, Every

religious duty that is an obligation of the person applies
whether in the Land or abroad, [but if it is an obligation
that is incumbent upon the soil, it applies only in the
land,] then what is the point of “dwelling” that the All-
Merciful spelled out in connection with the Sabbath?
B. It was indeed required. For it might have entered
your mind to maintain, since it is written in connection
with the passage on festivals, therefore it requires an
act of sanctification as do the festivals [which require
an act of sanctification of the new month of the month
in which they occur, and that is done by a sanhedrin].
So we are informed to the contrary.

II.4 A. And what is the point of “dwelling” that the All-
Merciful spelled out in connection with the forbidden
fat and blood [at Lev. 3:17]?
B. It was indeed required. For it might have entered
your mind to maintain, since it is written in connection
with the passage on sacrifices, then, so long as
sacrifices are carried out, the forbidden fat and blood
are not to be used, but since the sacrifices are not
carried out, there is no further prohibition. So we are
informed to the contrary.

II.5 A. And what is the point of “dwelling” that the All-
Merciful spelled out in connection with unleavened
bread and bitter herbs for Passover [at Exo. 12:20]?



B. It was indeed required. For it might have entered
your mind to maintain, since it is written, “They shall
eat the Paschal Lamb with unleavened bread and bitter
herbs” (Num. 9:11), that pertains only where the
Passover sacrifice is offered, not otherwise. So we are
informed to the contrary.

II.6 A. And what is the point of “dwelling” that the All-
Merciful spelled out in connection with the
phylacteries and the firstling of an ass [which are not
limited to the Land of Israel]?
B. That is required in connection with that which a
Tannaite authority of the household of R. Ishmael
[stated]: “Carry out this religious duty, on account of
which you will enter the Land.”

II.7 A. Now from the viewpoint that “dwelling” means,
wherever you live, there are no problems; that is in
line with the statement, “And they ate of the new
produce of the land on the day after the Passover”
(Jos. 5:11). They ate on the day after Passover, but
not before, and that proves [38A] that the sheaf of first
barley was offered and then they ate. But from the
perspective of him who maintains that “dwelling”
means, after the inheritance and settling down on the
Land, why did they not eat the new produce forthwith?
B. Well, as a matter of fact, they didn’t need to, for it
is written, “And the children of Israel ate the manna
forty years, until they came to a land inhabited; they ate
the manna until they came to the borders of the land of
Canaan” (Exo. 16:35). It is not possible to take
literally the statement, “until they came into the land
inhabited,” since it is said, “until they came to the
borders of the land of Canaan.” And it is not possible
to take literally the language, “unto the borders of the
land of Canaan,” since it is said, “until they came to a
land inhabited.” So how hold the two together?
Moses died on the seventh of Adar, the manna stopped



coming down, but they used what they had in hand
until the sixteenth of Nisan [Freedman: so “until they
came to a land inhabited” refers to the actual period of
eating it, but it descended only “until they came to the
border,” where Moses died].
II.8 A. It has further been taught on Tannaite

authority:
B. “And the children of Israel ate the manna
forty years, until they came to a land inhabited;
they ate the manna until they came to the
borders of the land of Canaan” (Exo. 16:35):
C. Well, did they really eat it for forty years?
Didn’t they eat it for forty years less thirty
days?
D. But this is to teach you that they could taste
the taste of manna even in the cakes that they
had brought with them from the land of Egypt.

II.9 A. It has further been taught on Tannaite
authority:
B. “On the seventh of Adar, Moses died, and on
the seventh of Adar, he was born.
C. How do we know that on the seventh of
Adar, Moses died? “So Moses the servant of
the Lord died there” (Deu. 34: 5); “And the
children of Israel wept for Moses in the plains
of Moab thirty days” (Deu. 34: 8); “Moses my
servant is dead, now therefore arise, go over
this Jordan” (Jos. 1: 2); “Pass through the midst
of the camp and command the people saying,
Prepare you food for within three days you are
to pass over this Jordan” (Jos. 1:11); “And the
people came up out of the Jordan on the tenth
day of the first month [Nisan].” Deduct from
the tenth of Nisan the prior thirty-three days,
and you learn that on the seventh of Adar,
Moses died.



D. How do we know that on the seventh of
Adar, he was born?
E. “And he said to them, I am a hundred and
twenty years old this day, I can’t go out and
come in” (Deu. 31: 2) – ‘this day’ is hardly
required, so why does Scripture say it? It is to
teach you that the Holy One, blessed be He,
goes into session and fills out the years of the
righteous from day to day and month to month:
“The number of your days I will fulfill”
(Exo. 23:26) [so he was exactly a hundred and
twenty years old when he died, so he was born
on that day, too (Freedman)].

II.10A. It has been taught on Tannaite authority:
B. R. Simeon b. Yohai says, “Three religious duties were assigned to Israel when

they entered the Land, and they apply both to the Land and abroad:
C. “And it is logical that they should apply:
D. “If the consideration of new grain [to be eaten only after the waving of the

sheaf of barley on the fifteenth of Nisan], which is not forbidden forever [but
only until that rite], and from which it is not forbidden to derive any kind of
benefit whatsoever, and from which the prohibition can be raised [through the
rite], applies both in the Land of Israel and abroad, then the prohibition of
mixed seeds, the prohibition of which is permanent, and the prohibition of
which extends to deriving any sort of benefit from the crop, and from which it
is not possible to raise the prohibition, surely should apply both in the Land and
abroad; and the same logic on two grounds applies also to orlah fruit.”

II.11A. R. Eleazar b. R. Simeon says, [38B] “Every commandment for which the
Israelites became liable before they entered the Land applies in the Land
and abroad, and every commandment for which the Israelites became
liable only after they came into the Land applies only in the Land, except
for the forgiveness of debts, the redemption of fields that have been sold,
and the sending forth free of the Hebrew slave in the Seventh Year. For
even though they became liable to them only after they had come into the
Land, they do apply in the Land and abroad” [T. Qid. 1:12A-C].
II.12 A. Except for the forgiveness of debts: But that’s a personal duty

[and applies even before entry into the Land]!



B. It had nonetheless to be made articulate because of that which has
been taught on Tannaite authority, for it has been taught on Tannaite
authority: Rabbi says, “‘This is the manner of release: Release [by
every creditor of that which he has lent his neighbor’ (Deu. 15: 2) – it
is of two different acts of release that Scripture speaks, one, the
release of lands, the other, the release of debts. When you release
lands you release debts, and when you do not release lands, you do not
release debts.”
C. But why not say: In a place in which you have to remit ownership
of the land, you release debts, but in a place in which you do not remit
ownership of the land, which is to say, abroad, you also do not release
debts?
D. Scripture says, “Because the Lord’s release has been proclaimed”
(Lev. 25:10) – under all circumstances.

II.13 A. The sending forth free of the Hebrew slave in the Seventh
Year: But that’s a personal duty [and applies even before entry into
the Land]!
B. It might have entered your mind to think, since Scripture states,
“and you shall proclaim liberty throughout the Land,” that requirement
applies only in the Land but not abroad; therefore Scripture says, “It is
a Jubilee” – under all circumstances.
C. Then why does Scripture make reference to “the Land”?
D. When the emancipation of slaves applies in the Land, it applies
abroad; when it does not apply in the Land, it does not apply abroad.

II.14A. We have learned in the Mishnah: [Consumption] in any locale [of] new
produce, that is, that on behalf of which the omer has not yet been
offered, is forbidden by Scripture. And the [prohibition against eating
produce which is] orlah [that is, deriving from fruit trees in the first three
years of their growth] applies outside of the Land of Israel] by law. And
[the prohibition against planting together] diverse kinds [in a vineyard
applies outside of the Land of Israel] by authority of the scribes [M.
Orl. 3:9Kff.].

B. [With reference to the clause, and the [prohibition against eating produce
which is] orlah [applies outside of the Land of Israel] by law], what is the
meaning of by law?



C. Said R. Judah said Samuel, “It means, a law practiced in the province [as
matter of local custom].”

D. Ulla said R. Yohanan [said], “It is a law given to Moses at Sinai.”
E. Said Ulla to R. Judah, “From my perspective, in maintaining that
it is a law given to Moses at Sinai, there is no problem in
distinguishing between orlah that is subject to doubt and mixed seeds’
produce that is subject to doubt, in line with what we have learned in
the Mishnah: [Fruit about which there is] a doubt [whether or not
it is in the status] of orlah – [if it is] in the Land of Israel [the fruit
in question] is forbidden [deemed to have the status of orlah].
But in Syria [the fruit] is permitted [not in the status of orlah].
And outside of the Land [of Israel], one may go down [to the
orchard] and purchase [such fruit], provided that he does not see
him [the seller] pick [the fruit] [M. Orl. 3:9A-D], while with respect
to mixed seeds, we have learned in the Mishnah: [As to] a vineyard
which was planted with vegetables [which are of diverse kinds],
and outside of [this vineyard] vegetables [of like kinds] are sold –
[if it is] in the Land of Israel [the produce] is forbidden [under
the law of diverse kinds]. But in Syria, it is permitted. And
outside of the Land [of Israel], one may go down and buy [this
produce], provided that he [the Israelite] does not pick [it] with
his hand [M. Orl. 3:9F-J]. But, by contrast, from your perspective,
[39A] the Tannaite formulation should present in both cases: Either
this party [the Israelite] may enter the field and make a purchase, or
that party [the gentile] may enter the field and gather the produce
[since produce in both classifications falls into the same classification,
neither one resting on the law of the Torah].”
F. Well, didn’t Samuel say to R. Anan, “Repeat as the Tannaite
formulation: ‘Either this party [the Israelite] may enter the field and
make a purchase, or that party [the gentile] may enter the field and
gather the produce’?”

G. Mar b. Rabana repeated this rule to yield a lenient result:
“Either this party [the Israelite] may enter the field and make a
purchase, or that party [the gentile] may enter the field and
gather the produce, provided that he [the Israelite] does not
pick [it] with his hand.”



II.15 A. Said Levi to Samuel, “Your eminence, provide me
with produce that may or may not be orlah fruit and
I’ll eat it.”
B. R. Avayya and Rabbah bar R. Hanan supplied one
another with produce that may or may not be orlah
fruit.
C. Say the sharpest wits in Pumbedita, “The
prohibition of orlah produce does not apply outside of
the Land of Israel.”

D. R. Judah sent word to R. Yohanan reporting
this ruling, to which he sent word in reply,
“Shut away the rule governing produce that
may or may not be orlah fruit, suppress the
rule as it concerns produce that certainly are
orlah fruit, and announce that produce in this
classification must be stored away and not
eaten. And whoever takes the view, the
prohibition of orlah produce does not apply
outside of the Land of Israel – may he have no
children or grandchildren ‘that shall cast the line
by lot in the congregation of the Lord’ (Mic.
2: 5).”

E. Well, then, in accord with which
authority do the sharpest wits in
Pumbedita make their decision?
F. They make their ruling in accord
with the following, which has been
taught on Tannaite authority: R.
Eleazar b. R. Yosé says in the name
of R. Yosé b. Durmasqah, who made
the statement in the name of R. Yosé
the Galilean, who made the statement
in the name of R. Yohanan b. Nuri,
who made the statement in the name
of R. Eliezer the Elder: “The
prohibition of orlah produce does not



apply outside of the Land of Israel [T.
Orl. 1:8P].”
G. Isn’t there now! And haven’t we
learned in the Mishnah: R. Eliezer
says, “Also: Except for [the
prohibition against eating] new
[produce before the omer is waved on
the sixteenth of Nisan] (Lev. 23:14)”?
H. Repeat the Tannaite formulation as:
Except for the prohibition against eating
new produce.

II.16 A. Said R. Assi said R. Yohanan, “The prohibition of orlah produce
abroad derives from a law revealed to Moses at Sinai.”
B . Said R. Zira to R. Assi, “But haven’t we learned in the
Mishnah: [Fruit about which there is] a doubt [whether or not it
is in the status] of orlah – [if it is] in the Land of Israel [the fruit
in question] is forbidden [deemed to have the status of orlah].
But in Syria [the fruit] is permitted [not in the status of orlah].
And outside of the Land [of Israel], one may go down [to the
orchard] and purchase [such fruit], provided that he does not see
him [the seller] pick [the fruit] [M. Orl. 3:9A-D]?”
C. He was struck dumb for the moment, but then he said to him,
“Maybe this is how the law was formulated: Produce that may or may
not be subject to the prohibition of orlah is permitted in the diaspora;
produce that certainly is orlah fruit is forbidden.”

II.17 A. Said R. Assi said R. Yohanan, “By the ruling of the Torah, violators
of the prohibition of mixed seeds [in the exile] are flogged.”
B. Said to him R. Eleazar b. R. Yosé, “But lo, we have learned in the
Mishnah: And [the prohibition against planting together] diverse
kinds [in a vineyard applies outside of the Land of Israel] by
authority of the scribes [M. Orl. 3:9M]?”
C. No problem, the one speaks of mixed seeds in a vineyard, the other
speaks of grafting heterogeneous trees.

D. That accords with Samuel, for said Samuel, “Scripture
states, ‘You shall keep my statutes...’ (Lev. 19:19), meaning
‘the statutes that I have already ordained for you,’ hence: ‘You



shall not let your cattle breed with a diverse kind; you shall not
sow your field with mixed seed’ (Lev. 19:19). Just as for your
beast, the prohibition is against hybridization, so in respect to
your field, the prohibition is against hybridization. Just as the
prohibition applies to your beast whether in the Land or
outside of the Land, so with respect to your field, the
prohibition applies whether it is in the Land or outside of the
Land.”

E. But isn’t the word “your field” written [meaning,
what belongs to you alone, hence in the Land of
Israel]?
F. That serves to exclude from the prohibition the
planting of mixed seeds outside of the Land of Israel.
II.18 A. R. Hanan and R. Anan were engaged in

discussion and walking along the way. They
saw someone sowing mixed seeds together. He
said to him, “Well, will the master join me in
excommunicating him?”
B. He said to him, “You don’t see this matter
clearly.”
C. Then again they saw someone who was
sowing wheat and barley among vines. He
said to him, “Well, will the master join me in
excommunicating him?”
D. He said to him, “Don’t we accept as
established what R. Josiah said, for he said,
‘The law of diverse kinds is not violated unless
one has sowed a wheat seed, barley seed, and
grape kernel, with one and the same throw’?”

II.19 A. R. Joseph would mix seeds and sow them.
Said to him Abbayye, “But haven’t we learned
in the Mishnah, And [the prohibition against
planting together] diverse kinds [in a
vineyard applies outside of the Land of
Israel] by authority of the scribes [M.
Orl. 3:9M]?”



B. He said to him, “No problem, the rule just
cited speaks of mixed seeds in the vineyard, but
what I’m doing is mixing seeds. Mixed seeds in
the vineyard, of which all benefit, are
forbidden by the authority of rabbis outside of
the Land; mixing other seeds, of which in the
Land benefit is not forbidden, is not forbidden
by the rule of rabbis outside of the Land.”
C. But then R. Joseph retracted, saying, “What
I said is nonsense. For Rab sowed the garden
patches for the household of Rab in separate
beds. How come? Obviously, to avoid mixing
seeds.”
D. Said to him Abbayye, “Well, there is no
problem if we had in hand the tradition that
[39B], he sowed four distinct species on four
sides of the bed and one in the middle [thus
keeping the species distinct]. But here, he did
so only because it would look pretty or to save
work for the worker.”

1:10A-D
A. Whoever does a single commandment – they do well for him and lengthen

his days.
B. And he inherits the Land.
C. And whoever does not do a single commandment – they do not do well for

him and do not lengthen his days.
D. And he does not inherit the Land.

I.1 A. By way of contradiction: These are things the benefit of which a person
enjoys in this world, while the principal remains for him in the world to
come: [Deeds in] honor of father and mother, [performance of] righteous
deeds, and [acts which] bring peace between a man and his fellow. But
the study of Torah is as important as all of them together [M. Peah 1:1C-
E]. [Freedman: Thus only for these is one reward in this world, while the
Mishnah says that that is so of any precept.]



B. Said R. Judah, “This is the sense of the matter: Whoever does a single
commandment – over and above the advantage deriving from his inherited
merits – they do well for him, and he is as though he had carried out the
entire Torah.”

C. Then does it follow that for these other deeds, one is rewarded even for a
single one [with no other deeds to one’s credit]?

D. Said R. Shemaiah, “It is to say that if there is an equal balance, then that one
deed tips the scale in his favor.”
I.2 A. But is it really true that if there is an equal balance, then that one

deed tips the scale in his favor? And by way of contradiction: In the
case of anyone whose merits are more than his sins, they punish him,
and it is as though he had burned the entire Torah, leaving of it not
even a single letter, and whoever’s sins outnumber his merits – they do
good for him, and it is as though he observed the entire Torah, and did
not leave out a single letter of it [so he gets his reward in this world
and suffers in the world to come]?
B. Said Abbayye, “The Mishnah paragraph before us means, they
make for him a happy day and a miserable day.” [Freedman: The
Mishnah means he is punished in this world, the punishment being a
happy day for him, since he thereby wholly enjoys the next.]

C. Raba said, “Lo, who is the authority behind this ruling? It
is R. Jacob, who has said, ‘There is no reward in this world
for carrying out the religious duties. For it has been taught
on Tannaite authority: R. Jacob says, “You have not got a
single religious duty that is written in the Torah, the reward of
which is not specified alongside, that does not depend for its
fulfillment on the resurrection of the dead. For example, with
reference to honor of father and mother, it is written, ‘That
your days may be prolonged and that it may go well with you’
(Deu. 5:16); with regard to sending forth the dam out of the
nest: ‘that it may be well with you and that you may prolong
your days’ (Deu. 22: 6). Now, if someone’s father said to him,
‘Climb up into the loft and bring me the pigeons,’ and he went
up to the loft, sent away the dam and took the young, and
climbing down, fell and was killed – what are we to make of
this one’s ‘happiness’ and ‘length of days’”? But the language,



“in order that it may be well with you” refers to a day that is
wholly good; and “in order that your days may be long” means,
on the day that is entirely long.’”
D. But maybe such a thing never really happened?
E. R. Jacob saw such an incident.
F. Well, maybe the victim was thinking about doing a sin [at
the time of the accident].
G. A wicked thought the Holy One, blessed be He, does not
join with a virtuous deed.
H. Well, maybe the victim was thinking about idolatry [at the
time of the accident,] and it is written, “That I may take the
house of Israel in their own heart” (Eze. 14: 5)?
I. That is precisely what he meant to say: “If you ever
imagine that the reward of a religious duty comes in this
world, then how come keeping the religious duties didn’t
protect him from being led to such wicked meditations?”
J. But lo, said R. Eleazar, “Those who are engaged in carrying
out a religious duty are not harmed.”
K. There, while they are en route to carry out the religious
duty, it is different [but here, he was climbing back down,
having done the duty].
L. But lo, said R. Eleazar, “Those who are engaged in carrying
out a religious duty are not harmed – coming or going.”
M. It was a rickety ladder, so the possibility of an accident
was ready at hand, and wherever the possibility of accident is
ready at hand, there is no relying on miracles, for it is written,
“And Samuel said, how can I go? If Saul hears it, he’ll kill me”
(1Sa. 16: 2).
I.3 A. Said R. Joseph, “If the Apostate [Elisha b. Abbuya]

had interpreted this verse of Scripture in the way that
R. Jacob, the son of his daughter, did, he would never
have fallen into sin.”
B. So what’s the story with the Apostate?
C. There are those who say that he saw an incident like
this one, and there are those who say, he saw the



tongue of Huspit the Interpreter being dragged by a
pig. He said, “Should the tongue that brought forth
pearls lick the dust?” He apostatized and so sinned.

I.4 A. R. Tobi bar R. Qisna contrasted for Raba the following rules: “We have
learned in the Mishnah, whoever does a single commandment – they do
well for him. So if he does it, that is so, but if not, not, and by contrast: If
one sits and does not transgress, they give him a reward like that going to one
who does a religious duty!”

B. He said to him, “The latter speaks of a case in which an opportunity to sin
comes to hand and he is saved from it.”

C. It is like the case of R. Hanina bar Pappi, whom a certain Roman
lady propositioned. He said something that brought up boils and
scabs over his whole body. She did something that healed him. He
ran away and hid in a bathhouse where, even if two people came in
together, even by day, they would suffer harm [from the local demon,
but he wasn’t injured]. The next day, the rabbis said to him, “So who
protected you?”
D. He said to them, “Two [40A] of Caesar’s armor bearers guarded
me all night long.”
E. They said to him, “Maybe you had a chance to score and you were
saved from it? For we have learned as a Tannaite statement:
Whoever has a chance to score and is saved from it – they do a miracle
for him.”
I.5 A. “Bless you the Lord, you messengers of his, you mighty in

strength, who fulfill his word, obeying the voice of his word”
(Psa. 103:20): For example, R. Sadoq and his companions.

B. A Roman lady propositioned R. Sadoq. He said to
her, “I feel faint and I can’t do it, maybe you’ve got
something to eat?”
C. She said to him, “Well, there’s something unclean.”
D. He said to her, “So what conclusion am I supposed
to draw, that someone who does this sin can eat that?”
E. She was lighting the oven to put the meat in it, but
he went and sat in the oven. She said to him, “So
what’s going on?”



F. He said to her, “Someone who does this [act you
want of me is so punished that he] falls into that
[oven].”
G. She said to him, “If I’d known it was such a big
deal for you guys, I wouldn’t have bothered you.”

I.6 A. R. Kahana was selling baskets. A certain Roman lady
propositioned him. He said to her, “I’ll go and get ready.”
He went up to the roof and threw himself down, but Elijah
came along and caught him.
B. He said to him, “You made me rush four hundred
parasangs to do this!”
C. He said to him, “So what made it happen? Isn’t it poverty
[that makes me go sell baskets to women]?”
D. He gave him a basketful of denars.

I.7 A. Raba pointed out to R. Nahman the following contrast: “We have learned in
the Mishnah: These are things the benefit of which a person enjoys in this
world, while the principal remains for him in the world to come: [Deeds
in] honor of father and mother, [performance of] righteous deeds, and
[acts which] bring peace between a man and his fellow. But the study of
Torah is as important as all of them together [M. Pe. 1:1C-E]. And with
respect to honor of parents, it is written, ‘that your days may be long and that
it may go well with you’ (Deu. 5:16); of performance of righteous deeds: ‘He
who pursues righteousness and loving kindness finds life, righteousness, and
honor’ (Pro. 21:21). As to bringing peace, it is said, ‘seek peace and pursue it’
(Psa. 34:15), and said R. Abbahu, ‘We learn by verbal analogy the meaning of
pursuing in two distinct passages; here, ‘seek peace and pursue it,’ and
elsewhere, ‘he who pursues after righteousness and loving kindness’
(Pro. 21:21). As to study of the Torah: ‘For that is your life and the length of
your days’ (Deu. 30:20). But as to sending forth the dam from the nest it is
written, ‘that it may be well with you and that you may prolong your days’
(Deu. 22: 7). So why not add this item to the list?”

B. “The Tannaite authority has left out some appropriate items.”
C. “Yes, but he’s used the language, These [in particular] are things, and you

maintain, The Tannaite authority has left out some appropriate items!?”
D. Said Raba, “R. Idi explained it to me in these terms: ‘“Say you of the

righteous when he is good that they shall eat the fruit of their doings”



(Isa. 3:10) – so is there a righteous man who is good and a righteous man who
isn’t? But he who is good to Heaven and good to people is a righteous man
who is good, but good to Heaven and not good to human beings – that’s a
righteous person who’s not good. So too: “Woe to the wicked man who is
evil, for the reward of his hands shall be given to him” (Isa. 3:11) – so is there
a wicked person who is wicked and a wicked person who isn’t? But one who
is wicked to Heaven and wicked to people is a wicked person who is wicked;
and one who is wicked to Heaven but not wicked to people is a wicked person
who is not wicked.’”

I.8 A. Merit has both principal and interest: “Say you of the righteous when he is
good that they shall eat the fruit of their doings” (Isa. 3:10).

B. Wickedness has principal but no interest: “Woe to the wicked man who is evil,
for the reward of his hands shall be given to him” (Isa. 3:11).

C. So how do I interpret the language, “Therefore shall the wicked eat of the fruit
of their own way and be filled with their own devices” (Pro. 1:31)?

D. A transgression that produces results has results, but one that does not
produce results has no results.

I.9 A. Good intention joins with deeds: “Then they that feared the Lord spoke with
one another, and the Lord listened and heard and a book of remembrance was
written before him for those who feared the Lord and who thought about his
name” (Mal. 3:16).

B. What is the meaning of and who thought about his name?
C. Said R. Assi, “Even if a person has given thought to doing a
religious duty but was prevented from doing it, Scripture credits him
as though he had done it.”
D. As to bad intention, the Holy One does not join it together with a
deed, as it is said, “If I regarded iniquity in my heart, the Lord would
not hear” (Psa. 66:18).
E. Then how do I interpret the verse, “Lo, I bring evil upon this
people, even the fruit of their intentions” (Jer. 6:19)?
F. In the case of intention that bears fruit the Holy One, blessed be He,
combines the intention with action; in the case of intention that does
not bear fruit, the Holy One, blessed be He, does not join intention
with action.



G. Then how do I interpret the verse, “That I may take the house of
Israel in their own heart” (Eze. 14: 5)?
H. Said R. Aha bar Jacob, “That is written with reference to idolatry.
For a master has said, ‘The sin of idolatry is so weighty that one who
denies idolatry is as though he had confessed to the entirety of the
whole Torah.’”

I. Ulla said, “It is in line with what R. Huna said, for said R.
Huna, ‘Once a man has committed a transgression and gone
and repeated it, it is permitted to him.’”
J. “It is permitted to him” – can you possibly imagine it?
K. Rather: “It is treated as though it were permitted.”

I.10 A. Said R. Abbahu in the name of R. Hanina, “It is better for someone to
transgress in private but not profane the Name of Heaven in public: ‘As for
you, house of Israel, thus says the Lord God: Go, serve every one his idols,
and hereafter also, if you will not obey me; but my holy name you shall not
profane’ (Eze. 20:39).”

B. Said R. Ilai the Elder, “If someone sees that his impulse to sin is overpowering
him, he should go somewhere where nobody knows him and put on ordinary
clothing and cloak himself in ordinary clothing and do what he wants, but let
him not profane the Name of Heaven by a public scandal.”

C. Is that so now! And hasn’t it been taught on Tannaite authority:
Whoever has no concern for the honor owing to his Creator is worthy
of not having come into the world. And what would be such a case?
Rabbah says, “This refers to someone who stares at a rainbow.” R.
Joseph says, “This refers to someone who commits a transgression in
secret.”
D. There is no contradiction, the one speaks of a case in which he can
control his urge, the other, a case in which he cannot control his
urge.

I.11 A. We have learned in the Mishnah there: They do not allow credit in connection
with profaning the name of God, whether it was done unwittingly or
intentionally.

B. What is the meaning of They do not allow credit?
C. Said Mar Zutra, “They don’t keep books like a shopkeeper [and
give credit; they exact the penalty immediately].”



D. Mar b. Rabana said, “It is to say that if one’s account of sin and
merit is in balance, then profaning God’s name tips the scale.”

I.12 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:
B. One should always [40B] see himself as if he is half meritorious and half

guilty. If he did a single commandment, happy is he, for he has inclined
the balance for himself to the side of merit. If he committed a single
transgression, woe is he, for he has inclined the balance to the side of
guilt. Concerning this one it is said, “One sinner destroys much good”
(Qoh. 9:18), for on account of a single sin that he commits, much good is
lost to him.

C. R. Eleazar b. R. Simeon says, “For the world is judged by the conduct of
the majority in it, and an individual is judged by the majority of the
deeds that he has done; if he did a single commandment, happy is he, for
he has inclined the balance for himself and for the world as well to the
side of merit. If he committed a single transgression, woe is he, for he
has inclined the balance to the side of guilt for himself and for the world,
for it is said, ‘One sinner destroys much good’ (Qoh. 9:18) – for on
account of a single sin that he commits, much good is lost to him and to
the whole world.”

D. R. Simeon b. Yohai says, “If a man was righteous his entire life but at the
end he rebelled, he loses the whole, for it is said, ‘The righteousness of the
righteous shall not deliver him in the day of his transgression’
(Eze. 33:12). And even if one is completely wicked all his life but repents
at the end, he is not reproached with his wickedness, for it is said, ‘And as
for the wickedness of the wicked, he shall not fall thereby in the day that
he turns from his wickedness’ (Eze. 33:12)” [T. Qid. 1:13-15].

E. Well, why not regard the case of the righteous one who rebels at
the end as one that is half transgression and half merit?
F. Said R. Simeon b. Laqish, “It is a case of his regretting his former,
good deeds.”

1:10E-G
E. Whoever has learning in Scripture, Mishnah, and right conduct will not

quickly sin,
F. since it is said, “And a threefold cord is not quickly broken” (Qoh. 4:12).



G. And whoever does not have learning in Scripture, Mishnah, and right
conduct has no share in society.

I.1 A. Said R. Eliezer bar Sadoq, “To what are the righteous compared in this
world? To a tree that is standing in a clean place, with its foliage
extending from it to an unclean place. What do people say? ‘Cut off the
foliage from the tree so that the whole of it may be clean, as is its
character.’

B. “Thus the Holy One, blessed be He, brings suffering upon the righteous in this
world so that they will inherit the world to come: ‘And though your beginning
is small, yet the latter end shall greatly increase’ (Job. 8: 7).

C. “To what are the wicked compared in this world? To a tree that is
standing in an unclean place, with its foliage extending from it to a clean
place. What do people say? ‘Cut off the foliage from the tree, so that the
whole of it may be unclean, as is its character’ [Abot deR. Nathan
XXXIX.X.1].

D. “Thus the Holy One, blessed be He, brings prosperity on the wicked in this
world, so as to destroy them and throw them out to the nethermost rung:
‘There is a way that seems right to man, but at the end of it are the ways of
death’ (Pro. 14:12).”

I.2 A. Once R. Tarfon and the elders were reclining at a banquet in the upper room of
the house of Nitezeh in Lud. This question was raised for them: “Is study
greater or is action greater?”

B. R. Tarfon responded: “Action is greater.”
C. R. Aqiba responded: “Study is greater.”
D. All responded, saying, “Study is greater, for study brings about action.”

I.3 A. It has been taught on Tannaite authority:
B. R. Yosé says, “Great is study, for it preceded the commandment to separate

dough-offering by forty years, the commandments governing priestly rations
and tithes by fifty-four years, the commandments covering remission of debts
by sixty-one years, the commandment concerning the Jubilee Year by one
hundred and three years.” [Freedman: The Torah was given to Israel two
months after the Exodus from Egypt, but liability to dough-offering came into
force forty years later, and so throughout.]

C. …One hundred and three years? But it was a hundred and four.



D. He takes the view that the Jubilee effects the release of slaves and
land at the outset.

E. And just as study of the Torah came prior to the actual practice of it, so
judgment on that account takes precedence over judgment concerning practice
of the Torah.

F. That accords with R. Hamnuna, for said R. Hamnuna, “The
beginning of a person’s judgment comes with the issue of study of
Torah, for it is said, ‘The beginning of judgment concerns the letting
out of water’ (Pro. 17:14) [and water stands for Torah].”

G. And just as judgment concerning study takes priority over judgment
concerning practice, so, too, the reward for studying the Torah takes priority
over the reward for practice: “And he gave them the lands and nations, and
they took the labor of the people in possession, that they might keep his
statutes and observe his laws” (Psa. 105:44-45).

II.1 A. And whoever does not have learning in Scripture, Mishnah, and right
conduct has no share in society:

B. Said R. Yohanan, “And he is invalid to give testimony.”
II.2 A. Our rabbis have taught on Tannaite authority:

B. He who eats out in the marketplace – lo, he is like a dog.
C. And there are those who say, “He is invalid to give testimony.”

D. Said R. Idi bar Abin, “The decided law is in accord with the view of
those who say.”

II.3 A. Expounded Bar Qappara, “A temperamental person [41A] gets nothing but his
anger. To a good man they feed the good taste of the fruit of his deeds.

B. “And whoever does not have learning in Scripture, Mishnah, and right conduct
– forbid yourself by a vow from having any good from him: ‘Nor sits in the
seat of the scorners’ (Pro. 1: 1) – such a person is the very seat of the
scorners.”
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